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I appreoiate the oppbrtunity to appear today Before this Committee to

describe our work in eva]uating Titie I of the E]ementary and .

>

% r Secondary Education Act. " Our activities are mandated by ) N ’
} .
|

r »
* ¥ Sectdon 151 of that Act and are varied and complex. I have ' ’ .

[

prepared a’substantia] statement for you but want tb’nigh]ight
’ & 'at'the béginning tne mg}n points contained in it. - e
L . ' , T I~
‘ B (~~ ‘
" . Section 151 directs the Commissioner to standardize State and .
.local evaluations of thetr Title I, projects and to conduct--as

' after accomplishi”g that gpal--national studies of the effectiveness

of the program. Consequent]y, our- efforts focus as a first priority

L4

on 1mproving ]oca] and State‘evaluation activities. ‘We are 1nvo]ved s

P 1

in, the deve]opment‘of eva]uatﬁbn models, the provision of technical

; assistance services‘ and the drafting of ggu]ations furtHErmore,

. the work with models spans, all aspects of Title I, and the as51stance

» ! .1nc]udes national workshops, handbooks, and free consulting serv1ces

.

- . We have seem the use of our models grow from selected sites in

about -20 States last yéar to approximately 40% of the nation 3

.
#

Title I school d1stricts this year. . e .
- . ’

+ 4 4 \ ‘ ) . .. o R
“Second in priority in our program to lmplemen;/SEGtion 151 are ) o

our natig‘al studieé Thear purpose "is tq provide 1nformation‘

-

about the, program s effects which 15 not obtainab]e through the : -

-

‘LEA and SEA‘reporting system.’ Ne have shared w1th you the findimgs
' ) . (‘ L.




'continue that practice in the future. 1 have reviewed some of

D 2. oL _ ’ .
> ' \ L

.from these evaluations as they become avai]able and 1ntend ta.

” k]
E7I

our ﬁindings at the c]q_e of my prepared statement "and w111 proceed - -~
o ) N
now with'the more detailed descriptions of our work.. -

v . -

-The “Declaration of Policy" of ESEA*Tit]e I states 1ts purpose’ VAl

as "meeting:the needs ‘of educationaTiy deprived. children," and in the ' g
years since its epactment, appropriations have grown from §949

million to over $2 bi]]ign: Eér]y data on Title I indicated that “ )

) funds were not being focused on proViding compensatory service§ to -

,educati(palry disadVantaged youngsters., Our recent studies have .1 . )
ow

snown‘ ever, that the funds are being useg_primariiy in the areas- ‘ '
of remedial education {n the,?és*f skills: o - - . o g
5 o ! S : - s
“Evaluation of the impact .of Title I'serVices is required at all’ o
three administrative leyels: Tocal, %tate and Federal.i A lqcal - . ; :;
educational agency must by 1aﬁ‘assure its State‘- T . > . : .i,

"that effective procedures, 1nc1ud1ng prov151ons for’

appropriate’ objective measurements of qducationa.l achieve-
L]

d me.t, wi]] be adopted for eva]uating at Teast arnuX1ly . : t T ';f
: N - : ‘-:35
the effectiveness of the programs in meetingpthe spec1&1 Co .
. educational needs of educationallx deprived chi]dren." - )
fSimi]ar]x, a State must assure the U.S, Commissioner of Education ‘ ' oA
“ ."that the State educationa] agency will ‘make ... periodic o ..

reports ... eva]uating the qffectiveness of payments under
‘ this title and of particulgr programs assisted under ‘it in
]
imprbving the educational attainment of educationa]]y

g deprived children
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_ Of course, the Gommissioner~pf éducation is redoired bi’Section

/ 417-of the General Education Provisions Act to report to gpngress
{ t
* ‘ annua]]y on the effectiveness of al] educat1ona1 programs in ach1ev1ng

the1r ]eg1s]ated goa]s We draw on information from a]] sources to :

prepare that Peport but have been unab]e to maie much use of State . w

[y

[ 4

data‘because many States d1d\Yfry little in the way of eva]uatIng . gL
R Title 1, and even those who did eften coum1tted 8rrors whﬂch 1nva]1dated !

their ,ﬁndfngs. L s o ' ' , (;(

~

' ™~
e 1n1t1ated 2 prOJect in Sune of 197ﬁ ‘to correct the prob]em of

Los 0 —— * &
.

1naCcurate eva]uatfon reporting in ESEA, T1t]e I and. our work in }tq /
that area was given greater emohaSIS the following August-ui%h the - . ;
'passage of the Education Amendments of 1974: Title IZMas thereby

amended to include Section 151 which, lists spec1f1c activities requ1red .

‘of the Commsswner of Education 1n the eva,]uatvom of the program. ~ S

‘The subsections of Sect1on‘15] can be summar1zed~qs folléws:

‘s _ , , . NI P1s .\ '
\ K . . L (\ ¢ ‘ . . K /
- K ’ » . -
“The Commissioner. shall ' s Lo , S
- . ‘ : . @_ Fe *
- ’ (a) proyide for 1ndependent evaluations which descr1be

—
»

% |
.7 _and measure the 1mpaoﬁ"of programs and projects agsisted under this-xi

o
. r ’ -

tit]e.‘... v —_— .
‘o - (b) develop and pub]lsh standards for eva]uat1on of program ‘ L
" or prOJept e?fect1vene§§ : ; :,r/j”; ( B ' {,, :
;‘J‘ ) (c) where apbropr1ate,.con$u]t w1th ‘State agenc1es 1n order

P

to provide for jointly- sponsored obJect1ve eva]uat1on studies ces

-~ 4




equgationa1 age

results ‘of evaluations and for the identification of exemplary

programs.

" Public Law 93-380).. .

., ,'; . ' j . - s\ . »
(d) provide to State educationa] agenc1es, models for -

L]

eva]uatypns of a1l programs conducted under th1s t1t1e ve. Which

sha]] Tnc]ude ui1form procedures and cr1ter1a to.-be ut1112ed by 1ocal

c1es, as wel] as by the State agency ces)

>

(e) provide such techn1ca1 and other ass1stance as may be

necessary to State, educat1ona1 agenc1es to enable them to st1st 1ocal

-educat1ona1 agencies in the developmeng and app]1cat10n of a systematic

. ,'eva1uation of programs in accardance with the models deve]oped by the )

Comm1ss1oner,' ' . ' \

-

(f) develop a, system for the gathering and dissemination’of

1]

3

£ 3

4
Rl

Subsect1on (f) of Sect1on 151 descr1bes the models further as
spec1fy1ng “obJect1ve criteria” an‘ “outlining techn1ques and
methodoh:;y" for producing data which are "comparable on a state-

. w1de and nat1onw;de basis." Subsection(g) Yequires a periodlc

s 4

report on the act1v1t1es of th1s Sect1on anjﬁsubsection (1) "..
provides for fund1ng to support these act1v1t1es (as we]l as (
those of the Nationa] Institute of Educat1on during f1§cal years ; )
76, 76, and 77 for "their study mandated in $ection. 821 o-f’ o " é
Sdhsection,(tl'as‘amended-by‘the fduéatton'Anendments otbi976

~ a¥so,clarifies funding, priorities of Section 151 in the Office

¢ M . . <. . 14 . . 3
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“findings about’the program. - "_ oL

,
. * .t . .,

of Educat1on. and our program is organ}zed so as to refleect them. =

i

I w111 describe that organ1zat1qn of" act1v1t1es 1n my test1mony <

today - fhrst, in general terms and then w1th greater detail .
"about the’work to upgrade SEA and LEA evaluation pract1ces and

to evaluate th! program nat1ona]1y I will a]so summar1ze our

¢

As an overview of'ourﬁSection 151 progﬁa@, IQt me begin'by:bbserving‘

that the evaluation of ESEA 'T1t1e I has h1stor1ca11y 1nvo]ved a
variety of apptoaches. - Efforts at the Federa] Jevel have r@hged

from the sote reliance on LEA report1ng of raw data to the conduct

— » .

