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AR n. PREFACE

~ »

gpdments to Titlg I of the Elementary and Secondary Act in 1974
included a requirement for the.Commissioner of Education to develop - . .
~evaluation models ‘and standards for use by State and lccal educat10na1
agencies. Experience in using the models which have been deveIOped is
the main 'subject of this report. : . boes
A]though the mode]s havé not beéﬁ‘requTréﬁ‘by‘regu?at1on all States'
have been considering the models and approximately 5500 .of the schoo]
. districts receiving Tit1& I funds are now using them to somé degree. Al}
this activity advances us toward the goal of better Title I evaluations
but we are especially indebtel to a number of individuals for thein extra- - B,
ordfinary efforts in testing the modeis and sharing their experiences with ¢
us.. Fhey include Don Christie-and Vincé McInnis (Maine); Clipdt Berndt
(South Dakota); Chuck Statler (South Carolina); Arlie Cox and Carl Evans
(Ohio); Oliver -Himley and Ron Huff (Iowa); Mary Ann DeLong (Ocala, Florida);
Mel Lucas (Gainesville, Florida); and Perry Ge1ger (Bronson, F10r1da) .

4s the report reveals, use of the modeis in school-districts suggests .
many ways to-gither improve the quality of Title I evaluations ot te 1éssén ~ .
the“work invglved. These changes will,be made as we, contnhhe to ref1ﬁh the '
1Title I evalpation and reporting system i

-

Y - ' = Carl E. N1s1er ~

/ L (N Director, Elementary and Secondary
i . . t Programs Division . STl

i ] { Office of Planning, Budgeting,
- . . . -and. Evaluation

L
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ) | -

In August of 1974, Congress amended’ ESEA Title T adding to it Section
151 which requires the Commnissioner of Education to develop uniform pro-
cedures--models-~for use by local and State personnel in their annual”
evaluations of Title T projects. Also required is a program of -technical
assistance to.help them use the procedures. Work to develop the modeTs '
-emphasized (1) the validity and comparability of project evaluations and
(2) the flexibitity necessary to make the procedures appropriate for use in
most Title I sites. Prototypes were reviewed by personnel in nine States
dur1ng the spring ‘of 1975, y program and evaluation staffs in all States
(and over 400 school d1str1cts? between June 1975 and June 1976, and
agai ~all State personnel in national training workshops later in 1976.
THis ‘review process was instrumental in so]1c1t1ng input from persons who
would be eventual1y using the models and in persuading many to use the

~ evaluation models' before any formal reQU1rement was issued.

This is a summary of an extensive report about the experiences of e
people using the models during the 1976-77 school year. -Included in the
report are descriptions (1) of the status of mationwide use of the models,
(2) of State activities to change the evaluat1on prattices they require of
their localgdistricts, (3) of local processes to collect, analyse, and re-
port, data ccording to the new procedures, (4) of progress, problems, and
rechmméndations of those who are Using the models, (5) of the USOE/DHEW steps,
to require use of the methods by program regulations, and (6) of coanus1on§
regarding the program and 1ts direction in the near future.

., There were fifteen States in the 1976-77 school year with half on more
of their school districts using the new standardized practices ‘to evaluate
fae'n' Title I projects. Those districts comprised about 25% of the total in

e United States receiving Fitle I funds. Use of -the modeTs has grown con-
siderably, and ébout 40% of the T1t1e I d1str1cts are u51ng them in this year
(1977-:78). - , :
D~ , . ,

The increase is Erobab]} due to several factors including the subst nt1a1
-amount of help available to States(and at their discretion, to local dis r1cts)
from ten Technical Assistance Centers established under contract to USOE in
.September of 1976. Their purpose is to offer adv1ce.regard1ng site-specific
evaluation problems in Title I, to assist Stales in changing to the new s stem
{helping in the 1nsta11at1on—of new computer programs, etc.), and to provige’
other techn¥cal support as needed by States in offering training workshops
rev151ng evaluation materials, etc. ‘

" In the 18fe fall of 19??, staff members from the 0ff1ce of P]ann)ng,
Budgeting, and Evaluation visited six of the fifteen States who had large
dumbers of districts using the.models in 1976-77 to discuss their experience
with the system. Based on those. discussions they were able to describe the
17-step, 2-3 year process the SEA administrators had pursued to change evalua-
tion activities in_their Tocals to correspond more, c]ose]y with those advocated
by USQE. The act1v1t1e$g in¢luding the dec1s1on to‘effect such a change,

i )
) .
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1d@ﬁt1fﬁcati n of pilot or "test” -sites, training of personnel, change in |

report, formats, monjtoring of practigess review of-data, and re-iteration
the¢ subsdquent year to involve more sites have beep labor intensive and
exhausting {(at best; frystrating”and problem~riddled at worst). State
personnel.havg noted some positive outgrowths of the process, however,
including greqter attention to tests and theit uses, more confidence in

datd used for {State.idenfification of good projects, and greater familiarity
on the part of\ program personnelY:i;: evaluation goaiﬁeaﬁd jssues.

B % * » "y - i r

.. o Touse the?@valuation system, LFA} personnel must faithfully adhere to
procedures outlgned‘in-threéﬂevaluati'n models concerning test selection dnd
administration, test scoring, score conversion, data analysis, and aggregation.
Conversations with staff members dt both the State and local levels identified —
both successes apd difficulties they Fncountered in using the techniques.

Aspects of the "system which they applauded included the clarity of

instructions, the; tharoughness of USOE materials regarding the different

approaches, .the production of data which-appeared more valid {(with fewér results

being counter-int&itive; efc.). 'Remaining difficulties include methods for

selecting Title I gtudents so as rot to invalidate the evaluations anhd the con-

version of test scores to values along different scales. These were identified

by USOE and SEA stdff perusing 'LEA reports. Of the 183.examined, 32 had no ",

discernaple. error which was viewed as evidence that the procedures, for the AN

.most part, are feasible and usable. Work is underway bu USOE to address the
. remaining difficulties. . . .

! \
.As local, Statel and Federal persormel entourage each other to use the
~ uniform evaluatipn mddels, there ‘are also activities underway to require
their-use.by Title .l \grantees. These activities emphasize.public input ° .-
through.discussion of\issues identified in a memorandum sent to all State
superintendents, Titl4’'I staffs, evaluators, and interested parties and
through hearings about| draft rules (to be publisfed next year, most. 1ikely}.
Final regulations migh} be in eff§ct soon enough, then, to ensure s?andard
gvaluation activities and wreporting far Title I projects the following . *
schdg] year. Also undeyway ate.some studies to determine when.eqough data
wWjlltbe available whichlare sufficiently uniform and representative to support
______ national statements abo ;‘the achIeVemeq; of Title I stuq$nts. : .
Plans- for the evaluation program at this.time and its directions in the
_near future. Thclude continued support and-emphasis upon the services prOV1ded
by Tecfipical Assistance Center staff, greater dissemination gf evaluation 4 ‘
materials, ‘the pursuit of|further technical documentation for the modeTg, and ,
cont*ﬂuéd'soiicitatiﬁn of lpublic input. Another progress report regarding
these~and oither aspects ofi ¢he program will be available during the fall of
19787 -, LR ' ‘ ‘




“centers.

In sum, the Educat1on Amendments of 1974 added Section 151 to Title I | . ,J[
of ESEA to make grantee evaluations of that program more uniform and more
usable by various administrative Tevels. ‘The Commissioner of Education is .
requ1yed by Section 151 to develop standard: evaluation models, regulate
their use, and provide technical aSSIStaﬂce to support both t use and
the 1mprovement of. Title L evaluation in'general. During the nearly four
years since the law was passéd, USOE has developed three ajternative modelS;
consulted extensively with State and local administrators; revised recomm nda-
tions as appropriate; conducted national training sessions; established ten .
to provide free, on-call assistance' on Title I eva]uatnon matters;
and d1skr1buied reference materials and-pamphiets on specific top1cs of
-rb]evance {such as adm1n1ster1ng tests, interpreting seores, etc.)..

o

the volu tary use of the roposed*methods by nearly 40% of the nation

Title 1 districts, the reality of- 1mpend1ng program regulations requiring usage
of the models has caused some objections to surface. Specifically, the Council
of Chief State School Officers has. commended USOE on the extent of cooperation

Although the general reattion has .been largely p051t1ve as ev1deng;d by y

 with States for the past four years but reacts negatively to the idea of a

national mandate. Although their reaction often contrasts myrkedly from that
of other staff in thejir own.Sfates, we feel a'heed to continde 5011c1t1ng input

from a]] gr‘oups. f .
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I. INTRODUCTION

e — x -

- -

. The passage of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act - .
of 1965-represented a new direction,in Federal education legislation in
R severa1Lresp$cts+__lts+gbal-tq rectify -through better sghooling the dis-
advantagement of children from famiiies 1iving in poverty, its authori= ’/443
_zation-for millions of dollars to school districts serving large numbers’
of such children, and its requirement for repeated examination of, the
impacts of the services funded by the Program contributed to its uniqueness.
In the thirteen years since its passage, these factors have continied to
have an enormous impact on education in the nation as a whole.

In the-last foyr-years, especially, the evaluation component of
Titie I State programs has received much attention as an outgrowth of
. Congressional,.Federal, State, and often public frustration with the 4 .
quality of the data available to describe the program's impaets. Many
changes have been implemented at all Tevels as a resujt of.,this frustration,
and there seems to be reason for optimisin at this tifle regarding data quaiity

"in the future. '

The purpose of this report is to-describe the status of the changes
{underway in districts, States, and Washington, D.C. as a result of the
addition of Section 15} to Title I in 1974 Underway s'ince the autumn of
that, year, the program to facilitate these changes consists of work to
standardize local and State evaluatign practicés, (Blso reduired as a°
secendary effort are nationa? eva1u$tipns of program impacts, but they
will.not be Wiscussed ip this report. )+ Sectiow 151 requires, that the
standardization of evalhation practices occur through State and local use
of models developed by &SOE and thdt technical assistance be available to °

" them to facilitate the use of the models. '

!

