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EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT OF THE TITLE II BASiC SKILLS
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM: IMPLICATIONS FOR STATE-LEVEL PROGRAMS

This paper discuéses the implications of the lessons learned through an

evaluability’assessmenth(EA) of the Title II Basic SkillsuImprovement Program
. (BSIP) for SEA support of model demonstration programs. | :

The purposes, methodology and uses of the EA process will be presented,
followed by a d}scuséion of the detailé of AIR's recent evaluability assessment
of BSIP. Thgveffect of the Education Consolidation.and Improvement Act of 1981
on the program and on the EA will also be discussed. Finally, we will describe
those BSiP experiences in administgring model demonstration programs which are

applicable to state program managefé, and policymakers.

The Evaluability Assessment Process o

This evéluability assessment of the Title II Basic Skills Improvement Prﬁ-
gram was conducted under an umbrella contract with the U.S. Department of Educa-

. tion's Division of Performance’Managemené Systems. The BSIP EA was one:of nine
evaluability aséessments of discretionary prog;gms conducted by the American
Institutes for Research from 1980 to 1982.

Evaluability assessment 1s a management tool used to prpvide administrators
with immediately useful information on the effectiveness of their programs. The
EA technique can be used to determine the ‘extent to which a program is ready for -
impact evaluation. It helps formulate the information on which such an evaluation
should be baged.- The process can also be empl&yed to help plan new programs or
modify existing ones in response to changes in goals or funding.

An evaluability assessment is generally a five-stage process. The five

stagesaserve answer the following questions:

What is the program supposed to look like?

" Through a series of intérviews with program management and policymakers (whgre
appropriate), and a review of internal and ‘external program documents, the assess~
ment team (composed of AIR staff and Task Officers from the Divison of Performance
Managenent Systems) develop a describt;on of the program. The progréq'description,
as well as all other project products are reviewed immediately with péogram
management and staff for accuracy. - Several types of descriptivg program models

are then developed which depict:
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e: the intended logic of- the program; and

P i e. the activities and processes used to carry out this logic.

Tﬂe program description and the logfz models document the extent to which
agreed-upon program objectives measures, and measurement systems are in place,
and the evtent of agreement or disagreement arong the different. perspectives
represented in the models. These products can also serve as a starting point
for planning discussions, and later serve as valuable tools with which to explain

the program to service providers, constituents, and poli;ymakers.

» L

What does the program actually underway look like?

In thisqphase, project staff compare the descript;oﬁ of the intended program’
with the way Fhe program actually operates. In order to obtain an accurate under-
standing of ectivities in the field, staff*conduct site visits to a number of
program grantees and contractors. While on site, interviews are conducted with
grant administrators and service providers, and documentation describing project
goals and activities is c&llecﬁed4 In addition to providing a clear picture of

R , . i
grantee activities, site visits are used to:

e determine the type and availability-of grantee performance data;

e assgess the measurability of federal program objectives at the site
level; .

\\\ * - e obtain project staff views on the feasibility of the federal strategy
. . for success; and

e identify discrepancies between the intended program and the actual
program.

-

This site specific information is used to generate function models depicting
the flow of activities, information and resources which result from the federal
program.-Projec: staff then develop function models showing the actuality of the ',
entire program, including the activities and interactions of the federal office,

. federal contractors, and the grantees.

Wwhich objectives are plausible given the program as it is currently operating?

Based on all the information gathered, and models developed to that point,
the plausibility of each previously definep program objective is as 2ssed. The
discrepancies identified in the previous stage are examined to determine whether
or not it is reasonable to expeet that the program will accomplish its objectives. .
) The conditions that affect a program's successfully attaining its objectives
4dnclude resources, activities, and many other variables capable of affecting the

quality of program performance. To say that an objective is plaueible is -to
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claim that if the program continues to operate as it does at present; the
objective~w111 be realized. To say that an objective is implausible is to
assert that, for various reasons, present program oberations will not support
the attainment of that objective. These!reasons'include such factors as o
iné:fficient fiscal resourcesf legislative changes, or activities that are not

occurring as planned. -

What are possible measures or indicators of program performance?

The plausibility information is then used to develop a model identifying
performance measures which can assess progress toward accomplishing the objec-
tives. Potential data sources that can provide the measurement information are
also identified. If resources were infinite, a complete evaluation would be
able to assess every activity and outcome As resources are limited only those
program components of mostéimportance (to program administrators and staff) are
measured.

The preliminary versions of the measurement models are reviewed by the
project Work Group as part of a winnowing process, The mcdels are examined
for their utility and accuracy, and those events which are of the highests prior-

ity for evaluatiom are identified.

what management and evaluation options can be undertaken for program improvement? .

Finally, assessment staff recommend a series of specific management options
that the progfam can use to- improve its functioning. Reviewed by program staff,
whos comments are iicorporated, these options often propose strateéieé;co reduce
or eliminate the discrepancies identi}ied earlier. Other options address ways oo
in which administrators can demonstrate that their program is making measurable

progtess toward achieving its objectives. ‘ ’

Basic Skills Improvement under Title II

Title II ESEA was designed as a discretionary grants program to assist
states and local school districts in improving achievement in four basic skills:
reading, mathematics, and oral and written communication. Effective in 1979,
with a 1980 appropriation of $28 million, Title II incorporated many of the pro-
visions of the former National Reading Improvement Act (1975-1979) with new pro-
grammatic concepts: improved coordination of basic skills programs and resources,

and the development of model demonstration projects for eventual replication in

other sites. Part A of the legislation envisioned that demonstration projects

- O




wo&ld serve to operationalize resgarch in the basic skills by designing and

;mﬁlementing instructional programs that could be duplicaped by othe; programs.
ﬁnder Part B, Congress'iﬁtended that coordination of the basic skills improve-
merit efforts ;ould occur through the development and implementation of compre-
hensive state plans. | f

Title II provided for three geparate programs of support in the basic
skills: : : ¢

e Part A, National Basic Skills Improvement Program; 2. )

e Part B, State Basic Skills Improvement Program; and

e Part C, an Inexpensive Book Distribution Program and a Special

* Mathematics Program.