L of natrona] studies which are des1gned 1n—bguse by methodologists .

on my staff and conducted by outsrde contractors Se]ected compet-

ively.. Our curreni;approach is one wh1ch re11es on data generated
by two strateg1es the report1ng of’comparab]e prOJect data from

LEA‘s “through SEA's and the conduct of nat1ona] stud1es. : \

I will br1ef]y rev1ew.the strengths and weaknesses of both strategies
for produc1ng data about T1t1e I because I th1nk they are 1mpbrtant

" for uuderstand1ng our approacn to 1mp]ement1ng Sect1oﬁ 151 o
"\ .

We view the adequacy of 1nformat1on for dec1$1on-makers accordvng

te seven criteria:- the frequency with wh1ch 1t can he collected or

" updated; 1ts breadth 1ts depth the cost to acquire it the, ~

+ Y 2

-number of loca] adm1n1strators who can use 1t 1ts usefulness at, ’
the Federai ]Eve1, and, of course; 1ts~accuracy It 1s not dﬁff1cu]t

to see how the two strategies- (aggregat1ng ]oca]ly generated
{ '
eva]uat1on data and yse of data fronrnat1ona1 studies) differ .
- I l . \\_-~ _ ~N
accord1ng to thosé criteria. . ; :

“
. -~ .
- ’ .
.. .
L] .
4 ‘ .

]

A
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they yield data which are more useful for-assessing the program

-6- ' . R
. B [N . ' L ) ‘\ N )
On one/Kénd- the annual reporting by LEAds and States produces t e

more current information than do nat1ona} stud1es {which are
conducted by neoe§s1ty less often) Furthermore that report1ng Lo
yields ‘data about ‘a greater number of T1t1e ) s1tes than do . .-

/ ~
nat1ona1 studies. In oontra§t however, natrdhal stud1es--

because they are less frequent and less universal in their

coverage of sites--allow the invedtigation in rore deEth of

project act1v1t1es and which oneg lead to which types of incomes.

S1mflarly. the sampling, concegtration of oVerhead co;ts, etc ,

possible with national studies make them less costly in comparison , d
to project and SEA reporting. . . \ e

' - . , *

-

Project and SEA reports wi]l cont1nue, we feel, to. be more useful to-

,Jocal'adm1nistra€brs than w111 the results of national studies dUe to A

‘their greater 1nmgd$acy, etc. However, our national studies are more

P4 . ’
controlled and in general of h’gher methodologital qualitys therefore,

. R , N / ,
nationhlly We fee] that\data at the nitiongl level prpduced by

aggre at1ng across&LEAtaﬁq SEA repOrts will be less accurate and¢

hence, (RS, useful for p011cy~making. TaﬁTe}I summar1zes these

trade-offs. Ct \\\ L . .

LY



”\ SR S oL Thb]e 107 a e
' Compar1son of Evaluation and Reportihg System with National Evaluat1ons

3
fo

~

. Characterist1cs of the Evaluation'aﬂﬁ ’ Nationa} s L
information .« " Reporfing System -Evaluations. -
. :‘ . ) -~ . . Sl \' I
1. Frquency £ : -greater - - less
2. Nimber of sites covered = many or-all-— . few_but représéntative:ﬁ Y
* 3. Depth of,invéstigation‘ .shallow. (can't relate - in-depth (can answer - s
g ' o program operations  policy issues) -
. . . - . . Lo - tO'O'utComes) . . . . ’
4. Cost ' T annual cost great . annual’cost much~1ess
d . . a 5 g o . ) .
- 5. Usefulness to lacads + useful . re: genera] ‘findings L
and. States 0 - only ‘;~/ SN
B [ - . J ’ ‘;
6. Usefulness for ngeraT less useful -~ more useful | e ey
" policy-making - . . . ) .
‘7. Accuracy L less ’ . ) mdre: "

<t o
_ ¢

Hence we he]ieve that the thrusd in the‘preseﬁt legislation is corréct

[3
* t

in requ1r1ng that data about the/effectlveness of ESEA Tit]e I come from

oy both Tocal and State reporting and the cpnduct of national studies.
,ﬁ' . . - .
4. i ; .
7 Nhereps ours early efforts in 1mp1ementiﬁ§ this Séttion‘prompted cogcerns

~ on the par; of various members of, Congréss and.their s*affs that we “} .
were concentrat1ng on the latter-at the expense of the former, I / L ’
he]1eve tha pattern of odr allocation of mqnigs to various activities -~ ., - ‘

as well as our report of progress to date 1nd1cate that such is not the .
i {
case. I will sketch b:‘pfly the useg of funds to 1mp1ement Section 15] "

~¢ " s .

N and then descr1be our work suppbrted py those fuqu

* ”
.
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™ the Section Figures reflecting uses of the funds over ‘the fourggear

‘.\ ‘ 4.. .\ ' -8-- 1-‘ t . . ’ .
' The provisions of Section 19 ,are supported by a set- asfﬂs not to . '. ')
exceed one—halfcof one percent of the Tit]e 1 appropriation annua]]y, -;
~ it has averaged Justpover 4 of one percent for the,yearsh1957 78,
and ove.r 63% of t’U S. Office of Education portion {including funds
from the Planning ‘and- Evaluation appropriation) has been dirécted
toward improv1ng State and’loca] evaluation practiées as required by,

4

period are shown in an Attachment to this statement

’

-

L E Table 2 Lo
Total 151 set-aside FY 75378 * $34:4 million . :

a NIE appropriation for mandated study _=15.0" (about 44% of the tota])
USQE portton $19.4 millton . o0 i
USOE supplement from P & ‘E funds +1.01 - ' R Lo
USOE total to implement Section $20.4 million

Funds to upgrade evaluation practices, 12.2 "(a little over 63% of USOE totas)

Funds for natignal evaluations Y §8.2 million P . »

Of tha $20 4 mi]]ion avai]able to the Office of Education (including $19.4
millioﬂ from the set- aside and an additional $1 million #rom P]anning and

~

dgvaluation monios), over $12 mi]lion have been used. to dpgrade State an s

<

local Title I eva]uation practices hy supporting the development of eva]ua—

tion models anu "the provis1on of technical ass1stanhe to StAs and'LEAs .
£
The remainder, ’Bout $8 million, has been_used for an eValuation of the
. : [ . Y, )
Title 1 migrant program, an ‘examination of Title I impact\hcross school-
r L4 . ] ~ .

‘years,; and an evaluation of the Title I haridicapped program.'

' T
¢ ‘X ‘ ’ )
: , . . . #
.
» . - . .
‘ 4 ' ' . -




Having sketched the funding for this program, I d 1ike next to

» . !
describe the maJor portion ‘of our work ?ur ,activities to improve
’ 1
State and local eva]uations ./ Briefly stated those actiVities qonsist

of the deve'lopment of uniform valid models far use in eva]uating

- .

“ various Title 1 actiyities,«—-the prov1stod of tecrmical assistance

. in support of their use, and the drafting of regulations. Each

area of: effort is substant‘ial and I will describe them in more C - L

. .. , . R
- . D -~ 4 .
detaﬂ‘ for.you. ., - oot W )

i * -

. In draftin)g Segtioh 151, miembers of Congress were aware, Gs were.we,

of the mahy defic1enc1es in - ‘local and State TQle I eva,luat'ion

' .reports To address this prob]en they mandated the Com‘msswner fo .

.o

' deve]op and aid the use of technical]y Valid' evaluation procedures
4

formuiated as models. Muci of our work has focused on their deve]opment

and "lmp]éme_'ltﬂthn. o i ";” ‘ : ‘. ' L . .
" ESER, Title'l":is a complex p.ro‘gram_ trying to meet séveral types
of student : needs 3n a variety of settings.. In oug work to develap
. eva]u.xtion mode]s we focused’ injiany on studerit ;rogress in
the basic skiHs and on proJects supported by the LEA grant portion
' ‘of Title I.. More reCently, efforts have pegun to develop mode]s

for evaluating student progress in achievement in. State institutfons

(U]

N for ‘negl ected or delinguent youth and in the-State-administer‘ed

. - ’ ’
R migrant education program. . } . b T Y




L - ’ s / “
0f cOurse \some proJects address.obJectives m addi't19n*"to 1mproving )

. students achieVement!, 50 we sre working also on eva]uat1on mo&els e L
' .

LYd

focusﬁng' on non-achieveme“nt types of’ outq)mess. They faH 1nto the.

i3 W -

areas of students' ‘affectWe devé‘iopmeht the1r improvements re-.