The "program is administered by the 0ffice of Planning, Budgetin
«Evaluation in the U.5. Office of Education in its E ementgry ang Secgédggg
P(ograms Division. Also involved are personnel from the Division of Educa-
tion for the Disadvantaged, the office ?1ch administers the Title I program
feqerqliy.‘-the Mational Advisery CouncY on the Education of Disadvantaged
Ch?1dren and personnel in the regional offices also advise OPBE regarding

this effort. Figure'1.1 illustrates the relationships among the evaluation
_ahd program unit3, the .'Section 151 group,” the States, contractors,-and other
Interested organizations. |
. ¥
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The mode]s, in brief-

, The Commissioner of Education is requ1red by Section 151 to deveJop
models which "specify objectivé criteria," "outiine technidues...and * *
methoddlogy,™ and produce data which are "comparable on a statewide and
nationwide basis." The term "models,” then, refers to seis of prot‘.edures“
regardin? data collection, analysis, and. interpretation which when ‘followed

. will yie d‘estlmates of program_ impact on participating youngsters. The
steps leading to such estimates are often comp]icated '

" The perp]exing quest1on in a]] eva]uat1ons of social programs is to
what degree a noted mprovement in conditions (an increase in children's :
reading scores, perhaps, or a decrease in traffic fatalities, increase in.\ ‘
voter registrat1on drop in number of influenza cases, ‘etc.) ig really due .
to the new strategy tried. Other influences on those conditions prohibit _
an administrator from knowing how efficacioys the new strategy was, and
steps must be taken to sort out from the overall change the effects of

those “external" influences..

The "remalnder," then, is assumed to be due

to the adnnnistrator s program

The ”sprting,put“ mentloned above is the goal of the methodology
, embodied in the evaluation models. Influences, on children's educational

performapte other than the special remedial hé&p theéy receive through: -
Title } include their maturation, participation in a regular school program,
greater familiarity with the tests, etc., so'the steps-in.the evaluation
modeTs must allow the administrator to determine the degree to which Title I .
h§§ helped the children over and above the improvement they show due to these

. vother factprs. The rationale behind all the modeis is one,of observing over

/ a perxoftpg time the progress of other children who have, presumably, been
exposed the various “other influenCes" on their educational performgdnce,
but have not been exposed to Title I. The difference between their priogress

’
Ve

and that of the program participants can then be reasonably attr1buted to

s

the T1t1e I serviCes ‘ :
- . -
o Ihe three models, therefore, preSCr1be pre- and post-testing for the C L
© Title I children as wef] as for a second group. For convenience, the children ;{f’

in the test publisher's norming sample can act as that second grolp in the
simplest model (Mode) A), a local group of children similar to those in <
Title .I but who are not in SpeC1a1 compensatory classes comprise the comparis
group in Model B; the children in the same‘grade as the Title I group who’
scored higher on g pre-test than the Title I setection score provide the

for comparison- in Model C. If various conditions are met, statistical
cedures allow the use of the data from these comparison groups for 'so
out' the effects of infTuenceatwh1ch rival participat1on in Title I

Title 1 students"” improvement.

explain_

/]
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In short to use one of the evaluation mode]s one fust test the
Title | students twice using an instrument se1ected because its content
corresponds to the project objectives and assess the amount of studént
growth. Depending on the nature of the similarity between the students .
in the tomparison group and those in Title I.(as well as other factors}, d
one uses an appropr1ate statistical protedure to yield an estimate of the
Title | students' progress, had they not received the extra help. This
estimate is subtracted from the figure reflecting their actual progress,
and the difference is attr1buted to the T1tTe I proaect -

-

#*

. Although certain prdc

ures must be followed to make the estimates
valid, there js much flexibility in the Title I evaluation models to allow '
Ioca]~use af preferred tests, jfferent scales, and most appropriate

scheduling of the testing. For eport1ng to States and USOE, the estimates

of project effects must bé ekxpressed in a mgtric common across sites. That®

ﬁs done by convériing the Tocal figu 0 a $cale which incorporates a
"national distribu jon of scores (and for the different models, that conversion
cap occyr at variods times in’ the ‘process). The nqt1ona1 scale has been called
”Nerq§1 Gurve EQqualents.“ or more. frequently, "NCE's.

%
1]

Qverview of thxs report

f

The remaining chapteri 1n.th1s meport describe the status of the use of

. the models, the experiences df peoplé who used them during the school year

1976-77, USOE progress in drafting regulations regarding their use, and the

.nature of work planned for the near future to improve the quality of the data’
. ﬁroduced ) .

Specifically, Chapter 2 includes a brief histo of the program to’
develop- models and encouregg their use. The work 6f the Technical Assistance .
Centers, the numbers of 'districts us1ng the models last year and projections’
for n&xt year are also discussed - . ] :
@ More detail abOut the use of the models last year is the focus of -

Chapter 3. Activities at both the State/and local levels are descriped as

- well as successess and problems reported by people in those sites. A 1list of

reconm dations for further refinement f.mater1a1s etc., is included, .

S1mu1tane0us w1th the adoption of the new techn1 eg by many States and
districts is the process in USOE to make their use magﬁ atory by- a]l Title 1
grantees who qffer services in the basic skills to school children in grades
2-12. That process,” the public input incorporated into it, and the initial
ideas abput content of regulations are descr1bed in Chapter 4,

Chapter 5 is a summary-of conclusions'about various aspects of the
Title I evaluation and reporting system and the program to support its use.
Plans for future work in this area are also descr1bed br1ef1y

1w
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bt . CHAPTER II. STATUS OF THE IMPLEMENTATIUN OF SECTION 151

N ..

. I'n the'sprfng of 1974, members of the Commttee on Edueat':on and

. Labor of the U.S. House of Rapresenté%1ves deciided that the Office of
Education should assume a more visible leadership role .in.the evaluation

- of the effectiveness of Title I of the Elementary dand Secondary Education

- Act of 1965. They amended the Act, adding Section 151, which def1nes
various ,aspects of that increased’ 1eadersh1p role. .

S Work of various types has been underway for the four years
. since the formulation of Section 151, and the purpose of this chapter
s to describe the current status of that evaluation program. Three
sections will follow: the First will sunnmr1ze briefly the history of
. the Section 151 program; the second will describe some, of its effécts
in terms of the numbers of LEA's nationwidé using the new Title I
. - evaluation techniques and the range of &ctivities underwdy by Technical,
* * Assistafice Center personne], the third will d1scuss our, expectat1ons
regard1ng use of the models next yeay.

- >

HTstory and ear]y years. of the Sect1on 151 program

. Fxgure 2.1 on the f0110w1ug pa e illustrates the t1me -line for the -
wwork in, YSOE to standardize the evaluation and reporting activities of
ESEA Title I grantees. Early éfforts to try to use SEA evaluation data
_were frustrated by their lack of uniformity, and suggestions were made
* as early-as 19?2 fhat ‘USOE should deveiop methods for their use.
Reauthor1zat1on hearings in thevspring of 1974 {and the subsequent
.passage of P.L. '93-380 adding Sectiop 151 to Title I} strengthened the
ihterest in those suggestions and work was begun to develop models. .
Prototypes were reviewed ip the spring of 1975 by USOE staff, members of
. twd evaluation panels,-and SEA“staff ‘in the stafes Their reactions, in
gené?al were that the models looked promising, and USOE initiated a new
progect 1nVOIV1ng visits to all States(and-at least three €1stritts .of
each .

L

3 -

The V)s1ts (each about two weeks Tong) continued th?ough June of
> ., 1976, and national workshops were comducted that fall to train State
persOnnef in the new procedures. Also in attendance gt the workshops <
.were staff of the Technical Assistance Centers. estab1 under contract -
" to USOE in September 0f~1976: I .

- . The purpose of ‘the Centers is to provide sprvices to Sta;es, and, at.

- their discretion to local districts, to help them address unique, site-
specific Title I evaluation probiems Their work extends the more general
advice provided to State personnel at national training séssions. Hence,
foltlowing the workshops, the initial task of each Cent as to reach a
written agreement with each SEA in its region concernigd¥tbe kinds of -

. services to be prou1ded and the best Nays of prOV1d1 ese services..
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, Title 1; Section ,)5] was added; * ' ) al
. g contract signed for'the ana1y51s o e,
L - of State reports and development . . 7
- . of evaluation models. > A T ettt
- S ” ~ ~ 7975. Required report to Congress
’ R " about .Section 161 submitted as .due
. ’ . t . -« on 1/31/15; results from-effort to-
P . deyelop ‘models reviewed by USOE, 2: .
o, ! e _ panels, and Perdonngl~in 9 States. A

LT . o ’ D Based on favorable reactions,

. v ol ) ’ . decision was fo visit all Stateés
A . _ ' { * and at least 3 LEA'S in each. V1sits
N : - Tt beenif duly, 1975. , o -
e PR . - = S

. . At . - . .
: 1976. Visits to all SEA's "and over s ) d ' ’ .
A 400:LEA’S were completed in June. ) .
o . National workshops. for SEA persepnel’ . . )
' s were held in the fall. Technical . . T ’
. Assiktance . Centec staffs began g L = Lt
. . e work with SEA's. LEA's in about 20 : : .
. . . States began using the mode]s. ) ~ 0 e N
’ K i - - * 1977, About 40% of the nation's
b - . o - Title I districts used the models,

.. .o s . USOE discussed the experiences s "

w0 . : X with those who had used the models -

: - ' ' the previ-ous_year : . y v
. - - Y78, Twenty -three Sta T p}an to o . , . .
.t C . have all. their LEA's usina the o : NG . e

-, models for school-year 78-79: '

e - T - training by SEA and TAC persunne} . o, 2 .

v , will continue, ‘A memovandum to . 3

. all States and draft rules will : _ ‘v
Q . be distributed.. - 13 . : -
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" In ordér to reach this agreement, SEA personne1 had to decide wh1ch
of fice within, the SEA would be responsible for negotiating with the TAC, )
and which_services would be emphasized. This often involved an examination
of (1) areas of respomsibility within the SEA; (2) SEA-LEA relations; (3)
areas of technical expgrtfée of SEA styff members and local school-distr
talerits; (4) the role of Title I evaluation 1h the overall goals of thg”SEA;
(5) ava11abi11ty of funds- for Fitle I fand related programs; and (6)

individual through whom the TAC would ¢l information and activities. %
Next, the TAC's and State-personnel negotiated a Letter of Agreement re-
garding the activities to be undertaken and the procedires the TAC was to

- use in ‘responding to requests for assistance. . .