The National Basic Skills Igpgovement Program provided for the federal N

government to make grants or contracts to state education agencies (SEAs), local
education agencies (LEAs), and public and private nonprofit agencies, organiza-
tlons, and institutioms, including institutions of higher education. These
grants were for planning, research, development, and demonstratign programs in
reading, mathematics, and ©ral and written communication. Four types of grants
could be supported:

e basic skills improvement programs in schools;

e parent and volunteer participation in basic -skills instruction;

e basic skills improvement programs operating outside of schools
for youths and adults; and

e uses of télevision and radio, programming %P basic skills improvemenct.
£ o
: Part A alscbauthoriibd the federal governmént to provide information and

technical assistance to grantees, and to collect and disseminate-information con-
cerning grants which have been successful in improving the achievement of students
in the basic skills.

Title II funding provisions specified that the first $20 million appropriated
for both Parts A and B be used ;b support the grant activities of Part A.

The State Basic Skills Improvement Program (Part B) was }argeted for SEAs,

which could receive funds under a State Formula Grants Program allocation using

a formula based on school age population, with a $50,000 ninimum. SEAs were
reqhired to submit a comprghensive state basic skills plan to the federal goverm-
ment, which served as the basis for anlagreement negotiated with the SEA. Under

the Part B State Leadership Program, each SEA could also apply for discretionary

grants to support leadership and training activities designed to prepare personnel

to implement proven effective basic skills instructional programs.

7 ;4_ ) ” N




The evaluability assessment concentrated on-the Parts A and B grant activ-

.

ities, the contracts’supportinélprogram development, validation and disseminatien,
and the work of the SteeZing Committee. This evaluability assessment‘did not
address the operation of the Part.C programs it touched on the BSIP specialA
initiative activities only as they operated to supporﬂ»the Part A and B grant

programs. -

Actual BSIP Operations

: 1981 the progfam was fully functional and that grantees were exhibiting a more

The Basic Skills Improvement Program developed a complex strategy in order
to achieve its major- obJective of improving basic skills achievment in children,
youth, and adults. This strategy became operational in an incremental fnanner
over the life of the program. ]

BSIP was intended to operate for four years, beginning in FY80. The prograi
started up immediately upon passage of the legislation in the fall of 1979 with
little time for program development and strategy planning. Parts A and B grants
had to be awarded quickly. The result of this haste was that mot all of the
program components operating in 1981 were functional at the time of the Parts A
and B grant awards. Putting the program into place took time- and BSIP as it
existed in FY81 was not the same program that was operating in FY80. This led

to several operational problems. For example:
e Part A grant awards were made to some projects which did not fully
understand or werc not fully committed to the concept of demonstra-
tion prugram development. Some grantees had participated in the
earlier Right-to-Read program and assumed BSIP was a continuation
of this service .delivery strategy;

e BS{P vas not able to formulate and circulate operational definitions

. of what was meant by a demonstration program and improved coordina- ,
tion of tasic skills programs and resources, so that as a result,
there was ambiguity in the field related to these concepts;

e SEAs were ellowed to submit draft plans or plans to plan, rather than
comprehensive statewide basic skills improvement plans, and awardS-
were made on this basis; and

Although BSIP krfiew it wanted to institute a technical assistance ,
support strategy operatiang through exte nal contractors, this
strategy could not be carefully thought ..rough before grant awards
to Parts A and B recipients were made.

®.

Sfnce the immediate priority was on "getting the program up and running,"

there was some "slippage" in planning. The BSIP staff agreed, however, that in .

thorough understanding of its intended outcomes and eventual impacts.
) £
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. mation within the U.S. Department of Education is much‘smaller.

Basic Skills Improvement Program achieving any of its intended outcomes. Plausi-

.
.
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A second environmehtaI influence-ralso existed“which ecurpailed the extent

_to which BSIP could realize its intermediate outcomes and projected long-range ,

outcomes. Title II of ESEA of 1978 was consolidated into the state block grant
programs under the Educationa¥ Consolidation and ImproVemeno Act of 1981. . FY82

is the last year of federal BSIP operation. Since the Parts A and B programs

were planned- to achieve their objectives over a four-year period (until FYSA),

the program will not operate to its intended completion. This means that Part A .
projects are not as certain to achieve demonstration status-, nor are SEA Part B
grantees Iiable to co&plete the implementation of their comprehensive basic

skills plans Finally, the fact that BSIP is soon to cease operations greatly
constrains the management and evaluation options which the program might wish

to consider and undertake. The program will never confront a second round of

grant abpliéations and awards, and the potentidfl audience for evaluation infor-

>

Plausibility of BSIP Objectives ) .

i}

With these realities in mind then, we assessed the plausibility of the

bility is defined as an assessment of the presence and operation of suffiqientA
conditions to support the Successful attainment of objectives. ' In other words,
"If the ptogram continues to operate as it does presently, what is the likelihood
it will achieve its objectives?" . '
Three of the five Part A outcomes were judged to be plausible. That is,

they would be attained if the program continued to operate until FY84 as it did -
in 1981. Part A grantees were implementing comprehensive basic sEills programs,
and appropriately involving parents and the private sector in bagic skills
instruction in and out of schoéls. The Part A prograi outcome of developing.model
demonstration programs for evaluation replication in other sites is, however, -~

in some jeopardy. It is certain that some Rart A grantee projects will become

demonstrations, either at the national level through the Joint Dissemination
Review Panel, at the st®te level through IV-D programs, or at the local level
thiough more informal spread to neighboring districts or schools. However, it-
is probable that not all grantees will achieve some form of demonstration status.
This questionable plausibility stems .from the BSIP context at the time of
ics initiation. The BSIP program was an ambitious undertaking, coming on the
heels of the National Reading Improvement Act. Many grant applicants to BSIP
had been involved in Right-to-Read and did not fully understand ihe important

differences between a service deélivery program and a demonstration program.