, lated to nutrftibﬂal ,emequaj.fﬁ‘ dental,%and psy,cholog-ical or, ' N &','
. '\socia] services and their progre.ss due to early c‘ﬂﬂdhodd education. ;_

‘ Prbject admin1stra.tors are a}so requestmg adv1ce on the evaTuation

-

of parent 1nvolven1ent and f1dth)c of .project 4mp]ementat1on, ,and ..

plans are underway to lgeet those requests.. I have %umnar?zed jn

Table. 3 various,efforts to develop evaluation models, in eight areas,’"

. .
| . ..., IR . oa

Some of the 1ssues in evaluating‘ the effects of services in migrant

® E SO

education, tn’ 1nst1tut‘lons fmy t‘r nég]ected or de]inquenb a'nd 1n o
- ear]y chi]dhood projects are simﬂar to Yﬁose addressed in the -

deve1-0pment of eva]uation mode]s for regu]ar séhool projects._ For',' 3
. o . i 217

example, in all cases c?rrent evaluation activitiés need to be

documented in order tha reconmended models can 1ncorporate,, as T .

possible, proceduures al’ready 1n~ -use. Simﬂar]y, prehminary 1deas '

) régarding p\lposed model$ must 6e d1scussed wi‘th program admmistrators o

Lo A

before plans’ are f1naHzed ir use. I have Tisged in Iable 4*

(3

the steps’in the'process to develQp evaluat1on models land the timing

-

: . ’ P . ' ' 2o -
 of them for various program areas. R . P
. < ) < K . . 3 . .‘ .

-

Q 4 r ] L - . - .

o of course, different settings also hawe un‘ique eva]uation prob]ems, '

-

deschbe each of our contra.cts to deve]op eva]uation models and»

» ' .
4 I‘ '~ v . -
/ L3 - :
. Bl
~ b . . a .

and we’ address them in t(he separﬁe brojects. 1 wﬂl briefly " - "
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_ . - Table 3. ' The Dgfelopmeént of Evaluation -
b * "Ode]S‘ : . Lo ) . .
. 2% ..
Type of outcome o Status as of e
- Fall, 1977 . PR
Achigv t" ' A

2

T

' 8as1c LEA grant program

~

. -
. T e g
—

~

Migrant education program

. A

~

7.

’

a -

- Pergram for-the Néglected or Deiinﬁ'uqnt

.

" Student non-cogn_itive outgomes

¢

a. affect_ue devolopunt

»

B

" b /nu«;rit'ional. mod‘lcll dc}tal.
' psychologfcal’. soc‘lal 1mprovcments

3

ear rly chﬂdhoog gducqtion

C - \
.-
o~

LR
.

Non-student outcomes

a. pahnt 1nv01vement

b.. prjoj‘ect‘: Jm;ﬂemontation -

.7.

\

s

-

~ models available, in use'ip. *
about 40% of the nation's
Title I school districty in
1977 - 78, increased use encofr-

quent years; ;

effect probabl_y

~

- beingodeveloped in conJun‘ctmn
with national evaluation study;

.tors 1978 79.

- being‘developed in natio’na]
evaluation study; to be dis-’
cussed with aélministrators"
1977-78 : °

1

e
’ [}

to e discussed with admintstra- .

- handgook 6n techn'iques avail bTe

. Tate fall, 1977: ,

.- work glanned for' 1977-”78 to
pnpare handbook .

- work beginning in fall, 1977 -
to survey project objectWes "
and develep evaluation models .
. hd . . “‘
- work p]anned fom FY 79.to
address parent ;yisfution

.

- plans are being formulated to ..
specify good procedures for

.assessing project,management.

| '8

-




Steps
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v . T jLd

&

. , : s : )
Table 4 Steps in-the pracess to develop-evaluation models

Neg]écﬁéd/

w Y,

Regular : farly 06’ R “' Non-Instructional
' “School Program  Delinguent Migrant -  childhood =~ Affective Services - ‘é
’ . b 8 4 . . %
- - . e - .t o
. .Define in- summer 74 spring'76 . winter 77 fall 77. - fall 76 * .. spring 77 ° '
- formation ' : ) . , e : . .

needs and re- . PR .
view current ). Sy
practices.. ' .t - %

’ .. . » .
Dévélop spriﬁ§.75 summer 78 winter 79 fall 78 sumher 77 - . //spfing 78 v )
pretiminary : . . | ' 2 - ‘
jdeals and / , |
discuss with ® " '
program N . W , _ ' '

. personpel ‘ . { -, o
. ! )
. Assess needs fall 76 winter 79 spring 80 sumﬂer 79 winter 78 winter 79\

for technical . R . o : R
assistance and A s
begin specific.. . Yoo .
services as needed ' : . L P

. _ J ' ’
.. i - v ','.
o ’ -zx:;// . L ‘ . i

. ' - .

~ - e ] ’
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. “evaluation model w1th 1nformatton needed at those adm1n1strat1ve 8

.
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. R A 4 N\ - .
encourage you to requestomnre mfoi‘mation sabouts any f partjcular i .
; & . - ¢ .
interest to you. - - 3 . . : R T

.
- - B

H 1. . vy . 2z
) o

You have by now heard of,;he-work we have supported to develop thé - , “

g LY

evaluation nndels for regu ar,school projects The mode]s are sets

of procedures(prescr1b1n§ adm1n1stratlon, timing, selectlon and‘

use.of a basis of comparnson (other ch1ldren 3 test scores), ana]ys1s,

-y

and reporting The thrEe belng used now in regu]ar schoo] projects

differ accord1ng to how thsy estimate the T1t1e jbpart1cﬁpants o ‘ ~

growth, had they noz\rece1ved compensator9%£ducat1on serv1ces The t,

estimate may be based on ‘national norms, test scores of local ch11dren

¢ > a

s1m1\ar to those 1n Title I, or scores of ch11dren d}ss1m1]ar to .7
A

T1tlp I students (1n which cse we make\necessary stat1st1ca1

adJustments), and, of course, the»procedures for test1ng, ana]ys1s,
and report1ng vary accordingly, T, L - . ‘ <:‘

N
Al ‘ R N N '~" N

-

The use of each noded a]lows a local district to estimate the effects .

in the basic ;k 11s performance of the1r~ch11dren attributable to

part}cipattdn 1n T1t}e I. Hence each d1str1ct produces a T1t1e R \

¥

course, districts an States may want to augment the standard

léye]s, and they are encouraged to do so. But the cognitive ‘dut-
comes of theptjtle I projects will be evaluated by use of 6’)

methods "for producing. -data-which are comparable on a statetid

’ " - » -

" &nd natiofiwide basis" as subsection(f) of Section 151 requires.

- * . N *
Ny, . y
¢ . N * - B I - ’ '
. ’ . A
3 . .
. . . o © o, b 4 . e -,




In order to make the data comparabie, project evaluations are e ,
e ™ ' . ‘e
expressed in a common metric which we are calling "Normal Curve " Foo

Equivalents. The use of a common metric is necesSary for .

’ - aggregation across pro.)ect estimates, and we fee] it will serve
\ that purpose weN I must hote that. some cr{tics have. claimed ) B R
-~ \we are trying to "equate achievement tests." That is net-correct; = ° #

1 ‘ﬁ ¥
. <;/ as I have tried to explain above, conversion to the common metric+ -

y 3 the last of a series. of operations and.mere]y translates estimates )
. nof gain “into one scale for reporting purposes. o _, -0 ' .
- 4 \ H > ’ - ) ) . \ - ’
I ‘ ‘ ’ * .

«7 < Use of wtge'mode]s is 1ncreasing;'and.our current estimate is that
. . . ) : 4 : . . . *

i

.about 40% of the nation's school districts are using them to L
[ oot - . ..,
\ - eva1u8te their Title I projects this schoal year. Attachment I'I "

"N A “

. 5 v shows how their use varies by r¢7$on of the country We -have an
i

3

/

a4 ' ~effort underway to examine distiicts' experiences with the mode]s T

1ast year, and I hope to have a progress report on’that topic to ‘

¢«
. @ - "

share with you Ily next February. -
(12 .

