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A review was conducted to determine the effectiveness
of federally suppcrted education evaluations, primarily those
concerning elementary and secondary education programs, in order
to obtain cbjective data for allocating resources and in
deciding whether cr not programs should be continued or
nodified. Questionnaires vwere sent to education agencies in all
States and the District of Colvmbia and to a statistical sample
of local scnool districts to oktain State and local agencies'
views on Federal education program evaluations. Federal, State,
and local educaticn agencies frequently use standardized
norm-referenced achievement tests to measure the effect of
Federal educaticn programs. Yindings/Conclusions: The Office on
Education's (OE) evaluation studies can better serve Congress by
having them timed to coincide with the legislative cycle and by
more frequent briefings of congressional committee staffs. OE
needs to make a better effort to set forth specific qualitative
and quantitative program objectives in order to provide a clear
basis for program evaluation. The usefulness of the State and
local evaluation reports needs improvements in the areas of:
relevance of reports to policy issues, d-ta completeness and
comparability, and report timeliness. If he reporting systenms
based on aggregated local agency data are to be effective,
standardization of data collection efforts is necded. Educators
and test exrerts disagree on the use of standardized
norm-referenced tests versus criterion-referenced tests. More
research may be needed on criterion-referenced tests and on how
to reduce racial, sexual, and cultural biases in standardized
tests. Recchmendations: The Secretary of HEW should direct OE
to: (1) emrhasize congressional information needs vwhen planning,
implementing, and reporting on evaluation studies; (2) seek
agreement with Congress on the specific program objectives to be
used for evaluations as well as acceptable evaluation Jdata and
measures for each program to be evaluated; and (3) improve the




implementation of evaluation results by giving greater attention
and priority to procedures such as the issuance of policy
implication aemoranda designed to assure implementation of those
results. OF should review the types of State and/or local
program evaluation information collented on programs authorized
by titles I and VII of the Elesentary and Secondary Education
2ct to determine if it is real:istic to serve Federal, State, and
local levels with aggregated data based on local agency
evaluation regports. {SW)
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REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLI.LER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

Problems And Needed Improve-
ments In Evaluating Office Of
Education Programs

Office of Education
Department of Health, £ducaticn, an1 Welfare

The Office cf Education should more strongly
emphasize serving congressional needs in plan-
ning and carrying out evaluation studies,
should define its program objectives more
clearly, ad should improve the implementa-
tion of evaluation results.

The Office of Education should assess wheth-
er State and/or local evaluation reports, under
titles | and VII of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, can realistically be im-
proved to supply Federal, State, and local of-
ticials with the reliable program information
they need for decisionmaking.

Serious questions have been raised about
standardized ‘‘norm-referenced’’ tests, which
are frequently used to measure Federal educa-
tion programs’ effectiveness. This report dis-
cusses some of these questions and various
suggestions for alleviating problems in con-
ducting large-scale evaluations of compensa-
tory education and desegregauon programs.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL. OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHIMGTON, D.C. 20848

B-164031(1)

To the President of the Senate and the
Speakzr of the House of Representatives

This report points out that the Office of Education
needs to more strongly emphasize the purpose of providing
information to the Congress when Planning and implementing
evaluation studies, more clearly define its program objec-
tives, and improve implementation of evaluation results.

The report contains recommendations to improve the useful-
ness of educational evaluations. Also discussed ii.. the re-
port are some criticis~s and deferses of standardized tests
and suggestions for alleviating problems in evaluating large~-
scale compensatory education and desegregation programs,

Our review was made because of the increasing concern
shown by the Congress and various Federal agencies with
evalmating the effectiveness of major Federal education
programs. This concern stems from the need for objective
data (o be used in allocating resources and in deciding
whether or not programs should be continued, modified, or
discontinued.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account~
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-~
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and tne Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare.

mptroller General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S PROBLEMS AND NEEDED
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS IMPROVEMENTS IN EVALUATING
OFFICE OF EDUCATION PROGRAMS
Office of Education
Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare

DIGEST

In recent years the Congress and various
Fede. 2! acuencies have become increasingly
interested 1n evaluating the effectiveness
of major Federal education programs. Such
evaluations should help them decide whether
programs should be continued, modified, or
discontinued. (See p. 1l.)

To obtain State ‘and local agencies' views
on Federal education program evaluations
and related matters, GAO sent question-
naires to education agencies in all States
and the District of Columbia and to a sta-
tistical sample of local school districts
throughcut the Natica. (See p. 1l1l.)

This report discusses the questicnnaire
results, the pros and cons of standardized
tests, and suggestions fromw testing and
evaluation experts and others for alleviat-
ing problems in couducting large-scale
evaluations of compensatory education and
desegregation programs. (See pp. 53 and 63.)

OFFICE OF EDUCATION
EVALUATION STUDIES

Office of Education evaluations are to help
those making decisions about education, in-
cluding the Congress. Recently, the main
emphasis has been on evaluating the effec-
tiveness of major Of{fice of Education pro-
grams throughout the Nation.

The Office of Education's evaluation studies
can better serve the Congress. Timing the
studies to coincide with the legislative
cycle, and more frequently briefing congres-
sionul committee staff would help.

Tear snej. Upon removal, the regort
cover date snouid be noted hereon. i HRD-76-165



Evaluations can reach conclusive and useful
findings about a program's effectiveness
only if the program's nbjectives are defined
and measurable. For example, a national
evaluation of the migrant program did not
adequately assess the program's effective-
ness because no one had developed acceptable
criteria and objectives for measuring the
program's success.

Program objectives to be evaluated need to
be better Jdefined, and the ways evaluation
results are used and implemented need more
attention.

The Congress should recognize that the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW) is not complying, &nd dces not intend
to comply, with the legislative requirement:
to set forth goals and specific objectives
for individual programs and projects in-
cluded i its annual ~valuation report co
the House Committee on Education and Labor
and the Senzate Committee on Human Resources.

HEW feels that its authority and ability to
compiy with this leygislative requirement are
iimited.

PROBLEMS WITH STATE AND
LOCAL EVALUATION REPOFTS

The money spent at the State and local educa-
tion agency levels to evaluate selectc? Fed-
eral elementary and secondary education pro-
grams is large--over $42 million in fisczl
year 1974,

If the reporting systems besed on aggregated
local agenzy data are to be effective, vari-
ous aspects of the evaluation reports need
to be improved. These include the credi-
bility of findings ani the qualification

and quantification of measurement data.

The usefulness of the State and local evalua-

tion reports also needs to be improved with
respect to
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--relevance of the reports to policy issues,

--completeness and comparability of the data
reported, and

—--report timeliness.

Valid, complete, and comparable svaluaticn
data is important if evaluation results are
to meaningfully cecntribute to decisions at
all levels. If local and State evaluation
data continues to be aggregated for use at
higher levels, data -ollection efforts and
techniques need to be standardized to pro=-
vide comparable results.

Because of constraints on the Federal role
in education, the Government probably will
not try to provide needed valid and compar-
able data by dictating uniform evaiuation
methods and procedures to State and local
education agency grantees.

Tn addition, questions exist about whether
the models for evaluating title I (aid for
disadvantaged children) will be able to
provide valid and acceptable data to meet
program information needs. If these issues
are not resolved, GAO questions whether im-
provements can be made that will enable ¢'e
reporting systems (based on aggregated local
data) to meet program information needs at
Federal, local, and/or State levels.

USES_OF STANDARDIZED TZSTS AND
PROGRAM " EVALUATJION

Federal, State, and local education agen-
cies frequently use standardized norm-
referenced achievement tests to measure
the effectiveness of Federal education
programs. These tests measure an individ-
ual's performance against a "norm" group.

However, testing experts and educators

- disagree about the adequacy of these tests
for their intended uses. Serious questions
have been raised about the tests, and some
organizations have called for a moratorium
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on their use and a higher priority on develop-
ment and use of alternatives.

Although the tests' critics and defenders
agree that certain problems exist, views
differ greatly about the importance or
severity of the problems, and their
remedies, Defenders recognize that im-
provements are needed in such areas as

test and test question bias; appropriate
test norms; test selection, interpretation,
and administration, including test uses for
program evaluation; and other issues.

Some questions about the tests have great
importance in determining the appropriate-
ness, validity, and proper conduct of educa-
tional program evaluations, including those
that are federally funded. Those responsible
for making educational decisions should be
aware of these issues when using such infor-
mation.

Additional research may be needed on:

~-Criterion-referenced and other tests for
uses which include program evaluation,
as aiternatives to standardized norm-
referenced achievement tests.

--How to reduce racial, sexual, and cultural
biases in standardized tests.

States and especially local education agen-
cies need to be more aware of available in-
formation intended to help them select the
most appropriate tests ror evaluation.

EVIDENCE OF PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Local and State evaluation reports on Fed-
eral elementary and secondary education
program effectiveness are intended to pro-
vide information that local, State, and
Federal officials can use to make policy
and program decisions. However, State and
local officials see important differences
in the types of evidence of program effec-
tiveness that they and officials at other
levels prefer.
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Better communication is needed among the
three levels on information they need to
facilitate policy and program decisions.
Questionnaire results raise this question:
Should all three levels be served by a
reporting system based on the same reports?

Although State officials view Office of
Education program officials as being most
impressed by standardized norm-referenced
test results, and local officialis view
State and Office of Education officials

in the same manner, State and local offi-
cials say that they are not most impressed
by such results.

Local officials prefer broader, more diverse
types of information on program results than
just these test scores, and they are mo_t
impressed by improvements in curriculum and
instructional methods and gains in the affec-
tive domain (likes, dislikes, i.~.crests,
attitudes, motives, etc.). State officials
are most impressad by results from criterion-
referenced tests.

The widespread use of standardized norm-
referenced tests to evaluate State and local
programs indicates that State and local offi-
cials have more frequently based their eval-
uations on the kinds of results they believe
would be likely to most impress higher level
officials than on their own preferences.

Although HEW's comments were not responsive
to certain aspects of GAO's recommendations,
it agreed, at least in general, with all but
one recommendation. (See pp. 21, 37, 52,
and 76.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF
FEDERAL EVALUATION EFFORTS

In recent years the Congress and various Federal agencies
have become increasingly concerned with evaluating the effec-
tiveness of major Federal «ducation programs. Because of
tight budget constraints, limited financial and human resources,
and the need for objective data on the effectiveness of educa-
tion programs, the Congress, the Office of Management and
Budget, officials of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (HEV), and others are requesting such data to help
them allocate resources and decide whether or not programs
should be continued, modified, or discontinued.

Legislative background

Legislative mandates for evaluation of education programs
can be traced back at least to title I of the Jlementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 24la), which re-
quired States to assure the adoption of

“* * * effective procedures, including provision for
appropriate objective measurements of educatirnal
achievement * * * for evaluating at least annually
the effectiveness of the programs in meeting the
special educational needs of educationally deprived
children."”

Congressional interest in evaluation was further reflected

in the Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380).

The Office of Education states that 22 new studies and re-
ports are required o be submitted to the Congress by the
Commissioner of Education, the Assistant Secretary for Edu-
cation, or the Secretary of HEW. Of tae 22, 7 are evaluation
studies to be conducted by the Office of Education's Office
of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation; another is a thorough
evaluation and study of Federal title I and State compensa-
tory education programs by the National Institute of Education
(NIE).

The General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1226c)
requires that HEW provide the House Committee on Education
and Labor and the Senate Committee on Human Resources (pre-
viously the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare)
an annual evaluation report "which evaluates the effective-
ness of applicable programs in achieving their legislated



purposes" and recommends improvements. Any evaluation re-
pert evaluating specific programs and projects is required to

--set forth goals and specific objectives in qualita-
tive and quantitative terms for all programs and
projects and relate those goals and objectives to
progiecit purposes;

—-report on the progress made during the previous
fiscal year in achieving such goals and objectives;

--describe the cost and benefits of each program
evaluated; and

~-contain plans for implementing corrective action
and legislative recommendations, where warranted.

In addition tc an increasing number of congressionally
mandated national studies, legislation and HEW regulations
often require local and/or State evaluations of prcgram
effectiveness at least once a year.

The Education Amendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-318),
established NIE as part of HEW's Education Division. The
Director of NIE reports to the Secretary of HEW througk the
Assistant Secretary for Education, as does the Office of
Education (OE). NIE is charged with improving education
by, among other things, building an effective educational
research and development system. Since educational research
includes not only basic and applied research and surveys,
but also evaluation, the law provides a new mechanism for
evaluating educational programs. However, principal responsi-
bility for evaluating OE programs remains with OE.

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL
EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

According to OE, the main goal of Federal educational
evaluation studies is to provide information on which
policy decisions about Federal education programs and OE
resource allocations may be based. To achieve this goal, OE

--conducts national evaluations of the effectiveness of
Federal education programs;

—-analyzes major educational problems or issues;

—=-reports annually to the Congress on the effectiveness
of OE programs in meeting their legislative intent;



--attempty to identify the program approaches that work
and do not wock, and determine whys; and

--attemp.s to identify and validate for dissemination
locally initicted innovative practices and exemplary
programs.

HEW's education evaluations are carried out by several
entities: the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning
and Evaluation; OE's Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evalu-
ation; a limited number of OE program bureaus; the National
Advisory Councils; and NIE. Although the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation primarily
reviews OE's evaluation activities, it also receives a small
portion of education evaluation funds to conduct studies for
the Secretary.

OE is among the few Federal agencies that attempt to
integrate the program evaluation process with their budget
and legislative cycle. OE's evaluation activities are largely
centralized in the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evalua-
tion. This was done to try to emphasize evaluation more
strongly.

The table below lists the funds available to OE for plan-
ning and evaluation. According to OE, these sums, although
substantial, represent less than three-tenths of 1 percent
of OE's total annual program appropriations and must cover
approximately 85 legislative programs. OE's Assistant Com-
missioner for Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluaticn estimated
that from about 1971 on, approximately two-thirds of the OE
planning and evaluation appropriation funds have been used
for OE evaluation activities. (Chapter 4 provides funding
information on State- and local-level evaluations of elemen-
tary and secondary education programs,



OE Planninga and Evaluation Funds

OE prograin
OE planning funds used
and evaluation for evaluation

Fiscal year appropriations (notes a and b) Total

(000 omitted)

1968 $ 1,250 - $ 1,250

1969 1,250 - 1,259
c/1970 9,512 $ 4,155 13,667

c/, d4/1971 12,475 8,724 21,199
d/, e/1972 11,225 3,950 15,175
d/1973 10,205 9,880 20,085
d/1974 5,200 5,268 10,468
d/1975 6,858 11,043 17,901
1976 6,383 10,512 16,895

a/Includes funds authorized from Follow Through, Emergency
School Assistance Act, title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, Basic Opportunity Grants, Project
Information Packages, and Career Education programs,

b/Does not include program funds used by State and local
education agenices for evaluations under Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, titles I, III, VII, and VIII.

¢/Does not include $5 million appropriated for grants to
States for planning and evaluation under Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, title V, part C--Comprehensive
Educational Planning and Evaluation.

d/Includes support for the Educational Policy Research

~ Centers (at Stanford Research Institute and Syracuse Uni-
versity Research Center) for the following fiscal years:
$900,000 (1971); $900,000 (1972); $950,000 (1973); and
$450,000 (1974). Monitorship of the centers was transferred
to the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education in
fiscal year 1974.

e/Excludes $1 million earmarked for NIE planning.

Systematic, comprehensive evaluation of Federal educa-
tion programs at the Federal level dates back only to 1970.
At that time the Congress increased OE evaluation funds in
response to HEW's request. According to OE, such efforts
were largely precluded before then by insufficient appropri-
ated funds for evaluation and too few technically qualified



evaluation staff members. Since fiscal year 1970, OE has
attempted to expand and upgrade its evaluation activities
and capabilities. The equivalent of about 23 professional
full-time staff members are now assigned to evaluation.

The Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation has
designed and begun over 100 evaluation and planning studies;
instituted an annual evaluation plan highlighting yearly
priorities; and implemented a process for disseminating,
cniefly at the Federal level, the major results of evaluation
studies.

Almost all OE evaluation and planning studies are per-
formed under rcontract. OE's evaluation office issues a re-
quest for proposals after determining the study's design and
the techniques to be used--for example, sample size, anal-
ysis method, and data collection method. Contractors are
selected competitively. After a contract is awarded, an
OE project monitor from the evaluation off ce monitors the
contractor's performance by exercising ap. oval over the
approach to be used, making site visits, and reviewing pro-
gress reports. The project monitor also reviews and approves
the draft report's technical adequacy, completeness, and
responsiveness before the report is finally accepted.

OE develops and implements policy recommendations on
the basis of the evaluation findings.

REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE AND LOCAL
EVALUATIONS OF OE PROGRAMS

Legislation and HEW regulations often require annual
evaluations of Federal programs by State and/or local educa-
tion agencies. This is the case for programs and projects
funded under titles I, III, and VII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act. A brief summary of the provisions
in each title follows:

--Title I provides funds through State educatior
agenties to lccal education agencies serving areas
with concentrations of children from low income
families. The funds are intended to meet the special
educational needs of educationally depr:ved children.

--Title III has provided funds to local education agen-
cies, principally through State ~ducation agencies,
for (1) stimulating and assisting in the development
and establishment of exemplary programs to serve as
models for regular school programs and (2) assisting



the States in establishing and maintaining guidance,
counseling, and testing programs. (The Education Amcond-
ments of 1974 consolidated the title II and most title
III activities into a new title IV. Fiscal year 1976
was both the first year of funding under the new title
IV and the last vear of funding under title III. How-
ever, final title III projects will not run out until
the end of fiscal year 1977, and requirements for
State and local evaluations are in effect until that
time. Title IV requires evaluation by the advisory
council in each State.)

—~Title VII provides OE discretionary funds for local
education agencies and others to help carry out proj-
ects designed to meat the special educational needs of
ciriidren who speak a language other than English and
who come from low income families. Ticle VII is a
demonstration program designed to build up the re-
sources needed to start bilingual projects.

Local education agencies are required to evaluate their
title I, III, and VII projects annually. State education
agencies are also required to administer and annually evalu-
ate their title I and III programs. However, title VII pro-
jects (bilingual education) operate under direct grants from
OE; therefore, no State evaluations are required for such
projects. OE is nevertheless required to consult with State
education agencies before approving local education agencies'
title VII grant applications and to give States the oppor-
tunity to make recommendations on the applications.

LIMITATIONS OF EDUCATIONAL
EVALUATIONS

The central issue in most educational evaluation studies
is whether programs such as title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act affect student progress. The
President's Commission on School Finance was established
to make recommendations to the President regarding the proper
Federal role in financing elementary and secondary education,
To be able to make its recommendations in the light of educa-
tional research results, the Commission asked a major research
corporation to assess the available knowledge on what deter-
mines educational effectiveness. The resulting 1972 report 1/

1/Harvey A. Averch, et. al., "How Effective Is Schooling? A
Critical Review And Synthesis Of Research Findings," R-956-
PCSF/RC, The Rand Corporation, Mar. 1972, pp. iii-xii, 125,
and 158,



states t-at research has found nothing that consistently and
unambiguously makes a difference in student "outcomes."

That is, research has not found any educational practice
that offers a high probability of widespread success. OE's
fiscal year 1975 annual evaluation report makes a similar
statement about the attempt to identify the attributes

of successful projects. A November 1976 OE-funded report,
based on a study of educational innovations, found that the
innovations make little difference in student achievement.

The 1972 report's findings were based on an examination
of how valid the approach and results of numerous individual
studies were. The report states that while some studies show
a given educational practice to be effective, other similar
studies find the same educational practice to be ineffective.
It is unclear, the report adds, why this discrepancy exists.
According to the report, four substantive problems appear
in virtually every area of educational research that limit
evaluation studies:

-—Research data is, at best, a crude measure of what
is happening. For example, student achievement is
typically measured by scores on standardized achievement
tests despite the many serious problems involved in
interpreting such scores. (See chs. 5 and 6.)

--Bducational outcomes are almost exclusively measured
according to cognitive achievement, often leading to
sparse and inconclusive results that provide little
guidance on what practices are effective.

--There is almost no examination of the cost implica-
tions of research results, which makes it very
difficult to translate research/evaluation results
into policy-relevant statements.

--Few studies adequately monitor the relationship
between what actually goes on in the classroom and
student achievement, so that data may be affected
by circumstances unrecognized in analysis.

Because of the problems above, according to the report
researchers are confronted by the virtually impossible task
of measuring those aspects of education they wish to study.
That is, it is impossible for current research to reach de-
finitive conclusions about educational outcomes because
it cannot measure most of them well.



Other studies point out that numerous poorly designed
and implemented evaluations result in very questionable or
invalid data on which to base decisions about tvulicy or
programs.

A 1975 study, 1/ which reviewed the major title I
evaluation efforts from 1965 through 1972, discusses some
limitations in educational evaluations. The study traces
the accepted belief in the necessity to evaluate education
programs to title I of the 1965 act. This legislation
established local reporting on projects in the hope that
timely and objective information about the results of title I
projects could reform :he local administration of education
and the methods of educating poor children. It wae also
hoped that systematic evaluation could make Federal manage-
ment of education programs more efficient. According to the
study, those pursuing educational reform saw evaluation as
central to achieving it and assumed that reporting require-
ments would generate valuable information which,would be used
rationally in contributing to policy and program decisions.