J
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BSIP grant solicitatiun and award procedures were .thought .to be insufficiently

-

defined and explicit in this regard to ensure fhat applicants understood this P
change in intent. The result was that some grants were awarded to projects

that either had little understanding or:commitment"to the demonstration concept.
e Also during the first year of the program, BSIP had to formulate its
crﬂteria for dennnstration orogramming This, too, took time to gommuniﬁate to

N

grantees with the result that’ grantees only later decided on whether to adopt.
somé form of demonstration status, or uone at all. -~ ' i' 0
. The remaining Part A program outcome, increased coordination of federal,

- state, andlocal basic skills programs and resources, is unlikely.to be reglized
at’all This objective is'not.perceived as important to Part A grantees, and
BSIP is not likely to be'able to intervene to correct this perception
5" - There were three Part B outcomes, one of which was judged to be plausible. .
There is strong evidence to suggest that SEAs are coordinating federal and )
state programs supporting basic skills imstruction, and that the type and extent
of this coordination increased as a result of BSIP support. There is &lso reason
to believe that should more‘ funds be appropriated for this Part B program (which
will not occur), coordination achievements would continue to increase. :

The outcome related to the implementation of comprehensive statewide basic
skills plans is limited by the fact tirat in FY80, some states submitted only a )
draft plan or plan-to-plan. BSIP could require plan updates only every three
-years, and so had no formal vehicie for:- encouraging SEAs to develop the more )
comprehensive plan. ‘

Finally, the likelihood of SEAs supporting tffe dévelopment of LEA model
démonstration projects through their subgrants is unlikely. Most states did
not distribute their subgrant funds to LEAs with this outcome in mind. In manv
instances, the funds available for subgrant support were too small to enable an
LEA to implement a comprehensive project to achieve demonstration status. There
was also ambiguity in the Title II legislation regarding the necessity of sub-
grant mhdel program development, although BgIP did adopt the objective.

Parts A and B grantees did receive information, training, and sechnical
assistance seen as useful in developing demonstration programs and basic gkills
products. Those projects wishing to become validated through JDRP received such
assistance. Many products developedhthrough BSIP contracts related to basic
skills improvement were completed. l ‘

The one outcome whose attainment is questionable is that of marketing basic

skills products to commercial publishers, to be accomplished through a BSIP
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contract. By late 1981 few nominations of such products had been réceived. Out
of the initial target of 20 products, ofily 10 nominations were made, ..
It should be noted - that muchvreéponsibility for the attainment of these
< objectives was carried by the sypport contracts administered by BSIP. BSIP
" staff -were involved :hrough the review and monitoning activities as much as
| possible, but limited staff and travel funds made on-site"monitoring and tech-
. nicAl,assistance by BSIP i;aff difficult*\‘The staff alsp believed that
""ronrg~distance" reviews through aqpual regorts and-telephone conve;sations were
'relatively ineffective " co . t !

, N The crucial\threat to the overall plauSibility of the BSIP is the fact
that the program has become a“part of theuEducation Consolidation and Improve-
ment Act of l981‘and wll not operate for four years.gs planned Parts A and B
grantees had anticipated a fotir-year pericd during which they would develop, *
model demonstration programs and the improvedtcoordination of basic skills pro-
grams and.resources. Truncating this timeframe to two years seriously jeopar-

- dizes the program's overall success.. A second limitation to success is. the
current level of funding, which has curtailed Part A grantee activities,~and
limited SEAs in developing and implementing comprehensive basic skills plans.

However, BSIP will have evidence of success in several respects. There .
are likely to be a few Part A grantees that achieve some " form of demonstration
status on a national, state, or local'level. ‘dnd there will.be evidence that
SEAs have improved the coordination of basic skills programs‘within their States.
There is also likely to be evidence to suggest that the BSIP support contractor

strategy has facilitated these two outcomes, and has proven effective.

Management 'and Evaluation Options -

The final step of this evaluability assessment was to identify likely uses
of program performance information, and to develop management and evaluation
options which took into account the effects of ECIA on the program Were BSIP
to operate for the next two years as anticipated, or have the. opportunity of
soliciting and making new Parts A and B grant awards, there would have been much
to say concerning options for improving BSIP performance. Given the few remain-
ing months of BSIP operations, there was little purpose in concentrating on those
program events where no management interventions could be made, such as strategy
development and grant awards. Instead, the information gained relating to these
aspects of BSIP was used to develop a discussion of how SEAs might successfully

B

support demonstration programming. -

The more likely uses of program performance information for BSIP at that

point in time included: identifying and describing the progress and success of

ERIC . E v -8-11 ) ’




vt

’ -~
3
4 o

ggié from FY80 until the present, strengthening and targeting technical assistance

P
/<¥\effort§ for FY82,, developing lessons -learned from the BSIP for SEAs and LEAs, and

~attenifing to {mstitutionaliZe the. Barts A and B program concepts within-states

in the, hopes that the projects can continue. Even within the contaxt of its final
N yeaf of oggration,~then, there were management activities (or management options)
and infaqpaEiOn collectibn, énalysis and use mechanisms (evaluation options) which

. -~
BSIP was advised to undertake.

.

<

Management, Options. Possible approaches which BSIP could take included:
1 ! * )

T 1. 1ssue BSTP policy'statements clarifying-the three or more levels

. of démonstration success to ensure that misperceptions on the

part o Part,A grantees have been clarified.

2. Develop information packets for Part A grantees ‘detailing federal,
state, and local validation programs, the criteria for each,.and
potential funds available to support their continued operation.

3. Ensure the completion and nationwide distributioﬁ of the special
o '  inftiatives products on basic skills instruction improvement.

4. Redirect tﬂé dissemination contractor to deliver technical assis-

. tanc!‘tdi?arts A and B grantees in product development, even if

the eventual outcome is not commercial publication.