*

“ > .
~

»

».Our work to develop evahta‘ﬁ'on' models applicable to the Jitle I ‘ ‘o

migrant education prog‘am is underway now. « We will have some results

from that ef{nrj; to report about a year from now. It 1ooks currentl}l

. as thoTrgh we :‘H rely, on the storage and retmeva'l capabbht‘tes of .‘
the Migrant Student ‘Record Tra’nsfer System %o faci.Htate\ the eva]uation

and report‘mg, but spec1f1c details regarding testing and ana'lysis are

yet to be defined. ./ e .

.
¢ * v
) .
° . . ¢
. . '. . M
. . .
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ﬁ Similarly, our dational evdluation of Title‘I in State institutions - “

' - 7/
for the neg]ected or dehnquent 1nc1udes the devel-opment of evalua- _ .

LY t1on mode]s as well as assessment of the impagts ~of the program
N ' nat1onw1de. A pr1mary concern in that setting is the inappropri- )
aténess of ‘typical ach1evement tests because the students are ‘
. ' ushally teen-agers whose srﬂls in reading and math fan into ‘the
| L pr1mary grade 1eVe1s That means that a typ1ca1 comnerma]]y i
| available test Mth items at the‘ppropmate d1ff1cu]ty 1eve1s will |
be 1nappropr1ate (too Juveni]e insufting) in contzent - Yle “are

e ?

fa1r1y conﬁdent that the so]ut1on to this: prob]em for the nat1ona1

LT ' /evaluat1on will als) be. helpful as part of eva]ua‘t1on models for
#- . '
jg’ , \,' use by 'oth7ers and that we can rﬁscuss these with pngram personne]
A . ) .
Cag ne'xt sp,r1ng and sumner. ; . :

Title I supports some eariy chi]dhood projects which usuaHy foqus "on

.~'

e . - impm%pre-schoo}ers *academic readiness and less often their - '
| socia‘k syﬂls and psychomotgr deve]opment %A project to dgop .
I 'mode]s to evaluate such efforts ‘has’ just begun. It wi)l invoAve -
l; c visits to severa] proJect sites. and.States to detétmine their )
. C ) evali‘rat.on problems and poss;ble so}unons. Sy . ’ J
. ‘ . .- T ’ :

e S1m11au, out' work in deve1op1n’g mode)s to evaluate non- 1nstruct1dna1
“~ s [

s has relJed heavﬂy on V1s1ts to proJects where such ac%wties

L ar@’urﬂemay. Durmg our d1scu§sions wjth State personnel a.bou.t 1/3 .

of then?showed 1nterest in evaluat1on ‘models for this area ,l so we

sare now p}ﬂlfng ttogether for a handbook ‘'various techniques be1ng uded

. by project personnel in the areas of guwance and\counsehng, soc1a1

/ ]

services, and méd1ca] and denta] help. we h/e ‘to complete it in the

L~ - . ‘ . . -
e TR . ' - o ., 48 ! '
Vs .
. . . \ f * . , [
e LY &
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. aext é/ea'r:. A similar, search fqr ¥nstruments and t:chﬁiques to measure ..
student affect1ve growth is complete now, and a. handbook will. be .

Y. avdilable,later this fall. . :

s N N

L
-
13
.
.
e
4

/

It is 1mportant to nbte that’ in the areas’of non 1nstruct1onal serv1ces

" —

and ch1]dren s affect1ve development there 1s less un1form1ty across

. LS

proaect obJect1ves than there is in the baSJC sk{]ls'area. 'Theret - v
( - . .t
., . fore, e ant1cfpate that eyentua1-report1ng about such pPOJect " .

. ’

. effects may 1nvo]ve 11sts of obJect1ves,attempted versussachieved :

rather than’ aggregat1on of actual outcome*&ata. oo f"” ) "
R e x.,"* cep e e y
- we’are just now p1ann1ng-work b0 def1ne eyaluatxon moﬁe]s regardong ot
A , :
L parent 1nvo]vement‘to beg1n 'next year. Invadd1t1on to these var1ods "

O types of T1t\e I oytcomes, ther‘Lhas been cons1derab1e concern about ‘: ;

e '

e assess1ng ;:fh:::ijﬂtst16n of whether proaects were-actuﬁ]iy

. ‘,v

e
4mpIEme?te hoqe to adgress.such cqncerns beg1nn1ng néxt‘year.
’

~ Lo e LA o {h‘ .o ;
| Of course, a maJor techn1ca1 asslstance effort 1s necessary to get )

o the models into.use and used correct]y. Members of my staff are ., .

- ” L R
TR active in ma1nta1n}hg confact»w1th var1obs program personnel nation- - .

'; i S ‘

‘wide- and make many VTSttSﬁahd pnesentat1ons in support of the use C -

- : \

of our modeils. “oWe re]y also on thé he]p of outs1dé contractors -

. 5
o

*mainly 1n the conduct.of\natfonaﬁ w0rksﬁb¢s, ghe preparat1on of {

publfcations,,and the proV151on of 9n -site techh1cal adv1ce regarding

. "y ¥ - - \
« | © o ] . N . “ LI A
evaluat1on pract1ces a . "’ , e L oD
‘ ’ ‘ * . - ' [ - * ' - .
.o, N . . . \ 'y . ? . N
° A K . 4 /
i - ‘s ! - < ."' L
. & . “ I - L]
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- Tdur1ng the Jate faTT and earTy winter of 1976 77 States sent . ., .

" oéhers such as ,State and schbol persomel 1n,conduct1ng the1r own

IS ri“ 4

Jhe national evaTuat1on workshops were offered in ten Tocat1ons ) :

s J oo
about four- stagf members "oh the average, to the three -day sess1ons~ °

3 1

which 1nvo]ved presentatlons on research methodology and the evaTua~

[ - A

t1on‘models. Part1c1pants also worked through examples and~d1SCussed

part1CuTar rmplgmentat1on s1tuat1ons. The workshop~mater1als are

,

made available upon request and have been very popular for use by S

‘\' N ] N o » A N N

.t ainfng sessions.
. 1 . . . , . e 3 "

Y . . .

. V. » .., ‘

. The' handbooks in our mpnograph'series.are also distributed widely. '(?/ *

are currentTy available=from the Government Printfng Office, S -

> . .
. *

AEQ two more will come out this winter. They ‘discuss “the planning ’ o

-/’; ‘and éonduct of evaluat1ons, the vaTTdat1on of'results, the est1matlon - )

.

". .

4 ~
df proJect costs, anag the assessment of chITdren s- affect1Ve develap-
ment Others<w111 address problems of oxam1n1ng ach1evement tests
for b1as of manag1ng a‘ﬂarge—scale test1ng program, and of using .

cr1ter101-n§ferenced Yests. They will become ava11ab1e throughout T

., " the ne;t‘year. o : 1/ . . - )

X P 4 . . -
»

Another' poputar dogument is our quarterly newsletter. it is.sent

to a1]3$tate§?dnd school districts nationwide and describe&'activjties ;1
: I\ . ’ ) ot -,

at the F&deral level. It also includes columns written by State and v

logal personnel in an attempt to begin a dialogue about eva]uatjons.
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1S ‘

de_‘ ¢
P oot

»

of Title I; Occasionally a parent is a]so 1nv1ted to wr1te an arthle

about his or her experience reviewing eva]uat1on.rep0rts, etc.