The study concluded that after 7 years, more than $52
million of expenditure on evaluations, and Creating a number
of alternative evaluation models, evaluation had failed
to meet the expectations of those urging reform or even to
serve the self-interest of Federal program managers. Regard-
ing this conclusion, the study stated:

"There are numerous reasons why efforts to evaluate
Title I failed * * * The central cause is that
school districts had no incentive to collect

or report output data, and federal officials

lacked the political muscle to enforce evalua-

tion guidelines or to require cooperation with
other federal evaluation efforts * * »_»

The study added:
~-Those interested in reform efforts failed to take

into account the difficulty of evaluating the process
of schooling in general and title I in particular.

1/Milbrey wallin McLaughlin, "Evaluation and Reform," a
Rand Educational Policy Study, Ballinger Publishing
Company, Cambridge, Mass., 1975, pp. vii-ix and 117-120.



--Legislatively mandated evaluation, intended to make
school administrators accountable, has led to local
evaluation that is, in the view of many observers,
little more than an annual ritualistic defense of
program activities. 1In addition, the Federal evalu-
ation efforts have not contributed to the formulation
of short-run management strategies or long~range plan-
ning. Evaluations based on an "impact cost-benefit"
model have been used selectively to lend an appearance
of rationality to decisions that are essentially
political.

--Contrary to the expectations of those interested in
reform efforts, neither Federal decisionmakers nor local
school personnel showed much ability or interest in
using evaluations to formulate title I policy or
practice.

--Local perceptions of Federal initiatives and commit-
ments as inherently unstable, combined with a basic
local defensiveness about achievement measures, will
probably continue to *‘ uastrate Federal attempts to
secure objective, relicble information on program
results.

--The highly political way that title I evaluation
has been conducted, including use of its results, has
weakened the credibility of evaluation as a policy
instrument, in the opinion of many program person-
nel.

-=-A realistic and useful evaluation policy should
acknowledge the inherent constraints that the policy
system and the behavior of bureaucracies place upon
evaluation.

In addition, the study stated:

"The history of Title I evaluation also suggests
a number of implications about the conduct and use of
evaluation in a multi-level government structure * * #
In a federal system of government, and especially in
education, the balance of power resides at the bottom,
with special interest groups * * * Thus a federal
evaluation policy that conflicts in fundamental ways
with local priorities is unlikely to succeed * * *
Federal evaluators, then, are faced with a specifically
political dilemma generated by their inability to insist
upon accurate information on school effects and program



impact. And the existence of powerful social sanctions
against a strong federal data requirement means that
these barriers tu the implementation of federal evalua-
tion policy will remain."

OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting, and
Evaluation said that he agrees with this historical analysis.
He believes that the evaluation approach that OE's evaluation
office follows takes these problems into account because it
is based not on schooi district data but on contractor data
collected nationally.
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CHAPTER 2

SCOPE _AND METHOD OF REVIEW

Our objectives were to review the usefulness and limita-
tions of federally supperted education evaluations--focusing
mostly on elementary and secondary education programs--and
to solicit suggestions on needed program evaluation improve-
ments, including needed research and development.

We reviewed OE's evaluation activities--principally
carried out through the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and
Evaluation--and related NIE activities. We also reviewed
legislation, policies, procedures, and various Federal,
State, and local education agency program evaluation reports
relating to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
titles I, III, and VII.

We interviewed officials from the Office of the Secretary
of HEW, the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education,
the National Center for Education Statistics, OE, NIE, and
the Office of Management and Budget. 1In addition, we inter-
viewed the staff members of various congressional committees
and officials from 11 education research organizations, includ-
ing 4 publishers of commercial tests and 6 research/evaluation
organizations. We also interviewed officials from two national
interest groups concerned with education, and attended con-
ferences of educators and measurement and evaluation experts
which were held to improve student assessment or educational
program evaluation,

To obtain State and local education agencies' views on
Federal education program evaluations and related matters,
we sent questionnaires to education agencies in all States
and the District of Columbia, and to a statistical sample of
local school districts throughout the Nation. The two sets
of questionnaires were sent in April 1975 and were returned
by June 1975.

The District of Columbia and 49 States responded to our
State-level questionnaire. (To simplify questionnaire
results in this report, we consider the District of Columbia
to be a State.) Appendix I compiles the responses on
the State education agency questionnaire. Respondents to
section A of the questionnaire were almost always officials
responsible for statewide assessment, accountability, and/or
testiny activities. Respondents to sections B and C were
nearly always officials responsible for titles I and III
prog.ams, respectively.
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Our questionnaire sample for local school districts was
largely the same as a national sample used by the Office of
Education in 1973. Neither sample included school districts
having fewer than 300 pupils; both were stratified according
to enrollment as follows: 125,000 pupils or more; 35,000 to
124,999 pupils; 9,000 to 34,999 pupils; 3,000 to 8,999 pupils;
and 300 to 2,999 pupils.

Nineteen school districts compose the first group--the
largest school districts--and all were included in the sample.
An independent random sample of 813 school districts was
drawn from the remaining groups. We received responses from
710 (85 percent) of the 832 school districts included in the
sample.

As a result of the high response rate, the attitudes
and opinions expressed in response to our local school dis-
trict questionnaire are representative of the entire uni-
verse of 11,666 such districts in the Nation having 300 o
more pupils. However, we projected the responses to a total
of 8,936 local education agencies because this method,
based on the weighting and the response rates across the
various strata in our sample, allows us to obtain the most
accurate percentages on the answers given.

Local education agency questionnaire results appear in
appendix II. The numbers shown there represent the number
of local scnhool districts in the Nation to which our local
questionnaire sample responses have been projected. Most
local education agency respondents to section A of the
questionnaire were directors for testing. Most respondents
for sections B, C, and D were directors for titles I, III,
and VII projects, respectively. However, in some cases
superintendents responded to the questionnaire.

Our questionnaires focused on program evaluations of
titles I, III, and VII of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act for a number of reasons. The largest Federal em-
phasis in education has been placed on the attempt to deal
with various inequalities in educational opportunity. Pro-
grams of this kind have attempted to equalize educational op-
portunity for groups and individuals who are at a disadvantage
(titles I and VII) and to improve the quality and relevance
of American education through research and demonstration and
dissemination of results (title III). Appropriations for the
programs under thes three titles are substantial. For fiscal
year 1975 they were $2.2 billion, which represented about one-
half of all Federal elementary and secondary education program
dollars. In addition, Federal legislation and HEW regulations
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require national, State, and local evaluations for titles I
and III, and national and local evaluations for title VII.

To supplement information obtained from the question-—
naires, we interviewed education agency officials from
five States, the District of Columbia, and 10 local school

districts.
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CHAPTER 3

"OPPORTUNITIES TO IMPROVE

OE'S EVALUATION STUDIES

Evidence we gathered indicates that opportunities exist
for OE's evaluation studies to better serve the Congress.
Specifically, this includes timing the studies better and
briefing congressional committee staff more frequently.

OE also needs to better define the program objectives to
be evaluated and improve the use of evaluation results.

CONGRESSIONAL NEEDS SHOULD
BE TAKEN MORE INTO ACCOUNT

According to OE, its evaluations are intended primarily
to assist those involved .in making educational decisions.
This includes the Congress. In recent years the main emphasis
has been on evaluating the national impact or effectiveness of
major OE programs.

Decisions on education programs are made at various
levels--in the Congress, OE, State education agencies, and
local school districts. Decisionmakers at different levels
sometimes need different information. For evaluation studies
to be most useful to them, the views of those who are to use
the results should be taken into account in evaluation plan-
ning and design. This increases the chance that their in-
formation needs will be adequately fulfilled and that resultant
decisions will be well defined. It should also increase the
chance that evaluation results will be effectively communicated
to those intended to use them.

One such user to which OE should give greater attention
in providing program evaluation information is the Congress.
To obtain information on how useful OE evaluation studies are
to the Congress and how much congressional views are taken into
account in those studies, we contacted four key congressional
committee staff members responsible for education matters, in-
cluding the Majority and Minority Counsels for the Subcommittee
on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education, House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor; the Minority Counsel for the
Subcommittee on Education, Senate Committee on Human Resources;
and the Chief Counsel for the Senate Appropriations Committee.
Two persons interviewed believed that OE does not obtain enough
congressionil input in designing its evaluation studies.
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One of the four staff members stated that OE evalua-
tion studies are generally useful and reasonably gcod. Th»
other three stated that the studies often have peen compleicly
inetfective or have had little impact or. legislation. Their

most frequently cited reasons were that

--0E studies are not timed to coincide with the
legislative cycle;

--OE efforts to interpret data and highlight
important findings are insufficient; and

--0OE briefings for congressional committee staff
are not frequent enough.

OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting, and
Evaluation agreed with each of these statements and said that
the evaluation office has not been sufficiently sensitive and
responsive to congressional needs. He noted that the long
leadtime necessary to plan and implement studies contributes
to this problem.

OE's Assistant Commissioner for the Office of Legisla-
tion said that he considers the poor timing of evaluation
studies to be a major factor inhibiting their impact on
legislation. He stated that OE's evaluation office has not
made the effort necessary to assure that evaluation results
are arrived at and communicated soon enough to be considered
in developing legislative proposals.

Commenting on our report, HEW stated that it does not
concur with one of the three reasons cited above for the limited
impact of its studies. HEW believes that its procedure for
interpreting and summarizing evaluation study results is not
deficiert. Brief summaries of each evaulation study are sent
to all members of the cognizant House and Senate authorizing
and appropriation committees and their staffs, as well as
to appropriate HEW Education Division staff and others.

PROGRAM OBJECTIYVES NEED
TO BE DEFINED

Evaluations can reach conclusive and useful findings
abocut a program's effectveness only if the program's objec-
tives are defined and measurable. However, our review of
selected evaluations and reports, as well as discussions
with OE and non-OE experts, showed that one major problem
in assessing education programs is the lack of sufficiently
defined objectives.
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For example, a national evaluation of the migrant
program under title T of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act had not adequ.tely assessed the program's effective-
ness, an OE migrant prncram official said, because no one
had developed acceptab.. criteria and objectives for mea-
suring the program's success.

In addition, officials from OE's evaluation office
stated that the purpose and objectives of title I itself
have not been specified clearly. They said that this has
made it difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of the
title I program.

Other educational researchers have pointed out that
it is difficult to establish criteria for Federal programs
designed to respond to multiple needs, such as titles I and
IIT of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. They have
stated that when the purposes of a program such as title I
or III are ambiguous, various criteria are applied in asses-
sing the program which leads to noncomparable evaluation re-
sults.

Likewise, officials representing a major test publisher
said that the objectives of compensatory education programs
should be clarified.

According to some educational researchers and contrac-—
tors who compete for OE evaluation contracts, OE studies do
not always define clearly the criteria and major questions
that should be addressed. For example, a researcher who
frequently prepares OE policy studies said that OE evaluation
studies do not help in formulating policy because they are
not set up to answer the major short-term or long-term ques-
tions.

Other educational experts stated that lacking measurable
and sufficiently defined objectives often led to evaluation
studies that address=2d unanswerable questions and produced
inconclusive results. They added that the language used in
legislation, regqulations, policy manuals, plans, and budgets
is generally ambiguous and fails to precisely define program
objectives and make the evaluation useful.

As mentioned in chapter 1, legislation requires that HEW
provide the congressional committees having responsibility
for education with an annual report evaluating program effec-
tiveness in achieving legislative purposes. The report is
required to set forth goals and specific objectives in
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qualitative and quantitative terms for all programs and
projects assisted which are evaluated and relate those goals
and objectives to the program's purposes.

Our review of the annual evaluation report on OE pro-
grams for fiscal year 1975 showed that most of its statements
of program goals and objectives merely restated the legisla-
tive purposes or general goals, and did not set forth specific
objectives. Quantitative objectives, even in the broadest
sense, were established for very few programs.

OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting,
and Evaluation agreed with our observations and said that OE
has seldom established specific objectives. He stated that
this should be corrected, but that OE sometimes faces opposi-
tion from the Congress and others when it specifies objec-
tives. We agree that the Congress has major responsiblity
for specifying program objectives. In our view, however,
the legislative requirement and OE's limited responsiveness
to it, as well as the need for providing a clear basis for
program evaluation, dictate that OE make a better effort
to set forth specific qualitative and quantitative program
objectives for congressional consideration.

USE OF EVALUATION RESULTS
NEEDS MORE ATTENTION

In 1972, OE's Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evalua-
tion instituted a procedure which entails drafting and im-
plementing a "policy implication memorandum" to increase
the use of the evaluation findings with which OE concurs in
policy and program decisions. However, the procedure has
not been used to its potential.

The memorandum procedure was developed to translate the
findings of evaluation studies into a list of "action items"
for program management. It represents an attempt to make
sure that study results receive proper attention from OE and
department decisionmakers. For instance, the Commissioner
of Education may use the memorandum as a base for policy
decisions. He may selectively direct actions to be taken,
the office responsible for implementing them, and their due
dates.

According to OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning,
Budgeting, and Evaluation, the procedure is one of the most
important parts of the whole evaluation process, which encom-
passes evaluation planning through implementation of results.
He believes it is superior to other implementation methods
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because the implications of evaluation results which OE accepts
for implementation, including related followup requirements,
are explicitly set forth in areas such as basic policy, budget-
ing, staffing, and program regulations. Also, the Assistant
Commissioner believes, decisions are more likely to be made on
action items under such a procedure.

An OE evaluation official said that policy memorandums
were to be written after the completion of each evaluation
study in which important findings were produced. From
March 1972 to March 1974, OE's evaluation unit completed 32
studies, costing a total of about $8.2 million. The Secre-
tary's evaluation office, using education evaluation funds
of about $3.5 million, completed 18 studies during a
similar period.

Although OE considers the policy implication memoran-
dum procedure a key to assuring the use of study results, it
was followed on only two evaluation studies completed during
this period. 1/ We reviewed its use in both instances--the
st 'ies ccst $120,000 and $772,000--to ascertain how it
af. ted policy and program changes.

The first policy memorandum was dated December 26, 197.;
the other August 19, 1974. Nine months elapsed between the
first study's completion date and the preparation of the
policy memorandum, and 10 months elapsed for the second study.

Several sources doubted the impact of the first study
and memorandum. A program official affected by the study,
relating to title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, said that there was no evidence showing that memorandum
recommendations were being taken seriously or were influential
in causing program change. 1In addition, OE program officials
said that they were pursuing some of the recommendations con-
tained in the memorandum prior to availability of the results
of the evaluation study. Also, OE's Assistant Commissioner
for the Office of Legislation stated that neither the policy
memoradum nor the study has had much influence on the process
of developing new legislation for title I. H. explained that
one reason for their lack of impact was the Administration's
emphasis on educational revenue-sharing at the time of the
study's publication. This emphasis reduced interest in amend-
ing existing legislation that might have been substantially

1/In November 1976, OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning,
Budgeting, and Evaluation stated that a third memoran-
dum had been written.
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eliminated and replaced if the educational revenue-sharing
legislation had been enacted.

The evaluation office official who wrote the memorandum
said in November 1976 that the evaluation office was not
following up on all memorandum recommendations despite the
fact that some were still open issues. He agreed that
better followup of such open issues should be a part of the
policy implication memorandum system.

An OE official involved in the evaluation study said
that although very few of its recommendations were acted
upon, it compiled evidence to support certain conclusions
for the first time.

A program official stated that if program officials had
been consulted about the subject matter, content, and design
of the study, they would have been in a better position to
use the study's results. Evaluation office officials dis-
agreed with this view and stated that they extensively in-
volve program officials in designing evaluation studies.

The second policy memorandum contained only one major
recommendation which required further action. The recommen-
dation was implemented, and substantially changed program
emphasis. The OE project monitor for this study said that
a policy implication memorandum was written for it because
the procedure was given high priority at the time.

Regarding other evaluation studies for which no policy
memorandums were written, OE project monitors gave these
explanations:

--The priority placed on writing the memorandums was
not high enough.

--Evaluation studies had overlapping cycles; therefore,
before one was completed another could start, detract-
ing from full appreciation of the earlier one.

--Delays in receiving study reports could have affected
writing the memorandums.

An OE official commented on this situation, stating that
because policy memorandums are not being written, meaninjyful
study conclusions fail to reach policy planners and program
administrators who have a voice in the legislative process.
He felt that the procedure is needed to call attention to
the significant recommendations in each study.
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In our opinion; delays of nearly 1 year before the two
policy memorandums were written and approved and the general
lack of such memorandums clearly point to the need for more
OE emphasis on assuring increased use of the evaluation find-
ings with which OE concurs. This includes giving a higher
priority to policy implication memorandums or some other pro-
cedure for achieving this purpose. OE's Assistant Commissioner
for Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation agreed that OE has not
successfully carried out the policy implication memorandum
system. Although he believes the memorandums are of central
importance, other priority matters have preempted staff time.

CONCLUSIONS

Opportunities exist for OE's evaluation studies to better
serve the Congress. These include better timing of the studies
and more frequently briefing congressional committee staff.

There is a need to better define the program objectives
to be evaluated. The use and implementation of evaluation
results also need more attention.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO
THE SECRETARY OF HEW

We recommend that the Secretary of HEW direct OE to:

--More strongly emphasize the purpose of providing in-
formation to the Congress when planning, implemen-
ting, and reporting on evaluation studies. 1In particu-
lar, more attention should be given to timing the
studies so that they more clearly coincide with the
legislative cycle and briefing congressional committee
staff more frequently.

--Take steps to comply with the General Education Provi-
sions Act (20 U.S.C. 1226¢) requirement that, in the
annual evaiuation report to the House Committea on
Education and Labor and the Senate Committee on Human
Resources, HEW set forth goals and specific objectives
in qualitative and quantitative terms for all programs
which are evaluated. OE should indicate in the evalua-
tion report that it is setting forth specific objectives
tentatively in response to the congressional requirement
and as a basis for future discussion and agreement with the
committees on program evaluation matters. These matters
should include the acceptable evaluation data needed
by congressional decisionmakers and the measures to
be used. If HEW still does not intend to comply with
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this requirement, it should propose legislative
changes to the Congress to avoid continued agency
noncompliance. 1In the meantime OE should initiate
dialogues with the appropriate House and Senate
committees to seek understanding and agreement on the
specific program objectives to be used for evaluations
as well as acceptable evaluation data and measures for
each program to be evaluated.

——Improve the implementation of evaluation results by
giving greater attention and priority to procedures
such as the issuance of policy implication memorandums
designed to assure implementation of those results,

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

HEW commented on matters discussed in this report in a
letter dated June 15, 1976. (See app. III.)

HEW agreed with our recommendation that OE should more
strongly emphasize meeting congressional information needs by
timing the studies to better coincide with the legislative
cycle and briefing congressional staff more freqgqiently. HEW
stated that it has initiated a series of reviews of its
studies, focusing on predicted production dates for findings
and recommendations in relation to critical dates for legis-
lative input. HEW also stated that the need for congressional
committe staff briefings has not been given proper attention
but that it has recently decided to institute such briefings
on all major evaluation studies and will initiate this pro-
cedure in the coming weeks.

Regarding our recommendation that OE should improve the
implementation of its evaluation results, HEW agreed and
stated that the policy implications memorandum procedure,
which is an invention of OE's evaluation office, has not
been used nearly as extensively as it should have been. HEW
said that efforts are currently underway to expand the use
of these memorandums and that agency officials are now con-
ducting periodic reviews of the schedule for producing the
memorandums and emphasizing their high priority.

Our draft report proposed that OE better define the
program objectives to be evaluated as required by the Gen-
eral Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1226c). This
includes translating the legislative purposes of individual
programs evaluated into specific qualitative and quantitative
program objectives, and clearly stating these objectives, and
the progress made toward achieving them, in the annual evalua-
tion report.
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HEW disagreed with this proposal because it believes
there are limits on OE's "authority and ability" to increase
the clarity and specificity of its program objectives. HEW
comments, however, ignored the fact that the General Educa-
tion Provisions 2ct requires the agency to set forth such
objectives for individual programs included in its annual
evaluation report to the House Committee on Education and
Labor and the Senate Committee on Human Resources.

HEW said that in most cases legislation fails to state
a program's objectives with sufficient clarity for evaluation.
It appears that the Congress has also recognized that program
legislation does not provide sufficiently clear and specific
objectives for evaluation; therefore, in the General Education
Provisions Act it has required HEW to set thece forth in a
report to the appropriate congressional comuittees. HEW com-
ments d’d not respond to its noncompliance with this require-
ment, although OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning,.
Budgeting, and Evaluation agreed with our finding on this
matter. (See p. 17.)

HEW stated that it "proceeds at considerable peril in
trying to further specify legislation" and that

" * * in many cases it has been the Congress'

specific intention to avoid specification

of program objectives and leave such judgme:ts

and decisions up to State and local officials."”

However, in conducting national program evaluations the Office
of Education is often implicitly estzblishing and using specific
program objectives; for example, standardized tests, frequently
used in these evaluations, are based on specific instructional
objectives. We believe there is an important distinction bet-
ween specific program objectives explicitly set forth for
Federal evaluations and those which would be established to
dictate to State and local education agencies specifically

how to design and run their programs which use Federal funds.
If OE cannot explicitly set forth specific program objectives
it would use for Federal evaluation puiposes, then we believe
it is inconsistent to conduct national program evaluations
which contain such objectives implicitly.