-

N .Facilitate the development or strengthening of state basic skills

networks comprised of the current State Basic Skills Cootdihhto?. .
the Padt B subgrantees within each states the Part A grantees

within each -state,_And SEA idministrators  responsible for valida-

tion pregrams. This might glso encompass involving the State

Basic Skills Coordinator with BSIP taff and support contractors

in’ téchnicdl assistance delivery to Part A grantees in each state. -

- If possiBie,‘é national méeting‘or series of regional meetings
should be held to encourage this network development.

6. Provide & mechanism to facilitate Part B grantees' sharing of the ’
F 'b;oducts developed. through BSIP participation and information
about the instances of successful statewide coordination that
have occurred. ) ‘

7. Encourage support contractors to work more closely with Part A
grantees. -Encourage joint (Contractor/Part A grantee) participa-
tion in regionally-sponsoraed events. :

. 8. Consider curtailing the expenditure of S&E funds for individual
on-site project visits and use th%se monies to support state *
network-building and other technical assistance activities.

~w
i

Evaluation dptioqg. Options for improved program performande also include data ¢

s collection, ahalysis and_data uée alternatives. .Collecting, analyzing, or sum-

-

marizing some key data would assist BSIP in telling the story of its implemeﬁta-
. w Ty \

tion, progress, and success gB_daEe,-a§9~provide valuable lessons learned for

"the U.S. Department of Edlication and SEAéﬁhqﬁer ECIA.

. e 12
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1. Analyze all information currently available from grantee pro-
posals, annual reports, BSIP staff réviews, and support con-
tractors to: identify the number and type of Part A grantees Y
2 . presently committed to some level of demonstration program
status, and instances and effects of SEA success in coordina-
ting basic skills programs and resources.

2. Consider filling information gaps through low-cost surveys of
. Parts A and B grantees to capture instances of success in both
p?ograms, including: data on improved delivery of basic skills
instruction, instances of coordination success, suppbrt contrac-
“tor sources, influence on grantee programs.

3. Consider modifying grantee program evaluation requirements for
FY82 to collect the necessary information on project status and
projected success.

i, 4. From this information, publish lessons-learned documents on

s demonstration program development, successful state coordination
of basic skills programs and resources, and -the design and
delivery 6f techndcal assistance to basic skills grantees.

5. Continue to sponsor the Kirschner and Associates evaluation and
redirect its scope @ vork to collect additional information if
necessary and to analyze and present the information available
on Parts A and B grantees.

i (
These management and evaluation options, if exércised, would contribute

A to BSIP's capacity to: : I

e rarget its internal technical assistance efforts through BSIP
, staff and its extarmal assistance through the support contractors
to assist Patt A grantees in refining their operations toward
some level of demonstration status, and in planning for a con- -
tinuation of support through SEA-sponsored basic skills programs
under ECIA;

e provide a knowledge base for-SEAs to use in designing ECIA basic’
skills programs using demonstration program and coordination
strategies; and

e document the success of BSIP in FY80 and FY8I.

Bagsic Skills ImErovement Under ECIA

- ECIA Chapter 2, Subchapter A - Basic Skills Development is a direct parallel
to Titie II of ESEA. Section 571 states that :

Funds allocated for use under this subchapter shall be used by state
and local educational 3gencies to develop and implement a comprehensive
_and coordinated program designed *o improve elementary and secondary
schoal instruction in the basic skills of reading, mathematics, and
written and oral communication. as formerly authorized by Title II

09 18 RRIRTN = — T T
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of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, relating

to | sic skills improvement; including the special mathematics

program as formerly authorized by Section 222 of such title.

The basic skills are defined as they were in Title II: reading, mathe-
matics, and written and oral communication. The requirement i comprehensive
and coordinated programs at the state and LEA levels remains.

Section 572 reports that states may use the 20 percent of Subchapter A
funds reserved for state programs to fund grants and contracts which:

1. carry out planning, research and development, demonstration

projects, training of leadership personnel, short tert and
regular session teacher training institutes; and

2. develop instructional materials, disseminate information, and
provide technical assistance to local educational agencies.
This decision must be made by a State Advisory Council after ECIA funds have
'been allocated across Chapters 1, 2, and 3. In addition, under Section 573,
LEAs may elect to sponsor demonstration and training programs for parents using
their Subchapter A ailocations. '
There will, of course; be competing priorities for these Subchapter A funds.
However, ‘many states are presently involved in demonstration programming. It is
likely that given the encouragemant of Subchapter A, these goals will continue
— at the state level. States may adopt long-range objectives similar to those
under BSIP:

e Increase knowledge of effective basic skills instruction;

e Disseminate and replicate demonstration programs in effective
basic skills instruction;

AY

e Coordinate basic skills instructional programs at state and local
levels; and

’ e Increase commitment to improving basig skills instruction. . N

: If states adopt a demonstration strategy, it may be one similar to the
Title II Part A Program, with the exception that demonstration projects will
probably concentrate on in-school basic skills improvement and parent partici-
pation. Also, as less funds will be available, fewer demonstration projects

may be supported.

SEA Sponsored Demonstration Programs under’ECIA

We expect that if states undertake a demonstration strategy as part of their

efforts to improve basic skills instruction, they may well adopt objectives similar

to those of Part A programs under Title II:

a1




Implement a comprehensive basic skills program in one site;

Improve basic skills instruction in that site;

Develop. model demonstration programs;

. . N . '

Disseminate and replicate these models in other sites.

As noted previously, states will have less money under ECIA than was available
to BSIP under Title II to support demonstration program development. These pro-
grams will concentrate on in-school and parent participation in basic skills’
improvement. States may, howeve}, decide that demonstration program development
will require: multiple years of support; SEA monitoring and technical assistance;
and certification by some set of criteria as a valid demonstration before dissemi-
nation and replication efforts ‘are supported.