P ' o~

f‘ ¥ - " v 3

“wesiydu kqew, we have.establishedften Technical Assistance Centers

under,éontract'tp us to provide specific; onisite eva]uation advice.:

Because of the scope of th1s effort and, ‘the 1mportant ro1e the Centers .

are p]ay1ng, I have chosen to descr1be the1r activities in some

detail. - ,

.. [} 7 .
. -
" ? -

They*ha!e been in operat10n ?nnce late September, ;976 " TAC personne]
provide free consu]t1ng serVites to SEAs (and under the SEA [
d1rect1on, to LEAs) in al] aspects of Title I program evaluat1oq, K
The maJ0r1ty of theSe serv1ces are.dlrected toward he]p1ng c]1ents

to eva]uate the1r read1ng and mathemat1cs Title I programs, .altheugh

26 .
,occasaonally they ad&ase on other-T1t]e I evaluation areas.;' ‘e,

Theahlstory of theig se]ectlon 111ustrates our 1ntent1én from the

start to, se]ect persons for thts work who cou]d best 1nteract w1th

; the States, Ne deC1ded edarly to awa Cbntracts to organ1zat1ons

0

through reguTar compet1t1ve procurement procedures, and to have PR

ten compet1tlons--a TAC to serve thé States 1n each HEW regxonal

th , . N . ,*,
,axea, : : . -, N

A seplrﬁge compet1t1on was he]d for-éach reg1on becéuse 1t was
S~

- thought--andfst1ll 1s--that TAC personne] sh0uld be f3m111ar with

the programs and-personnel of the area that they would- serve, Thus

tn Ege‘f}nal RFP 40% of the seleetion po1nts were devoted to

*

»

"



"successful regional know]edge and,experience“ and 40% to applied
N technica] skills " We contacted Title-1 evaluation‘and program

personnel in all State§ during the screening proce;s:to assess . , '

* the offerors' expertise in these areas,*

oL .,u‘“ \ Py - . ’ S

>

PR *In addition, in almoét all cases, an SEA reoresenthtive fnom‘within "
the region (usuai]y the State with the- targest Title I funding) and

a representative from the HEW.regional office were. present dUring

negotiations to ouestion offerors on their knowl edge of regional

programs. I have Tisted the selected institutions. T
fﬁ ' ] ' B . " S
#(a‘ . We-have required that the TAC assigned to ~each State\reach 3 written

éij'_ ‘ agreement with the SEA concerning the conditions under which it

a3

will Proque services to the State and the kinds of services it

R N ,gﬁll provide. For example, each SEA’end its TAC have determined

| jointly how LEAS and the TAC should interact. In most Cases the |
State agreement,’nhich can be renegotiated pefiodiCaliy; reflects | N
the most feasible ways of providing services to.the LEAs in the '
State, but in a few cases it reflects the‘SEﬁ’s aoprehension
concenning Federal personnel or’a Fedenal congracton‘worying o

; directiy with LEAs.* Thus, within the-constraints required to o
- ‘ I .

- . - .

all . - .. L
] TN
L v - ”~ Eal

*To help allay SEA fears of Federal inter\ﬁon, and 'to be sure that

the TACs are helping elients to build loca pertise, TAC personnel

are forbidden from advising.clients on USOE or SEA policies, enforcing -

" Title I program regulations, recommending specific copyrighted achieve-

nent tests, actually performing. TitJ$ I evaluations, writing Title I

_evaluation reports, or providing adv ce not related to Title I grogram
evaluation. , - A ‘ b

) )
L4 - - -
.

e
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B ) : e -TITLE I EVALUATION .
o B . + TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CENTERS .
L, ) - PROJECT DIRECTORS
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., Region I ' SR - Region VII
" Dr. Everett W. Barnes. Jr. Dr. Carmen Finley L B

RMC Res#irch Corporation . American Institdtes for Research
62 Congress Street ’ " PO _Box 1113
Portsmouth, New Hampshire 03801 Paio Alto, California, ' 94302 ~ )
(603) 436-5385 415) 493-3550* ¢ oy A
. . " . (415)7494-0224 : /
. Region 11 , B ‘ . Region VIII, IX; X '
br, Garﬁ‘h Echternacht } Dr. Joe-Hansen '
Educational Testing Service j Northwest Regional Edugational Labc*atorf
‘Princeton, New Jersey'98540 ‘ ~ 710 S.W. Second Avenue
* {(609) -921-9000 x2566 : Portland, Oregon 97204 -

i@ (533{ 248- 6853 ‘ :
 Region 111 I = St .
- Dr, Joan Troy : ' : . AR . )

National Testing Service, Inc. [ £ .
1905 Chapel Hill Road . ‘ Ly .
Durham, North Carolina 27705 - K¢ \ .
(91?) 49313451 ‘ ' . L ’
Reg‘lon o\ - ‘ . . . ea‘;”s
_+ Dr. George Temp ‘ | ’ o : '
Educatipha) Testing Service - Southern Regional Of?ﬁce . Y
3445 PeRchtree Road, N E. .. ‘ Coe
Suite 1040 ' . . R

Atlanta, Georgia .3%326&,
(404) ‘262- 763,

Region v

Dr. Theodore Storlia
~ Educational Testing
960 Grove, Street %

!
’

-

ervice - Midwest Regional "Office
0201 ) -

Eyanston. I1Jinois
(312) 869- 7700
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D¥. George Powell : , .o
. Resource Development Institute. Inc. . , P ‘ )
1916 Justin Lane | L. .
Austin, Texas 7875] ) T , : :
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?‘\ : i%gf _ besure that Sn SEA #i]]'proceed in a positive manner to meet the

- requirements of Sect1on IST’ each SEA can dégermine the areas of

L)
.

-

hayesincluded overview workshops/ for SEA and LEA personnel. These |
havé been followed'by regional ,eetihge for groups of LEAs aﬁd-ﬁorsr ' - |

defailed workshops on specific/aspects of the models. In addition : T

to the large amount of time spent responding to quesfions on the.
) . ! . - ]
telephone, TACs have made visits and acteg as on-site consultants

.

‘to some large schopl districts.

———— 4

t s of June 30, more ¢han 50% ©f the approximately ;14,000 school

district$ receiving Title I funds have rquived'some TAG services,

¥

and approximately, 40% of them will attempt this year to use the

‘,modelé. I have included an attachment to my w}itten testimony ‘ *

o
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N
showlng the progress in use of the nodels as lt varies. b) reglon
and State 1 should also point out: (1) that many LEAs are recelvlng:l
training this fall and are hence not sh)un on ary tabulatlon‘ {2),. -~

that LEA's attenptlng to use our models may not be dolng SO correctly.

-and {3) that in sone’cases the number of LEA's havlng been tralnéd fs. *

greater than we show bécause of the work of personnel ln lnter-

‘

mediate districts (Wwhom we trained). . ‘

e ’ . ’ o .

In the next few months the TACs will glve additional workshops on
specl{uc areas of the UfOE Title 1 nodels for LEAs using them this
school year.. They will also be spendlng more hours in provlding
telepho/ne assistance and on-sfte consulting as LEAs encounter
specific problems: We have also found _that other Title I programs
besides those in reading and math in regular schools are increasing
their requests for help. and we anticipate increased need for help

in interpreting results next sprihg.

—_—

The first contract period for the TAC's extends through December. l977
(contracts funded for 15 months), and- the total funding for the’ ten
contracts during that period was about SZ.‘?0.00Q. All'of' the” . .
TACs wlll be funded for'ah additional 15 months (there was a

15-month extension clause in each contract).’ Although it is

dl(flcult to predict accurately_ the demands by SEAs and LE_A's '

for TAC serwices, we are estlmatlng currently that over 35,000,000 -
will be requlred for the Jaauary. 1978-March, 1979 contract period.-

If some of the States whlch have been cautious ln thelr implementation.
v

/of the USOE system should make Targe demands for services during

' {the contract period, then the fundirng will be increased accordingly.

25 S



. - prel ininery meet ings heve been held with a group of State Title l

In short. our experiences thus far with the Centers show that their

. services are welcomed and needed, end we intend to make them a ~

.

- continuing important part of our evaluation- system lhey a,ppear to

be helping in quality control as well esﬁin State and F\ederel relatiOn-

-

_ ships. -Indeed, the provision of useful servites (free of charge)

_ has ceuseq much of the early skepticism about our models to change~ ’
' . " . \ ‘

-

iy

to enthusiasm. -

Finally\. fn discuss'ing our activities ‘to upgrede State and locel
evaluation practjces, it is important for ne to mention our inten-
‘tions to publish program regulations in tnis lrel.. I anticipate. .
that there will, be some quative reactions to slich reguletions but

we plan to proceed this Fall to publish a Mtice of Intent to Regulate

‘,Coordinatorstand other edainistn&ors representing Chief State Scnool

Of.ficers to discuss the process. a Notice of lnifent will, solicit

comments about specific issues from all interested parties " After

" the publication of Proposed Rules (probably in late Spring. l978).

-hearings ‘will be held in locﬂons across the nation, and regulations
‘will follow. Their issuance will affect the use of the evaluafﬁn

models at that time in the few d‘i,stricts not a/]ready using them,
»

making .nationwide ‘implementation of the system most probable by ,

1980 or 1981.