We agree with HEW that there is political opposition,
but we believe such opposition is really directed towacd Federal
infringement on State and local education agency perogatives.
Such opposition effectively restrains the Federal agency from
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trying to dictate State and local program goals, specific ob-
jectives, approaches, etcetera. In our view, HEW should comply
with the requirement, but in doing so it should clearly indicate
in the evaluation report that the specific objectives are
tentative, are being set forth in response to the legislative
requirement, and are intended only for congressional scrutiny
and as a basis for mutual discussion and agreement on program
evaluation matters, i~~luding the acceptable evaluation data
needed by congression. . decisionmakers.

In its general comments on our report HEW stated its be-
lief that there is growing professional opinion that OE's
studies have, over the past 10 years, been responsible for
many major changes in existing l:gislation. Also, in HEW's
view the assumption that there are certain decisionmakers,
and that effective evaluations provides timely data to them,
is increasingly being questioned. Instead HEW believes that
effective evaluations affect the broad political climate
within which particular decisions are made.

Obviously, HEW believes that OE studies are affecting
legislative decisions. However, as discussed in our report,
three of the four key congressional committee staff members
interviewed, who are responsible for education matters, said
that the studies often have been completely ineffective or
have had little impact on legislation. Therefore, we continue
to believe that the primary purpose of these evaluations should
be to provide useful information to decisionmakers.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS

The Congress should recognize that HEW is not in com-
pliance and does not intend to comply with the General Educa-
tion Provisions Act requirement (20 U.S.C. 1226¢c) as noted
above. HEW feels that its authority and ability to comply
with this legislative requirement are limited. The Chairmen
of the House Committee on Education and Labor and the Senate
Committee on Human Resources should discuss this matter further
with agency officials to seek a common understanding with
them on the process or approach to be used for (1) clarifying
program objectives for evaluation and (2) reaching agreement
on acceptable evaluation measures and data for each program
to be evaluated.
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CHAPTER 4

PROBLEMS WITH STATE AND LOCAL EVALUATION REPORTS

A large amount is spent to evaluate 5Gtate education
agency title I and III, and local education agency title I,
III, and VII elementary and secondary education programs,
Agency officials at these levels, responding to our question-
naires, indicated a need to improve program evaluation re-
ports, including these important areas for determining pro-
gram effectiveness: the credibility of findings and the
qualification and quantification of measurement data.

Other areas needing attention and improvement to make
the State and local evaluation reports more useful include

-=-the relevance of the reports to policy issues,

--the completeness and comparability of the data
reported, and

-=report timeliness.

The significance of these problems and other factors
raise a question about whether the present reporting systems
based on aggregated local data can be improved so that they
meet program information needs at Federal, local, and/or
State levels.

STATE AND LOCAL EVALUATION
EXPENDITURES

In addition to the funds authorized for program evalua-
tion at the Federal level (see ch. 1), the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act requires annual State and local edu-
cation agency evaluations of title I and III programs, and
local evaluations for title VII. The following tables show--
on the basis of State and local agency responses to our
questionnaire--estimates of the evaluation funds expended by
State and local education agencies for the programs during
fiscal year 1974.
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Estimated State-level Expenditures
Tor EvaIuaEing Selected
Elementary and Secondary Education Programs
FiscaI Year 1575 (note a)

Title I Title III
Total State-level program expendi-
tures reported for evaluation $ 2,066,020 $1,723,805
Average State program grant 24,520,132 2,127,455
Average expenditures on evaluation
per Sf:ate 43,958 39,177
Averag:: percent of grant spent for
evaluation (note b) 1.2% 5.4%

a/All amounts are based on unverified questionnaire responses
from 47 States for title I and 44 States for title IIT,

b/The percentages shown are based on the averages of the per-

~ cent of grant funds reportedly spent for evaluation by the
States. However--overall, two-tenths of one percent of
title I and 1.8 percent of title III funds were reportedly
spent for evaluation. The differences between these per-
centages and those shown are because larger percentages of
the smaller grants were generally used for evaluation.
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Estimated Local-level Expenditures
for Evaluating Selected Elementary
and_Secondary Education Programs
Fiscal Year 1974 (note a)

Title I Title III Title VII

Local project expenditures
reported for evaluation $31,790,960 $5,089,344 $1,574,320
Average project grant per

local district grantee 161,417 50,240 164,705
Average evaluation expendi-
tures 3,860 2,101 4,537

Average percent of grant
spent for evaluation
(note b) 6.4% 5.0% 3.1%

a/All amounts are based on unverified questionnaire responses
from local school district respondents representing 8,236
title °, 2,422 title III, and 347 title VII projects.

b/The percentages shown are based on the averages of the per-
cent of grant funds reportedly spent for evaluation by the
local projects. However--overall, 2.4, 4.2, and 2.8 per-
cent of title I, III, and VII funds, respectively, were
reportedly spent for evaluation. The differences between
these percentages and those shown above are because larger
percentages of the smaller grants were generally used for
evaluation.

OE officials stated that OE does not collect State and
local education agency duata on evaluation expenditures.

STATE AND LOCAL EVALUATION
REPORTS NEED IMPROVEMENT

Our questionnaires asked State and local officials con-
nected with administering title I, III, and VII programs
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to rate the
adequacy of these aspects of the State and local evaluation
reports: credibility of findings, presentation of required
management information needs, qualification of findings,
qualification and quantification of measurement data, and
focus and scope. In our opinion, the adequacy of these
aspects is likely to greatly influence how much the reports
satisfy the policy, management, and program information needs
of State and local officials.
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In most cases, more respondents rated the various aspects
of the evaluation reports in the "adequate or better" catego-
ries than in the "less than adequate" categories. However,
in each aspect, many respondents to the questionnaires indi-
cated that State and local evaluation reports were inadequate;
most of these ratings were in the "marginal” category. 1In
addition substantial numbers of State and local officials
rated State and local evaluation reports to be less than ade-
quate in these important areas for determining program effec-
tiveness: the credibility of findings and the qualification
and quartification of measurement data. In our opinion, such
large nu-oers of less-than-adequate ratings indicate a serious
need for improvement in the reports.

The following table summarizes the respondents' less-
than-adequate ratings of State evaluation reports.

State Evaluation Reports:

Summary of Respondents' Less-Than-
Aiequate Ratings (note a)

State Local
program project
officials officials
of title: of title:
(percent)
1 III I III VII
Credibility of findings 59 40 45 36 61
Presentation of required
management information
needs 59 40 48 38 59
Qualification of findings 47 47 50 39 69
Qualification and quantifica-
tion of measurement data 57 55 49 42 51
Focus and scope 42 43 38 33 60

a/Percentages for State program officials are in all c:ses

~ based on questionnaire responses from 48 or 49 States for
title I and between 45 and 47 States for title III. Per-
centages for local project officials are based on sample
responses and in all cases represeit more than 8,300
title I projects, more than 2,350 title III projects, and
about 300 title VII projects. See app. I, questions 9-13
and 20-~24, and app. II, questions 9-13, 21-25, and 33-37.

The following table summarizes the questionnaire respond-
ents' less-than-adequate ratings of local evaluation reports:
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Local Evaluation Reports:
Summary of Respondents' Less=Than-
Adequate Ratings {note a)

State Local
program project
officials officials
of title: of title:
(percent) — —
I 111 1 III VI
Credibility of findings 67 60 38 31 47
Presentation of required
management information needs 71 56 39 31 42
Qualification of findings 69 50 41 34 39
Qualification and quantifica-
tion of measurement data 57 58 44 40 41
Focus and scope 50 40 30 25 43

a/Percentages for State program officials are in all cases

~ based on questionnaire responses from 48 or 49 States for
title I and 48 States for title III. Percentages for local
project officials are based on questionnaire sample re-
sponses and in all cases represent more than 8,500 title I
projects, more than 2,400 title III projects, and about
350 title VII projects. See app. I, questions 9-13 and
20-24, and app. II, questions 9-13, 21-25, and 33-37.

Credibility of findings

The questionnaire defined this aspect as the degree of
confidence expressed in the findings through statements about
statistical certainty, soundness of method, evidence nf
replication, consensual agreements, similar experiences, sup-
porting expert judgment and opinions, and reasonableness of
assumptions.

As the table on page 27 shows, between 36 and 61 per-
cent of State and local respondents from the various pro-
grams rated the credibility of findings in their prcgram's
State evaluation reports to be less than adequate.

As the table above shows, the percentage of State
and local respondents from the various programs that rated
local evaluation reports to be less than adequate in this
aspect ranged from 31 to 67 percent.
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Presentation of required
management informatinn needs

The questionnaire defined this nategory as the extent to
which the reports are informative to those who evaluate and
update current policies and transfer policy decisions into
plans, budgets, curriculum or program implementation, opera-
tional oversights, resource allocations, forecasts, status
assessments und reports, educational accountability, costs,
benefits, and efficiency assessments.

The percentage of State and local respondents findino
this aspect of their program's State evaluation reports to be
less than adequate ranged from 38 to 59 percent. Siwmilarly,
for local evaluation reports, the range was from 31 to 71 per=-
cent.

Qualification of findings

The questionnaire defined this . .pect as the extent to
which the reports properly qualify the findings and assump-
tions and identify those conditions and situations to which
the findings are not applicable.

The percentage of State and local respondents rating
this aspect of their program's State evaluation reports to
be less than adequate ranged from 39 to 69 percent; for
local evaluation reports, the percentage ranged from 34 to
69 percent.

Qualification and quantification
of measurement data

The questionnaire defined this category as the extent to
which the evaluation assessments can be qualified and quanti-
fied into measurable attributes and parameters that address
the problem in measurable, operational, or concrete terms.

T:e percentage of State and local respondents rating
this aspect of their program's State evaluation reports to
be less than adequate ranged from 42 to 57 percent; for
lccal evaluation reports, the range was from 40 to 58 percent.

Focus and scope

The questionnaire defined focus and scope as the adequacy
with which the reports covered essential and related material
and the appropriateness of the emphasis and treatment given
to the relevant topics and details and high and lower prior-
ity information.

29



The percentages of State and local respondents rating
this aspect of their program's State evaluation reports to
be less than adequate ranged from 33 to 60 percent; for local
evaluation reports, the range was from 25 to 50 percent.

Other questionnaire results

Only €1 percent of State title I officials and 62 percent
of State title III officials said that local evaluation re-
ports "generally" or "very often" adequately show evidence of
qualifiable or measurable student benefits; and only 64 per-
cent of State title I officials and 50 percent of State
title III officials said that State evaluation reports are
generally or very often adequate in this respect.

Although over 75 percent of the State respondents said
they use local and State evaluation results for policy, pro-
grammatic, or management decisions, the only data contained
in State and local reports which was frequently found ade-
quate by State officials was

--the number of children in the program and

--the per-pupil expenditures.

Most local school district respondents stated that their
reports are generally or more often than generally adequate
in providing essential information on the

--number of children in the program,

--per-pupil expenditures for each program,

--evidence of quantifiable and measurable achievement,
and

--evidence of quantifiable or measurable pupil benefits.

OTHER PROBLEMS

To be useful in making decisions at the Federal level,
State and local evaluation reports shculd be timely, com=-
plete, comparable, and relevant to policy issues. Among the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act State and local evalu-
ation reports submitted to OE that we reviewed, most did not
meet any of these criteria.
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Three factors need to be considered:

-=The significance 0of these and other problems discussed
in this chapter,

--Constraints on the Federal role in education as dis-
cussed in chapter 1. (See pp. 8 to 10.)

-=Questions about whether ongoing efforts to resolve
these problems with evaluation models for title I
will be effective.

If the questions about the models are not resolved, the
feasibility of producing improvements that will enable the
present reporting systems based on aggregated local data to
provide the information needed is questionable.

Usefulness and relevance
to policy issues

Evaluation reports have the best chance of affecting
policy decisions if they are designed to directly address
policy issues. The reports should, for example, indicate
programs' or projects' successes and failures.

In relation to this, OE officials generally said that
State and local evaluation reports were rarely used to sup-
port operational or policy changes. State compensatory
education program officials made similar statements, saying
that State and local evaluations are of limited usefulness
to those making decisions. In addition, OC's Assistant
Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation
stated that there is no question that the State and local
evaluation reports are not useful.

Similarly, two OE~contractad research studies question
the usefulness of State and local evaluation reports:

-=A studv analyzed the policy-relevance rating of
title I State evaluation reports for the 5 fiscal
years 1969-73. Study results revealed serious prob-
lems concerning the validity of data reported by most
States, precluding any meaningful interpretation of
data. The study noted that the majority of the re-
ports examined were seriously deficient in reporting
policy~relevant information.
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-=A 1974 study of a nationwide sample of title VII
evaluations concluded that no strong relationship
could be established between the content or quality
of evaluation reports and funding levels awarded to
projects. It also concluded that none of the eval-
uations presented data which would i dicate project
failure, noting that such information is essential
if a report is to be useful to decisionmakers. The
study also noted that over half the evaluations it
reviewed were of limited or no use for making judg-
ments about project effectiveness.

Qur review of selected evaluation reports and discus-
sions with OE program officials generally confirmed that the
State and local education agency reports, because of problems
cited in this chapter, have little effect on Federal-level
decisions.

Complete and comparable
data 1in reports

Evaluation of Federali programs at the local level should
produce reports containing valid, complete, and comparable
results if data from each report is to be aggregated to pro-
vide Federal policymakers and program administrators with a
good perspective on how well the program as a whole has
worked and which approaches have produced the best results.

Response to congressional
requirement

The Congress has recognized the need for OE to make
State and local education agency evaluation reports more
usable. The Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380)
directed the Commissioner of Education to carry out certain
evaluation activities for programs authorized by title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Section 151 of
the act directs the Commissioner to

--provide for independent evaluations which describe
and measure impact of programs and projects,

---develop and publish standards for evaluation of
program or project effectiveness,

--provide models for evaluation to State education
agencies,
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--provide such technical and other assistance as may
be necessary,

--specify objective criteria which shall be utilized
in the evaluation of all programs, and

~-outline techniques and methodology for producing data
which is comparable on a statewide and nationwide
basis.

OE has begun activities to address each of these re-
quirements, and evaluation models are being developed and
refined. OE plans to require State and local use of the
models (or use of alternatives that the Commissioner certi-
fies will generate compatible evaluation data). However,

OE Planning and Evaluation Office officials have stated that
they do not believe that evaluation needs at the local, State,
and Federal levels can all be met by the same approach. 1In
addition, these officials, including OE's Assistant Commis-
sioner for Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation told us that
although the models will make aggregation of locally collected
data theoretically possible, accomplishing successful imple-
mentation for 14,000 school districts is doubtful, or at least
questionable. They noted that the problems that need to be
overcome are methodological, fiscal, and political. For
example, some State and local officials do not want compari-
sons of educational results.

An OE evaluation official said further that the models
are based on assumptions about such things as the common
metric (scale) used, the soundness of the tests employed, and
whether those tests are similar enough to provide data that
is truly comparable; these assumptions represent compromises,
and whether they will satisfy everybody is unclear. He stated
that be~ause of its technical nature the information based on
the models may be provided to those who are responsible for
decisions without an explanation of the assumptions involved.
We believe that such information, when provided to the Con-
gress and other users, should set forth these assumptions
as clearly as possible.

OE's evaluation office is offering these types of
technical assistance on title I: written handbooks on
evaluation topics, such as the models; technical assistance
workshops to train State administrators and evaluators in
using the models and to prepare them to train local school
district personnel; and consulting services to States to help
them use the models. Technical assistance centers have been
established throughout the country under OE contracts to
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provide these services. According to OE, such services might
include writing computer programs, conducting workshops to
train local personnel, and helping with data analysis. To
alleviate many of the States' staffing and technical problems
in using the models, OE encourages States to call upon the
technical assistance personnel to solve problems at the State
level, and, depending on the desires of each State, at the
local school district level, too.

Need to improve data

As stated earlier, OE program officials and State educa-
tion agency officials feel that State evaluation reports are
generally not useful for making management decisions; both
expressed the need for uniform evaluation methods which
would lead to comparable data reporting.

When local title I officials were asked whether or not
local districts could compare the data from their local
reports with data on the same program contained in State and
Federal reports, 49 percent said they could do this only
occasionally or seldom with State reports, and 64 percent
replied similarly regarding Federal reports. Corresponding
results were obtained for titles III and VII.

The results of a 1972 OE-contracted study done by an
educational research firm to identify successful State pro-
grams and local projects in compensatory education illus-
trates the lack of reliable, comparable data. According to
OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting, and
Evaluation, the study was able to identify only "a dis-
couragingly low number of successful projects,” because many
projects did not have an evalustion design good enough to
produce reliable data on cognii ive results and many projects
were poorly designed, poorly managed, or badly implemented.
Furthermore, the study concluded that the lack of representa-
tive data from each State that could be combined in a meaning-
ful way made it extremely difficult to address the effective-
ness of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act title I
program.

In an attempt to provide a means for Federal, State, and
local education agencies to develop comparable evaluative
data, OE, through the National Center for Educational Statis-
tics (which was part of OE at that time), funded the "Anchor
Test Study." The study was intended to develop tables and
procedures for equating test scores among the eight most
widely used standardized reading tests for fourth, fifth,
and sixth grade children. OE developed the basic plan and
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the detailed specifications for the study, which was intended
to become an integral part of Federal elementary and second-
ary education program evaluation. OE expected the study to
be useful at ail levels of educational administration; that
is, evaluative results would become useful to State and
Federal Governments because program evaluation test data
could be combined in a meaningful way. In addition, local
school systems could have flexibility in selecting achieve-
ment tests to be used in their evaluations.

The results of the Anchor Test Study became available
in September 1974. According tc our questionnaire, however,
as of April-June 1975 all of the 282 projected local educa-~
tion agency respondents indicated they had little or no
information about the study. Although the great majority of
State respondents knew about the study, only 18 percent had
used it.

Test publishers and educational evaluators informed us
that the study was technically excellent and potentially
useful, but OE had not adequately planned for its use and
dissemination. They also noted that the study's usefulness
is diminishing as new versions of those tests included in
the study are developed and published. State and local
education officials interviewed said that the study has had
little impact on their evaluation efforts primarily because
OE did not pursue its implementation; little effort has been
made to direct, encourage, or promote the use of the study
so that evaluation results could be made more comparable.

Timeliness

OE often does not receive annual State evaluation reports
in a timely manner. For instance, 1 month before the end of
fiscal year 1975, less than half of the fiscal year 1974
State elementary and secondary education, title I, program
evaluation reports had been received. Notwithstanding OE's
attempts to obtain delinquent reports, several States are up
to 2 years behind in submitting theirs.

Delinquent reporting helps to prevent meaningful aggre-
gation of State evaluation reports into a national picture
of program effectiveness that can affect Federal decisions
on funding and program operation. According to an OE program
official, some of the more significant reasons they have been
given by States for late filing include delays due to

~=-inclusion of summer program results,

--uncooperative local education agencies,
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--differences between OE, State, and/or local agency
personnel over what information the evaluation
reports should contain,

--low State priority for the programs or their evalua-
tion, and

--schedule slippages in printing, computer, and staff
processing of the reports.

CONCLUSIONS

The amount of funds spent to evaluate State education
agency titles I and III, and local education agency titles I,
I1I, and VII elementary and secondary education programs is
substantial. If the reporting systems based on aggregated
local agency data are to be effective, there is a need to
improve the adequacy of various aspects of the evaluation
reports, including two areas important in determining program
effectiveness:

--The credibility of findings.

--The qualification and quantification of measurement
data.

The usefulness of the State and local evaluation reports
also needs improvements in

--report relevance to policy issues,
--data completeness and comparability, and
--report timeliness.

Valid, complete, and comparable evaluation data is
important for results to meaningfully contribute to decisions
at all levels. If local and State evaluation data continues
to be aggregated for use at higher levels, standardization
of data collection efforts and techniques is needed to pro-
vide comparable results.

Because of the constraints on the Federal role in educa-
tion, as discussed in chapter 1 (see pp. 8 to 10), in our
opinion it is unlikely that the Federal Government would seek
to provide the valid and comparable data needed by dictating
uniform evaluation methods and procedures to State and local
education agency ygyrantees. In addition, guestions exist
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about whether the title I evaluation models will be able to
provide valid and acceptable data to meet program information
needs. If these issues are not resolved, we question whether
improvements can be made that will enable the reporting
systems based on aggregated local data to meet program
information needs at Federal, local, and/or State levels.

RLCOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

We recommend that the Secretary direct OE to assess
whether State and/or local evaluation reports for titles I
and VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act can be
improved so that they supply officials at Federal, local,
and/or State levels with the reliable program information
they need for decisionmaking. This includes assessing the
adequacy of the title I evaluation models and related data.

--If OE determines that it is unrealistic to expend
resources on improving these programs' State and local
evaluation reporting systems based on aggregated data,
then it should take the needed steps to adopt more
feasible and effective approaches. This should in-
clude eliminating unwarranted reporting requirements
and if necessary proposing to the Congress any legis-
lative changes needed to accomplish this.