To this extent, the BSIP experience is app}icable. We extrapolated a set -
of recommendations for SEAs from our findings concerning the planniné, initiation,
monitoring and technical assistance, and dissemination and replication of demon-
stration programs. Our recommendations are presented graphically in Appendix 1
ac the end of this paper. The ~text that follows presents the rationale for each
stage of demonstration program development, based on the BSIP experience

We learned that the process of administering model demonstration programs

may be separated into several stages:

e Planning: is the process of defining what the term "demonstration”
means, and setting goals and developing strategies to implement
that concept. This process also inciudes developing procedures
for program operations, organizing and coordinating necessary
resources, and determining ways to assess outcomes.

e Initiation: is the process of awarding a predetermined number of
- grants to model projects which will demonstrate the, concepts
defined in the first stage.

e Monitoring and evaluation: 1s a process of defining and collecting
information concerning the grantee projects' success. Evaluation
information is used to improve project implementation or to demon-
strate impact.

e Dissemination: is the process of communicating information about
successful practices, offering choices among successful ‘practices
and assisting others ju the implementation and replication of these

practices. )

e Replication: 1is the process of transferring successful practices
from the original project developers to other situations, populations,
and locations.

r

Planning a Demonstration Program

We learmed thet planning a demoﬁetration grant program is a complex task.
_First, the term "demonstration" itself must ‘be defined. The most commonly held — .- |
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definition at the federal level is "the conduct of innovative ecucation practices
with the intent of evaluating them in operational settings." On the basis of
assessments of these models,%those that prove exemplary are disseminated and
used in additional sites, thereby expanding services to more participants. Such
demonstrations are best understood as small scale field experiments undertaken
for a finite period of time to test the desirability of a proposed course of
actfon. - :

Using this definition, a concept has demonstration potential only if it is
currently operational, and is understood to be innovative and potentially effec-
tive. The instructional ideas are often the prodcct of previcus research and
development that became demonptration projects: they are not new and untried.
If untried ideas are used as lhe basis for demonstration projects, one can
expect that even after years of funding quite a number of the projects are
"not going to pan out."

In planning also, states will probably find it important to determine what
criteria will be used to assess the success of the demonstcation programs. The
Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) and most state-sponsored demonstration
development programs under the present Title IV-C have adopted these simple

criteria, programs that are: educationally effective and exportable. Evidence

of effectiveness often includes gains on 'standardized achievement tests or other
qualitative data ccilecred on reliable and valid instruments. Exportability is
more subjective. Evidence from replication sites is used if available, Programs
are required to submit information concerning population served, resources
required and special conditions which affect the implementation of the program.
Any program seeking credentials as a model demonstration program must provide
resource spe:ifications: how much and what kinds of resources must be committed
to a project for start-up, training of staff, caterials, facilities, contracted
services, and travel.

A demonstration, program is distinct from a service delivery program as it
is assumed to be a "model." "Modeling" is conceptual, reflective, and descrip-
tive, requiring objettivity and constant refinement based on reality testing.

A potential danger that SEAs may find is that the pressing need to manage a

service delivery program usurps time and attention from the "modeling" tas...
The result is th;t the model is weak, unspecified, or cannot be exported else-
where, and still retain integrity and effectiveness. States will need, then,
to direct greater attention to the modeling task within the program planning
goal and to assist projects in adequately conceptualizing and specifying their

B 15
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models. The potential for replicatio' and the preconditions required for
dissemination need to be integrated into initial model specificationms.

Our experience at the federal level has been, however, that dissemina-
tion and repiication cons%ﬁerations are dealt with at the conclusion of a
sequence which begins with researck, development, implementatior, and evalu-
atioﬂ. Concerns related to the disseminability or marketability of programs
and materials are addressed Yhen it is too late and often too costly to make
any difference. Relatively simple concerns, such as estimates on what the
market would bear for costs of materials, reusability of materials, format,
packaging, and need for training, when considered eafly in program development,

-

.can substantially increasexthe utility or generalizability of the program. £

Similarly, -early examination of what it takes to implement a mecdel program

elsewhere, such as staff development, administrative support, resources and

materials, and requirements can result in easier program replication.

»
Finally, the range of talents in demonstration program staff tends to be

concentrated in apﬂlied research, materials development, and perhaps training.

Skills in dissemination planning, program packaging, marketing, or implementa-

tion support for replication aré not found within the staff of most of these

programs. Consequently, there is the need for program staff development in the

areas of dissemination, replication, model-building, and implementation support

to complement existing capabilities in service and management areas.

"The concept of demonstration programming was new to most basic skills

nat{gpal‘ﬁrogram grantees, and BSIP planning efforts did not conform to the

tenets of good demonstration program planning. The preceding Right to Read

Program had been oriented primarily toward service delivery, not program demon-

stration. As many of the BSIP grantees also participated in the Right to Read

Program, they did not fully understand or accept the change in priorities, or

the resulting changes needed in project design and scope. These were projects

which already had goals, client populations and established methodologies.

Title II was viewed as a means of continuing and expanding work already begun.

This commonly held misconception was exacerbated by the lack of any clear

definition of the‘term "dJemonstration." Demonstration was used to describe

projects which simply provided services, as well as projects which might prove

exemplary and warrant future dissemination.