Dug to the compiexity of the decisions which SEA persdnnel had,to make
before a TAC could begin to provide services, reaching an agreement often
took several months, even ip States where the personnel, wefre extremely re-

jve_to the gotion-of technical assistance for ESEA Title I evaluation.
(For those SEAfs which whose fnitial reaction to federal technical assistance

\ was .Somewhat 1eg§’ thﬁn enthusiastic, reaching an agreement took longer, and
£he prOV1s1oaad¥‘S€rv1ces often began slowly.) Thus, the TACs, had little,
if agy. impact on”the.designs of the T]t]e I evaluations used dur1ng school -
year 1976-77, hut, in some .instances, they did,provide help in interpreting
resuits in districts wh1ch used. one of the v luation models that year.

3 G%Mmber of LEAfs using the new eva]uat1onaprocedures~

‘ Table 2.1 is a list of the percentage of districts’, by State, USI\Q one
. of the reading and mathemgtics evaluation models in 19?6 77. (The reader is
warned that the use varies across sites with respect to quality and thoroughness
As later discovered, the models were often attempted, ‘but not. comp1ete1y
followed. Nevertheless, the information p}ov1ded in Table 2.1 can.bé used as
a faseline regarding attempts to 1mplement the Title I evaluation and Peporting
. . System during the 76-7Aschool year as wel] as currently. (For cdmparison
» -. pirposes, also listed in the table 1s the percentage of districts in each
» state attempting to implement a reading ang/or mathemat1cs fce I evaluation
mode1 in school year 1977-78.) '

. 'regression Model. In addition, some dis ricts have chosen to use a, form-
* referenced model because they feel that /it is the easiest £ imp1ement
(although this is ot always true). ]
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.. g a "Table 2, e -
' ' Approximate ¥ of LEA's Beginning to - < .
+Implement an Evaiuation Model . .
o Reég ion 1 19?5-?? 1977-78 Region & 197677 1977-78
“'. Conn - 140 Districts 25 ‘.54 ' Ak, - 385 Distrifts 100 .- 100
Maine- 164 a7 .100 ~ LA, .66 Parisbes .0 . 10 »
Mass.- 340 94 100 N, qu.-BS Districts 0 .22 . y
H. - 165 - 00 . 100 . .Okla. -6i3 * 100 10 . ¢ .§
RI. - 40 18 50 Téxas-1017 o i B
) Vermont =54 93 - 100 ' ’ ' o : P
Region 2 "Reglon 7.~ R
- N.J. - 450, Districts "0 . 9 Towa - 440 Districts = 9 .85
N.Y. - 750 ] 5° Kansas-250 . 100 .
Puerto Rico - 30 100 100 Missouri- 389 - « 70
‘Virgin Islands . N 108 Nebraska -300 0 J00
Region 3 : Region 8 Q te
Delaware - 23 Mst. 78 100 ° Colo. - 172 Oistricts - 7
Maryland - 23 9 2 Mon tana-250 50 100
Penn, - 505 0 v 2 ‘No. Dak.~ 267 0 25
-~ W Ve - 55 9 100 So. Nak.- 188 - 100 109
S DL -] 100 100 Utah - 40 0 ]
Yirginia - 140 0 29 Wyoming - -32 0 30
Region 4 i - Regfon 9 X
{ v . . -
#'(g.' 7 Distri 100 100 Arizona - 145 Mst. 5 3k
Fias—- 20 .. 35 €al. = 1080 0. -
Ga, - 1877+ 1 15 -Buam - ] 100 100
Xy. - 181 7 | 2 Hawail - 7 . ‘0 100 -
Miss.~ 152 - 2 - 30 Nevada - 17 0 . 100
N. Car.. - 145 4 20 Samoa - ¥ - i} 100,
5. Car. - 92 100 w 100 Trust*Terr. -6 0 50
Tent, - 147 2 100 : i /
. Re_gion 5 @ ] Region 10
’ L)
n. = 797 Districts 0 7 Alaska - 48 Ofstricts 0 ’ 19
<Ind. - 302 0 40 I1daho - 1056 . o8 © 98
« Mich, -575° 0 0. Oregon -265 . 0 .90
Ohio - 625 100 1007 _ Wash, - 290 .0 35
Wisc.- 388 0 15
Minn.- 439 0 13 . En
4 1';-;% '
.
Totals Total LEAs - 13,576, * . .
19.?6 =77 Total LEAs Beginning impl.emenl:al:ion' 3121 . "
Percent LEAs Beginning Implemenl:sl:l.on. D, . ' y
bt g ot
77-78 Total LEAs Beginn{ 1 $ 5388 © % oA
.-1.9 . Tl‘%rﬁ:enc Lsatse‘ﬁeg;n:%n?%m;nf::g:igg?ow 407 . '.,.:
x N _ :
B 15 o
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T . ..’. In general, the regression or coritrol {comparison) gFoup’fodel is '
f ., MmoSt 1ikely 'to be used by a medium to ]érge(pt;}ect, w%t% Hﬁ? rge-scale b
. . testing program in place, and a computer or sophisticated hamdcalculator .
, ‘ava11abTe. In some cages, where a regression or controt (comparison) model _ .
_ ‘s appliedm the distr lans also to -use a norm-réferchged model. ({Districts
have been encouraged 4 design their evaluatiops to conform to the requirements

of more -than one model, in case they are unable, sydden} -
.  ments of one of 'the mnﬂel%l- N . ) gg en_y w mget the fequire :
. . . .- :\‘\, Lo ’ ‘ .

The TAC's have beén qctifziy Ynvolved in providing workshops and on-site
consultation. to States.ds they implement the new evaluation procedures.  As
shown below, the early,workshops focused oh Srienting LEA and SEA Tit¥g 1 - !
staffs to the models. Following the orientation workshops, the u$ual pattern’
was to hdld more Tocused wocksWpps on particular’ topiés for smaller graups,

- e.g., test selection, implementation of a model and data analysis procedures.
Table 2.2 1ists the percentage of LEA'S in.a state that have been trained;

- that is, those who have .Degn presented the USOE systein by TAC staff members or
SEA staff members.- The list'belowy taken from the Region VIII 15-month report,

- AL ]

déécribe; the workshops held apd the nature of SEA and. LEA consultations. ¢
‘_ 5 ~ A : , \ tf.. . -
© Workshops : o SEI . \

A, ‘Ortentakibn--overvigw of pppgzting systgm,and the three evaluation models
B. Model- Selection--procedures ﬁnd considerations when selecting a model *

J €. Model A Impiementation-:detai1s of how to use jt y
P v * . %

D. Model €?Implementation--détails of how -to use it . o

E. Test Chardcserfstics and Selfction-scharacteristics of test to consider
‘ . .- . ’ when selecting one for project -
_ ~ .evaluations
_F. Data Analysis--details of how to do*it - ¥
. & s . . Y . ‘o

Consultation - - - n

L]

. - " . " - ‘L .
A. Pilot Site Decisinns--reéﬂrding the appropriateness of LEAs §erv1ng
v : - ' .as pilot sites for a specified model (information
" ugenerated from their experiences would be used to

. - assist othervdistricts) : '
@ :
. ‘. '
+ ’ ..Q-
\ .’_8" o
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* _.REGION I ) nISTRICTS
(s of 12/31) <= -
.Connecticut' x 180 -7 218
~Maine .« . 1 164,73

Massachusetts 340 - L
New Hampshirg‘- ‘165 ¢
Rhode Island: . 40 --
* Vermont - e .54
New Jersey 450
New York _ ,. 750
Puerto.Rico . 30 ‘.
Virgin Islandg [ |
REGION IIT (as of 12/31)
Delaware 23 1n0.
Maryland 24 » - 20
Pennsylvania 505 ¢ 80
Virginia . ~ 140 35
% West Virginia 55 - -100
Dist. of 001 N 100
- RERION IV - (as of 12/31)
¥
Atabaf® 127. " 100
Florida 87 . 100
Georgia . 187 . 10 -
Kentuck 181 n
Missi pi 152 100
N. Carglina- 145 100"
S. Carolina 92, 100.
- Tennessee 147 100
- Tci:ﬁ . 1.
Totel.d Ldkeoende, 10,57
Tetal # Rnreiviné1
_Soma frainiag... 7,17

Total % Receiving
 some Tralning...

o \'>'\'_, T

"
Lo

Table £ 2.4

« QEGION V

T11inois
Indidna

* REGION .VII

Towa

Kansas - .
$issouri \
Nebraska

Foe )
REGION VIII

.Colorado

- Montana -
Ny, Nakota
S. Nakota
{tah -

:.‘-wvomﬁnq“

a Washington - -.

RERION IX

Arizona
California - v .
Guam

Haaii

Nevada

Samoa

Trust Jerritories

REGION X
Afaska .
Idaho -
Oregon

17

]

»

P

-0

797
302

' 1 575

439
625
' 388

-~ 385

" 466

86 -

613

1,01

440
250

389, .

300

172
250
267
188
40
42

145

- 1,080

48
105
265
290

% of LEAs Recgivinc Some Training as of 10/]5/77
" DISTRICTS

37%
100
0
59
64 .
51

100
100
TR

100°
5

77
100 -
55
75

3

- 90
90
95

75
75

100

100
100
100
100
100

78
98

86
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B. Testing Dec1s1ons--regard1ng character1st1cs of distr1cts and of various
tests which shou]d be considered when selecttng a test

ata Ana1y51s Procedures--rega?dtng the most appropriate arrangement ﬁbr‘ 1
. data analysis {e.g:, eomputer versus hafd- \

ana]ys1s K;

0. Negiected or Delinquent Programs--meet1ng with SEA and LEAs to discuss
¥ .evaluation procedures in the intérim'
’ . before models are disseminated by USOE _3 .