--I1f, however, these reporting systems are continued,
OE should more strongly emphasize improving the ade~
quacy of State and local evaluation reports for
title I and local evaluation reports for title VII.
This should be done by giving greater management
attention and priority to making reports more com-
plete and comparable, relevant to policy issues,
timely, credible, and adequate in the qualification
and quantification of their measurement data.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

HEW stated that it concurs with the general thrust of
our draft report recommendations for chapters 4 and 7, how-
ever, it also stated that most of the actions we proposed are
already underway, many by legislative mandate, and in some
cases they are near completion.

Our report extensively discusses these actions
underway. (See pp. 32 to 34.) HEW's statement implies that
the actions underway are likely to be successful. Statements
by OE evaluation office offic ials directly contradicted this
implication and questioned ti2 practical feasibility of
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aggregating local level data. (See p. 33.) We concluded in
chapter 4 that there are issues which raise questions about
whether the evaluation models will be able to previde valid
and acceptable data to meet program information needs.
Therefore, we believe that OE needs to assess the effect of
the problems connected with its "actions underway" in rela-
tion to the feasibility and cost-effectiveness of improving
the reporting systems to provide the reliable information
needed for decisionmaking at Federal, State, and local levels.

HEW also said that our understanding was incomplete
regarding the much needed and legislatively mandated actions
to improve State and local evaluations and reporting. 1In
clarifying the meaning of this statement in relation to
title I, HEW stated that we should have provided more infor-
mation relating to the workshops, technical assistance cen-
ters, and information dissemination activities relating to
the evaluation models mandated by the Education Amendmehts
of 1974. We disagree. Our report discusses each of
these issues. (See pp. 32 to 34.) Appendix III provides
HEW's additional information on these matters.

Specifically regarding title I, HEW stated that once the
models and revised reporting system are in place across the
Nation, their use should produce data which can be aggregated
across school districts and States. At that time, HEW be-
lieves that OE will be in a better position to assess whether
or not the data are sufficiently free of systematic errors
to support satisfactory aggregations to the State and national
levels. If they are not, HEW stated it can then determine
whether technical problems could be overcome or whether dif-
ferent kinds of studies are needed to satisfy Federal, State,
and local reporting requirements.

We believe that to foster maximum efficiency and economy
OE should make the needed assessment as soon as it has a good
enough understanding, if it does not already, of such factors
as the likely validity, reliability, and comparability of
the reporting system data as well as the other methodological,
fiscal, and political problems involved.

HEW also stated that OE has interviewed personnel in
Federal policymaking roles and received information from an
advisory title I group (which included parent representa-
tives) on the kinds of information that should be included
in the annual State and local evaluation reports. In addi-
tion, evaluation models and their reporting forms were
developed and reviewed by each State agency and three of its
local agencies to identify possible problems. As a result of
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all these efforts, a limited core of essential information
was identified as "desirable at the Federal level" and this
will become the Federal evaluation requirement when regula-
tions for this portion of the legislation are published.

We commend efforts to identify the Federal information
requirements. However, we remain concerned about the iden-
tification of State and local agency information require-
ments and whether these needs can all be met by the same
reporting system. We are also concerned about the possible
unnecessary duplication of using both this reporting system
and OE national evaluations on these programs to meet these
Federal information requirements.

With respect to title VII, HEW stated that local evalua-
tion reports can be improved and cited the following steps
intended ‘o accomplish this:

--HEW has recently published regulations strengthening
requirements for bilingual project evaluation.

--The National Institute of Education and OE have a
joint project underway to upgrade the technical
expertise of local evaluators.

Although HEW indicated that aggregating local title VII
data is more difficult than for title I, aside from concurring
with the general thrust of our recommendation, it did not re-
spond to our proposal for OE to assess whether it is realistic
to try to improve local title VII reports so that they supply
Federal-level decisionmakers with the reliabie information
they need.

General comments

In addition, HEW provided several general comments.
These observations and our responses follow.

HEW comment

HEW stated that the report needs to give more careful
consideration to evaluation costs and that the quality of
data the report "appears to expect" would require significant
additional resources which would be high in relation to the
possible payoffs through program improvements.

39



Our response

These comments ignore the ccst-effectiveness considera-
tions of our recommendations. 1In addition, HEW has misg-
interpreted what our report expects. Although HEW comments
did not recognize or respond to this proposal, our draft
report proposed that OE assess whether it is realistic
to expend additional resources on improving {he State and
local reporting systems for titles I and VII. If OE deter-
mines that it is not realistic, then we proposed that it
initiate action to eliminate unwarranted reporting require-
ments, including proposing to the Congress any needed legis-
lative changes. We would certainly expect cost-effectiveness
considerations to be a part of OE's assessment.

Our draft report also proposed (see p. 76) that in
connection with this assessment, OE dectermine (1) whether
it is realistic to try to serve Federal, State, and local
levels with information based on local agency evaluations
and (2) how the information needs at Federal, State, and
local levels can best be met. HEW comments also did not
recognize or respond to this proposal.

These proposals certainly do not require "significant
additional resources" on reporting systems. In fact, they
question the value of present and proposed expenditures and
suggest that OE face this issue. We recommend this assess-
ment because it is not clear and has not been demonstrated
that the reporting systems based on aggregated local level
data are now providing or can be made to provide valid,
useful, and cost-effective data to Federal, local, and/or
State decisionmakers. In our view, significant additional
resources should not be expended until there is some solid
evidence that they would be cost-effective.

HEW comment

HEW stated that the report does not give adequate
recognition to whether the tradeoffs in improved program
quality are likely to justify additional spending.

Our response

Once again, HEW has misinterpreted our draft report
proposals. As discussed above, we proposed that OE
make the needed assessment to determine the realism of trying
to improve these reporting systems. We believe that such an
assessment, if properly conducted, would necessarily include
consideration of the tradeoffs involved. 1In our view it is
the agency's responsibility to make such assessments. This
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is especially true in this situation where, as discussed in
this chapter, not only have OE-funded studies shown signifi-
cant problems but OE evaluation office officials have ex-
pressed serious questions about the feasibility of the ap-
proach currently being followed to solve these problems.

HEW comment

HEW took exception to our statement that the "amount of
funds spent to evaluate State and/or local education agency
titles I, III, and VII elementary and secondary ‘education
programs is substantial," saying that the percentages of
funds involved at the State level are not substantial.

Our response

The amount that we intended to refer to is the total
reportedly spent not only on State evaluations for titles I
and III, but also on local evaluations for titles I, 111,
and VII. This totals in excess of $42 million--this is a
substantial amount.
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CHAPTER 5

USING STANDARDIZED TESTS

State and lccal education agencies generally use stand-
ardized "norm-referenced" tests to measure the effectiveness
of Federal elementary and secondary education programs. OE's
national evaluations also frequently use these tests.

Most State and local respondents to our questionnaires
believe there is a substantial or very great need for in-
creased efforts to develop alternatives to standardi-ed
norm-referenced tests, such as "criterion-referenced tests.
Many of these officials also believe that increased efforts
are needed to reduce racial, sexual, and cultural biases in
tests. The questionnaire results indicated a lack of aware-
ness among State and especially local agency officials on
information available to help them select appropriate stand-
ardized tests.

USES AND IMPLICATIONS OF STANDARDIZED
NORM-REFERENCED TESTS

Standardized norm-referenced tests were devised to mea-
sure the status of an individual in relation to other
individuals--the norm group. The score an individual receives
has meaning in relation to the performance of the norm group,
not the educational objectives involved; therefore, such
tests are described as norm~-referenced.

A standardized norm-referenced test differs from other
tests given by schools in that it (1) is almost always con-
structed by specialists in educational testing, (2) has
explicit instructions for standard or uniform administration,
and (3) has norms for interpreting test results. These
norms have been derived from giving the test to a sample of
persons intended to represent the whole group for whom the
test is designed.

There are many kinds of standardized tests given in
schools, business, and the military services: intelligence,
academic aptitude, achievement, personality, attitude,
interest inventory, and vocational aptitude tests. 1In dis-
cussing tests, this report deals almost exclusively with
achievement tests--those which measure current knowledge or
competencies. Most of the standa.dized tests that clildren
take in school are of this kind. Today the typical school-
child takes one to three such tests every vyear.
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Five or six companies account for about three-fourths
of the total test sales in the country. These companies
have all been in the testing business for a long time; most
helped pioneer the testing field in the 1920's. The companies
all sell a wide variety as well as a large volume of tests
(most list more than 100 tests in their catalogues), and
provide extensive services to test customers. These factors
contribute to the widespread use and acceptance of the tests.

Standardized norm-referenced achievement tests are¢ used
to evaluate botb individuals and programs. For student
evaluations, the tests are used to rank or compare students
for such purposes as counseling them, assigning them to a
class within a grade or a group within a class, assigning
students to a special precgram (for example, for the retarded
or gifted), indicating the kind of courses a student may
take in junior high school or high school, or gaining admit-
tance to college or graduate school. 1In relation to program
evaluations, standardized tests are used widely at the Fed-
eral, State, and local levels, to determine the effective-
ness of OE programs such as titles I, III, and VII of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

WIDESPREAD STATE AND LOCAL USE OF
3T = D_TESTS
TO EVALUATE FEDERAL PROGRAMS

Most OE-funded evaluations of Federal education programs
at the national, State, and local levels have at least one
common purpose: they are to measure and report on the effec-
tiveness of federally funded programs and pbrojects. Many
State and local evaluations are congressionally mandated,
and national evaluations, according to OE evaluation officials,
are conducted eith»r because of a congressional request or
to provide responsible agency officials and congressional
members with nationally comparative data about a particular
program or awnproach to education. These national evaluations
frequently use standardized tests.

The General Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 1231la)
requires OE to collect information intended to objectively
measure the effectiveness ¢f education programs and permits
local education agencies to use systemzatic measurement
approaches, approved by the Commissioner of Education, that
will assure adequate evaluation of each program.

Our questionnaire asked State education agencies which
of several techniques they emplcyed for their 1973-74
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evaluations of projects funded through titles I and III of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The following table
shows the results for respondents in the 48 States that answered
this question:

S.~te Education Agency Techniques
for Evaluating Titles I and I11

Title I Title III
Percent Percent
Techniques Number (note a) Number (note a)
Aggregation and
analysis of data
from local educa -
tion agency reports 45 94 41 85
Educational audits
and their results 9 19 27 56
Statewide testing of
students 13 23 5 10
Other 5 10 12 25

g/Does not total 100 percent because some States used more
than one technique.

The distribution of responses shows that some States
used a combination of techniques, and most States aggregated
local education agency data. Only a small number of States
employed statewide testing to evaluate their programs. How-
ever, the great majority of those that did test statewide in
their program evaluations used standardized norm-referenced
tests.

Because most States perform their evaluations by aggre-
gating and analyzing data from local education agency rzaports,
it is very important that local education agencies use test
measures which reflect meaningful and comparative data. Our
questionnaire asked local education agencies to indicate
which types of tests they used in their 1973-74 evaluation of
Federal programs funded through the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, titles I, III, and VII. The following table
shows their responses.
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ggpes of Tests Used by
Local Education Agencies (note a)

Title VII
Title I Title III (note b)
Type of Test Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Standardized
norm-
referenced
tests 8,103 94.4 1,380 79.1 357 90.7
Criterion-
referenced
tests
(note c) 2,110 24.6 424 24.3 148 37.5
Other tests 1,168 13.6 515 29.5 91 23.0

a/Local education agency figures are projected on the basis of

T a statistical sample of local agencies, (See app. II.) The
percent columns do not total 100 percent because some local
agencies used more than one type of test.

b/Title VII provides for direct OE grants to local agencies
without State level administration.

c/Tests which are designed and scored in relation to specific
learning objectives or behaviors and include an explicit
statement of performance standards.

The local education agency responses show predominant use
of standardized norm-referenced tests for program evaluation,
but also relatively large use of criterion-referenced tests

Frequent use of criterion-referenced tests was also
reflected in Stite 2ducztion agencies' responses to a question
on the use of statewide assessment programs to achieve educa-
tional accountability--an effort separate and distinct from
testing used to evaluate Federal programs. Of 47 States
responding to this question, 36 said that criterion-referenced
tests have been or will be used extensively in that context.

EFFORTS TO EVALUATE
STANDARDIZED TESTS

Since its establishment, NIE's major research effort for
improving educational measurement has been an ongoing evalua-
tion of commonly used standardized tests. 1In 1972 NIE
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assumed from OE the sponsorship of the Center for the Study
of Evaluation at the University of California at Los Angeles.
The Center extensively assesses published standardized tests
and as a primary objective issues reliable guides for use in
selecting tests.

As of September 1975, the Center had published gquides
which evaluate preschool and kindergarten, elementary, and
secondary school achievement tests. Each guide contains a
compendium of tests, keyed to educational objectives and
evaluated by measurement experts and educators for such char-
acteristics as meaningfulness, examinee appropriateness,
administrative useability, and quality of standardization.

A Center official said that he believes that commercially
available standardized norm-referenced achievement tests are
generally inappropriate for measuring program effectiveness,
Various Center reports also state this opinion for reasons
discussed in chapter 6, such as the tests' low degree of
correspondence with actual instructional objectives, their
failure to indicate the extent that the full range of in-
structional objectives has been mastered, problems in test
administration, and the test's lack of information on specific
skill and knowledge development. The Center official noted
that the tests are especially inappropriate for broad-based
intervention programs, such as title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act.

Since the major purpose of the guides is to provide
State and local educators and other test consumers with in-
formation that will assist them in selecting the most appro-
priate measurement devices for evaluations, our questionnaire
included a question relating to the Center's work. We asked
State and local education agencies to indicate the degree of
familiarity they had with the Center's research on evaluating
the utility of many popular commercially available standard-
ized norm-referenced tests. Their responses follow:
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Local

State education
education agencies
agencies Number
Responses Number Percent (note a) Percent
Have little or no
information 6 12 5,059 85
Aware of the Center's
work in test evalua-
tio 14 28 601 10
Read some of tle
Center's publications 17 34 192 3
Used the Center's
material in the selec-
tion of commercially
available standardized
tests 13 26 135 2
Total 50 100 5,987 100

a/Local education agency figures are projected on the basis
of a statistical sample of local agencies. (See app. II.)

There was general agreement among the educators and
test publishers interviewed that the Center's work was a
definite improvement over other existing evaluations of stand-
ardized tests. Some test publishers, however, criticized the
Center's work because it was based on incomplete data,
excluding, for example, the highly technical specifications
from which test guestions are developed. They also criticized
it for establishing educational goals on which test ratings
were based without consulting publishers, and for relying
on the work of graduate students.

In response, Center officials indicated that they had
sent letters to test publishers advising them of the study
and its purpose, stating what information was desired, and
asking for any other material the test publishers wished to
send. They acknowledged that their curricular goal system
is not perfect; however, they believe it is a tremendous
step forward, providing a clear statement of expected student
behaviors which test users can employ to match tests to cur-
riculums. Officials also stated that the system is justified
because test makers often measure skills that are different
from what they claim to measure. Center officials also noted
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that all participating graduate students demonstrate adequate
competence in research and measurement before being hired;
they followed set procedures, were routinely monitored, and
discussed questionable points with supervisors.

State education agency officials and measurement experts
interviewed stated that the Center's work should ne continually
updated and should include an assessment of availaLle criterion-
referenced tests.

Commenting on our report, HEW stated that NIE is
sponsoring an effort by the Center to prepare a new test
evaluation book reviewing all commercially published criterion-
referenced achievement tests for grades kindergarten through
12. The target date for publishing this book was June 1977;
however, as of August 1, 1977, it had not been published.

CRITERION-REFERENCED TESTS

Our questionnaire asked State and local education agen-
cies to in icate areas, if any, in which there is a need to
increase t.e educational community's efforts devoted to
measurement and assessment techniques. Over 75 percent of
the State education agency respondents and about 51 percent
of school district respondents indicated "development of
alternatives to the classic standardized norm-referenced
tests (e.g., criterion-referenced tests)" as an area needing
substantial to very great increases. More than half of the
State respondents and a third of the local respondents also
believe there is a great need to reduce racial, sexual, and
cultural biases in tests. The following table shows the
percent and number of State and local agency respondents
indicating a substantial or very great need to increase
the educational community's efforts devoted to measurement
and assessment techniques.
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State agency Local agency
responses responses
Percent Percent Number
(note a) Number (note_ a) (note b)

Development of methods for
test design and construc-
tion 52 25 34 2,507

Reduction of cultural,
racial, and sexual
biases in tests 51 25 35 2,581

Development of alterna-
tives to the classic
standardized norm-
referenced tests (e.g.,
criterion-referenced
tests) 77 37 51 4,061

Development of more and
improved standardized
norm-referenced tests Se 9 27 2,177

Development and utiliza-~
tion of methods to better
evaluate standardized
norm-referenced
tests in use 40 20 43 3,409

a/Does not add up to 100 perc.rt because more than one item

=" could be checked. The _urcentages reflect only the number
of State and local acencies that responded to each suggested
item. (See apps. I and 1II, guestion 3.)

b/The number of local ajencies is projected on the basis of a
a statistical sample. (See app. II.)

NIE is currently funding research intended to meet these
needs in the areas of test biases and criterion-referenced
measurement.

Criterion-referenced tests are designed to remedy some
weaknesses in standardized norm-referenced tests (see ch. 6)
by (1) being more accurately interpretable, (2) detecting
the effects of good instruction, and (3) allowing more ac-

curate diagnoses of the individual learner's capabilities.
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A well-devised criterion-referenced test relates scores
to specific learning objectives or behaviors and includes an
explicit statement of performance standards. The objectives
must be described without ambiguity to permit an accurate
description of what an examinee does and does not know or
can and cannot do. Criterion-referenced tests pinpoint the
student's deficiencies, while a norm-referenced test identi-
fies only general student weaknesses.

Because criterion-referenced tests are not required to
yield large variances in examinee's scores, they can retain
questions based on the primary curricular emphasis even if,
after instruction, most learners answer them correctly. Con-
sequently, criterion-referenced tests are considered more
capable of discerning instructional effects than norm-
referenced tests.

An increasing number of educators have begun to question
the use of standardized nmorm-referenced tests and to propose
criterion-referenced tests as an alternative. Some people
assume that the latter ave fully developed and ready to use.
According to experts, however, the technical status of
criterion-referenced measurement is far less advanced than
many educators and others believe it to be.

An expert in criterion-referenced testing from the
University of Michigan has pointed out that producing test
questions that can be defended as valid and fair for both the
majority of examinees and various minority groups is a major
problem that affects the development of both standardized
norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests.

Another expert in criterion-referenced testing from the
California Test Bureau of McGraw-Hill has stated that care-
fully constructed criterion-referenced tests can provide
both diagnostic and evaluative information that is appropriata
not only for disadvantaged students but also for all students,
assuming some consensus can be obtained on instructional
objectives to be tested. Therefore, such tests could discover
real educational problems and indicate appropriate remedial
help for students, rather than simply showing that the stu-
dents are "below grade level” on a general test of reading
or mathematics. He added, however, that constructing such
criterion-referenced tests is not a simple matter. More
knowledge is needed about the structure of subject matter
than now exists. Nevertheless, successful statewide assess-
ments and evaluations have been carried out using only
criterion-referenced tests.
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This testing expert believes that in the future it will
be possible to evaluate basic skills on a large scale using
appropriate criterion-referenced tests when sufficient know-
ledge has been acquired to specify the important skills and
subskills required to assure competence in these areas. For
this to occur, an understanding of the particular problems
fa:ing disadvantaged and minority students as well as the
basic logical and cognitive structure of disciplines will
be needed. In his opinion, progress is being made on these
problems, but as yet no widespread consensus of what is
important has emerged. Until it does, no national criterion-
referenced evaluations seem likely.

Commenting on our report, HEW stated that, based
on the test evaluation being made by the Center for Study of
Evaluation at the University of California at Los Angeles
commercially published criterion-referenced tests, like many
norm-re“erenced tests, "rere generally unsatisfactory for
program evaluation.

CONCLUSIONS

Federal, State, and local education agencies frequently
use standardized norm-referenced tests to measure the effec-
tiveness of Federal education programs. The next chapter
provides further discussion of some of the tests' problems,
including test biases. Additional research may be needed on:

--Criterion-referenced tests and other alternatives
to standardized norm-referenced achievement tests,
for uses which include program evaluation.

--How to reduce racial, sexual, and cultural biases
in standardized tests.

There is also a need to increase State and especially
local education agency awareness of available NIE-funded
information that is intended to help select the most appro-
priate tests for use in evaluation.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

We recommend that the Secretary direct NIE to:

--Consider the need for funding additional research
in the future on (1) criterion-referenced tests and
other alternatives to standardized norm~referenced
achievement tests for uses that include program
evaluation and (2) the nature and extent of racial,
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sexual, and cultural biases in standardized tests
and how such biases may be reduced.

--Improve dissemination of avaiiable NIE-funded informa-
tion, which is intended to help select the most ap-
propriate standardized tests, thereby increasing
State and local education agency officials' awareness
and use of this information.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

HEW agreed with the above recommendations. Regarding
our recommendation that NIE consider the need for funding
additional testing research, HEW described efforts currently
underway and stated that more emphasis will be given to these
programs in fiscal years 1977-79 if NIE's appropriation levels
permit. However, HEW also stated that it is not clear whether
we believe NIE deserves additional appropriations for such an
effort since NIE cannot divert substantial funds from its pre-
sent budget. It is not our intention to call for either addi-
tional appropriations or redirection of NIE's present budget.
Our recommendation calls on NIE to consider funding additional
research, as needed to address the problems discussed, that
could begin when research efforts currently underway are com=-
pleted.