L3

The Program Office did provide some direction by adopting the objective
of submitting 40 projects to JDRP for validation by 1984. This goal, however,

was developed well after the grant definition and initiation stages, and was

el

——- —anm unwelcome Surprise for many grantees,
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BSIP's lack of definition and focus is also evidenced by the many. types
of demonskration programs which were authorized within the National Programs

Branch. BSIP funded numerous projects in three distinctly different interest

area$: g )

e in-school: projects were intended to demonstrate improved delivery
of instructional services to children in the areas of reading,
mathematics, and oral and written communication;

e parent participaticn projects were designed to eulist parents and
volunteers in working with schools to improve the basic skills
of children in their homes; .

e out-of-school projects were targéted toward youth and adults and
on instructional activities outside a school's normal currieulum.
Almost none of these many kinds of projects were based on previous research.
Either they were new ideas, or they represented expansions of purely service
delivery projects. *
Based, then, on what is known about the planning of demonstration grants

: programs, and the BSIP recent experience, we recommend that SEAs adopting this

strategy plan in the following manner:

e Decide on the basis of state education policy statements related

to basic skills achievement, and local educational p.iorities, a.
contained sphere within which demonstration programs are tote
developed. It seems unlikely that funds will be available to

- support a large number of démonstration programs at the elementary
and secondary levels and concerning all basic skills areas. What
the SEA must do is target its demonstration program priorities
into areas, for example, such as elementary reading and writing,
secondary oral and written communication, or programs involving
pacents in the instruction of basic skills..

e Determine what is meant by "demonstration," and make a distinc-
tion between trying new ideas and testing and verifying instruc-
tional strategies already in existence in a sirgle site and
having promise for larger audiences. The second alternative is -
probably preferable. Inherent in the definition of demonstration’
are the criteria which a program must meet to be certified as a
model for widescale dissemination. SEAs are advised to provide
for differing levels of demonstration status, including JDRP for
a small, select number of projects, and relying more heavily on
their present state validation criteria.

-

° Estimate the duration of funding required by projects to achieve
demonstration status This duration seems to be four years if
demonstrations are beginning with new or untested ideas and three
years if the project enters the sequence with an instructional )
strategy that is operational. Funding for later stages of pro-
gran development should be made contingent on projects' success-
ful completion of earlier stages. Y

e Estimate the level of funding support required by.projects. -It— - —
is important that SEAs recognize that demonstration programs
require more funds than comparable service delivery programs.

- ' -15- 18 ‘




. Services must be delivered and more extensive evaluation and

model building activities have to be supported as well. This

means that fewer demoustration projects shopld be Supported at

more cost per.project.- - e ' T .

e Ensure that the development of programs achieving demonstration
gtatus 1is complemented by a statewide dissemination, and replica-
tion strategy. That is, once programs are certified as exemplary, \;\
the benefit realized from other sites adopting and using these ’
programs must be planned for and supported as well. Most states
‘have found that money should be set aside for the program devel-
opers to assist other sites in replicating the program and that
small seed monies need to be made available for adopting sites
to introduce the program into their operations.

¢

Initiating a Demonstration Pt_gramv

\: n',,\.

Initiating the demonstration grants program is the most important stage.:

, after planning. The outcome of th#s stage is the award of grants to LEAs and
other organizations showing the greatest likelihood of developing a truly
exemplary program. BSIP had difficulty with this stage. .They were unable to
describe the components of a demonsttation program sufficiently to elicit' those
grant applicetioogrg;;ing potential for achieving demonstration status. Conse-
quently, BSIP awarded grants to many projects ‘that either did not understand,
‘or were not committed to the demonstration goal. Many of the proposals lacked
adequate evaluation, model-building, and dissemination plans. Some had incom= ~——— -
plete gbjectives. Still others made no attempt to base their ptoposal goals
and objectives on a reseéarch base--they were requesting money to implement new
and untested ideas. These deficiencies later thwarted the intent of the demon-
stration goal. -

It is also evident that BSIP lacked sufficient funds to support all the
activities asgociated with Sucfessful demonstration programming. Available
money was spread too thin in an attempt to fund a large number of projects.
While\gnderstandable, this ensured that grantees did not have enough funds to
implement validationm, dieeemiﬁation. and replication activities.

While support contractors were funded to supply projects with "how=-to"
information on evaluation and validation, many projects, uncommitted to the
demonstration 3691 remained pnaware of and/or resistant to the assistance offered.

SEAs, then: will need to provide for numerous activities in order to
successfully initiate a program to fund demonstration projects. These activities

include: dévelopment of .the grants application package, specifying the components

3
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tial respondent aware of:

The operational definition of a demonstration program and the
criteria for achieving.the various forms of demonstration status;

The SEA priority aréas for which "demonstration programs are to
be developed;

2
L4

A preference for sequenced development of the demonstration pro-
gram, including: start-up and initial operations, full-scale .
implementation, refinement and preparation for model specifica-
tion, certification as a demonstration program, and dissemination
and replication. Proposals should be required to plan for these
stages, and, therefore, timelines and milestones for the attain-
ment of each stage must be specified.

_The _expanded project evaluation plans required to support the

development of a demonstration project, such as: documentation
of project start-up and evolution, the record of the separafte
refinements of the "model" as apart from service delivery
specification, the unecessity of measurable objectives at each
stage of program development, the requirement of documenting
and assessing replicability at each stage, and the added infor-
mation and reporting requirements from a project to the SEA to
guide demonstration program development.

The need to include staff experienced -and competent in document-
ing and evaluating;demonstration;proétams as opposed to those
most competent in deliverinz services,

The need to establish a research base that convinces others the
innovation is worth testing as a basis for demonstration ano
dissemination;

The dissemination and replication strategies adoﬁted by the SEA
to support demonstration program adoption by others;

The monitoring, evaluation, and technical assistance that will
be available from the SEA and that projects are expected to
participate in throughout the developmental process.

Because demonstration program development is so-distinct from service

delivery, an SEA can expect that some interested grant applicants will still

not fully understand the concept.
stration goals, the SEA is advised to undertake two types of technical assis-

tance.

potential grantees to answer questions and provide grant clarification.
the SEA should require the submission of a prospect;s or pre-proposal, on which
the SEA‘provides feedback and direction for refining the proposal~concept prior
to formal submission. Only after previously reviewed proposals are submitted,
— — should-the SEAproceed with—a field review and grantee selection.