F3

b

P]anning Future Nork--meet1ng w1th SEA to determine spec1f1c content of
. ‘workshops and more general sirategies. for tra1n1n9
'ﬁ o . .and assisting LEA personnel

-

Foo Report1ng Forms--regarding report1uq formats o meet specific needs

G. Computer Software Insta]]at1on--ass1st1ng SEA-and LEAs to install computg?
progvam for- data-ana]ys15 ' . y
. " . . !
Table 2 3 lists the spec1a1 intergsts of each State and reflects t
variety of activities of Center staff. Also, -copies of_the 15-month -
report (PCt.w 1976-December, 1977) from each of the Centers are availdble by
request/from the Office of P]ann1ng, Budget1ng, aqo Evaldation. e )

K

- A

Expectat1ons for use.of the evaluation mode]s next year ' )

~

< As shown in Figure 2.1 and’ Tab]e 2 ] we expect moré: widespread use of

the new evaluation procedures next school.year, There is much emphasis s
SEA's this spring on revising materfa¥s and training,local fRrsonngl. ‘As of
February 1 this year, all SEA's but one have a. plan %pec1fy1n§ how they will
move into statewide use of the system,}and in ther near future, most will, have¢ :
achieved that goal. . l L ;

. Other new deveiopments which fac1]1tate adoption of the models are
regionai coordinating councils who meét to discuss common problems‘and
solutions and the distribution of USOE's-quafterly evaluition newdletter to
‘all LEAs. Both of those activities increase the visibility of the Title I
evaluation program and encourage SEA pq;sonne] to proceed with the new models.

—— ',."‘ ' 3 ’

“ ' N R
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REGION I

Héssaéhﬁsgtts

Merging of "State and Title I
evaluations
" Needs assessment
Computer/management data info
systems ’
4

New Hampshire

cess evaluation

of data for decision maE1ng
ective and early ch11dhood
aluation

gitudinal studies

»
P
v
A
L

nt

gitudinal effectiveness of
tle I programs

cticut

1y childhood evaluation
cess data

Problems of aggregation -
Teést selection; out of -
level testing

fﬂgﬁpof data for program
rovement

. ' 1
REGION II

NEw Jersey -f‘“f"
Aﬁaﬁfing Model ¢ to account

for local variations in
_achievement growth in large

L]

E

Table 2.3

Special Interests of States

1
hE

19
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REGION 11 (font .)

New York

State centﬁa11zed proce551ng
of data

-~

Puerto Rico

Test deyelopment, norming,
equating,

REGION I1I ,(

Distrigt of Columbia

Evaluation design ;

Development of local norms:

Use of cr1ter1on-referenced
tests

Simultaneous 1mplementation of
all three models

Development bf a 1aboratory
handbook

Maryland

Test selection-

Presentation and Ut1lizat10n
of test results

Data coliection procedures

Virginia

-Evaluatior desion

Test selection . ‘

.Data collection procedures,
Utilization of test results
Presentation of results to the
public g

Overview of eva1uat10n for
Parent Advisory Councils
Installation of computer pro-
grams

Use of criterions referencgd
tests

. ]

¥
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1-' ,' Ihstaiiattan -of compdter programs
et Review of currently aVa1lab1e

17 tests Li" ,

-

Test seiect1oq :;..

Hest V1rg1n1a .
&
Evaﬂuatjon des1gn
Pata.collection procedures.
. Assﬁstlng in the .development:
© ofua. cqmpetency—based reading’
test for use in Title I
Ass1§t§ng W. Virginia in develop-
wing'a-Title I Evaluation
. handbOOk

-

Deiaware
Test se]ection & reporting forms
Reporting to parents .

Inservice training in evaiuat1on

methods’
Affective measurement

REGION IV

EJorida.
Computer analysis system
Model C

geergia. ' o ,
Affective.measurement

North Caro]inal v v

Affective measurement

South Carolina .

—.

« Technical issues: in Models

Tenngssee

Computer-progra?nﬁng

Kentucky ) ' -
Genera orientation to systems

Q Jﬂississi i

3 a training

A

\/“_\\\ )

<0

: '.R‘_EQ!,QE;I_V. (cont.}

Aiabama

Ear]y childhood evaluatgon
Functional 1eve1 testing -
saﬁ.zp_n__é_
Tilinois
1

.COBOL Ebmputer prodram
More detailed test information;
relate evaluation to state P

assessments . s "
Indiana |
Include grades 1 and 2 in
evaluation
HIEELQQE

Reduce norm referenced data .
collection burden for.districts
using ORTS. Coordinate.

* evaluation.with state assessment.

Minnesota .

Install computer program on |
Burroughs.

Ohio .

Include grades ! and 2 in .
eva]uation.

More detailed-test i nformat ion.
Process evafuation  °

ﬂ:kms

Test administration
Test.score interpretatjon
Model Al implementation
Miprant evaluation




REGION VI (Cont.)

‘\ Louisiana -

... Non-normed tésting
: Awareness of PACs
Computer support

1
A

+

Hand' calculators . P
\ Dbjective writing e
’
‘' New México ' . : ;

Reporting forms .
Model Al implementation
Affective measures ‘
Regression models

Ok 1ahoma
R

Computar support
Data analysis

‘ Texas

All models implementation
Migrant -evaluation
Essential of' good process
evaluation; Neglected
and/or delinquent models

REGION VII

Iowa
" Installation of computer system;
Specia1 study on qua11ty contro!

0
Nebraska. N

e

w'

Installation of Eomputer system;
Special study on base-line data

) Kansas‘
. Computer program documéntatien
Missouri R

'f .

General orfientation to system

No. D Dakota ‘
‘Early childhoqé pggkuation
SQ;_Dakota i‘il" S e -
N/D eval uﬁrm

Wyoing .-

Ilsing affect1ve measures _

Use of 'Title I evaluation for

" local deﬁis1on making -
Integrating Title I Evaluations .
with-State data collection

Test- selection issues ’
Process evaluation’

Montana ‘ "

Use of CRTs and local herms
Colorade

N/D evaluation and CRTs .
Migrant evaluation

Process evaluation ' P
Coordinate Title I and other
testing
. o
* Utab

Computér System ' .
Eva?uat1on involving m1nor1ty

. groups; esp. Native American
CRTs and Tocal noims
REGION IX
Arizona
Local norms

Regression problems (Model C)
Combining NRTS with .non NRTS
Upgrading staff skills

California
Model C and A pilots

Combining Calif. assessment with
Title I °

21

- - ar




“\ . REGION'IX (cont.} -
‘ , Hawaii

y Local use of Title I resu tsiﬁ
_Process evaluation

—— . —— - — -

©¥ TTest selection - e
_Nevada -/ ' .

. Mgdificétion of computer output to
. get individual scores

r

Guam o . ' . L

" Instrumentation probiem on TESOL
- Selection and development of.
A instruments on TESOL

Improving selection & placement of . .
children - . . ’

B

Trust Territory

1
<

" - Developing own tests and local norms )
. . I
_ Samoa ‘ - '

Develop plans to coordinate Title I
and other Federal programs eval's -
Improve evaluation capabilities

REGION X ‘ .

1aska ) ‘ _ -~
Deve]op1ng local norms

{daho

- Improving quality of Title I eval, . «

A
Qregon ! ] L

Establishing computer network
Use of Rasch Scalting in Title I evaluation,

Washington

Ifprove staff evaluation capab111t1és~
Expanding utility of Title I computer programs -
for feedback to teachers ‘

= (=]

22 . -
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CHAPTER III. EXPERIENCES 4N THE USE OF THE-NEH“EVALUATION—SYSTEM D e

¥
e purpose of this: chapter is to descr1be (1) the experiences aof u
) Stat d local personnel ‘who uséd the evaluatien models to assess project
effects for the 76-77 school year, (2} the successes and difficulties they
experienced, and (3) various suggestions (from them as well as-from others)
‘for making the procedures less difficult. To put their experiences 'in
ntext ¢ we will first 0ut11ne the*steps necessary at the State level to
et théimode]s used by LEA's. Secondly, the data manﬁpu]at1on prescribed
by the models, themselves, will be described.such that users’ suggestions
Ifor ref1nement ,can be. related to the pverall process,

-

»

Hence, th1s chapter“has four sect1ons (1) the SEA‘brocess to faci11tate
LEA use of the mode1s, (2) the data manipulation necessary in project evalua-
tions; (3) the experiences of personnel at the SEA and LEA levels in adminis--

tering or.performing the evaluations; and (4) suggestions for modifications .
in the USOE - recommended procedures. .

The SEA protess to facilitate LEA use of proposed USOE evaluation models
) . [

- During the 1976-77 school year, 28 of the SEA's across the nation had

* LEA's using one or more of the proposed models to evaluate the reading and/or
math outcomes attributable to part1cipation in a Title.l project. (See Table
2.1) for the most part,-those sites ysed the techniques for the first t
Information 9leaned from the evaluation personnel there gives an Tﬂeaﬂof the
administrative procedtres involved in effecting the change to new method

c

OPSE personnel cbntacted six of the SEA Title L directors who have had
the longest dnd most com ensive experience in using the new prdcedures.
Without exception they were willing to share information concerning the
characteristics of the-implementation process. Visits were made to th
states of-Florida, Iowa, }gune Ohio, South Carolina, and South Dakota

ff_ . * '

The genera11zed step-by-step procedure.followed by a SEA is presented . .
* below, and a GANTT chart (Figure 3.1) illustrdtes typical timing of those steps.
The procedure does not represent a specific state, but rather a compos1te of
what'happened in the States whqse staffs we contacted. '

1. SEA and some LEA personnel in every state learned of upcoming changes
through USOE presentations at national meetings, visits to the states By RMC -
Research Corporation personnel (under contract to USOE), and through visits °
by various® USOE staff members. For SEA personnel, this "first exposure" to
some of the new ideas could have been as early as summer.of 1974 {USOE was

h a]ready recommend1ﬁg the avoidance of certain test score metrics in conjunc-
. R T .
" , v - .
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: 3 ;o Figure 3.1 ° . S :
- 4 - - 4

P . . . ' .