Regarding our recommendation that NIE improve dissemina-
tion of its materials designed to help select standardized
tests, HEW stated that NIE intends to make school personnel
familiar with these materials through several dissemination
approaches. These include:

--Listing the test evaluation consumer guides in a
catalog of NIE products sent to school superintendents
and district curriculum directors and which will now
be sent to school district evaluation directors.

--Using the new "Lab and Center R&D Exchange," which HEW
believes will possibly reach 50 percent of the country's
school systems.

~--Using the dissemination network formed by NIE's seven
research and development utilization contractors.
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CHAPTER 6

STANDARDIZED TESTS AND PROGRAM EVALUATION

Serious questions have been raised about standardized
norm-referenced achievement tests in spite of their wide-
spread use. Based on the views of test and evaluatic: experts
and others, this chapter provides information concerning:

(1) criticism and defense of these tests and (2) suggestions
for alleviating problems in conducting large-scale evaluations
of compensatory education and desegregation progranms.

CRITICISM OF
STANDARDIZED NORM-REFERENCED TESTS

The content and use of standardized norm-referenced
achievement tests have been widely criticized by testing
experts, educators, and others. The National Education
Assoclation, the National Association for the Advarcenent
of Colored People, and others have called for morator:iums on
using standardized tests. 1/

The National Association of Elementary Schoc! Principals
convened the appointed representatives of 25 national educa-
tional associations, government agencies, and educatic: groups
in November 1975 to explore the implications of the widespread
use of standardized achievement tests. They recommended
that the educators give higher priority to developing and
using new assessment processes that are more fair and effec-
tive than those currently in uce and that educators mor.
adequately consider the diverse talents and cultural back-
grounds of children.

Criticism of norm-referenced tests

Critics of the standardized norm-referenced achievement
tests believe test bias and score interpretation, as well as
other problems, are some of the test's deficiencies.

1/Robert L. Williams, et al., "Critical Issues in Achievement
Testing of Children from Diverse Ethnic Backgrounds," pre-
pared for the Office of Education's Conference on "Achieve-
ment Testing of Disadvantaged and Minority Students For
Educational Program Evaluation," May 27-30, 1976, pp. 8-12.
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Test bias

A frequent criticism is that the tests discriminate un-
fairly against racial and cultural minorities because (1)
their norms continue to be based on populations not repre-~
sentative of a pluralistic, multicultural society and (2)
test questions ask for knowledge most familiar to the white
middle class or reflect the cultural biases of test developers
and question writers, who mostly represent the white middle
class. Therefore, the tests are considered biased against
the poor, black, Hispanic, and other minority Americans.
Although some test publishers have attempted to minimize
cultural and racial biases, these problems have not been
solved.

Score interpretation

Some critics cite certain weaknesses in the interpre-
tation of test scores, as follows:

--Raw scores (scores based on the total number of correct
answers on a test) are typically interpreted in terms
of national norms, which are estimates of nationwide
performance. The national norms are derived from giv-
ing the test to what is intended to be a representa-
tive sample of students. But since the samples are
different and taken at different times, the norms
for different tests vary. As a result, the normed
score for a student dependc partly on which test the
student takes. 1/

--The grade equivalent score represents the estimated
average score that pupils in that month of that grade
would achieve on the test nationwide. For example,

a 3.8 in reading is the average score for a child in
the eighth month of the third grade. A frequent
misconception is that tue score means the child has
mastered the standard curriculum up to that point in
schooling. Even if the 3.8 grade-equivalent were
always an acc'rate estimate of the average achieve-
ment for the child in the eighth month of the third

1/George Weber, "Uses and Abuses of Standardized Testing
in the Schools," Council for Basic Education, May 1974,
pp. 13-14,
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grade, that average child has not necessarily "mastered"
the reading curriculum to that point, although parents,
and even teachers usually do not understand this.
Another problem is that on some tests a few answers

one way or the other can make as much as a whole

year's difference in the grade-equivalent score, and

the tests are simply not that accurate. Despite

these and other shortcomings, grade-~equivalent scores
are usually used in interpreting the results of
standardized achievement tests. 1/ 2/

--Test score” ".re meaningful only in terms of national
average achievement, and do not indicate whether this
is good, bad, or indifferent in terms of "reasonable"
standards defined independently of such average scores.
For example, if a given third grade class does as well
on a given reading test as the national third grade
average, this does not reveal how well the children
can read in absolute terms. According to this view-
point, since reading achievement in the primary grades
is generally below what could reasonably be accom-
plished, reading scores suggest a better achievement
than is in fact the case. 3/ Moreover, critics say t'at
norm-referenced tests result in half of the students
being above the norm and half below, as a statistical
fact of life. Then how, they ask, does one "raise
scores to the general norm?" 4/

——

1/1bid., pp. 14 and 16.

2/Ralph Tyler, "Discussion of Hoepfner's Paper on Achieve-
ment Test Selection for Program Evaluation," prepared for
the Office of Education's conference on "Achievement Test-
ing of Disadvantaged and Minority Students For Educational
Program Evaluation," May 27-30, 1976, p. 7.

3/Weker, p. 20.

4/Miriam Clasby, et al., "Laws, Tests, and Schooling:
Changing Contexts for Educational Decision-Making,"
RR-11, Educational Policy Researci Center, Syracuse
University Research Corporation, Syracvse, N.Y. Oct.
1973, p. 174.
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Other proriem ecting test use

Regarding the use of standardized norm-referenced tests
in programn evaluation, critics state that the tests are
inadequate for eval.ating prngram effectiveness and cite
tne following deficiencies.

Test results not specific--Normative test scores might
be very useful for program evaluation if one knew what they
meant. But the test results do not indicate specifically
what students have learned. 1/ The test scores reflect the
number of correct answers students give, but do not indicate
how well students achieve intended educational objectives
or whether they answer particular questions correctly. 2/ 3/
Therefore, the test results are too general to provide ~
specific guidance for improving the quality of schooling. 4/

T:sts do not coincide with instru.tional objectives--The
tests content often has a low degree of correspondence w:*u
actual instructional objectives at any given time or place.
This is a seriocus deficiency because one cannot determine
the effectiveness of an educational program unless the tests
used actually measure the objectives that the teacher,
teachers, or school district is attempting to accomplish over

l/Stephen Klien, "Evaluating Tests in Terms of the Informa-

~ tion They Provide," Evaluation Comment, Vol. 2, June
1970, Center for the Study of Evaluation, University of
California at Los Angeles, p. 2.

2/National Assessment of Educational Frogress, "General Infor-
mation Yearbook," Dec. 1974, Rept. No. 03/04-GIY, pp. 1, 3,
and 4.

3/Carmen J. Fi.ley, "Not Just Another Standardized Test,"
Compact Vol. 6, No. 1, Feb. 1972, Education Commission
of the States, pp. 10 and 11.

4/W. James Popham, "Appropriate Assessment Devices for Educa-

~ tional Evaluation," presented at the National Forum on Ed-
ucational Accountability in Denver sponsored by the Office
of Education and the Cooperative Accountability Project,
May 8-9, 1975, pp. 3 and 4.
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a defined period of time. 1/ As a major test publisher 2/
and others have pointed out, it is only to the extent that
a program's instructional objectives coincide with those of
the test that the instrument is valid for measuring how well
the learning program has succeeded. If the test fails to
measure certain objectives included in the learning program
and/or measures other objectives that are not part of that
program, to that extent the test is not a valid measure of
success in the program.

In addition, test publishers describe their standardized
norm-referenced tests in very general terms, calling them,
for example, tests of reading comprehension. The generality
of these descriptions increases the possibility of unrecog-
nized differences between what the schools teach and what
the tests specifically measure. According to this view, such
differences result in misleading data and false conclusions
about pr..gram effectiveness. 3/

Tests are designed to differentiate students, not diag-
nose specific problems--Since the tests are intended to com-
pare examinees, they must yield a reasonably large degree
of "response variance"--different scores for different
examinees. Test questions that are answered correctly Ly
half the eraminees maximize a test's response variance. If
a test question is answered correctly by a large or increas-
ing proportion of examinees, it tends to be removed from
the test or modified. Thus, as norm-referenced tests are
periodically revised, questions on which examinees perform
well are systematically eliminated. Yet, test critics main-
tain that such questions often deal with the very concepts
teachers thought important enough to emphasize in their in-
struction. If a concept is taught well, questions measuring
it will likely be removed in the next test revision. The

1/Rodney Skager, "The System for Objectives-Based Evalu-
ation-Reading," Evaluation Comment Vol. 3, No. 1, Sept.
1971, Center for the Study of Evaluation, University
of California atv Los Angeles, p. 6.

2/J. Wayne Wrightstone, et. ai., "Accountability in Educa-
tion and Associated Measurement Problems," Test Service
Notebook 33, Issued by the Test Department, Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, Inc., New York, p. 4.

3/pPopham, p. 3.
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result is that (1) the tests are particularly insensitive to
detecting the effects of instruction 1/ 2/ and (2) sonetimes
the tests do not contain test questions dealing with the
central concepts in the field. These are serious deficiencies
for a test used for program evaluation. 1/ 3/

Teaching the test--According to some critics, the use of
standard:ized achievement tests for program evaluation and
"accountability" has led and will lead to corruption and dis-
honesty among educational professionals and to the further
erosion of public trust in the schools and the people who run
them. Faced with public pressure that is often in itself
"irrational and destiuctive," it is all too easy for princi-
pals and teachers to respond to subtle pressure to "prepare
students for the assessment” by teaching students responses
to specific test questions rather than by developing the
underlying skills which these questions reflect. Standardized
tests are readily available at all levels of any school 'sys-
tem, and are brief enough to be highly susceptible to coach-
ing. Test security and control may be feasible for programs
like the college boards or the American College Testing Pro-
gram, in which representatives of the testing agency handle
the assessment and the examinees come to a central location.
Similar controls are not feasible in large-scale evaluations
of school programs. 4/

Inappropriate norms--In the typical large-scale program
evaluation, the focus 1s on performance of groups by stu-
dents--categorized by classes, buildings, or school systems--
not by individuals. The reference norms one needs for such
purposes are distributions of averages for appropriate refer-
ence schools, not norms for individuals; and these types of

1/Ibid., pp. 4 and 5.

2/Richard M. Jaeger, "A Discussion of Classical Test Develop-
ment Solutions," prepared for the Office of Education's con-
ference on "Achievement Testing of Disadvantaged and Minority
Students For Educational Program Evaluation," May 27-30,
1976, p. 6.

3/W. James Popham, Statement presented at U.S. House of Repre-
sentative hearings on the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, March 28, 1973, pp. 2323 and 2324.

4/See Skager, p. 7.
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horms are seldom available unless they ere collected as part
of the evaluation study itself. 1/

Measuremert of growth

A major test publishing company has described 2/ various
technical problems with the tests that are related to their
use in measuring academic growth, as contrasted against their
traditional use for measuring present status. This is sig-
nificant, because according to the company most educational
program evaluations have involved using nationally stand-
ardized norm-referenced achievement tests--especially for
measuring "growth." Besides the problems related to using
tests to measure present status--such as selecting a test that
measures what the user intends, assuring that teachers follow
directions, and the like--the test publisher noted that when
the tests are used to measure growth they are attended by
special problems, such as the following:

--Defining "normal growth." There are serious questions
about the legitimacy of defining normal growth in terms
of grade-equivalent scores. However, expected or nor-
mal gain is almost universally defined in terms of grade
equivalents for standardized achievement tests used at
the elementary level.

--Interpolating or estimating norms so that they may be
applied to tests taken at times during the year for
which norms have not been empirically determined.
These estimates are almost certainly in error by
some small amount in most cases and by a substantial
amount in some cases.

--Converting scores from different levels and alter-
native forms of a standardized test series so that
the scores are equivalent. If they are not equivalent,
this can lead to invalid measurement of gains and
possibly erroneous conclusions as to the merit of the
program evaluated.

1/William E. Coffman, "Classical Test Development Solutions,"
prepared for the Office of Education's conference on
"Achievement Testing of Disadvantaged and Minority Students
For Educational Program Evaluation," May 27-30, 197s, p. 24.

2/Wrightstone, et. al., Pp. 5-12.
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The above criticisms of standardized norm-referenced
tests indicate that the tests may be inappropriate for
wide-scale use in evaluating educational programs.

Why are standardized tests used?

Considering all these criticisms, why are the tests used
for Federal program evaluations? A former OE evaluation of-
ficial explained that standardized achievement tests are used
in educational program evaluation "for many good and not-so-
good reasons" such as the following:

--Since many standardized achievement tests or subtests
were developed primarily for basic skill performance
measurement, they become prime candidates for evaluat-
ing programs that seek to improve basic skills.

--Such tests are readily available in large quantities,
at short notice, and at relatively low cost. If
off-the-shelf tests were not available, the cost of
developing and standardizing such measures for a
specific evaluation might be prohibitive and there-
fore might cause abandoning evaluation plans.

Other, more technical reasons given by this former OE
official for the widespread use of standardized achievement
tests in education program evaluation include their general
technical excellence, their standardized administration pro-
cedures, the representativeness of their questions to the
possible universe of questions on basic skill performance,
their normative reference, ease in scoring, alternative
and equated test forms, high reliabilities, and apparent
validity. Another factor, he stated, is that most achieve-
ment tests are part of a battery of tests designed so that
student growth can be measured as the student progresses
through school by administering different test levels
and forms. 1/

1/Michael J. Wargo, "An Evaluator's Perspective,”" prepared
for the Office of Education's conference on "Achievement
Testing of Disadvantaged and Minority Students For Educa-
tional Program Evaluation," May 27-30, 1976, pp. 19-21.
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DEFENSE OF STANDARDIZED TESTS

Defenders of the tests say that there is no convenient
alternative for those outside the schools to evaluate students'
collective achievements. Therefore, in their view, despite
the tests' shortcomings and abuses, they provide the best in-
formation available. According to OE's Assistant Commissioner
for Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation, it is true that
standardized tests do not allow for program and project differ-
ences, but the Congress wants to know if the overall program
is effective, and he believes the tests provide this informa-
tion acceptably.

Defenders of standardized tests tend to emphasize test
misuse as the major problem, and they express the need for
training teachers and administrators in proper test selec-
tion, adminiscration, and interpretation. Many testing
experts admit that the tests have deficiencies--such as test
and test question bias--but state that wholesale rejection
of the tests and their norm-referenced interpretations is
unwarranted. Instead, they favor refining the tests and
learning to avoid pitfalls, such as lack of congruence among
(1) test content, (2) course content or curricular emphasis,
and (3) the purpose and design of the evaluation. Some state
that progress has been made in the last 10 to 15 years in such
areas as

=-constructing efficient tests that reliably measure
important educational skills,

~-developing nationally representative norms, and

--providing test users with relevant information
about the test areas. 1/ 2/

- w e

1/Jotn C. Bianchini, "Achievement Tests and Differentiated
No:as," prepared for the Office of Education's conference
on "Achievement Testing of Disadvantaged and Minority
Students For EQucational Program Evaluation," May 27-30,
1976, pp. 36-37.

2/Ralph Hoepfner, "Achievement Test Selection For Progranm
Evaluation," prepared for the same conference, p. 2.
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One expert from Systems Development Corporation, for
example, stated that the quality, forthrightness, and focus
of standardized achievement tests have improved remarkably,
particularly within the last decade, and that many weil-aimed
attacks on standardized achievement tests made about 10 years
ago are no longer valid. 1/ This expert, who has considerable
experience in evaluating test adequacy, stated that his re-
view of available criter.ion-referenced tests--the most likely
alternative--found them t¢ be of uniformly bad quality.

An expert from RMC Research Corporation said that the
standardized tests are not the problem. In his view, OE's
large-scale national evaluations as well as most local evalua-
tions have been poorly designed and poorly done, and the
tests have often been misused by evaluators. He said that
he recently spent about 2 weeks in every State working on
title I, dividing his time equally between the State education
agencies and some local education agencies in each State.
Based on this experience, he believes that the great major-
ity of local title I projects is not providing students with
educational treatments that differ in any significant way
from regular classes. In such circumstances, the general
lack of evidence of marked improvement in basic skills should
not be too surprising.

Sugdested improvements

Included among suggestions for improvement offered by
test defenders are the following:

—-Test publishers, in developing standardized tests

of basic skills, should break away--at least in the
elementary grades--from the current practice of de-
signing tests for measuring achievement at multiple
grade levels. Test publishers should develop series
of tests, each designed for a specific grade, with
sufficient numbers of questions at various difficulty
levels to yield reliable measurement for essentially
all students at that grade.

--Test publishers should provide more detailed informa-
tion about the content of test questions, the instruc-
tional objectives on which questions are based, and
the skill characteristics necded to answer them to

1/Ibid., p. 2.
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provide test users with a general framework for
assessing the logical congruence between the test
content and the content of the curriculum. 1In one
expert's view, such a detailed classification of
individual questions is as important to the test

user as is the extensive statistical data currently
provided about the mental measurement characteristics
of the questions.

--Test publishers should expand the services they pro-
vide their clients to include developing special
norms when they would produce more appropriate use
of test results. Test publishers need to be more
active in assuring that their tests and subsequent
test results are used fairly and effectively.

~--The state of the art should be extended to provide
test users with practical procedures to assist them
in selecting tests and relating test results to
instructional programs and program evaluation.

==Program evaluators should recognize that the process
for selecting appropriate standardized tests for
evaluation must go beyond a naive inspection of the
test and normative data. The process ought to include
a careful inquiry into such elements as relevant stu-
dent and school characteristics, test content and
its relationship to curriculum content, and the ade-
quacy of normative data in relation to the evaluation
design. 1/ Evaluators should select tests which
maximize coverage of the objectives desired. 2/

CONFERENCE ON USING TEST” TO EVALUATE PROGRAMS

In May 1976 OE sponsored a special four-day conference
on "Achievement Testing of Disadvantaged and Minority Students
for Educational Program Evaluation." OE invited about 50
experts in testing, program evaluation, and related fields
including university and other researchers, and representa-
tives of leading test publishers. Federal and local educa-
tion agencies, and education and other interest groups were
also represented. The conference focus was on large-scale

1/Bianchini, pp. 36-38.

2/Hoepfner, p, 33.
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program evaluations of elementary and secondary school
compensatory education and desegregation pPrograms--programs on
which OE concentrates most of its effort. The purpose of the
conference was to identify, define, and analyze the many
problems associated with using standardized achievement

tests in the context of large-scale evaluations of these pro-
grams and to develop interim and long-term solutions to

those problems.

Conference participants mentioned many of the same
problems and issues discussed previously in this chapter.
Five small working groups were formed at the close of the
conference to write recommended solutions. All five groups
recommended (1) either limiting or ceasing large-scale Fed-
eral education program evaluations like those contracted
for by OE's Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation
and/or (2) placing greater emphasis on local evaluations.

The value of conducting large-scale evaluations was
questioned because of problems such as the current state of
the art in evaluation; inherent bias problems in data
collection instruments, methods, and analysis procedures;
and community differences in the education programs being
evaluated. Suggestions for increased emphasis on local
level evaluations included providing funding for adequate
local evaluations, training local evaluators, and tech-
nical assistance in designing and implementing technically
sound evaluations,

Related conclusions and recommendations included the
following:

l. The Federal Government's basic policy for evaluating
its education programs for culturally different stu-
dents should require that each local education agency
carry out evaluation studies designed to assess how
well its local project objectives have been achieved.
Also, approved local agency budgets should include
sufficient funds to provide for 2dequate evaluation
study design, data collection, analysis, and reporting.
The studies should involve at ail stages the partici-
pation of members of the minority culture or cultures
involved. Beyond this, Federal responsibility should
be limited to (a) conducting and publicizing the re-
sults of audits that determine whether funds were used
as intended and whether evaluation data relevant to
program objectives were collacted, analyzed and re-
ported; (b) providing general guidelines and training
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for evaluation, and encouraging the development

of guidelines and consulting resources by State
agencies and Federal regional offices; and (c¢)
developing summary reports based on the aggregation
of information from local evaluations.

To resolve Federal program evaluation problems:

~--The funds and activities devoted to larce-scale
evaluation should be immediately rechanneled into
development of program evaluation methods and
tools that are likely to be more productive, while
affording safeguards for recipient populations.

~-Studies should be initiated to explore whether
it is feasible to draw overall prcgram impact
conclusions based on aggregations. Valid, locally
relevant project evaluations should also be started.

--Immediate congressional needs for program impact
information should be satisfied through careful
and extensive analysis in phases of data already
collected and data currently being gathered under
contract.

--Model local project evaluations should be funded
as demonstrations, with support from experts
funded by OE's Office of Planning, Budqgeting, and
Evaluation. This support should be provided to
local school systems on a cooperative basis. Local
evaluation personnel should be trained. The most
effective local evaluation strategies demonstrated
should be adopted in an ever-widening pattern, to
build a basis for effective national program evalua-
tion by aggregating valid local project evaluations.