First, where possible, the SEA should schedule public meetings with

Selecting and orienting field reviewers can also be difficult. An SEA

should configure external panels having experience and expertise in the state-

- 20 ‘

To ensure that proposals address the demoa=-

Second,

In preparing the grants application package, SEAs should make the poten-
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of~the~art of basic skills instruction; familiarity with the concept of demon-
stration program development; a notion of the marketability of concepts within
the state and present state priorities in basic skills instruction; and pro-
gram evaluation. These field reviewers will require a thorough oiientation to
the program's goals, objectives, and priorities. Where possible, ;eviewers
should practice on example .proposals and their inter-rater reliability should

be monitored to ensure that all proposals will receive a ‘tonsistent review.

Demonstration Prggram Monitoring, C

Technical Assistance, and Evaluation

Through the monitoring and evalution role, an agency seeks to maxifize the
likelihoos chat each grantee will achieve some type of cemonstration status with
a program thac is replicable in other sites.. a

Lack of sufficient funding restricted the number of site visits that BSIP
project monitors were able to make to grantees : some frantees were not visited
at all, while a few received ‘'more than one visit. This.meant that BSIP was
often inadequately dependent on telephone conversatiens, and on reviewing final
reports as a means of monitoring grantee progress.

2

An additional problem was the lack of preparation experienced by many proj-

ects in designing and implementing @ timely evaluation. Quite often, projects

-were well under way before realizing the need to hire an evaluator to document

i

their activities. i

Based on the BSIP experience, SEAs are advised that:

e SEA monitoring must allow for one staff member to become responsi- l
ble for all interactions with a particular site, and monies for
staff to visit each site at least twice each year.

e Project evaluation requirements must be specified in advance and
designed to provide SEA project officers with timely and relevant
information from which to make service delivery and model-building
modifications. Evaluation requirements should alter as a project
progresgses toward demonstration status.

e The SEA ﬁha; have the option of curtailing or cancelling project
support at each step in development if it appears that a project
is unlikely. to achieve some typé of demonstration status, or if
the project might prove difficult to replicate.

o Projects should be required to report progress twice each year.
o The SEA monitoring role must be supplemented by a technical assis-

tance capacity, either within the agency or supported externally
through a contract. If an extermal contract is chosen, there must

St be—t1o534cvorﬂtnzt1”"3“fﬁéé”“fﬁE‘SEﬁgénd and technical assistance -

contractor. .

e Projects must be aware that such technical gssistance exists, and
that they should avail themselves of the service if the SEA monitor

' ™~
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suggests AOing so. They should also be able to ask for tech-
nical assistance on their own initiative. -

e This assistance should be delivered in several forms; including
on-site consultation and group meetings of projects with common
ideas or concerns. ’ )

¢ Allowing for the ‘sequéntial development of programs, projects

should be required to report evaluation data concerning: imple-
mentation progress; refinements to the model to be demonstrated;
client progress; credible assessments of client change; evidence
that the change was linked to participation in the program; the
educational importance of the change; cost efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the demonstration program; generalizability of the
_program to other sites and- factors affecting replicability.

Demonstration Program
Dissemination and Replication

In the evaluability assessment of BSIP, the deunnscracioh p;ogfaﬁs werewhgér

6bserved at a point-in time_when they‘were ready for wideséale &issemingtion.
However, in talking .with BSIP-staff and project site adminiscraCOrs,‘severhl
recommendations became appare;c that have consequence for SEAs operating such

. _Pprograms. The most important item is that dissemination must be considered a
_priority for all model projects, must be financially ;upported during the proj-
gcﬂba;laégﬂygar, and must be planned for from the begiﬁning. Given this fact,
SEAs are advised to:

L 4

e Require that each project develop an outline cf a dissémination
plan as part of its proposal. The plan should include:

"= kind and number of people to whom dissemination activities
|, will be targeted;

- method(s) by which such audiehces will be made aware of the
project and encouraged to observe it;

- procedures for organizing and packaging project components
and/or materials; and

- anticipated products, such -as handbooks of project procedures,
evaluation manuals, and classroom materials.
Soon after grant award, project officers should work closely with grantees to

"£411 in" the above sections of the dissemination plan. - ' .

e Require that a certain percentage of funds be set aside by each
project to support dissemination. Most of these funds will
probably be used toward the end of the project when the final
"push" for dissemiantion occurs,

e A suggested dissemination scenario operac;gg throughout_the '
project's lifetime might be: -
s « Outlines of dissemination plans included in proposals;

- 22




A - - Imediately after funding, dissemination plans completed
' . jointly by project officers and grantees;

® - In the middle of the first year, the SEA disseminates out-
lines describing each project to other projects;

- At’ the end of the first year, the SEA disseminates detailed
: - project descriptions statewide. These descriptions include
information on:

- project objectives
- number and characteristics of participants
- anticipated.products;

- In the third yea;,gproject'findings are reported by project
staff, and disseminated by the SEA. Printed and audiovisual

. materials on projects' practices, inservice training, service

——— delivery organization and implementation are packaged and

- - distributed, - - - - — -

In reality, the concept of dembnstration is not complete until the progtam
has been spread and adopted, or replicated in other sites, This is the ultimate
criteria for success. SEAs are not advised to undertake a demonstration program
sStrategy unless they are equally committed to supporting dissemination and
replication activities. Experience seems to indicate that sites wishing to
adopt and integrate a gémﬁnstration program into’its own operations will require

financial support, or seed money' to get started and the training and technical

<
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PROTOTYPE MODEL OF SEA-SPONSORED DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM ON BASIC SK1LLS 1

POLICY DEVELOPMENT
STRATEGY ADOPTION

Appendix T

PLANNING

MPROVEMENT

INITIATION

SEA Advlisory
Committee dechdes
to adopt o basle
skills demonutration
program ungder
Scctions 564 and
‘572 of ECIA

LSEA determincs, on the basis ol
needs ausesument fnformation,
priority, lustruccional arca iu
which demonstratlon programs are
neaded and should be developed

SEA adopts and

pubficizes u basic
skills inatructional
improvement policy

3EA deflines “demounstration” and
criteria for attalnment

LY

SEA determines fundfng duration

and level of cffort” for cach

SEA preparcs
demonstrat lon
grants applicacion
package calllag

demonstratlon program for pre-application -
' . proposals .
~ " )
-
i L—N SEA definca complementary state
disscmination und replication
- strategy .
. -
EVALUATION CONCERNS
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(continued)

.