T Sequence and timing of the impiementation steps in a typical state.

T . ] Time period: e
) . . Schoo'l-year' 1974 75 19?5-?6 1976-77 - .1977-78
Steps: . Mpnth091236912‘36912369“123
"1, SER learned of ﬁpcqming clganges . ) ‘ : s
2. decided to implement them C e : Lot .
3. revised their forms & fnstructions ~  — SN
+ 4. conducted orientation meetings e
- ' l\u . " = ' #
.5. identified pilot sites , = T A '
. 6. held additional meet ings e , —_— o
7. LEAs modified student selection methods { L — ‘ T
T 8 dec1ded 'leve'l of data co'l'lectwn\ R a_ |
9, SEA assessed their progress, RS — L
10. expanded the 1rnp‘rementat1on '
. 1. co'l]ected evg}ua_ti@ reports. L .
12, edited the data’ e oL ' — .
C 13, ag%regqted data for USOE =~ ' . , -
v, J . . . 5 . . . . "9,_\‘
14; further analyzed data "~ — ’
. ‘15:.ided§1fied exemplary pro,jecty : . o . —
16. ‘revised the program _ ’
17. medified their evalvation techniques - !
., . - N
- )
2\:' by -

. . -
.
L] . 4‘ +
. - 2 .
oL
3 * -
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tion with the effort to document. and disseminate information about effectjve .
. practices), or as recently -ds the 19?5 76 school year. , e
L Tz Ime some cases SEA staff dec1ded to p1lot field test, o fullg_ \?
implement the new system, occasionally with Timitations on the1r LEA's as
to choice of model or test. Evaluation and program personnel discussed the
ramifications of adopting the proposed models, balancing technical and political_.
considerations against the expected return of useful information. In some States, -
these discussions’ dis¢losed a preference for Statewide use of a single model. '
In others, a decision was made to encourage the LEA's fo consider all the models,
. and choose the ofie(s) best suited todistrict characteristics. . , ¢

3. Following the SEA decision to adopt the model(s), staff members revised
their evaluation_reporting forms used for collecting data from LEA's. This re-
vision was based on the types and extent of information required for 1mp1eﬁenta-
tion and for quality control. Generally they attempted to reduce the paperwork
formerly required from the LEA; starting with the draft forms produced under
. contract for USOE and sent to SEA s for review, they added sections dealing with

specific ‘material needed by the SEA (such as data concerning the natyre of the

-

proje t, hether it was pull-out or an intact class, if aides were used, over-
, all pbpgrym egphasis, etc.) Even with these additlons however, the result was -
an abbreviated reporting form compared to those from prior years.

4. The State then conducted orientation meetings to pub11c1ze the change
of procedures, to trdin local personnel regarding the new forms, and to obtain
information on problems which could arise. . Material covered at the meetings
-included an orientation to the evaluation models, discussion of the proposed
LEA report_forms, and notification regardlng the implementation timetable.
State personne] stressed the reductlon of .paperwork {and posslbly also of
testing) as a compensation to the LEA's for the increased rigor denfanded in
evaluation., . .

At all- the workshops, attempts.were Wmade to keep the number of part1c1pants
to a minimuin (to allow interaction’among them and to allow attention to each
person). This meant that since ‘attendance of at least one person from each .

" LEA was, compulsory, States had to ho™ several workshops over a period of weeks.
‘Gften the sessions ended with the SEA distributing a questionnaire regarding the
attendees' reactions to the changes, thoughts about.other types of workshops. or
assistance they, might require, and prohable choice of model.

6. Usually SEA's identified pilot sites to try the models the first year

 (75-76). Since the workshops generally took place after the selection of
Title I participants and thefr pretesting in the schools that year, the fyll-
fledged system could not be started immediately. Consequently the SEA chose a ..

. subset of the schools in the State to pilot. the models, .and to use the new forms
“and instructions 1f they desired. The data collected from the pilot school -

districts the first year were generally somewhat _flawed for project assessment
since most of the LEA's had problems following a]l of. the procedures for any

given model. Th®%experiencs was considered valuable, however, as a basis for

determining remaining difficulties, most troublesome requirements, and furtﬂer
needs for technical assistance.
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6. Coincident with the: prbcess of cﬁgos1ng try-out schools, the SEA
her additional meetings. Technical materials were distriputed to all pilot
.L[EA"s, and their participation requested at area workshops. SEA personnel,
by this time much more conversant with the new procedures,-gave detailed
instructions on the model requiregents. They were often assisted by Technical
Assistance Center personnel {as descriped in Chapter II). 'The State leaders
helped LEA evaluators try out actugk.analyses on sample data. -Those. States:,
in which the SEA program persoppel“played a majon, visible role in the~erk-
shops found that the1r early involvement’ 1ncreased the chances of suctess

% Lo :

7. H1th Séﬁ encouragément both. in the meet1ngs referred to abdve aﬁd
in frequent.maiiings of technical papers to the schools, the LEA evaluators
modified their methods for selecting childrén for Title I services. Since
most of the LEAS chose te use-Model A {the norm - referénced approach), they
were required to s-,%&;‘.1t1 ”T*bqrticrpants on. something otheér than their
_pretest scores. (Pgevidlisiy, almost evary LEA had selected students on the
pretest, thus leading tiﬁ-htiﬂafés of the efficacy.of Title I, artif1c1a11y .
jnflated due to the régression effiect.) Suggested new methods 1nt1uded the
use ‘of diagrhostic tests, failing grades in the classroom’ objecfive, teacher-

‘rat1ng scales, d1strict-deve10ped tests, and subscores of standardized tests.

s

8. The'LEAs also decided on the most _pgr_g_jate level of data t0]1ect10n
f0r their situation. The evaluation system requires that data be’ collected on
a "project;" hénge, any infOrmat1ou obtained should describe-that unit, If a
project were defiped on a "micro” Tevel ‘such a s a single’ ]anguage arts class-
room, the number of students comprising the observations about that unit might
be too few for stable conclusions; if defined on a "macro" level (for example,
including all language arts.instruction in a. district), perhaps too little de-

tail would be available for use in identifying the educational ﬁract1ce responsi-

ble for the change. Thus, a project might include classrooms W ich varied on
hours per week instruction if the LEA evaluator considered’ the time difference
to be ‘inconsequential. But, for instance, data from class#ooms in which
computer-assisted instruction was used would nﬁfﬁbarcomb1ned with thosé in which
peer tutoring was the mode because the two instructional approaches are quali-
tatively different. oo w

. 9. At the zonc]usion of the first year of 1mp1ementation, the SEA assessed
§ Erogress thus far: uf .

a. Had all eva]uat1on personne1 in the State been at least exposad to
the new system?

L

b. Had a pilot group of LEA's attempted to use the hew methods and
rep0rt forms? . , .

" c. Were-the reporting .forms being revised' and becoming simpler to use?

bt
.
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d..'Had LER. procedures for seieetlng T1tTe”¥ students been medified
. as appropr1ate, to avoid the contamtnation of the evaluation’ "data?

S T
- e. Here non-pilet-testing LEA s accepting the models (no longer hoping+
- the 3hange would simply go away)? ; o -
. . ™~ .
. f. Was there an awareness among fhe*State personnel of the need tov,
= estab'lish some quality controly pr‘ocedures" o, ‘ RN
" E o - % .
10. In the second sch001 year, 1976 » the State expanded. the impiementa-
5 A1 Sthools inf the Stafe were req to 'yse the modeis and new repor-

“ting férms. Additional workshops were p ided for those.who wished to review
the material, and_fow new personnél recently given responsibility for Title'I
evaluation. ,0ftén, a second workshop during the school year was ddded for
discussing the mechanics of compietnng and 1nterpret1ng evaluation report§

11. At the conclnsion of the first complete sChool-year cycle, the SEA
.collected evaluation reports from all LEA's. Personnel . in the State office
. scanned the reports, and 1f they appeared to ‘be compiete they were processed.
Otherwise they were sent back to #he LEA's for correction
2

[ s

In the States with separate progranm “and evalfiation units, at least two
copies of each LEA report were collected. One copy was given to the program
of fice and thgyother to the evaluation staff. A serious attempt was made by
the State Title I director to involve the entire SEA staff in evaiuation and
to use the results in‘modification of the program,, »

12. As a first task in the analysis, the SEA staff edited the data to
determine its quality.” The general characterlstics of the project as reported
were"matched with what had been propOSed in the proaect s funding application.
Often data from entire grades were missing, or the numbers of students reporte

. differed greatly from the number antieipated. Appropriateness of tests, forms.,
and levels, and testing dates were ascertained. Telephote calls were made to
LEA's with incomplete or errgneous retuqﬂﬁ},eha\worst reports were returned to

_ the schoois to b redon . 3 . . ;

. J.

Then actyal data were chdcked. Thjs”inciuded inspection for out-of-range
vallies, exce: ive variability hcross projgcts or grades, a large proportion of °

_scores in the guessin range, fncorrect arithmetic, ynusual changes of number

of students across grades, etc, Often, the SEA found{that much bgtter editing
was possible-when ingividual sﬂ:dent scores were repo ted to the State, so théy

modified their forms/ to request that LEA's cut student names ogf the worksheet,
-and Send the scores along with the report. . I :

Apother part df the data qqality control was. the checking of results from
sitesmwhere egrluation was known to be well.done in order to estimate .the range
of project gains 1ikelty to be fbund in the State. Often such superior sites
wereflargé cities where the variability across projects was great. Hence, such
datd were felt to establish reaspnable bounds for project estimates; if data
from projects fé{i\outside that range, they were re-examined‘Fan,possible errors

. . ) * . ' - ) - -. g :-. \":'t s‘
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13. The SEA personnel aggregated the most error-free data for their
_— report to, USOE. “Copies of the State report were, sent to USDE, to all LE ‘s
within the state, to other SEA' s, and to representatfves in the State an
federal 1eg1s]atures, Sometimes the reports were given to the newspapers.
. & ' .
- ~ ‘ ! )
’ 14, After the required report to USOE was cOmpleted the SEA further :
- -analyzed the data to answer State-specific questions. For example, gains )
were calculated for projetts aggregated by the tests used for evaluation in
ordef to determine whether certain tests gave anjevaluation “bonus" zo the

user. Or gains were calculated for projects involving pull-put programs and

compared .with those involving a1des ) /e 5 2

<. : . . = L.