’
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A1l of this, Mr. Chalrman, is what

1

& have been dang to mplemeu\t

n. \\e requwements' in Section 151 dealmg whth the \mprove~<=nt of

’ A

.

we Hav! avdilable, prmarily from our national studies, about two

" a¥pects of Title I:
of thosesservices.’
.
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State and lod‘al evaluations. 1 would like o turn now Lo the d/ta
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P D
What have we: learned from national evaluations of Tit12-1? 2

\ . ‘ -
,About the LEA grant portion of Title I - ’

With respect to students served and serviced offered?

Currently, 90% of a1l public school districts in the U, S receive
Title I'funds and of the nation's pub ic elementary schools (those
- having. ohe or more gyrades in the 1-6 range) )
67% regeive finds from Title I while another l5% receive
.. compen atory funds from sources other than Title I e

that receive Title I funds have high concentrations .
yof stidents from poverty backgrounds and high concentrations
of popr readers. #

o . Approximatfly 15 percent of all public elementary school student@g receive
) compensatqry.assistance from Title.l with another 9 percent recelving
services from sources other than Title I.

14 percent of all public elementar school students attend
a schodl that does not offer compensatofy .Lgistence (ei‘ther
- from Title I or from -other sources)

S1ightly less than one-third. of the'students from poverty families Yeceive
services from Title I; an additional 9 percent receive services frof sources
other then Title' I.

' ” v Almbst 2 percent of non- poor students receive services from Titld I .
) ¥}t? anther 9 percent receiving services from sources other. than
e T ) ! tie : , K & «

] B —
L3

. Althoubh there are proportionately nore pcerty than non;poverty )
students served bylitle I, dueé to the% $reater absolute numbers
more mon-poor than poor are served by Tit b

e Using a criterion bf achieving one or more years below grade level(for ‘
LT - students in grades 2- 6),

. if a'§tudent comes from a poverty beckground the chances are
- almo8t 1 1n 2 that he or $he will be a Tow achiever

. ,‘ | . | . ' )




/—> I 5 _ (, L =
" i, “1f a student comes from a non-poverty background the cMncés L
. . are almost 1 in 5 that he or_she will be a low achiever

¢ . f".. however, in absolute numbeps there are about one million more
low achievers than there~are students from poverty backgrounds AN
Among’low ach1év1n§.students (using the previous criterion) almost '
one-third received services from Title I with another 14 percegi‘
) receiving services from sources. other than Title I R _

- ) ' . . . 8
] ' In contrast, 11 percent. of regular (or non-low) achieving

students receive services under Title I with another 8 perr’

, receiving services from sources,other than Title I

‘e

However, because oF their greater absolute numbérs, slightly
: more regular than low achfeving students recefve services from
o ‘ Title I (about 100,000 mors). .. v

3

Sevenfy-s1x‘ ercent of the Title I per—pup11.dollar'1s used to provide
1gstruct10na services (NIE) » » S

: .. Eighty-two percent of all compensatory studente participate in a )
remedial reading project or in-a'language arts project that has a -
reading compofent with the next most frequent greas of instructional

. activity being compensatory mathematics and preschoolZkindergarten
: readiness activities (NIE) . .
;. The predominant mode of 1nsfrﬁ¥t19n.for compensatory services 1§
. . via a "pull-out" program.(viz. students leave their regular class-
. "~ , room for compensatory instruction) (NIE) ' : o
With respect totéompensatory read¥n§ instruction, the loJEst ach1ev1n§'

students "are the ones who receive special. assistarc> with slich assistance = .
being ﬁgqplemgntary to resources used in the regulqr reaﬁl:i pﬁbgrqm.,
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Mith respect to the benefits of thése Services? “ -

© .. @tudents who receive compensatory assistance in reading tended not L
| ce to fall behind.their less neédy, unassisted peers in their reading L
- . -+ ki1l performance during the school year.. For some of the achievement ,
? ) tests, compensatory students were‘claser to non-compensatory students
| in their veéading test performance in the Spring than they had been
- in the preceding.fall. = . : e

4

v oo . , .
=« -Compensatery assisted students tended tv develop favorable ’

VR attitudes toward themselves as readers and toward their reading'
7 activities to a degree that was equal to or greater than that of
s . . their less needy, unassisted peers. : :

.o 'Fé?‘speéial]y sejected sites, dramatic compensatory studept .
improvement 1n reading (OPBE and NIE) and {A° mathematics {M{Ed
+ was obsgrved. s . Ce -
These results can be contrasted with those from earlier studies
o which showed that disadvantaged students fell progressively further e
« behind in their reading performance and became increasingly more. .
faselistfc-about their ability to improve their.1ife circumstances
through education. ; . . S
However, ‘a clear relationship between the level of resources .
..utilized-and student improvement in reading was not discerned.
’ Rather, given a minimal level of resources, the ways in which .
. they were utilized appeared more -important than the sheer amount
RN . “le.g., the use of instructional aides .for instructional activities
) ‘rather than for clerical or custodial functions). et

. . In the Fall of tEe year students who recieved compensatory assistance in
grades 2, 4 and.t were at about the same percentile rank. Such results
_ *may reflect; (1) the emphasis of thg pragram on serving the most . - )
P . educationally needy students each year andg they are not necessarily the
. ¢ same students’from one year to the nexty and, (2) » loss over the sumer
mon.hs of the roficiencies acqu{red during the régular school year. ;:),
< ¢ \ N .
. €7, Disadvan ge udents who attended summer school did not exhibit
wever, summer attendance was voluntary; the most
- severely disadvaritaged students did nog attend; and, student
instructional cost was two and one-hal¥gimes greater during the
summer months thag during the regulat schdol year. .
- . - l‘ ] M
. Very Tittle is known dbout student benefits in other areas supported by
Title I (e.g. nethematics, support services, services to secondary schook
. students) nor of the extent to which ga12§ in basic skills acquired
during a single school year are sustained” over the sumher.months,and in
subseq years--this latter'is the topic of a current national evaluation
espectally designed to follow-up on the gains that this earlier study
indi€ated were acquired.during one school year, . . -
. . . 1Y S ‘
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About‘%rog‘rams"-cqnduct%d,by State educational agencies?

N “Title ! funds are also used W} provide services to: (1) neglected or
: delinquent youth in State institytions; (2) childrenof m‘lgrabrg T
, agricultural workers and fishermen; and, (3) severely handicapped children
.o in State institutions. Results from the first descriptive phase of "an,
.« ongoing study of the megtected or delinquent program has shown that:

» . . ' .
- . Nearly 2%,000 '1nstitut2.ona,ﬁzed youth receive Title I serv\;esp
v - compared to just gver 51,000 estimated as e11g1b1e\for the program, .
' . ! . ; - . :

a, » Title I student's. are younger than the gene;'al instttutionalized . 3
R population; ‘nearly 2_/3\are under 18 years of age. : Coe

. Services 1in reading and mathematics account for nearly 70% of the °

- -Title I expenditures in the facilfties. N ;

A .+ Per-pupil expenditures for Title I students averaged about $1358 °
- ~of which about $456 was from Titlesl; however, these figures & ©
o .fluctuate greatly across sites. D ' (
N . rd . . - .
.. .Opinions about the program were very positive with strengths most
- often mentioned in its emphasis og basic skills ahd individualized :
instruction; weaknesses cited most frequently wer2 the’ restrictive ° -

-guidelines .and imsufficient funds. ‘ ' L.