--Studies should be funded on tools and procedures
needed to make local evaluations tnat will reflect
valid conclusions on the worth of specific projects
and will adequately identify the processes and in-
puts of those projects. This includes holding
a workshop to identify needed tools, methods, and
priorities.

--Studies should be funded on OE and State education
agency regulations, guidelines, and administrative
decisions that affect the quality of local education
agency evaluation activities and reports. These
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3.

studies should produce model administrative and
regulatory strategies, including incentives, for
upgrading the quality and validity of local educa-
tion agency evaluations of federally supported
projects.

One reason for greater emphasis on local evaluations
is that instructional treatments are not uniform under
nationwide programs. The Emergency School aid Act
program, for example, does not provide uniform treat-
ments for students. Neither do title I or title VII
programs. But there are various identifiable, de-
scribable, instructional treatments funded by these
programs and a small number of them are effective.
However, information about these effective treatments
is lost in large-scale evaluations that cover a large
number of ineffective treatments.

Guidelines for local evaluation studies should
include the following:

—~-Recommendations that each evaluation report include
a description of what actually happened to pupils
involved in the program. Without such information
it is impossible to reach a meaningful interpre-
tation of any measures of change.

--Encouragement to local projects to collect evidence
of progress toward improved skills in reading and
mathematics and obtain data regarding other outcomes
of the particular methods employed, particularly
on developing self-concept and interpersonal rela-
tions.

--Encouragements to local education agencies to in-
clude in their evaluation procedures systematic
attention to the selection or development of tech-
niques designed to minimize cultural bias in tests
and other data-collecting procedures used in evalua-
tion.

Money saved by curtailing large-scale evaluations
should support a national panel responsible for ex-
ploring and developing more responsive and effec-
tive alternative program evaluation models.
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6. Research into alternative evaluation models should
also be conducted to determine (a) the evaluation
information the Congress, OE, other Federal agencies,
and local agencies receiving Federal funds need
and (b) whether adequate evaluation designs can
be effectively implemented to meet these needs,
and their cost.

7. Because of conflicts in the interpretation of off-
the-shelf commercial standardized tests, only custom-
designed tests should be used for federally sponsored
large-scale program evaluation, when such large-scale
evaluations are essential. The associated cost and
effort to define program objectives and define mea-
sures of their effect should be part of the Federal
agency's responsibility along with survey and analysis
costs.

Other small working group conclusions and recommendations
are shown in appendix 1IV.

In response to the conferee's recommendations, OE's
Assistant Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation
said he agrees that there is a need for increased evaluation
activity and capability at the State and local levels. He
disagreed, however, that OE's nationally planned evaluations
should be deemphasized.

CONCLUSIONS

As noted in chapter 5, Federal, State, and local educa-
tion agencies frequently use standardized norm-referenced
achievement tests to measure the effect of Federal education
programs. However, there is a great deal of disagreement
among testing experts and educators on the adequacy of these
tests for their intended uses. Serious questions have been
raised about the tests, and some ocrganizations have called
for a moratorium on their use and a higher priority on de-
velopment and use of alternatives.

Although the tests' critics and defenders agree that
certain problems exist, views differ greatly about the im-
portance or severity of the problems and their remedies.
Those who defend the tests and their continued use recognize
that improvements are needed on such issues as test and test
question bias; appropriate test norms; test selection, in-
terpretation, and administration, including uses for program
evaluation; and other issues.
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Some questions raised about the adequacy of the tests
have great importance in determining the appropriateness,
validity, and proper conduct of educational program evalua-
tions, including those that are federally funded. Decision-

makers should be aware of these issues when using such
information.
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CHAPTER 7

PREFERENCES FOR EVIDENCE OF

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS DIFFER

Responses to our questionnaire showed that State and
lccal education agency officials responsible for administer-
ing Federal title I, III, and VII elementary and seconda.y
education programs perceive important differences in the
cype of evidence of program effectiveness that Federal,
State, and local officiais prefer.

--Local education agency officials believe that State
and OE officials are predominantly interested in
standardized norm~referenced test scores for demons-
trating program results. Local officials themselves
prefer broader, more diverse types of information
tha: only these test scores.

--State edvcation agency officials prefer criterion-
referenced tests. They favor less emphasis on stang-
ardized norm-referenced test results as evidence
of program effectiveness than they believe QE officials
want, but prefer them more than local agency officials
do,

OE's Assistant Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting,
and Evaluation believes that hard objective data on students'
cognitive improvements is the centrally important informa-
tion needed. He noted that this means gain scores on stand-
ardized norm-referenced achievement tests because these are
most available.

As noted in chapier 5, State and local evaluations for
titles I, 1II, and VII have been most often based on stand-
ardized norm-referenced tests. Therefore, evaluations
usually have not refiected the kinds of results that State
and local officials themselves prefer, but rather those
that they believe would be likely to most impress higher
level officials.
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STATE AND LOCAY, EDUCATION OFFICIALS BELIEVE
STANDARDIZED TLST RESULTS MOST
TMPRESS HIGHER LEVEL OFFICIALS

Legislative and other requirements for annual evalua-
tions at the State and local levels of titles I, III, and
VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act have
several purposes, according to OE's Assistant Commissioner
for Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation. These include

--reporting on local project effectiveness or providing
other data, on which local, State, and Federal of-
ficials can base programmatic, financial, and policy
decisions; and

--providing data to State and/or Federal officials to
select successful and exemplary projects for dis-
semination.

Educators must increasingly evaluate their instructional
endeavors and present evidence which will permit others to
judge their effectiveness. Through our questionnaire we have
attempted to ascertain (1) what kinds of evidence of program
effectiveness local officials administeri..g federally supported
elementary and secondary education programs think State and
OE program otficers expect, (2) what kinds of evidence of ef-
fectiveness State officials administering the programs think
OE program officers expect, and (3) what types of evidence
of effectiveness the State and local officials think is most
useful to them.

Our questionnaire asked

--State program officials to rate, on a seven point
scale, the types of information or findings which
most impress them and, they believe, OE officials,
as demorstrating program results and

--local project officials to rate on the same seven
point scale the types of information or fincings which
most impress them and, they believe, OE or State o:i-
ficials as demonstrating program results,

As noted in chapter 5 (see op. 43 to 44), only a few
States employed statewide testing to evaluate their title
I and III programs, and the great ma‘ority of these States
used standardized norm-referenced te. 3 Most State evalua-
tion reports for titles I and III were agregaticns of local
education agencv evaluition data. As showr on page 45,
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based on our qu stionnaire sample responses, local title I,
III, and VII projects indicated cverwhelming use of stand-
ardized norm-referenced tests--far greater than their use
of criterion-referenced tests and all other tests.

State officials' views

The demonstration of program results should be an
impor tant factor in deciding to continue OE program funding.
As the table below shows, State title I and III of-
ficials agreed on the types of program results they think
are likely to impress OE officials mest in this regard.

State officials overwhelmingly perceive OE officials
to be most impressed by results obtained from standardized
norm-referenced tests. Eighty-two percent of the State
title I and 65 percent of the State title III officials
responding ranked this category first. (See app. I for
details.) State title I and III officials ranked results
on imprcvements in educational management and accountability,
as well as findings obtained from criterion-referenced tests,
as either the second or third most impressive data for OE

officials.

Titles I and III State Officials’ Per ceptions of
What_Tmpressez OF OFficials angd Wha” Tmpresses
State Officials (note a)

Impresses OE Impresses selr
itTe T TitTe TIT TItle T Title ITY

1. Improvement in educational

management or accountability 3.1 3.9 4.0 4.5
2. Improvement in school services

or facilities 6.0 6.1 3 4 6.1
3. Student improvements through

gain scores or grades on

teacher ratings 4.1 4.6 4.3 5.1
4. Student improvement throu~h

gain scores on standardize.

norm-referenced tests 1.3 1.6 2.5 3.3
5. Student improvement through

gain scores on >riterion-

referencced test: 3.2 2.7 .4 2.4
6. Student improveuent through

gains in the affective domain

(e.g., likes, dislikes, inter-

ests, attitudes, motives, etc.) 5.3 4.4 3.7 3.
7. Improvements in curriculum

and instructional methods 4.5 4.5 3.8 3.4

g/The.numbegs shown are the regponrdonig! average rankings of the alter-
natives given, Each respond:nt was asked to give the most imprecssive
type of resulc a ranking of 1" and tihe next most impressive "2," etc.
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State officials themselves appear to be impressed by
slightly different types of data and information on program
results. The table above shows that officials from titles I
and III would be most impressed by gain scores on criterion-
referenced tests. Although State title I officials ranked
gain scores from norm-referenced tests almost equal to those
from criterion-referenced tests, the title II. respondents
consider gains in the affective domain (for example, likes,
dislikes, interests, attitudes, motives) as ' @ » second most
important result, followed by gain scores 1.0 norm-referenced
tests. ©State title . officials ranked gains in the affective
domain third. Title I and III officials agre=d on the remain-
ing categories.

In general, State officials believe objective test re-
sults of program performance are most likely to impress both
OE and State program ofricers. However, State respondents
see themselves as more likely than OE program officials to
be impressed by criterion-referenced test results and other
factors cited above. State officials see themselves as more
open than OE officials to various types of information demons-
trating program results. At the same time, they agree with
what they see as OE officials' view that impact evaluations
based on test scores are the most impressive findings.

Emphasis on test scores for evidence of program effective-
ness continues at the State and national levels. Reasons may
include the following: :

--Legislators and Federal and State officizls are demand-
ing evidence that the infusion of Federal and State
dollars for special orograms works.

--Test scores have traditionally been the only measure
of e¢ffectiveness.

--Few alternatives to test scores exist and those that
are available are unproven and not as widely accepted.

Local officials' views

The local title I and III respondents' perspectives
are vevy nearly alike on what evidence of program results
irpresses State and OE officials. Title VII respondents'
perspective is somewhat difrer=nt; however, this may be at
least partly bec use local title VII projects are responsible
directly to OE program officers and not to State program
officers.
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. The taplg below shcws that local eitle I, III, and VII
project officials feel that OE or State program officers are
most impressed by norm-referenced test results.

|

Local Title I, III, and VII Officials' Perceptions
of What Impresses State of OE Officlals and
What lmpresces Local OLficlals (note a)

Impresses OF or State Inpresses seif
TlEIe Title Title Title Title Title
I 111 VII 1 IIr vil
1. Improvement in educa- - - -
tional management or
accountability 3.9 3.8 3.8 4.7 4.5 4.4

2. Improvement in school
services or facilities 5.2 5.1 4.8 4.9 4.9 4.8

3. Student improvements
through gain scores or
grades on teacher
ratings 4.3 4.3 5.1 4.0 4.3 4.4

4. Student improvement
throuch gain scores
on standardized norm-
referenced tests 2.2 2.6 2.1 3.7 3.7 3.4

5. Student improvement
through gain scores
or. criterion~referenced
tests 3.1 3.5 3.9 3.4 3.7 4.0

6. Scudent improvement
through gains in the
affective domair
{e.g., likes,
3iglikes, interests,
attitudes, motives,
etc.) 4.6 4.2 4.4 3.3 3.3 3.4

7. Improvements in
curriculum and
instructional
methods 4.2 3.3 3.7 3.2 3.0 3.2

a/The numbers shown are the respondents' average rankings of the given
alternatives. Each respondent was asked to give the most impressive
type of result a ranking of “1" and the next most impressive "2," etc.

Local title I ant III project officials ranked criterion-
referenced test results as the second most impressive data for
OE or State officials, followed closely by improvements in
educational management and accountability, and improvements
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in curriculum and instructional methods. Local title VII proj-
ect officials, however, considered improvements in curriculum
and instructional methods the second most impressive program
result to OE, followed by improvements in educational manage-
ment and accountability. Program results from criterion-
referenced tests were ranked fourth.

Program results that impress local project officials are
different from what they believe impresses OE or State program
officers, Officials from all three local prcject types ranked
improvement in curriculum and instructional methods as the
most impressive program result. Local title I, III, and VII
project officials consider gains in the affective domain
the second most impressive program result, but with title
VII, gain scores on norm-referenced tests also received the
same ranking.

Concerning these results, (1) local title I project
officials appear to consider results from criterion-referenced
tests more impressive than norm-referenced test results,

(2) local title III officials consider them eqrally impres-
sive, and (3) local title VII officials clearly prefer norm-
to criterion-referenced test results. In all cases, however,
test results are not the most impressive program result to
local project ¢ ficials.

Since local project officials perceive results from
improvements in curriculum and instructional methods and
improvements in the affective domain as more meaningful to
them than to State or CE officials, the extent to which such
resuits are excluded from evaluations will probably reduce
“he adequacy of the evaluations and perhaps make them less
useful to local officials. Generally, the degree to which
local perceptions of what will most impress State or OE of-
ficials causes evaluations to emphasize test results, and
educationsl management and accountability will also probably
affect the adequacy and perhaps the usefulness of evaliations
at the local level.

As wi the State officials' perception of OE, local
project ofricials generally believe OE or State program of-
ficers are most impressed by student outcome measures of
program effectiveness, such as norm- aad criterion-referenced
tests. Local preject officials themselves are considerably
less impressed by these measures. Jhey are more impressed
Py a variety of measures, but do not believe OE or State
program officers fully share this interest.
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Correspondingly, 51 percent of the local agency respond-
ents and 77 percent of State agency respondents to our ques=
tionnaire stated that the educational community needs tc
greatly increase efforts to develop alternatives to the
classic standardized norm-referenced tests.

Certain differences in questionnaire ratings among Fed-
eral, State, and local projects may be because of differing
project objectives and priorities. However, local officials
clearly do not regard test scores as the sole or most impres-
sive criterion for determining program effectiveness. This
may indicate a growing disenchantment with using standardized
n. rm-referenced tests as program evaluation tools. Lccal of-
ficials are apparently interested in knowing how the projects
as a whole are functioning and may see test measures as only
one of several factors to be used in assessing individual and
project performance.

CONCLUSIONS

Local and State evaluation reports on Federal elementary
and secondary education program effectivencos are intended to
provide information on which local, State, and Federal offi-
cials can base policy and program decisions. However, our
questionnaire results show that State and local officials see
important differences in the types of evidence of program
effectiveness that they themselves and officials at other
levels--Federal, State, and local--prefer. Therefore, better
communication is needed among the three levels about the in-
formation they need to facilitate policy and program decisions
at each level. The questionnaire results also raise this
question: Should all three levels be served by a reporting
system based on the same reports?

M though State officials view OE program officials as
being most impressed by standardized norm-referenced test
results, and local officials view State and OE officials in
the same manner, State and local officials say that they are
not most impressed by such results. Local officials prefer
broader, mcre diverse information on program results than
just these test scores and they are most impressed by improve-
ments in curriculum and instructional methods and gains in
the affective domain (likes, dislikes, interests, attitudes,
motives, etc.). State officials are most impressed by results
from criterion-referenced tests.

OE's Ascistar.c Commissioner for Planning, Budgeting,

and Evaluation k 'ieves that hard, objective data on students'
cognitive impruvements is the most important information
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needed. HE noted that this means gain scores on standardized
norm-referenced achievement vests because these are most
available.

The widespread use of standardized norm-referenced tests
to evaluate State and local title I, III, and VII programs
indicates that State and local officials have more frequently
based their evaluations on the kinds of results they believe
would be likely to most impress higher level officials than
on their own preferences.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY OF HEW

In connection with the assessment recommended in chapter
4, we recommend that the Secretary direct OE to review the
types of State and/or local program evaluation information
collected (or planned to be collected) on programs authorized
by titles I and VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. The review should include an assessmen: of the informa-
tion's usefulness at each level and should determine:

--Whether it is realistic to attempt to serve Federal,
State, and local levels with aggregated data based on
local agency evaluation reports.

--How the information needs at the local, State, and
Federal levels can best be met.

--Whether unnecessary duplication exists or will
exist in meeting Federal information requirements
through the State and local reporting systems as
well as through OE national evaluations on these
programs, and if so, how it should be eliminated.

During this review process, to define the evaluation infor-
mation needed at State and local levels, OE should seek the
views and couoperation of the State and local officials who
are intended to use the results. 1/

1/HEW combined its comments on our recommendations for
this chapter and chapter 4. For discussicn of these
comments, see "Agency comments and our evaluation" section
on p. 37.
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APPENDIX 1

RESULTS CF GAO'S

APPENDIX I

STATEZ_EDUCATION AGENC™ QUESTIONNAIRE (note a)

Section A: General

1.

How familiiar are you with the research
being conducted by the Center for the
Study of Evaluation at the University

of California ar Los Angeles to evaluate
the utility of many popular commercially
available standardized norm-referenced
tests? (note d) (Check the one response
which best expresses your familiarity
with the Center's research.)

Have little or no information

__.Aware of the Center's work in test
evaluation

Read some of the Center's publications
on the evaluation of norm-referenced
tests

Used the Center's material to assist
in the selection of commercially avail-
able standardized norm-referenced tests

How familiar are you with the Anchor Test
Study conducted by the Educational Testing
Service for the U.S. Oifice of Educatian
(OE) to provide the ability to translate a
child's score on any one of the eight most
widely used standardized reading tests into
4 score on any of the other tests,

Have little or no information
__Aware of the Anchor Test Study
Read the Anchor Test Study

Used the Anchor Test Study
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Number

responding

from 59
({note b)

50

50

Responses

Percent

Number (note c¢)

14

17

13
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Number
responding Responses
from S50 Percent
(note b) Number (note c)
6. Which of the following techniques did your
State employ for its 1973-74 evaluation of
title I? (Check all that apply.) 48
Aggregation and analysis of data from
local education agency reports 45 93.8
Educational audits and their results 9 18.8
Statewide testing of title I students 11 22.9
_._Other (please specify) 5 10.4
Note: If your State did not test title I
students statewide, skip questions
7 and 8.
7. Which of the fcliowing types of tests did
your State administer for its title I
evaluation? 26
Standardized norm-referenced tests
(note 4d) 21 80.8
—Criterion-referenced tests (note f) 3 11.5
__Other tests (please specify) 4 15.4
If you do not use standardized norm-referenced
tests, skip question 8. If you do, continue.
8., How did you report the results for the
standardized norm-referenced testing? 28
Raw scores 2 7.1
___Grade equivalents 24 85.7
Percentiles 6 21.4
___Quartiles 1 3.6
Stanines 4 14.3
Other (please specify) 2 7.1
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NOTE:

10.

APPENDIX I

In :re following five guestions you will be asked to rate several aspects
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, title I, local and State

evaluation reports that affect the degree to which these documents satisfy
your policy, management and programmatic information needs.
to provide overall judgments on the adeguacy of the quality, informational
content, and utility of the evaluation reports.

each of these attr.ibutes:
and more than adeqguate.

You are asked

Do this by considering
very deficient, deficient, marginal, adequate,
Check the box which most appropriately reflects

how you feel about the respective local and State evaluations with regard

to the particular aspects in question.

Rate the FOCUS AND SCOPE of the local and
State evaluation reports (notes b and e)

(Focus and Scope: the adequacy with
which the report covers the essential

and related material and the appropriate-
ness of the emphasis and treatment given
to the relevant topics, details, and

high and lower priority information).
(Check one box in each row.)

Number
re-
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficient Marginal Adeguate adequate
from Num~ Per~ Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num~ Per-
50 F- . gcent ber cert ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 48 0 0 S 10.4 19 39.6 23 47,9 1 2.1
State reports 48 0 0 4 8.3 16 33.3 25 52,1 3 6.3
Rate the local and State evaluation re-
ports on THE PRESENTATION OF REQUIRED
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION NEEDS (notes b
and e)
(Presentation of Required Management In-
formation Needs: the extent to which the
report presents the information needed to
evaluate and update current policies by
those who transfer policy cdecisions into
plans, budgets, program implementation,
operational oversight, resource alloca-
tions, forecasts, status assessments and
reports, educational accountability,
costs, benafits and efficiency assess-
ments). (Check one box in each row.)
Number
re-
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficient Marginal Adeguate adequate
from Num=- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per~ Num- Per- um- Per-
50 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 49 2 4.1 7 14.3 26 53.1 14 28.6 0 0
State reports 49 1 2.0 6 12.2 22 44,9 18 36.7 2 4.1
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Number
responding Responses
from 50 Petcent
(not2 b) Number (note c)
17. which of the following techniques did your
State employ fc its 1973-74 evaluation of
title III? (Check all that apply.) 48
_._Aggregation end analysis of data from
local education agency reports 41 85.4
Educational audits and their results 27 56.3
Statewide testing of title III students 5 10.4
Other (please specify) 12 25.0
Note: If your State did not test title III
students statewide, skip cuestions 18
and 19.
18. Which of the following types of tegts did
your State administer for ite title III
evaluation? 14
Standardized norm-referenced tests
(note d) 9 64.3
Criterion-referenced tests (note £) 8 57.1
_...Other tests (please specify) 7 50.0
If you do not use standardized norm-referenced
tests, skip guestion 19, If you do, continue.
19. How did you report results for the stand-
ardized nocm-~referenced tests? 10
Raw scores 2 20.0
Grade egquivalents 7 70.0
Percentiles 4 40.0
—-NQuartiles 2 20.0
Stanines S 50.0
___Other (please specify) 2 20.0
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NOTE

In the following five questions you will be asked to rate geveral aspects
of the Elementary ai.d Secondary Education Act, title III, local and

State evaluation reports that affect the degree to which these documents
satisfy your policy, management and programmatic infremation needs.