15. - The evaluators within the State also identified exemﬁ1aryfpnojects.
.Those with large consistent- gains across 9grades were sglected, and if the
appeared to be reliable and valid, the results were disseminated. Projects
with large consistent losses were also examined, and the State program .
personne1 made suggestions about possibie methods of improvement to the
LEA S- N

Y ::‘

16. Not only. the extr@hes were =invest'rgated based on the comp]ete
evaluation results, State personnel considered revisions to aspects of. the
program to reflect what had been .learned. Where they were certain that “greater
gains were possible in the lowdr grades,-for instance, they encouraged-LEA's
to emphasize 1nstruct10n at that level.’ If the use of peer tutor1ng résul ted

in genera]]y larger gains, they stressed that poss1b111ty to LEA's forﬁ%he¢
next year s’ appIicat1ons - Youd

L
¢ ' -

17. Mnd last of all, the SEA modified the evaluation procedures fo improve
the quglit of the data and increase, the scope of the decisions thaf could be
guided by those data. Many of ;the specific problems they addressed are delineated
in the following section, é&nd Jpssibie remedies are suggested. .
The dg%a manipulations necéssary in preject evalhations ] ,

’ ]

T re exists tremendous variety, both at state and at local levels, in the’
ways that Title I evaluation information is gathered, analyzed, aggregated and
_reported,, In the extremes, some States currently gather data at the individual
studen“‘T;vel from the LEA's and then emplqy central processing while other
States rely entirely on their LEA's to analyze their own data. Some StateF
have automated virtually the entire evaluation process using scoring services
and automatic data processing; others rely on information that is $cored and
ana]yzedoentIrer by hand. In States that have some very large and some very
small LEA's, differences in procedures w111 vary tremendously even with1n the
State RN . ¢ .

; o . L
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Any explanatian for this wide variety q?gﬁractice across the national . . \

Title I system would consist of many factors -- capabilities and support L.
. systems vary widely, different philogophies and priorities are used to set’ — - P
policies, the numbers of Title I students in a district 4fay range from the .

tens to the tens of thousands, while the amounts of Title I grants might P
range from the tens of thousands to the tens of millions of dollars. . Thus,’

it is difficult to erfvision, at the ‘present time, a unique correct way to do,.
things; the system must be designed to function efficiently with alternative
methods for data hand1ing, professing, analyzing and aggregating. ) )

W N
- A, schemitic diagram of achievement datarflow through jthe Title 1
evdﬂuhfion system is presented in Figure 3.2. It is.arranged to display

the tasKs typically done at the LEA and the SEA level. ‘Depending on the
SOpﬁlstication of a particular SEA or *EA, a task (such as conversion of .
scores) can be undertaken at the SEA, LEA or both levels. Where a line n
‘the chart crosses to the SEA portien of ‘the figure; that repregents data
being: reported by the LEA to the SEA, in the form indicated by the parallelo-
gram where the line originates. The roman numerals depote phases to be ,
discussed below, including test selection and administration, $coring, score
conversion, data analysis, and data agdgregation. . :

- - "

Phase:1 - selection/administration of-tests. At this beginning.phase of
an evaluation, several Steps-are important: (1) the proper test must be
* selected; (2) the correct Tével of it must be administered; (3) the test °
administeration procedures must be’standard; and (4} the testing conditions
must be appropriate. There are many aspects to each of these pringiples,
-but they can be summarized as follows. .

. . I
. The "proper" test is, foremost, one which..measures what is being taught.

Much research (Armbruster, Stevens, and Rosenshine, 1977; Bianchini, 1976;
Hoepfner, 1976; Stearns, 1977; and Tallmadge, 1977) has highlighted the
degree to which different standardized tests emphasize different subskilils
within a skill area, Title L evaluators are advised that the more closely
their tests correspond to the project: objectives, the more relevant the scores
will be for detecting student growth in the project (Fagan and Horst, 1978).

. This fairly common-sense notion is often disrégarded as other.factors in-
fluence test selection. , ’ >

. ?urthermore, the "proper" test has empirical normative dataon children
similar to those im the project at times of the year corrasponding to the
pre~and post-test dates for the evaluation {if Model A is being used). Also,.
:tgﬁ_nsrm data are from a representative national (or local) sample of children.

Using the correct level of the test means administering one on which ‘the
fewest children -possible score either at the "chance" level or at the top
score. This is important because a preponderance of the former (many students
at the "flook" of the test) artifically ihflates the group's pretest average,
thereby overs}ating their status-before the project.” An estimate of their

. gain due to the project would of course then be underestimated. (Similarly,
" if they "top oft" on the post-test, the group's status after the project is .
o restimatgg, and the resulting g9ain figure is again too.small.) Of course,

- L '




. . . o . "
s . ot - ‘3;}'
. I -

b
. gt i .

IR X M

I t . e
v N
/ nguro 3.2 Flow of Data: in the ESEA Title I ?
A ! Evaluation and Reportiry System

1 , ' - . . ‘.
LEA' .. 7'} admintster ‘ ' .
Responsibitities | ° Tests . - L
3 * A - ¥
Manua)® ' | | Service j
Scoring " or >
. . . RS . Eva'l contr.

B
Standard. !
Storés or NCE'
i

-
State ' . :
Responsibflities

—-= L £ —
» Convert
- to NCE's -
- * *" —
- ! - ..‘ I N A - -I-?—’-
. T ‘,u
’ Aggreqate -
LE“ Ll
_data
7 _ . . ’ . Ta e, - 'ﬁggregate ‘\\ ' - V.
j .. . it . . N . .data ‘\ N
v Aggregate * |~ I ) N
- | across LEﬁ’ e : NCE gains A
. . '! .
’ »




- .y, . B}

. - - -24- \ ) '
the mismatch of test level with student skill levels can also affect evalua- ® -
. tion results in other ways; the important-consideration is that students' " .

performance levels be, reflected as accurately as possible. Use of the wrong -
level of the test precTudes tQ}s (ROberts ‘A.0.H. 1978; Roberts S., 19?8)

A1 tEsts have standard1zed procedures out11ned for their use. (Even .
"home-made” *instruments have instructians for administering them. ) Such
¥ procedures may include timing,.use of practice,items, degree of assistance
from the test progtors, etc. -In order that stidents' test, scores be com-
parable to those of others (espec1a1]y to the norm data), these procedures
must be followed (Horst, 1978). . \ -

A re]ated matter, is the insistence dn gobd testing conditions. These
include quiet rooms, E1m11ar settings for test1ng project and "comparison"
group children, same time of day, etc. (Horst, ]1978; Ta]]madge and Roberts,
19?8 o ‘
! ' F o
. *Phase 11 - scoring of . instruments.® This stLp involves determining the o
test score far each student. 0ccas1ona11y it is done by hand:. teachers or .
. clerical personnel” place a grid OVEr each answer sheet, ‘mark the incorrect
responses,. and_tally the student's score. More often, a service is used.
Student answer ‘ skéets are sent’ away to a firm who’ w111 return 1ists of
students tested, the raw score for each, and gequested score conversions.
Problems may arise with lost answer sheets, 1nc0rrect1y coded ones, damaged

N pageq, etc. ' . -~ : ( . be
’Phase IIT - conversion of scores. Due to the mathematics required-by

the analytical procedures in dn evaluatian, students' raw scores ?number right)

must be converted to a standard score metric. In most cases, the preferable

standard score metric for the computations is one which incorporates character-

istics of the national distribution of scorés for the age group--the NCE. In

order to der1ye that figure, as many as three or four separate conyersions may !

be pecesary for,each student’'s score. (A typiecal sequence would* be the child's °

ray score, to the. publisher S standard score, to a national rank or percentile,

tofan NBE) : , ‘ :

. " L]

! Some scoring serV1ces .can provlde all o these scores; all can provide
e perceﬁt11e equivaleﬂts There is a.charge for each add1t1ona1 score re-
gdbsted, however, so the use of a service fon all of ‘the conversions could be -
expensive for large projects. .The trade-off is one of accuracy, it appears.
(See next sect1on regarding comments from people about their exper1ences }
' kY A .

Phase IV - data‘ayalys1s. This<is the phase in .the Title T eva]uatlon :
where data from individuals are combined into project-level stakistics. NCE
gains, describing the effectiveness of the Title I project in contr1but1ng to
the students' learning above and beyond what is expected from the Mregular”
curriculum,. are calculated. Each model prescribes the.appropriate analytical ™ -

_techniques, which range from fairly straight-forward computat1onai:n/the case <

1

of Model A to complex statistncal man1pu1at10ns in Models B and

\)“ ' # i . H . {
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- effarts to bring about a change in LEA activities and (2) those.activities,

" Commigsioner of Education must require SEA’s and LEA's to.use "techniques..

w ) ,'v
- 5_ -
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Phase ¥ - data aggregation’. This is ‘the final step in the Title I
evatbation system, prior to the actual réport1ng of the 2\&1uat1on results.
Errors made at this stage of the evalu f£iog are not likely to be too
serious, sincg the data on which‘the aggregations arg based (projectelievel
NCE gains) are usually accessible for, Jater double-checking. .It may take
place occaS1ona11y fn a school distrjct central office (Hhen a singl®
project is implemented in several-b iidings) byt more often th1s phase
occurs at the SEA Tlevel. / ;

P4 ~

The first two sections ;\E;h12 chapter have descrihed the 1mpiem§nta-
tion of the evaluation models-- in terms of 'both (1} State administfative

- themselves. ‘The third section will describe the first eiber1ences with
the models of both growps. / . LT

It is‘important in this discussion to recall the purpose of this "field
tést” and documentation effort. Under Section-151 of ESEA, Title I, the.

and nethodology...for producing data which are.comparable on a statewide and
nationmwide basis* (Subsection f}. « The development and publication of valid
evaluation models as required also by Section 151 are the first steps toward
the nationwide production of comparabie data; Tater necessady steps are the
, monitoring of the use of those models and the deveiopment of means to. make
their ‘use more error-free. -

Hence, we must re-emphasize that the purpose of this 1nvest1gat1on is to
assess to what degree the evaluation system as now ‘defined (three evaluation
models, aggregation guidelines, technicél documentation, a computer program
f prodUC1n reports, etc. } can yield the comparable, un1form data required

y the legislation. We will also address the benefits States and locals have
attributed, to the use of the models;.and wherg we find that the use of the,
system has..not gone as intended, égﬁ can pursue means to improve the system.