S

) . A
The next phase of this’study will address the effects of the program on
participants’ performance in the basjc -skills and at®™udinal devélopment.
Evalyation models will a¥so be developed for use by State and project
personne] 1Q assesstng and reporting Title'I" impacts 1in their sites. -
AJthough there is no current evaluative i.°z-r2tion on the migrant ahd: -
handiczoped programs under Title I a comprerensive 'st'udy-& the former
program s currently in process while a study.of the 1=*tar program-1is

LT planneu for .re near future. - . Lo .
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Sﬁmmarx { ‘ .. .- i-f. . o R "
In summaryeevidence now available, indicates that. the receipt of Title
L I funds.is almost uffiversal at the school district level and exceptfonally
wideSpread at .the elementary school Jevel. A temarkably high percentage . L
- #f elementary schools with'high cofiventrations of poverty students (which also have
high-concentrations of low achieving students) weceive Title I funds - .
a1though many schools with Jow gonsentrations of such students do.too. '
The funds are used for a wide variety of instructional and- support services;
howeyer, the wast bulk of, the funds:and studénts, are involved in basic - = .
" skills.instruction.tn the elementary grades. With respect to reading, .
the-evidence suggests that in elementary schools, Tit]e I has been well-- -
targeted on éhildrqn who read podrly and Title I is probably having some -
positive inpact, Educatiomally disadvantaged children usually lose .
; ground to their more advantaged peers as they progress through school.
However, poor readers who ndceived.aﬁtrq:qttention because of Title I and -
similar programs tend to hold.'their¥relat ;ﬁ positions bgtween Eall and Spring:
and on some sests they gain ground. But,” the extent to which such gains are
sustained in subsedquent years for the same students is ot currently known.
Some 1imited evidence 'suggests there may be losses over the summer months. In
general, then, phe reading results 111dstrate modest success but with much
‘work still to be done. Ljttle useful information fs currently available on
. .« Student achievement in other areas. *Mdny of the nop-instructional services .
provided’ arg ‘desirable ends 1n. themselves (e.g. having healthy, well-fed, well-
wclothied ghildren) for which Title I should receive credit for providing assistance
wheén these reeds’.cannot be met from other sources. However, .1ittle 1s known about
- how-children benefit fron these services. ’ :

v

.

Although the main evaluatiye judgments about the efffectiveness of Title I
should be based directly upon the services provided té participating children,
_the impact of the program should'.also be considered in a larger sense. As

the major Fsderal program aimed at_improving the education,of disadvantag

- children, Title I has been in&trumenta: in -3rawing the attention of educators
and the public to the plight of these childreh. - Although the probtems of
providing an azdequate educatidh for the disadvantagyed have not ytelded to solution »
as swiftl; 2: had been, hoped, that very fact has led to’ iurther efforts. -States
-have inigiated® compensatory programs, school districts have tightehed up their
Programsi-warerts have become moré involved #ngheir children's educatior, and-
researchers hav: pursued many new approaches to 1earn1ng;{ There 1s a much
greater mational consciousness about the educatiom of di dvantaged children
than there was 15 years ago and Title I is certainly.-a central feature of this

awareness. ot NG
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ATTACHMENT 1 Fundmg of act1\71t1es

AL
-
-
~ N

c S -‘ R 747 T
A oo T - " . . .S - . .Estimhted"
: : L - 4t " 75 76 77 78
Lo : ‘ o 4 o . — -= — — —_— ‘
' I. To upgrade Statewevaluation practfces . .
- L 4 _ . *
. Technital assistance . . o " $6760
Workshops g .- ; S ) C $ 365 oL,
. Centers ° R L . 1,134 $920 .y
"Publications ., s22 44 .60 '
Development of Evaluation Models” I : 9%0 . .
’ ., Basic skills -° o L.z e, 3 T -
SR Non-instructional services . ‘ T . il 376 )
' o Migrant ®ducation . o v 26 - , 119 .
" Neglécted/Delinquent _ ° ) ;—z - 255
Early childhood education ‘ - " 50
L - Implémentation L . " 15 50 ? 140
. . h . i N |
‘Total, Category I - “t 93 . 1,996 ,  1454e .  7860=71%
‘ ‘ 627% I A . . -
1%1. To evaluate the program nat1onayfl ) e ~ ' 3140
Sustaining Effects Study T 1,400 ~ 900 1,524
Migrant education eva]uatwn . LT T - 316 172
Handicapped  * LT ' .‘ "o
Topa], Category -II ' , . | . - . 1,400 1, 216 2,296 “\3140
Total, Usps* portion of 151 set-aside - o $1,400 $3.250  $3,750-  $11,000 -
i} * P]a;\ming-and Evaluation Funds, 1974 $ 934 ] =




Sracamm 11 . ¢

LAY

e T o . ~§pprox'1mate L of LEAs . . - fechnical.’
L ‘ implementing ond of the - ’ - 7 Asststance
. <. . Region arﬁ - . evaluation models in: - % of LEAS - for SEA ~ . -
=+ Number . o % __ Trained by Personnel by
.of LEAs® . '1976-77 : 1977-78 6/30/77 " 6/30/77 o
s , T, . R ) ' . I . ,
Region I .81, 90 ' . 61 7o , 5 days .
893 LEAs . - . e
'_Region I | "4 13 -~ 4 ) 28 days
1267 'LEAs , ' : . : A
.. IlReglonTII' : - 3 21 C .8 8 days
NS 748"LEAS . < N T~ ’ . ) L
* Region IV 22 45 - , 84 ' 5 day.
.- 1088 LEAs L _ o 2@
/ RegionV - <3 29 . 34 .4 days
/3126 LEAs, . f L= o
" Region VI © 46 - a8 s 9 days
. - 2166 LEAs ", : S .
Region VII 3 80 . 78 3 days(v.
1379 LEAs : : S Y R A
_ Region VIII' 3 - 85 © 8 . - 4days _
- 959 LEAs o - ) : N
‘lllegionUI\X' , N « 7 44 - | 2 days ¢
- 1257 L , . ' ' ' ‘
- . y ./
Region X .14 - 29 730 4 days " *
735 LEAs N .
-, NATTONAL MLV I N (7 R— TR ) L) 5 days
|VERAGE > , ' - :
- 13,629 LEAs . ’ :
. . u ¢ )
‘( ' ‘ s _____‘h . o _ hd ““ .
. ) * )
/ <
~ - /.




v REGION I .
e . Approximate § of LEAs: - Tethnical
R > implementing one of the ‘ . Assistance
State and evaluation models in: 'S of LEAs for SEA
| Number * : " Trained by Personnel by
ll o _Of LEAs - 1976-77 1977-78 ° 6/30/77. T &/30/77,
. “Comnectitut = -~ 25 Y S E N
140 districts . AT :
s ’ ' _r /'§ ‘ f 4 -
. Maine o 97 100 - 20 A "
.. 152 distrigts. o Lo LS
Ly L T s :
‘Massachugetts ‘ 9 7 100 . . 90 . o 6
340 districts ) _— .
New Hampshire - 100 * 100 90 S ¥ R
165 districts ‘ie- . ] ce -
) ' - o7 Wt ‘
Rhode Island 18 . .50 .45 3
. . 40 districts @ - . . T
Vermont 93 -~ ‘ 100 v 28 4
- 54 districts .} : . . ‘ : -
" REGIONAL . ‘ R
AVERAGE : 81 , . 90 , 61 5
- " . = =
1 ! ) ’ .' vl
h'
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. . REGION IF ~ - ' 7 * S
< 'S _ .-
’ - Approximate % 6f LEAs Technical . |
. a ting one of the - - _Assistance -
State and evaluation models in: % of LEAs for' SEA
. Number C . Trained by Pérsonng] by ,
of LEAs . . , n977-78 . 6/30(,77 6/30/77
: . j X - b ’
New Jersey. - foL - o : .
490 LEAs =, .-0' . 8 - 8 5 days 4
. ' 1! . * " } - . .
New York - f/ L ’ g A ‘ , .
736 LEAs - T 3 o 18 s 0 2 2 days T
Puerto Rico ' B ) ‘
30 LEAs ; 100 : . 100 .20 - - 20 days
Virgin Islands S o, = B
o 1LEA - A 100 100 1 day ,
REGIONAL® - - . . .
» AVERAGE .4 13 - __ « & _ 28 days
. . ) —_ r k; ==
. . "’W
- ;
s -
. R .' .
- - N
< ] ¢ ‘* i
» ‘ )
: J '
he f' . 3 ‘
X .
/ / P’ 37 — -
. ) ;;‘ — "
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State ané‘NumSer )
.of LEAs

REGION 111

Approximate ¥ of LEAs -
implementing one of

e
&y

f of days of
’ Technical
% of LEAs. -Assistance for
Trained by::. . .SEA Pérsonnel. .