You are asked to provide overail judoinents on the adequa.y of the quality,
informational content, and utility of the evaluation reports., Do this

by considering each of these attributes: very deficient, d=ticient,
marginal, adequate, and more than adecuate. Check the box which most
appropriately reflects how you feel about the respective local and State
evaluations with regard to the particular aspects in question.

20, Rate the FOCUS AND SCOPE of the local and
State evaluation reports (notes b and e)

(Focus and Scope: the adequacy with which

the report covers the essential and re-
lated material and the appropriateness of
the emphasis and treatment given to the
relevant topics, details, and high and
lower priority infnrmation). (Check one
box in each row.)

Number
re-

spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficiant Marginal Adeguate  adequate
from Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-
30 ber cent ber cent be:r cent ber cent her cent

Local reports 48 1 2.1 2 4.2 16 33.3 27 56.3 p] 4.2
State reports 46 1 2.2 5 10.9 14 30.4 25 54.3 1 2,2
2l. Rate the local and state evaluarion re-

ports on THE PRESENTATION OF REQUIRED
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION NEEDS (notes b
and e)

(E:
Ini

cesentation of Regquired Management
et OO 250 _Tanagement

[ormation Needs: tle extent to

whi

ch the report presents the informa-

tion necded to evaluate and update
curten: policies by those who transfer
policy decisions into plans, budgets,
program ir.lementation, oprrational
oversight, resource allocations, fore-
casts, status assessments and reports,
educational accountability, costs,
benefits, and efficiency assessments).
(Check one box in each row,)

Number

re-
spond- g ::r¥ More than
ing eficient Deficient Marginal Adequate adequate
from Nuin- Per- Num- Per~ Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-=

S0 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 48 2 4.2 4 8.3 21 43.8 19 139.6 2 4.2
State reports 45 3 6.7 1 2.2 14 31.1 26 57.8 i 2.2
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

Number
ce~
spond- Very As often Occa;1 Seld
ing often Cenerally _as not  sicnally _Seldom__
from Num- Pac- Num- Per- RNum= Ber- Num- F?*- Num= Ber-
State ceports 30 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
(1) Informetion on the manner {n which
the needs of children are assessod 40 4 10,0 18 43.0 7 17.5 6 15.0 5 12.5
(2) Information on the number of children
in the program 40 21 52.5 13 32.% 4 100 1 2.% 1 2.3

(3) Per pupil expenditures of each progran 40 12 lo.0 13 32,5 5 12.8% 8 20,0 2 t.e

(4) Evidence of gualifiable oc¢ measurable
achievements 39 8 20.5 15 8.3 1 28.2 2 5,1 1 7.7

{5) Evidence of gualifiable or measurable
PUpPil benefits 40 6 1%.0 14 35.0 10 25.0 $ 12.5 $ 12.5

4/We reauested that the auestionnsire be completed bv State officials familiag with
the State's evaluation efforts conducted for Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, titles I (reqular, migrant, neglected, and delinquent, etc.) and [1I, and tts
State's own assessment offorts. The Juestionnaire was divided into three sections:
secttion A, National Assessment Qof Educstional Progress and statewide assessment;
=ection 3, Ilementary and Secondary Education Act, title I evaluation mfforts:
and section C, title IIT evaluation efforts. We suggested that the guestionnairs:
be taken apart and distributed to jersons most familiar with each ocart, such as
the Stete director of research, olanning, and evaluation for section A, the State
directoc of title I for section B, and the State director of title II[ for sec-
tion C.  Some of the cuesticns from the questionnaire h:ve been omitted frem this
Teoort. Juestions pertaining to the National Assessment o: Educational Progress
AN ltatewide assesaments are shown in GAO's teport to the Congress (HRD-76~113),
Jated July 20, 1976,

In April 1975 we sent the auestionnaire %o the sducation agencies in all Staces

and the District of Columbia. 8y June 1975 the District of Columdie and all but
one Star: responded. Por Furposes of comdiling responses to the auestionnaice,

the Digerizt of Columbia is considered to be a State.

$/This column shows the percentade of respondents to the auestion that choce each
specilic answec,

Standardized norm-referenced tests are tests which purport to assess the indivi-
dual student's 4bility or achievement in broad subject areas os compared to the
rest of the hvst pop.lation (e.g., the Metropolitan Achievement Test (4AT} or the
w“echsler 'atallicence Scale for Children (WISC)).

.

¢ 'The Dercant columas skow the percentage of rerpondents to esch line iten that chose
aach ca;cqozy. Where the percentages on each line do not add to 100, it is due
to coundina.

tew

-lritecion-referenced tests ace tests sovecilicially constructed to measure stydents’
dttaiamest of socecific educational objectives or proficiency with specificd curei-~
culum macerial. These tests, which may be stendardized, usually orovide o speci~
{ic and Jperational descriotion of the level and typ2 of tesk performance or be-
1avioral aeasures used as a critecion to indicate attainment of the educational
*bjectives. For example, the student must be eble to comput. the corcrect oroduct
of 11l single dizit numecrals greater than zero with no more then five errors.
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APPENDIX 1I1I

RESULTS OF GAO'S

LCCAL EDUCATION AGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE (note a)

Section A: To be completed b

uestionnaire
resg§naents from all EocaI education agencfas

sampled

1. How familiar are you with the research be-

ing conducted at the Center for the Study
of Evaluation at the University of cali-
fornia at Los Angeles to evaluate the

utility of many popular commercially avail-

able standardized norm-referenced testse?

(note d) (Check the one response which best

eéxpresses your familiarity with the Cen-
ter's research.)

Have little or no information

Aware of the Center's work in test
evaluation

Read some of the Center's publications
on the evaluation of norm-referenced
tests

Used the Center's material to assist
in the selection of commercially avail-
able standardized norm-referenced tec*s

How familiar are you with the Anchor Test
Study conducted by the Educ:ational Testing
Service for the U.S. Offic: of Education
(OE) to provide the ability to translate

a child's scor~ on any one of the eight
most widely used standardized reading
tests into a score on any of the other
tests?

Have little or no information
-—.Aware of the Anchor Test Stu~
Read the Anchor Test Study

Used the Anchor Test Study

93

Number of
projected
responses Responses

from 8,936 Number

Percent

(note b) (note b) (note ¢)

5,987
5,059
601
192
135

282
282

84.5

10.0

100.0

—
o
(=]
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

Number of
projected
responses Responses -
from 8,936 Number Percent
(note b) (note b) (note c)
6. Are your local evaluations of federally
funded programs usually performed by ex-
ternal or internal evaluators? (Check
cre.) 8,205
Internal (e.g., local education
agency staff) 5.468 66.6
External (e.g., consultants) 494 6.0
__.Both 2,243 27.3
100.0 £/
7. Which of the following types of tests
did your local education agency adminis-
ter for its title I evaluation? If your
local education agency did not test
title I students, skip questions 7 and
8. 8,583
Standardized norm-referenced tests
(note 4) 8,103 94.4
Criterion-referenced tests (note g) 2,119 24.6
.__Other tests (please specify) 1,168 13.6
If you do not employ standardized norm-
teferenced tests, skip question 8. If
you do, continue,
8. How did you report the results for the
standardized norm-referenced testing? 8,029
Raw scores 1,792 22.3
__Grade equivalents 6,658 82.9
___Percentiles 2,978 37.1
__Quartiles 528 6.6
___Stanines 946 11.8
__Other (please specify) 163 2.0
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NOTE:

9.

attributes:
adequate.
pects in guastion,

Rate the FOCUS AND SCOPE of the local

and State evaluation report. (notes
b and e)

(Focus _and_Scope: the adequacy
with ich the report covers the
essential and related material and
the appropriateness of the emphasis
and treatment given to the relevant
topics, details, and high and lower
priority information). (Check one
box in each row)

In the following five guestions you will be
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
tion reports that affect the degree to which the
policy, management, and programmatic information
vide overall judgments on the adeguacy of the quality,
and utility of the evaluation reports.
very deficient, deficient, marginal, ad=auate, and more than

ppropriately reflects how you feel about
ith regard to the particular as-

Check the box which most a
the respective local and State evaluations w

You

APPENDIX II

asked to rate several aspects of
title I, local and State evalua-

se documents satisfy your
needs,

are asked to pro-

informational content,

Do this by considering each of these

Projected
number
re-
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficient _Marginal Adequate _adedauate
from Num- Per- Num- DPer- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per=
8.936 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 8,510 45 0.5 426 5.0 2,097 24.6 4,521 53,1 1,422 16.7
State recorts 8,350 196 2.3 733 8.8 2,248 26.9 4,098 49.1 1,075 12.9
10. Rate the local and State evaluation re-
ports on the PRESENTATION OF REQUIRED
MANAGEMENT INFORMATICN NEEDS. (notes b
and e)
(Eresentation of Reguired Maragement
Information Needs: the extent to which
the report presents the information
needed to evaluate and update policies
Dy those who transfer policy decisions
into plans, budgets, program implement-
ation, curriculum, operational over-
sight, resource allocations, forecasts,
Status assessments and reports, educa-
tional accountability, costs, benefits,
and efficiency assessments). (Check
one box in each row.)
Projected
number
re-
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficient Marginal _Adeguate adeguate
from Num~- Per- Num- Per-= Mum- Per- Num~ Per- MNum=- Per-
8,936 ber cent ber cent ber cent bver cent ber cent
Local reports 8,635 119 1.4 484 5.6 2,782 32,2 4,037 46.7 1,212 14.0
State reports 8,486 312 3.7 863 10.2 2,879 33.9 3,313 39.0 1,119 13.2
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Number of

projected

responses Re¢ 3ponses
from 8,936 Number Percent
{note b) (note b) (note c)

18. Are your local evaluations of federally
funded programs usually performed by
external or internal evaluators? {Check

one.) 2,623
Internal (e.g., local education agency
staff) 1,445 55.1
External (e.g., consultants) 392 14.9
___Both 786 30.0
100.0
E T 9
19, Which of the following types of tests did
your local education agency administer
for its title III evaluation? If your
local education agency did not test title
III students, skip guestions 19 and 20. 1,745
Standardized norm-referenced tests
(note 4) 1,380 79.1
Criterion-referenced tests (note g) 424 24.3
___Other tests (please specify) 515 29.5
Ir you do not employ stanadardized norm-—
referenced tests, skip question 20. If you
do, continue.
20. How did you report the results for the
standardized norm-referenced tesiing? 1,319
Raw scores 460 30.3
Grade equivalents 981 74.4
__.rercentiles 765 58.0
Quartiles 73 5.5
.._Stanines 283 21.5
Other (please specify) 64 4.8

104



APPENDIX II

In the following five
of the Elementary and

APPENDIX II

questions you will be asked to rate several aspects
Secondary Education Act, title III, local and State

evaluation reports that affect the deqgree to which these documents satics-

fy your policy, management, and programmatic information needs.

You are

asked to provide overall judgments on the adequacy of the quality, infor-

mational content, and utility of the evaluation reports.
sidering each of these attributes:
adequate, and more than adequate.
reflects how you feel about the res

Do this by con-

very deficient, deficient, marginal,
Check the box which most appropriately
pective local and State evaluations

with regard to the particular aspects in question.

21. Rate the FOCUS AND SCOPE of the local and

State evaluation reports.

(notes b and e)

the adequacy with which

(Focus_and Scope:

the report covers the essential and re-

lated material and the appropriateness of

the emphasis and treatment given to the
relevant topics, details, and high and
lower priority information). (Check one
box in each row.)

Projected
number
re~
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficiert Marginal Adeguate adequate
from Num- Per- Num—- Pe Num- Per- Num- Per- Num=- Per-
8,936 ber cent ber cen. ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 2,463 35 1.4 44 1.8 531 21.6 1,396 56.7 458 18.6
State reports 2,411 16 0.6 162 6.7 607 25.2 1,221 50.6 405 16.8
22, Rate the local and State evaluation re-
ports on the PRESENTATION OF REQUIRED
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION NEEDS. (notes
b and e)
(Presentation of Required Management
Information Needs: the extent to which
the report presents the information
needed to evaluate and update policies
by those who transfer policy decisions
into plans, budgets, program implemen-
tation, curriculum, operational over-
sight, resource allocations, forecasts,
status assessments and reports, educa-
tional accountability, costs, benefits,
and efficiency assessments). (Check
one box in each row.)
Projected
number
re-
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficient Marginal Adeguate _adeguate
from Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- WNum- Per- Num- Per=
8,936 ber cent ber. cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 2,471 58 2.3 147 558 22.6 1,333 53.9 376 15.2
State reports 2,420 45 1.9 204 672 27.8 1,132 46.8 367 15.2
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Number of
projected
responses Responses
from 8,936 Number Percent
(note b) (note b) (note c¢)
30. Are your local evaluations of federally
funded programs usually performed by ex-
ternal or internal evaluators? (Check
one.) 426
Internal (e.g., local education
T agency staff) 208 48.1
External (e.g., consultants) 91 21.3
___Both 131 30.7
100.0 £/
31. Which of the following types of tests
did your local education agency adminis-
ter for its title VII evaluation? If
your local education agency did not
test title VII students, skip questions
31 and 32. 394
___Standardized norm-referenced tests
(note 4) 357 90.7
Criterion-referenced tests (note q) 148 37.5
___Other tests (please specify) 91 23.0
32. How did you report the results for the
standardized norm-referenced testing? 396
Raw scores 132 33.4
___Grade equivalents 288 72.7
Percentiles 204 51.6
Quartiles 48 12.0
___Stanines 35 8.8
_Other (please specify) 28 7.1
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NOTE: 1In the following five questions you will be asked to rate several aspects
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, title VII, local and State

evaluation reports that affect the degree to which these documents s

your policy, management. and programmatic information needs. You are
asked to provide overall judgments on the adequacy of the quality, infor-
mational content, and utility of the evaluation reports. Do this by con-
sidering each of these attributes: very deficient, deficient, marginal,
adequate, and more than adequate, Check the box which moat appropriately
reflects how you feel about the respective local and State evaluations

with regard to the particular aspects in question.

33, Rate the FOCUS AND SCOPE of the
local and State evaluation reports.
(notes v and e)

{Foc1s and Scope: the adequacy
with which the report covers the
the essential and related mate-
rial and the appropriateness of
the emphasis and treatment given
to the relevant topics, details,
and high and lower priority in-
formation). (Check one box in
each row.)

Projected
number
re-

spond- very More than

ing deficient Deficient Marginal Adequate adequate
from Num- Per- Num- Per- WNum- Per- Num- Per- um- Per-

8,936 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent

——— e em— m———— ——

Local report 363 0 0 11 3.0 146 40.1 175 /8.1 32 8.7

State reports 314 24 7.7 23 7.2 143 45.6 120 38.3 4 1.3

34. Rate the local and State ev.luation
reports on the PRESENTATION OF RE-
QUIRED MANAGEMENT INFORMATION NEEDS.
{notes b and e)

(Presentation of Required Man-
agement Information Needs: The
extent to which the report pre-
sents the information needed to
evaluate and update policies by
those who transfer policv de-
cisions into plans, budgets,
program implementation, curri-
culum, operational oversight,
tesource allocations, forecasts,
status assessments and reports,
educational accountability,
costs, benefits, and efficiency
assessments). (Check one box
in each row.)

Projected
number
re-

spond- Very More than

ing deficient Deficient Marginal Adequate adeguate
Num-_ P

from Num-~ Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-

8,336 ber cent ber cent ber gcent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 363 0 0 17 4.7 135 37.1 163 45.0 48 13.2
State reports 314 18 5.7 28 8.8 139 44.2 121 38.4 9
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35. Rate the local and State evaluation
reports on the adequacy with which
they properly QUALIFY FINDINGS.
(notes b and e)

(Qualification of Findings:

tge extent to which the report
properly qualifies the findings
and assumptions and identifies
those conditions and situations
where the findings are not ap-
plicable). (Check one box in
each row.)

APPENDIX II

Projected
number
re-
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficient Marginal Adequate adequate
from Nom= Per- WNum- Per- Num- Per= Rum— Per- WNum- Per-=
8,936 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 363 0 0 17 4.6 127 34.9 183 50.5 37 149.1
State reports 314 23 7.3 29 9.3 165 52.6 95 30.1 2 0.6
36. Rate local and State evaluation
reports on the CREDIBILITY OF
FINDINGS. (notes b and e)
(Credibility of Findings: the
degree of confidence expressed
in the findings through state-
ments of statistical certainty,
soundness of method, evidence
of replication, consensual agree-
ments, similar exper.ences, sup-~
porting expert judgment and
opinions, and reasonableness of
assumptions). (Check one box
in each row.)
Projected
number
re-
spond- Very More than
ing deficient Deficient Marginal Adequate adeguate
from Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Nuom= Per= Num- Per -
8,936 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
Local reports 362 1 0.3 28 7.7 143 39.4 138 38.2 52 14.4
State reports 314 24 7.7 25 7.8 142 45.1 122 38.8 2 0.6
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37.

Local reports 349 2 0.4 3 0.9 138 139.6
State reports 29¢ 25 8.3 21 7.1 106 35.9

33.

Rate the local and State evaluation
reports on the adequacy of the QUAL-
IFICATION AND QUANTIFICATION OF MEAS-
UREMENT DATA. (note b and e)

(%ualitication and Quantifica-
tion of Measurement Data: e
extent to whic e evaluation
assessments can be ualified

and quantified into neasurable
attributes and parameters that
address the problem in measur-
able, ope ational, or concrete
terms). (Check one box in each

More than
Adeguate adequate

rowv.)
Projected
number
ce-
spond- Very
ing deficient Deficient Marginal
from Num-" Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-

8,936 bet cent ber cent ber cent

How often do youy Elementary and
Secondary E’ucation Act, title vII,

local prog ev.uvations adequately
report inf ‘on on the nead as~
sessment, ny. of children, per

Pupil expendii. e, project achieve-
ment, and pupil benefit parameters?
(Check one box in each row.) (notes

Num- Per- Num=- Per-
ber cent ber cent

165 47.3 41 11.8
127 43.1 17 5.6

APPENDIX II

o and e)
Projected
number
re-
spond- Ag often _OCC:'
ing Very often Generall as not sionally
from Wum-— Pec- Num- Par- fName Par< Num- Bar<
8,336 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
Information on the manmr2r in which
the rieeds of children are assessed 369 146 39.4 161 43,8 4 1.1 45 12.1
Informacion on the number of
children in the program 358 198 53.7 106 28.8 2 0.5 50 13.%
Per pupil expenditures of sach pro-
gram 367 89  24.3 103 27.9 69 13.8 79 21.4
Evidence of qualifiable and measur-
able achievements 369 13 36.6 152 41.2 28 7.6 43 10.8
Evidence of qualifianle or measur-
able pupil benefits 368 148  40.1 123 33.4 28 7.6 54 14.5
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39, From your experience, how often can
you draw compar isons between the re-
sults of your local Pederal program
and Federal programs in other loca-
lities from State and Federal eval-
vation reports? (Check one box for

each type of report.) (notes b and
e)
Projected
number
re-
spond~ As often Occa- Seld No basis
ing Very often Generallz as not sionally Seldom to judge
froa Um- [ um-"Ser- HNum- Per- Num- Der- Num- Per- um- ber-
8,936 ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent
State reports 361 40 11.1 72 18.9 12 3.3 104 28.8 37 10.2 97 26.9
Federal reports 374 22 5.9 39 10.4 34 9.1 95 25.4 88 23.5 97 25.9

a/We requested that the questionnaire be completed by local education agency

~ officials familiar with the local agency's evaluation efforts conducted for
Elementary and Secondary Lducation Act, titles I {regular, migrant, neglected
and delinquent, etc.), III, and VII, and the 1local agency's own assessment ef-
forts. The questionnaire was divided into four sections: section A, Naticnal
Agssessment of Educational Progress and local education agency testing programs;
section B, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, title I: saction C, iLitle
111; and section D, title Vil evaluaticn efforts. We suggested that the ques-
tionnaire be taken apart and distributed to persons most familiar with each
part, such as the local education agency director of research, planning, and
evaluation for section A, the respective local education agency directors of
title I for section B, title III for section C and title VII for section D.
Some of the questions from the questionnaire have been omitted from this re-~
port. Questions pertaining to the National Asgsessment of Educativnal Progress
and local education agency's own testing programs are shown in GAQO's report to
the Congress (HRD-76-113), dated July 20, 1976.

b/In April 1975 we sent the questionnaire to a national statistical sample of

~ 832 local school districts. By June 1975 we received responses from 710 school
districts or 85 percent. The nunbers shown above represent the number of local
8school districts in the Nation--out of the 11,666 in the defined universe with
300 or more pupils--to which our local questionnaire sample responses have been
projected., We projected a total of 8,936 local education agencies responding
instead of 11,666 for technical reasons--based on the weighting and the rasponse
rates across the various strata in our sample, this method allows us to obtain
the most accurate percentage breakdowns on the answers given. Where the number
of responses to each line item do not total to the "Number of projected re-
sponses” column, it is due to rounding.

c/Tnis column shows for each question the percentage of projected respondents
~ choosing each specific answer,

d/Standardized norm-referenced tests are tests which purport to assess the individ-

~ ual student's ability or achievement in broad subject areas as compared to the
rest of the test population (e.g., the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) or the
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (¥1SC)).

e¢/Tne percent columns show the percentage of pProjected respondents to each line
item choosing each category. Where the ercentages on each line do not add to
100.0, it is due to rounding,

£/Total does not add to 100.0 due to rounding,

g/Criterion-referenced tests aite tests specifically constructed to measure students'
attainment of specific educational objectives or proficiency with specified cur=~
ziculu@ material. These tests, which may be standardized, ugually provide a

or behavioral measures used as a criterion to indicate attainment of the educa-
tional objectives. For example, the student must be able to compute the correct
product of all single digit numerals greater than r2ro with no more than five
errors,
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

OFF ICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201

JUN 15 1977

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart

Director

Human Resources Division

United States General
Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

The Secretary asked that I respond to your  :quest for our comments
on your draft report entitled, "Problems and Needed Improvements In
Evaluating Office of Education Programs." The enclosed comments
represent the tentative position of the Department and are subject
to reevaluation when the final version of this report is received.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft report before
its publication.