Hence, the following sectjon descpibes the findings of conversations with .
various system.users; phé*f1na1 tion 1ists some suggest1ons from_then
for ref1nements. < )

State and local staff dbmments r_gard1ng their experiﬁnces with the models

A Both State and Toaa! district personnel have shown much progress in dsing

the models and notg Already somejpos1t1ve outcomes attributable to that

progress. One thihg especially welcomed by Sgate personnel is the provision

of comparable dafa across districts. (Many have never had data reported from .
districts which could be agdredated or.compared,) Most States plan to--and

some already do--use the evaluation data to identify especially effective
strategies within the ptate. ) S~ X
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Anotheﬁ'favorabie outcome has beedt the existence of standards which ! i
States can.use for advising and menitoring their LEAs' evaluation activities.
Some _feel that the lack of such information historically Jeft them with.,
little basis for insisting upan speécific LEA evaiqﬁtioq practices.

- ™~ ’ - ' ) . ! W o

State persgnnel hdave also noted the benefits of greater attention t¢
achievement tests--their content, use,.selection, etc. Irf many cases, ™
testing practices have been favorably influenced by the models' recommenda-
tions of certain proceduses depending upon test characteristics, That has
prompted everyone to look more deep into information about their tests.

Lt . - .

share to a large part the positive reactions to learning
more about tests. They also welcome the possibility of comparing the out-
" comes of theif efforts-to those of districts they know to be similar. In
many cases there is also a positive reaction to the explicit statement of
eva]ui;ion steps. . They féa] the recommended procedures are less a burdep
than their former-attempts to meet unclear mandates. ‘

Loca],pFﬁsonnei

Since the system dogs establish standards and recommendations for both
groups, it also enables examination of ?he extent to which whose standards
are being met. In a sense then, ons hugt acknowledge that any analysis of |
_evaluatipn practices will yield less glowing comments than were prevalent i
- 8-10 years ago because at the earlier timeé there was no way to judge anything
as unacceptable. We solicited the opinions,of our program and evaluation
contacts regarding their problems, recognizing that the definition of .
“problems™ is a.relative one.: We suggested they determine problems ¥n,
comparison to an ideal implementation of the evaluation system, realizing
that relative to former practices, they often represent considerable

,improvements. ' : ‘ . :

]

An example, of this sort of dilemma with a problem. that by its very ex-
istence marks improVement over former practices is the first listed.under
Data aggregation in Table 3.1. The Title I evaluation system, emphasizes
.the aggregation of data only for projects with evaludtion data on awmajor
portion of the children served. (projects -with minimal attrit¥on).” This 'is
to ensure_ that the evaluation data truly refiect the progress of project| ,
participarts; and before this can éven become problematic, one has to have
progressed from common earlier practices of tabulating pretests and postfests
and never checking that they were for the sameé children (allowing, in th
worst case, the assessment of a group's posttest compared to a preceding
"pretest” of completely different children). Hence, in mani cases, the list
in Taql? 3.1 is evidence of an impreyement in local- evaluation methods,

There remain areas for further improvement, however, and they are discussed
in three categories: procedural, relating to adhering to suggested rules of
the models; clerical, referring to recording, translating, and calculating}
and analytical, resylting from &dechnical or .statistical problems.

far
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Procedural. Une area still meeding work relates to the general
- 1mp1ementat1on rules. The requirement of Model A that selection of
itle | part1c1pants be based on data other: than from the pretest'
éuffers the most abuse. .:Even among the States which were the first
to attempt the models (States with extremely competent Title I personnel), .
e, the proportion of LEA's still selecting on the pretest exceeded half of "
.. __ % those. repdrt1ng. .
. L 4
"SEA personnel were beth with questions from the LEA's on possible
methods of fulfilling the model's rules without deviating from their
present practices orgperceived Aequirements. Various ‘personnel advised
their BEA's of valid wdys to choose students and still not invalidate the.
evaluations, but seidom were the alternative methods tried; or when they
C were .tried, they did not eliminate the problem completely. For example,
: one evaluator.provided tabies to heip teachers in student selection -
s suggesting &, choice based on_a combination of standardized ach1evement
test scores, absenteeism, a ‘teacher's estimate of the student’s achieve-
ment, an estimate of underach1evement an estimate of motivation, and
health. When the reports were returned most school districts were
found to have used the pretest standard1zed test score’combined with an
estimate of underachievement {obtained by the subtraction of the student's
4 score from the class average). Thus only a single criterion was used and
. the choice of. individuals tv be placed in the Title I group was based solely
on the pretest. .

The second most qommon lingering procedura] problem is the adm1n1stra-
tion of norm-referenced tests at the proper time in Model A. Comparisons
between the Title I group and the test publisher's norms are most valid
wherr'based on real data points. Consequently the tesfs should be given-
during a four-or six-week period spanning theetest publisher's.main noriting ~
date. This was seldom the case, although at least the discrepancy between
true norming date and date of use is decreasing...
o %nother adm1n1strat1ve prob]em is that of communicating what the ney NCE.
.’ meiric means. According to alqumber of State leaders, parents accept the

) idea with 1itth¢ hesitation, byt administrators (especially superintendents)
5 . resist beyond bglief. The use, of a variety of metrics for shar1ng resu]ts
' With interested parties will help - 1n this 4area. _

Administrators also quest1on %Ee source’ of”fhnds for the testing of - .
students in Title I evaluation. The requirements of Model C include the . -
testing of comparison students fromiamong those not in ‘the project. There- ’
fore if the district already has eted funds for testing once a year, |
and selection of Title I studenis on*that test i3 acceptable, then Model C

- is a logical choice. But®if the money must be located elsewhere, the choice
can just as logically be Model A. Any modifications of the regulations con-
' cerning who pays for testing would have 4 direct effect on choice of model
and frequency of testing--perhaps more’ oftem; a move to Model c w1th test1ng
once a year. (This involves a small amount ‘of nfopey usually.) :

-
4
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Gierical. The transiation of a raw score 1nto$’any other score is fraught
with error. In one State, data from more than 93% of the LEA's contained at
least one table 1ook-up error. Another State director’ reported .that the.
majority of e¢frors in his workshop exercises stemmed,from the inappropriate
use Of the same norm table both pretggt and posttest score conversions in
spite of very obvious table titles, WhePe yet andthet had modified the format .
of the publishers' norms tables,. the error rates were comsiderably reduced--but’

. still excessive. Another approach to improving clerical accuracy was the re-
arrangement of the recording sheet for students' pre<and POSt:test scores.

-When: the LEA evaluator converts those scores to NCE's, calculates a .
different score for each child, and obtains an average difference (gain) score
for the group, four opportunities for error exist. ?The raw or percentile score
conversion could be erroneous on the pretest, or the posttest, or the subtraction
or the qa1cq1ation of an average could be wrong. The subtfaction of prespost _
scores, and calculation of an averade are often double-checked, but the score
conversions are not.) Thus greater improvement in quality control would likely
ensue from.a change in the format of the worksheet as well as that of the con-
version tables. i . . .

Another problem is that often the gain score for_an individual turns out
negative, and negative numbers appear to be an ana to proper calculations.
One evaluator was so upset by negative scores thag’he ignored every one in
averaging gains in his project. . "

The assignment_gf a prétest or posttest score to every individual is only
part of the Process--the two tests must be matched for each individual. In
large districts the matching is generally done on a computer. Here several
difficulties appear: g matching program must be written; bad coding or punching
takes @ toll of properly matched individuals; a single unmatched card in a file
makes the entire remainjng ones mismatched and makes the evaluation worthiess
if left undiscovered; students change the spelling of their names; and in-

- ‘¢Onsistencies appear in using the—tast name first. .

-

-

" 'In smaller districts, ‘the match is carried out by hand. Here the human
intelligence can remedy many of the problems: -one can see that "8{11 Thorn” on’
the pretest is “Thorne, W." on the post, for example. A knowledgeable
indiyidu;i_might remember that a schebl boundary was recently changed, ahd
"he}f the students are in the neighboring school, or that the Jones children

. oscillate regularly between. two schools. Thus the ingreased difficulty in
. +mtching by hand is offset by the increased frequencyof matches. Sometimes
the individual cannot find a match between pretest’ and,posttest and simply
hhleaves.the space blank. Of the 182 forms ségn by USOE\staff, 29 were in-
complete; ‘the person eithe(_over1ooked or }éﬁored many \i tems. ‘

o - .
t l.‘o . /




L . approaches they had already tried out, and other possibilitie

' ¢

-+ A comparatively minor error in reporting js the fdilure to include the
day of. the month on which testing was accomp]isbed.y Under Model A a user
of the ITBS wpuld be expected to test within a two-week interval on either
side .of -ApriY 28th. If he merely reported that the test was administered in
April, the State evaluator cannot assume that the test was given at the proper

time; it colild have been on the first of April. A similar argument Bolds if © °_ °

May were reported. The error is minor in that it can be corrected epsily with

. a change in the reporting requirements.

Anaiytical. A variety of teghnical'questions dealing with the statistical
and psychometric aspects of the system continue to plague the evaluators. For
instance, are they penalizing themselves when they test once a year in the

. Spring? If students forget a great deal during the summer, perhaps they would

. Show-greater gains if they were tested fall and spring. When students repeat .
2 grade, what pretest score should be used-~the first pretest or the .second?
And what norms should be used?

- . L79%

.