the eydluation models in: ) by:
1976-77 - 197778 6/30/77 _ . 6/3/T1
Delaware © 18 - 100 100 13
23 LEAs. ‘ ) , .
) ¥ ‘ _ :
: e .
. L > S
‘Maryland 0 - 0 ! 5 g
24 LEAs - .
Pennsylvania 0 . .2 00 5
505 LEAS :
A ) ! EJ
Virginia . 0 30 30 . 5 ’
140 LEAs T S
f. - J -I’
- s ‘
West Virginia ° g 100 100 15
55 LEAs ) !
\J 1 3
» \. » /. ,
. ' ) -
District of. 160 100 100 3 /
Columbia _ , L 4 ‘
1'LEA v e e e e
. N LS
AVERAGE J
PERCENTAGE 3 e« 2 80 -
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i L Technjcal s
L LEAs implementing one of ¢ . Percentages Assistance
State and . the evaluation models, in: of LEAs N . for SEA )
Number ) Trained by * . Personnel by
- of LEAs ~1976-77 1977-78 6/30/77 - 6/30/77
. & , —
. llabama’ : ~ a ) —
127 disfricts - 00, ./ ¥60 100 6 e
§ z - . P
}Q ¢ T ]
Florida: : . ‘ . f,/ \
67 districts 20. - . 35 ) 160 5
. - . ‘ "‘j ’ )
Georgia * » A L e
. 187 districts . o 15 — 190' ,.7
. N . ~ 5 P L ]
Kentucky ' o
181 districts 0 : 2 0 o7 1
Mississippi - ' ) ‘
152 districts _ 2 30 100 ° . 5
forth Carolina. . - - . , o ) (
145 districts 4 -2 100 4
ii,% w' ’ = - ‘ ' o .
jouth*Carolina ’ . .
R @stricts 100 100 <. 0. SR 3
'ennessee . . : '
47 districts 2 +-100 100 ‘ 7 }
4 g—*‘ -
. ” & .
‘egional : o ,
verage " 22 + 45 83.5 ) 4.87
Z - 39 ' ¢’

~

Approximate percentage of

Days of
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State and
Number of

 Title'Il LEAS™

-

MNlinofs:
797 D1str1cts

_ o

Indiana:
302 Districts

»

Michigan: ™~
575 Districts

Hinnesota
43? oistr'?cts

. Ohio:

625 Districts

-~

‘Wisconsin:
388 Districts

Regional

7

(3126 D1str1cts)

Average

-

v Include.s di?tricts having 70% of students in Title 1 Progrqms in state. -

= ' '
Y /« |

k

g of LEAs Imp]ementing
One of Evaluation Models 1”’ - Trained by

1976-77

Y

-
“ A .
", '
. .

REGIONF v
’

£ of LEAs ©  Days of Technica]
Assistance for SEA

1977-78 .. _6/30/77 Personnel by 6/30/77

il

0.

N\

l .

7% . 298 *

[ ] \\' 8 ’
.J’ -
v * | ” A .
. , - -
40 100 ﬁ‘ '4 ) z
r '\ .
[ ) 1 .
- P Y (‘
13 139" - .3 .
- h,.‘
_ 100 64 3 -
\ y
C e s .
s N ees ST T
- " ‘
———— s Y -,
2.4% i 3.7 ¢
. !Fa.? v "?‘ag‘

e
-




. N t
Regional Averages

e 2 - .. - ~ -
A " ' ’ Approximate % of LEA's .
. ' ‘implementing one of the
. ‘ : evaluation models in:. . X of LEA's
State and o - ) . Trained by
) Number GY LEA's 197677 1977-78 6/30777
& b - \ . . ‘ ] '_.3'
., R L " . . . - . .‘.!
7 Arkansas . o L i
4 38 districts 1002 * 1002 1002 9 days Vo
. * “. F
L . ot ” by
Louf¥iana’ ot & - . ’ . BRI
] 69 parishes 0 102, 1002 13 days ~ —
‘ . : R . |
¢ New Mexico = < . S 0 h B
., 86 districts . . 0 ' 222, - 222 . 7-days, .- ;-
"o . * . . “) . : . 4 - 35‘
i Oklahoma ' o L. s ) 4 - &
¢ 612 districts 100Z 1002 1002 . 4 days .
Texas . ’ ' , ’ . Py ) g ' « ‘ . /.r “é;
o ofﬂgfsmc:s ¢ 1t - 17 . 11 days -
I . & L Ne :
.’ ' ) \ t '. ~ }' & - ) L)




Stafe and
Mumber -
of LEAS

Approximate % of LEAs - -
implementing one of the
‘evaluation”models in:

1976-77

1977-78

~

% of LEAS * -

Trained
6/30/77

by -

. iechnical
- Assistance
for SEA

-
|
|

Towa

M0 dis;ri'ci':.s: .
.. .

L
- -

. ) L] .
. Kansas

~ [

Missouri

389 districts -

., S
Nebras 4

'\ 250 districts .

o

_#

- '300 districgs .
- '_ ’j 5'*'. Z.\
) '.REGI?hAL,ﬂVERAGE
R g 'ik'ii
. b.‘ * (2 3 .
v ’,t ' ) “-‘
g . I
J": { ‘. -

.-

a

-
-
¢ '
A
L]
-
:
a
/
tee
-
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.
.
M .
.
-
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.
7

4
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L
*
I
r
»
'
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- .Personnel by:
~. 6130077 -
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. +- & REGIONVIN ,

. » ‘ - Approximaje % of LEAs % of LEAs Technical Assistance
ateand | D Implementing one of the Trained by for SEA personnel by
umber of LEAS Evaluation Models In; ~ 6/30/77 6/30/77 ¢/ "

- 1976-77 1977-78 L R
> > , - - .
‘olorado o r , 75 4 .
~ %2 districts . T « C

lontana .50 100 90 "3
50 districts ;
sorth Dakota ..M 0 25 _ 90 n .

67 districts g , : : )
outh Dakota, 100 ‘t 100 . 95 , 0 .
88 districts, ~ \ s - K

g - .07 10 50 -2

_ 0-districts . : -
. Jyoming - osP 9 75 .4 .
2 d:i#st(i,g:ts— ‘ '~ . / . X
" EGIOMAL o , . % =
VERAGE 33 55 86 4
. [] . X ' } . v .
N ¥
e . .
T ) ‘
. . ; : -',- ..Q
-7 ! . S .
-
-» . d’A ' *
.J ( . . _ ‘
: ) " ! { . T, ‘2.
- " \L ‘.\." R .
[ N .
N .
g’._ ) . ) . ’
, o
-~ © . ‘ﬂ' [ .y -
‘ »
\' p , . . ’ . .
- 43 -
! /, - " L4 ! ’ .




State/Territory and

e T . o

-' REGION IX

o .

Approximate % of LEAs  %of LEAs'
Implementing one of the -. Trained by -

- Techr}ical Assistar
faor SEA personnel }

Number of LEAS. Evaluation Models In:- - , 6/30/77 *8/30/77 - -
L ' 1976-77 - 1977-78 - x
» ¢ , . ) 7L ¢ . . ." o
“Arizona ., 5 36 100 N6
‘145 districts y ‘ . : C e
- ! » Fd N
" Californig 0 . 1 s 3 .
1080 districts ,‘ / )
. Hawaii , 0. 7100 (100 . 2
7 districts g - ' . 1
A 1
Nevada- ) o -~ - 100 - 109 - ‘o 2 . )
- 17 districts v
o : X ‘
“Guam - 100 ° . 100 100 . 0
1 district . X A ( .
Trust Territory . 0 e 50 _./ I 0
6 districts l o Y
* 2 U N h
Samoa Oryy %200, . -0 : 0
‘1 district o & v .
" REGIONAL J P P |
: 1 . 7 44 2 -

AVERAGE |




3 3 o -
s [ -
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:" . . ’ - . ':‘ REQION X « [4
. ”. < o | - S ——
L : ] Approximate % of LEAS %of LEAs . Technical Assistan
tate and ’ ); b Implementing one of the Trained by for SEA personnel b
Jumber of LEAs Evaluation Models In: 6/30/77 ‘s 6/30/77 .
~.  1976-77 ___1977-78 i '
“\aska | L2 16 100 Y T
51.districts - . ) P ' T
. . ; L]
tdaho - - ~T -+ 100 . 100 - 100 . - .S
103 dis}ric/ts - .
. Oregon ! . : ) AN () 4
332 districts - b T . &
. Washington = - - .32 +.100 . 4.
250 Wistricts -
. . N ~ . . 3
"' REGIONAL , .. . =~ : n .
~ AVERAGE . 14 . 29 73 4
. B : .o 2 -
/ ‘ ‘ . a . . . . ) ® . ;" |§
y 4 . ‘ -
‘ .
) ] - .
' 0
f .’ ' <
. . ok ‘ 4 ' “
s
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