Sincerely yours,

o d M

Thomas D. Morris
Inspector General

Enclosure
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Comments of the Department of Health Education, and Welfare on the
Comptroller General's Report to the Con ress entitled "Problems and

Needed Improvements in Evaluating Office of Education Programs,"
February 22, 1977, B-154031 (1)

General Department Comments

The subject GAO report critically assesses the Office of Education’'s
Program evaluation mechanisms, concludes that opportunities exist for
improvement, and recommends that the Secretary of HEW diredt the
Commissioner of Education and the Director of the National Institute of
Education to take a number of corrective actions. Several changes would
strengthen the report. There needs to be more careful consideration of
the costs of evaluati~i. While there is an assertion (p. 50) that "the
amount of funds spent to evaluate State and/or local education agency
Title I, IIXI, and VII elementary and secondary education programs is sub-
stantisl,” on p. 33 the amounts are respectively 0.2% of Title I and 1.8%
of Title III. Twenty cents per $100 is not "substantial."

While the quality of data the report appears to expect would require
significant additional resources and this expenditure is not possible
within existing budgets, it would also Le high in relation to the possible
payoffs through improvements in the pPrograms. Are the increased costs of
providing better information to State and local decision-makers likely to
result in sufficient improvements to justify the expenditure? Do State
and local decision-makers have the incentives and does the state-of-
knowledge permit improvements or economies at the local level equal (at
least) to the increased costs of evaluation improvements? If the costs
of improved evaluation are not recoverable in improved productivity or
efficiency, calling for more is a questionable recormendation. As
another example, the call for the NIE to support more research on
criterion-referenced testing is acceptable, but this is. as recognized

in the report, a long-term effort, and it is not clear whether GAO
believes NIE deserves additional appropriations for such ¢n effort. NIE
can hardly divert substaatial resources from its present $70 million.

A final point deserves mention. 1In spite of the reports of three of the
four key congressional committee staff members that OE's evaluations
“often have been completely ineffective or have had little impact on
legislation" (p. 21), there is a growing body of professiocnal cpinion
that OE's studies have, over the past ten years, been responsible for
many major changes in existing legislation. In retrospect, even though
apparently many of the reports did not reach "Congressional decision-
makers" in a timely manner, the reports were solid pieces of work, widely
discussed and debated, and by the time the next piece of legislation came
up, the climate of opinion about particular programs had changed.
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As a result of such retrospective analysis, the approach to evaluation
which assumes there are certain "decision-makers" and that effective
evaluations provide timely data to them is increasingly being questioned.
Rather it appears that effective edaluations affect the broad political
climate within which particular decisions are made. The large scale OE
evaluations have stood the test of time in this view of evaluation far
better than any of the alternatives proposed in the report appear likely
to. (To underscore this point witness the large number of citations of
these large-scale OE studies in the report itself.)

In short, the report is well done within its limits. The recommendations
do not give adquate recognition to the additional financial burden they
entail, nor to whether the tradeoffs in improved program quality are
likely to justify the additional expenditures. And there is no discussion
of the limitatiors of the view that evaluation ought to serve uecision-
making in a direct and linear sense.

GAO Recommendation

That the Secretary of HEW direct the Commissioner of Education to more
strongly emphasize the purpose of roviding information to the Con ress
when plannin implementin and reporting on evaluation studies. 1In
articular, more attention should be given to timing the studies so that
they closely coincide with the legislative cycle, (See GAO note

p. 124) and briefing congressional

committee staff more frequently.

Department Comments

We concur with the jeneral conclusion that Congressional needs can be
better served thar. we are now doing. First, we concur that it is

clearly desirabl= that evaluation studies should be timed to more closely
coincide with the legislative cycle. It is rot the case, however, g GAO
has apparently concluded, that this obviously important problem has not
received attention. Rather, the frequent failure to coincide studies
with the legislative cycle has been due to such factors as: inadequate
funds to initiate evaluations at the right time; deiays in the procure-
ment cycle due to uncertainvies in the appropriation process; increased
difficulty in getting studieu and data collection instruments cleared:;
and failure to anticipate difficulties and delays in the data collection
pProcess in the field. Nevertheless, we believe these [roblems can be
more effectively addressed and, in order to do so, we have initiated a
series of reviews of our studies which focus on predicted production
dates for findings and recommendations vis-a-vis critical dates for

input to legislation renewal.

Second, we concur that congressional committee staff should be briefed
more directly and fully on the findings of evaluation siudies. This
need has not received the attention it deserves, but we have recently
made the decision to institute such briefings on all major evaluation
studies, and expect to get this new procedure underway in the coming
weeks,
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(See GAO note p. 124)

GAQ Recommendation

That the Secretary of HEW direct the Commissioner of Education to better
define the program objectives to be evaluated as required by the General
Education Provisions Anc. This includes translating the legislative pur-
Roses of each program into specific qualitative and measurable program
objectives, and clearly stating these objectives, and the progress made
toward achieving them, in the annual evaluation report.

Department Comments

We do not concur. In most cases, legislation fails to state a program's
objectives with sufficient clarity that they are readily susceptible to
evaluation. But very often this failure of the legislation to be clear
and precise on program objectives is the price paid through political
compromise for getting the legislation passed at all. The Office of
Education proceeds at considerable peril in trying to further specify
legislation. It has in fact been criticized on several occasions for
going further than the Congress intended, and of "trying to legislate
by means of regulation." Furthermore, in many cases it has been the
Congress' specific intention to avoid specification of program objec-
tives and to leave such judgments and decisions up to State and local
officials,

For example, in turning down a proposed amendment to concentrate seventy-
five percent of compensatory funds on basic skills Title I of ESEA, the
Senate Committee said:

"The Committee believed it inappropriate for the Federal government
to sustain its judgments on appropriate Compensatory Education Pro-~
grams for that of State and local officials." (Senate Report
93-765, 1974, p. 30)

On the same question the House observed:

"The Committee feels strongly that * Local School Agency is the
appropriate level to determine the special needs of educationally
deprived children and should be primarily responsible for deter-
mining approaches to meeting those needs.” (H Report 93-805, 1974,
P. 20-21)
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For all these reasons, we believe there are very definite limits on the
Office of Education's authority and ability to increase the clarity and
specificity of program objectives.

GAO Recommendation

That the Secretary of HEW direct the Commissioner of Education to improve
the implementation of evaluation results by giving greater attention and
pPriority to procedures such as the issuance of Policy Implication Memo-
randums designed to insure implementation of those results.

Department Comments

We concur. The need to improve the utilization and implementation of
evaluation reports is a major problem which all Federal agencies and the
Congess jointly face, and we further concur that increased efforts should
be devoted to its solution. The Policy Implications Memorandum (PIM) is
an invention of OE's evaluation office, and while its potential for
improving the utilization of evaluation findings is considerable, GAO is
correct in observing that it has not been used nearly as extensively in
OE as it should have been. Efforts are currently underway to expand the
production and use of the PIM. We are now conducting periodic reviews

of the production schedule for PIMs and emphasizing their high priority.

GAO Recommendation

That the Secretary of HEW direct the Commissioner of Education to assess
whether State and/or local evaluation reports for Title I and VII of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act can be improved so that they
supply officials at Federal, State, and/or local levels with the reliable
Program information they need for decision making.

GAO Recommendation

That the Secretary of HEW direct the Commissioner of Education to review
the types of State and/or local program information collected on programs
authorized by Titles I, III, and VII of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act.

Department Comments

We concur with the general thrust of GAO's recommendations in this area,
but most of the actions that GAO recommends are already underway, many
by legislative mandate.

With respect to Title I, new evaluation requirements (Section 151

created by P.L. 93-380) directed the Commissioner to develop evaluation
models and standards and to provide technical assistance to the States

and local districts in order to improve the quality of local Title I evalu-
ations and to yield comparable data which could be aggregated to State and
National levels. All of this is being carried out: OE has interviewed
personnel in policy making roles at the Federal level (both Congressional
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and HEW staff) to determine the kinds of information they felt should be
included in the annual State and local evaluation Yeports; an advisory
group of personnel from the different operating levels of the Title I
Program (including parent representatives) indicated the kinds of infor-
mation they thought should be included in the reports; and evaluation
models and their associated reporting forms were developed and reviewed
by each State agency angd three of its locals to determine the kinds of
problems they might have in using them. As a result of these efforts, a
limited core of essential information was identified as being desirable
at the Federal level. This core of information is substantially less
than what has frequently been contained in State and local reports in
the past. It will become the Federal evaluation requirement when regu-
lations for t'is portion of the legislation are Published,

OE has sponsvred a series of workshops for State and local evaluation
staff in the use of the standard evaluation models and reporting system.
We have established ten technical assistance centers--one for each of

the HEW regions--to provide technical assistance angd training for State
and local staff on a continuing basis. We have Prepared training manuals
and guidebooks for widespread dissemination to current and future users
of the models and reporting system. Once the models and system are in
Place across the nation, their use should result in data which can be
aggregated across States and across school districts. and, once they
are in place, OE will be better able to assess whether or not the result-
ant data are sufficiently free of systematic errors to support aggregations
to the State and national levels in a satisfactory manner. If they are
not, then a determination can be made as to whether technical problems
existed that could be overcome or whether different kinds cf studies
needed to be done to satisfy Federal, State, and local repo-ting
rejquirements.

With respect to the recommendation on ESEA Title VII local evaluation
reports, we believe they can be improved and we have taken the following
steps to do so, Recently published Title VII regqulations strengthrn the
requirements for evaluation of LEA bilingual projects. 1In addition, NIE
and OE have a joint project underway to upgrade the technical expertise
of persons responsible for local evaluations. While we believe it is
worthwhile to improve local evaluations, the extent to which such evalu-
ations will be useful at the Federal level is not yet evident. Certainly
the problems of aggregating across local bilingual evaluations are more
severe than in Title I, if only because of the multiplicity of languages
involved.

(See GAO note p. 124)

Thus, as regards the much needed and legislatively mandated actions to

improve State and local evaluations and reporting under Titles I, 1V,

and VII, we believe GAO'S understanding is incomplete (See GAO note p. 124)
that the problems they refer to are well understood by both the Office

of Education and Congress and that appropriate actions to deal with them

are already well underway, and in some cases near completion.
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GAQO Recommendation

That the Secretary direct the Director, National Institute of Education,
to consider the need for funding additional research on (1) criterion-
referenced tests an.! other alternatives to standardized norm-referenced
achievement tests for uses which include program evaluation and (2) the
nature and extent of racial, sexual, and cultural biases in standardized
tests and how _such biases may be reduced.

Department Comment

We concur. Several groups within the Institute presently have ongoing
research programs in criterion-r. :erenced testing and test bias. More
emphasis will be given to these p.ograms in FY 1977, FY 1978, and FY 1979

if appropriations for the Institute are increased significantly above
present levels.

Under NIE leadership, the Center for the Study of Reading at the Univer-~
sity of Illinois and the Center for the Study of Evaluation at UCLA are
doing research that -7ill lead to alternatives to standardized achieve-
ment tests in readi .j comprehension and writing. 1In addition, statis-
tical research is in progress on how to assess the probability of making
errors in classifying students on such tests, how to set the length of
such tests and how to determine passing scores.

The SOBER-Espanol project funded by NIE is developing criterion-
referenced tests to assess competency in reading Spanish for grades
K-6. The SOBER systen allows teachers to create "tailor-made tests"
by matching prepared test items to reading objectives. Currently,

K-3 tests are being published and distributed through Science Research
Associates, Grades 4-6 will be published later this year.

MIE is also supporting research and development on criterion-referenced
testing and other alternatives to norm-referenced achiavement tests for
the purpose of educational exit testing and occupation entry selection.

In December 1975 NIE held a conference for test developers, test critics
and others to consider methods of identifying and eliminating bias in
readiny achievement tests. Since that time, NIE has funded two grants
on te;t bias: one is a project to detect and eliminate the motivational
causes of test bias and the other is a project to debias the language
found in a widely used, standardized achievement test. And finally, NIE
has an in-house project which applies new methods of qualitative data
analysis to the intractable problem of detecting bias in test items.

NIE is also supporting work on sex bias in the assessment of a person's
occupational interests and biases in educational exit and occupational
entry testing--the latter being of particular importance given the
Griggs v. Duke Power decision of the U.S. Supreme Court. The products
of these studies inc'ade the NIE Guidelines on Sex-Fair Vocational-
Interest Measurement and the Abt kit on the interpretation and usage
of sex-fair vocational-interest tests.
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GAO Recommendation

That the Secretary direct the Director, National Institute of Education,
to improve dissemination of available NIE-funded information, which is
intended to help in selecting the most appropriate standardized tests,

thereby increasing State and local educztion agency officials' awareness
and use of this information.

Department Con “3nt

We agree that there is a need to improve the dissemination of NIE-funded
material intended to help educators select appropriate standardized tests.
The Institute's policy is not to force its Products on school personnel,
but we do intend to make school pers.nnel familiar with the products that
are aviilable. 1In the case of our consumer's guides to standardized
tests, that is, the test evaluation books produced for NIF by the Center
for the Study of Evaluation at UCLA and mentioned in this GAO report, our
Basic Skills Group and our Dissemination and Resources Group are collabo-~
rating in the dissemination of these products. Several approaches are or
will be used. First, the test evaluation books are listed in the Insti-
tute's Catalog of NIE Education Products. This catalog has been offered
free Lo each superintendent of schools and each district director of
curriculum in the country. Five thousand copies have been distrikuted to
superintendents. A similar distribution will now be made to the district
directors of evaluation, who presumably will be particularly interested
in the test evaluation books. In addition, we Plan to use the newly
formed Lab and Center R&D Exchange to give school personnel more informa-
tion about the acquisition and use of test evaluation books (e.g., through
brochures or workshops}. This dissemination network has the potential of
reaching 50 percent of the country's school systems. Still another dis-
semination network that will be used in a similar way is the one formed
by our seven R&D utilization contractors (five State education agencies
and two nongovernmental organizations). If the GAO report is correct in
identifying a need for the test evaluation books--and we think that it
is--these approaches should give the books much wider dissemination than
they hav=2 had up to this point.

NIE is also sponsoring the dissemination of test inforration in more
specialized areas. The Education and Work Group has supported consumer
guides to standardized tests in career education and occupational prep-
aration. Dissemination of products will also be built into the further
work of this group to improve testing in career education. The Educa-
tional Equity Group has funded American Institutes for Research to
develop a catalog reviewing assessment instruments Sfor children af
limitsd English-speaking ability at the K-6 levels. Descriptive infor-
mation (author, publisher, research data available, etc.) and analyses
of the appropriateness of the tests for use with bilingual children
will be provided. All information will be comprehensible to educational
practitioners. This contract will also identify those areas and levels
for which existing tests are inadequate or nonexistent.
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(See GAO note below)

GAO note: Deleted comments pertain to material
presented in the draft report which
has been revised or not included in
the final report.
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ADDITIONAL CUTZESTIONS BY OE CONFEREES

FOR_IMPROVING TESTING AND EVALUATION

As discussed in chapter 6, the Office of Education
sponsored a special 4-day conference on "Achievement Testing
of Disadvantaged and Minority Students for Educational Pro-
gram Evaluation" in May 1976. The Office irvited about
50 experts in testing, program evaluation, and related
fields, including university and other researchers, and rep-
resentatives of leading test publisher.. Federal and local
education agencies, as well as education and other interest
groups, were also represented. The conference focus was on
large-scale progran evaluations of elementary and secondary
~chool compensatory and desegregation programs--programs on
which OE concentrates much of its effort. The purpose of
the conference was to identify, define, and analyze the many
problems associated with using standardized achievement tests
in these programs, and was to develop interim and long-term
solutions.

In addition to the suggestions discussed in chapter 6,
conclusions and recommendations from the five small working
groups formed at the conference's close included the
following:

=-In the context of educational program evaluation:
development, standards, administration, and use of
standardized tests rust be accounted for and moni-
tored. Alternative approaches which should be ex-
plored include: (1) Federal legislation to estab-
lish a monitoring body with enforcement pcwers to
oversee the testing practices of test developers,
State and school district educational systems, re-
searchers, and others, (2) an independent mcnitoring
agency sponsored by major test developers composed of
minority and organizational rerresentatives, and
(3) .2 enforceable testing code of ethics, including
mandatory withdrawal of services by test producers in
establishied cases of misuse of tests and test+ informa-
tion.

-~There is need for federally funded studies to increase
under:tanding of the nature and extent of biases in
tests and how such biases might be reduced. Studies
of this problem might include detailed studies of
individual pupils in interviews or computer simula-
tions of bias models.
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--There is no clear consensus on test bias definitions
nor clear technical procedures for identifying a
biased question or test. There is, nevertheless,
enough documentation of. public concern=-~including
calls for cessation of testing=--and empirical data
to justify change and development of guidelines. It
is imperative that the testing community join with
other interested groups to agree on the steps to be
taken to develop and use tests that are judged to be
fair.

--Specific guidelines are also needed for test adminis-
tration and assessment of bilingual groups.

-~There clearly needs to be an extension of the present
professional testing standards of the American Psycho-
Jogical Association to cover the use of achievement
tests in program evaluation.

-=0E should support developing a procedures manual for
determining the appropriateness of using achievement
tests in program evaluation and properly selecting,
administering, scoring, and interpreting data from
such tests. Such a manual should include the degree
that other information must be used together with
achievement tests to adequately describe program out-
comes. This should be the first (and more immediately
accomplishable) stage of a longer term effort to pro-
duce procedures manuals that address means other than
achievement tests for collecting program evaluation
data. For the longer term effort, more exper imentation
(field-testing) is needed to investigate alternative
data collection modes to firmly establish them.

~-Publishers of standardized tests should give explicit
step-by-step instructions in their users® or technical
manual about how to use their tests correctly for
various purposes and how to avoid misuse. For example,
these purposes may include needs assegsment, diagnosis
and prescription, or project evaluation.

--The use of grade-ejuivalent scores on standardized
tests should be eliminated.

~-More tests ought to be developed for diagnosing educa-
tional problems and prescribing remedies.
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--The work statements for evaluations in Federal agency
requests for proposals are not always adequate.
Examples can be cited in which technical approaches
have been overspecified by persons who perhaps have
not fully understood eicher the technical or the
practical problems involved. More time needs to be
allocated for writing requests for proposals, and
more professional review of them must be accomplished.
Detailed technical and procedural specifications
should never be included in work statements unless
such specifications are the consensus of a panel
of national experts in the field.
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APPENDIX V

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE

APPENDIX V

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

RESPONSIBLE FOR ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

" " "Tenure of office----

From To
SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE:
Joseph Califano Jan, 1977 Present
David Mathews Aug. 1975 Jan. 1977
Caspar W. Weinberger Feb. 1973 Aug. 1975
Frank C. Carlucci (acting) Jan. 1973 Feb. 1973
Elliot L. Richardson June 1970 Jan. 1973
ASSTSTANT SECRETARY FOR EDUCATION:
Mary Berry Apr. 1977 Present
Philip Austin (acting) Jan. 1977 Apr. 1977
Virginia Y. Trotter June 1974 Jan. 1977
Charles B. Saunders, Jr.
(acting) Nov. 1973 June 1974
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. Nov. 1972 Nov. 1973
COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION:
Ernest L. Boyer Apr. 1977 Present
William F. Pierce (acting) Jan. 1977 Apr. 1977
Edward Agquirre Oct. 1976 Jan. 1977
William F. Pierce (acting) Aug. 1976 Oct. 1976
Terrel H. Bell June 1974 Aug. 1976
John R. Ottina Aug. 1973 June 1974
John R, Ottina (acting) Nov. 1972 Aug. 1973
Sidney P. Marland, Jr. Dec. 1970 Nov. 1972
Terrel H. Bell (acting) June 1970 Dec. 1970
James E. Allen, Jr. May 1969 June 1970
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION:
John Christensen (acting) July 1977 Present
Emerson J. Elliott (acting) Jan. 1977 July 1977
Harcld L. Hodgkinson July 1975 Jan. 1977
Emerson Elliott (acting) Oct. 1974 July 1975
Thomas Glennan Oct. 1972 Oct. 1974

(104003)
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