IMITIATION

SEA requirea proposala that achieve

demonatration status over fwo years,
and provids for disbemination s

replication during the third ysar

SEA requires propoasls thet include
evaluation plans assesning {IO.III
effectivencas and exportability

SEA requires propoasls for programe
with ataff compatent in sarvica

activity snd wodel progras davalopment

.

SEA requires proposala establishing a
reaearch hase codvincing the innovation
ia worth testing for demonstrat:on

aitd disseminstion

clarification
toproapective
applicanta

e
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SEA selects
and orients
fleld
revisvers

SEA recelves
and ravieva
preapplice-
tion pro-
poanls

e

SEA invitea

| fulld

propoaals

SEA and
fleld
revipwers
aselect
grantecs

’

A
™9
dp

‘ : . \\ n S 0 | ;




L] \\
- Tl
(contAnued)
INITIATION IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, AND TECHNICAL ASS ISTANCE--YEAR ONE
- . SEA sclects grantees whoss Crantas projects fully laplement program as deacribed 1n proposal:
propoasls: s Projectacollect aveluation tnformation to ssscas feupibility of continuing demon-~
. s addrces SEA baaic akille " atration devalopment or refining model to he demonatrated, snd sssces replicabiffey;
dumonstration program ’ s Projacts seek and recelve technical sssistance in document ing program impiewnen-
priorities; Cation, snd rclining operstions based on evalustion informat fon
s propose’s dsmonstration R )
program idea thet is based .
on research dats, ls cur- SEA offers TA snd monitors on-site st least twice during the year to:
rently operstionsl, end -
te Eully epecifiad; s snaurs projects fully understund program development and eveluation requirements
s propose an initisl “aodal” for yasr one, two, snd three;
to be demonstrated; provids sssistancs in rellnln|§propo..l. and evelustion plens;
axplain vemaining proceas and reporting requiremunts;

s hava sdequate avaluation

and dissealnation plans; adviss projscts on aelucting end siming toward-a type of demonatration status;

hslp projscts satimats the replicability of their demonstration progrem;
ssssss likaiihood of each project sttaining some type of demonstration status

s
¥

s have a plan for sveiling
themsclves of SEA-sponsorad
technical ssaiatance ~—

EVALUATION CONCERHS

, e Are there stated criteris for sttsining demonstration s Are praotce project dewonsitotion models, operatinnal
program nbjectives? Do all projects undarstand end pleana, and cvaluation plans refined on the basls of
sgres to thase criteris? ] tiret year svaluation informstion?

s Do the grant solicitstion and selection pig-+uras s o projects meet first ycor criteria of full fmplemcn-
yleld funded projects that sddrcss gosls etu e likely tation and model refiucment, fndicating o likelihood
. to become demonstrations? of schieving demnnstrotion atatua?
o Are project evalustion plana ndcqua}. to provids yeer e Loes market anslyaias Indicate projects are replicabla?
i _ one, two, and three information toprojects and to the SEA? s Are projecta secking oud receiving the necessary
¢ 1a there an SEA monitoring process in place that will technical asslatunce?
support projact demonstration program development? e la SEA monitoring system implemunted?
QO - :
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IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING,
T © "AND TECHNICAL ]

ASSISTANRCE--YEAR ONE

(continued)

“

IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING, AND

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE--YEAR TWO

__IMPLEMENTATION, MOHITORING, - — -

AND TECHNICAL

ASSISTANCE--YFAR THREE

bascd on operational
sxpericucs for yesr
two opetstion

- @_’f'l‘rgj-ctmﬂm -
demunstrastion model
®

L—-D SEA revicws snd

upproves project
report snd.spproves
next yeur funding
basc¢d un project
progress toward
demonstration status

hantaee projects dinnesinnte

program cuncepts tae other sites

and ansist in teplication:

s Projects prepare disscmination
matcriale .

8 Projeets engage In swsrcences
level disscminstion activities

o Projects offer technicel assis-
tence to sites wishing to sdopt
demonetration progrem

-

®
@©

©

j i dn

¥~ -, {Crantaw projects Projecis submit for
—> oparsts refinad ) lndjrccelvc validation

Proprem and prepace an o demonstrat lon
for certificution project
ss s demonstrstion
programi
e projects collect snd A

snslyze outcome dats

to argua for effec-

tiveness snd expor-

tebilicy

?
S
¢
l—p SEA sesists projects | .1 SEA revieus und

in prepsring for
certificetion ss s
demonstration program

o

spproves project
report, and approves
next year funding
hssed on project
certificetion

88 & dcmonastration

snd disscaination plan

1

7

a3

SEA asaiste projects in prepscing
fur ddsncminat fo and replicetion
Lusks

®-

SEA Implewents statewlde
disucmination snd replicavlon
actlvitiey -

- EVALUATION CONCERNS

JU

8 Ate projacts certified ss demon-
strotions, using the criteris of
effectiveness and expurtsbilicy?

s Do rcplicebility ssssssments still
support demonstration sarketsbilicy?

s Do projects scek snd recsive ths
necesssry technicsl sesistance?
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IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING,

AFD TECHNICAL

ASSISTANCE--YEAR THREE

a

OUTCOMES

S

Replication sites
receive financisl and
technical sssistance
in adopting the
demonstrat ion progrsa

| Knovwledgs of effective
basic skills instroc-
tion is fucressed

!

-gz—

Demonstrat ion
prograas in effective
basic ekills instruc-
tion ere disseminated
snd replicated

A

EVALUATION CONCERNS

e Ars demonstration programs
replicatsd in other sites?

e Do projects Teccive the
necesasry technical sssistancs
in sccomplishing the dissem-
instion tavke?
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