‘ Some State personnel note that the ‘correction of an LEA's evaluation
error may result in a Jowered gain estimate. (?hey-recognizez however,
that no one wants to be fooled into assuming successes in remediating —

.chiidrgn‘s educational problems if that's not the case.) e

The sample of individual project reports perused in the six States
visited by OE staff were rated on their quality of evaluation. Those projects
with the "best” evaluation (as far as we could tell) showed low but positive
gain scores for the Title I group. (The correlation between evaluation quality

and size of gain was - .25) Those projects which appeared to be evaJuated correctly
showed a modest positive Tmpact from the program. : ' -

. - w .

, When the directgrs afd evaluators in the SEA's

the probiems outlineqd above, they also suggested a variety of solutions. Some
rose fn dis-
next section.

and the LEA's identified

cussions with USOE sfaff. The suggestions are described in t

Suggestions regarding Fhe‘new evaluation- system

People we visited and other interested parties'havq uggested ways USOE
. can help SEA's and LEA's follow more completely the procedures outlined in the
- evaluation and reporting system. Their suggestions are summarized below,
.according to the same categories used in preceding sections: procedural,
clerical, analytical: ' ' )
36
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. Table-3.1 Error'rates in evaluatwn repor\ts \ e

el

! .Uf fhe 182 pro.ject reports reviewed, 32 had no discernable error;

how.ever, the remaimng J%0 aPDear to need further improvement 1n one or .

St

more of the fo'ﬂowing ST ) N
a o : - o , o Criteri'on .
I. Jest selection/administration . ' Not met
a. .use aeparentiy appropriate test or subtest. {content-wise) ‘ 3‘
b. use test with relevant norm group S L 7
c. pretest at trué norm ’tﬁne e : A 66
d, -posttest at.true norm time ‘ J . 5;
e.v if s'hght/'ly mi'ss pretest norm date make pasttest error the ]
same .1
i f. us,%e‘ jevel and form pre-and post with Model -A‘ ] f.oo 18 T
g." give lmake-,'up tests no more than .2 weeks after origfn‘e] ) 7
;1: givel'io‘s erlough‘ Tevel of test tq.avoid floor, effects. ) . "3 -
i. .give high enough level of test to avoid cet¥ing ~ * ]
j. :gi-ve appropriate put-of-Tevel test ‘ , 3 -
2 k.. use test adpinistrators who are objective I
. follow stand;rd ]'n'structions‘, timing’ R @ﬁi ?
1. Scoring @« a : o - ™
~a, check for accuracy of individual student scores . R
b. ,make sure student/score match is correct . ?
# . - v .
‘i“ ;III: Conversion of scores - . : g I ..
«‘\; a. use correct conversion tables . , , n .
. '.a-*}:""'*_ . b. do conversfons accurately ' . “ ' 29
% s interpo]ate hetween tabled va]ues when necessﬁ‘ys. 3 ¢
it

: 37 ok
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' o ‘Criterion
Iv Data ana1ys1s , Not met
a. use data exciusxveiy from students with’ both pre- -and’ post- '
tést scores .. . o ?
. b. do all arithmetic accurately . '32
¥. Data aggregation . | R
a. use data from projects with only minimal attrit1on ' 5

b. check that drop-outs (attrxtion) are not source of blas . 7
' 4

¢c. make sure studerts not se1ected for .project- based on
pretest scoré in Model A o3

VI. Report form comp1etion -

a. include information about testing dates ' . 99
b; fo1iow anstruct1ons - . ) . . 26
c: complete aii‘items -, N i~f 29
d. make writing legible - a0 1

¥

* P '

7S

F
Note: The format Of the LEA annua1 eva1uation report differs widely from

State to State,. -rangin{ from the detailed rep0rt1ng of raw data to supplying
only a single overall measure of impact. Thus one SEA with access to raw
data was able to check the data closgly (and found that about 93% af the -
reports contained at least one table 1ook-up error} but another ,State had no.
way to check because raw data resided enly with the LEA's. Therefore not
every, poss1b1e problem could be checked by the USOE team and our estimates

of various error rates shown in Table 3.1 are undoubtedly Tow. For instance,

the eleven cases with data based«don the use of ihappropriate ngrms tables (see

III {(a) in the table) are from a subsampie of 40 projects which reported raw
data_to the State; for those 40, this specific error rate -is 28%; we do not
‘or the other 140 or so reports exammed

<

¢
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* Prdcedural: Most of these apply to the general.implementatioft rules
“and Other administrative areas. o ¢

A 1deﬁghgeta11ed special handbook on the 1mpiementat1on of each
‘\madﬁto The handbook should be very ETéﬁentary, in step-by-step flow chart
ashion, with plenty of concrete examples of documents and approaches wh1ch
h?ve worked. . .
e Z‘ETEmphas1ze reduced testlng requ1rements “with the proposed modeis Too
many school personnel are too worried about too many tests' Specify, for each
model , the minimum testing possible. . -

3. To encourage the proper administration of tests, encourage thoSe
d1str1cts using onte~a-year spring testing to have the teatcher from fhe next
h1ghek grade give the test. To the third grade teacher testing the second
grade students at the end of the year, accuracy wol]d be paramount since next
year he qpuid have those very students and would, supposedly, welcome accurate
“test scores in the1r folders. ,

A 4. Give more guidance regarding test selection. Many studies have
demonstrated he importance of test content for detecting student growth in
- specific skill areas. s ‘

5. Add more 1nf0rmat1dn to the handbook on out-af-level te§t1ng Most
individuals stil] feel very uncomfortable attempting to implement functional-
Tevel testing although they recognize the necessity with some students. Pre-.
pare a detailed checklist which States can give to LEA's showing the effort
inyolved in ordering, the Togistics of.testing, and the scoring and translating .
of scores. Discuss the pay-offs for these extra steps in terms of an dncrease
-in accpracy of the scores. Also, somg myths are common and should be inVesthﬂted
.and discussed. (“Functional- 1#391 tebting will result in the pretest average; -
_being Tower;" "it will resu?t n choosing the wrong students;" “it will give/
“jnaccurate estimates of gain;" “it will compare students at one grade unfair1y

- w1th those at the next Tower grade,’L etc.) . g / /

' !

6. Provide guidelines on what action to take if the raw score 1eads;to a
converted score too Tow to be 1ncigoed in the percentile table. For exaMple,
2 fourth grader might take an out-6f-Tevel Metropolitan Achievement Test’'.
“Total, Reading. The raw score couTd corredpond to a standardized score of 30,
but that is top oW to be included in the percentile table. -

pub11shers;
ear and

wg““’*‘*%

'-7. COMmun1cate the results of the data collected in this study
“especially the informatjon about ‘the needs for norm1ng eariier in th
. for less confu51ng norms tables. . . : 3

._"%

\",

8. Remove’ the suggest1on in current documentation that twthhfrds of the
praject should take piade between the. two pre-and post-tests. The }nﬁidenCe of
faiiure fo follow this requirement is negligible, and should diminish.to zero

istgicts mpve to appropriate teSting dates. The requirement Ieads to
re ing of non-informative data, and to problems when schools have a provision
for students to return:to their, reguiar ciassnooms,when they have mastered a
certain body of material. (Oniy 2.2% of the projects sampled did not meet this
requirement, and they alil pianned to remedy the problem in the next schoo1 year.)

Q - ) ) . . | ’_", . 39 - ' -
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9. Investlgate the conditions under which comb1n1ng resu1ts from

different grades is appropriate. If a comparison group for Model C is too

small within a particular grade, some addition of non-Titie I students from

the next higher grade might be possible although technicatly they are not in

the project. Or in Model A, adding the tng Title I students in 8th grade to

da

those in 7th might reduce the trauma attepdant to f1nd1ng an average of a 10
NCE Toss (due to sma11 sample size and uystab1e data) ‘

10 “In the 1ight of the h1gh rate of errors in tab]e read1ng, consider
the use of 4 raw score reporting system. In the absence of methanical aids
to table 100k-up, provide simpler score conversion tables to users and .
communicate the problem to test publishers. {Some pubtishers’ have already

provided vastly improved tables for those States where the evaiuatOr has
insisted upon them. ) . ‘

11. Provide assistance, both in guide]jnes and'in the computer program,

. for the plotting of p st.against posttest for ail models. The visual
inspection of 'the.scatterplots could be expected to indicate floor ;Ed

ceiling effects, gross non-}inearity of relat1onsh1ps and the presefce of |

unexpected?y h1gh or low “gainers.”
Y ™~

e "

12. Classify evatuation errors by severity so that when two "implemepta-’
_tionvsuggestions'confiict, the Title I person can have some guidancé. _

13. Many of the details of the-proposed system are best communxcated
in materials to supp1ement a w0rkshop The technical reports- are excellent, ..
but difficult for SEA's and LEA's to obtain (budget probléms, communication
concerning new reports and methods of obtaining them, etc). Make Sthem
‘available to @EA's at no cost; SEA personnel could distribute them §iving
1mp11c1t sanction and perserv1ng their 1eadersh1p \

.14. Shdw some examples $f how _program obJectjves coufd be stated under
the new reporting format.

One State requests that the LEA Title I director estimate the NCE gain to'
be achieved for each grade within each project. _ If the third gcade %eading -
project at Memorial Elementary has a reputation as the best, then a seven
NCE gain may be the objective. If it is the worst, then one-haif"an NCE
might be appropriate _ -

15 Prepare examples to help SEA'S and LEA s communicate eva]uat1pn
results to their various audiences, including use of NCE's, percentiles, etc.

. - g "y

16. Qoﬁsider alternative methods of tying a cost, figure to a pfojedt.
Since districts generally spend about 75% of their budg:i'iigtigstructionar
personnel direct costs, reporting only those costs may s@ the accuracy

" and decrease the reporting burden. S1m11a€1y, there may bé a way to rely
merely on GEPA Section 437 data. )

10. S
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in Appendix_3:-which assists district personne] in avoidng test
administragion date errors.

-

hen iook1ng up average standardlzed scores-
xthe tndividual percentile norms tabie, not

1 ‘ ]
2: Remove any .equ1rements forldata pO1nt interpo]at1on at the d1str1ct
10n appears t(g be mone error- pr‘one than il is worth

‘3. Send cop1es of an exemplary %est1hg-dates chart to all- interested o
P rt1esmqainr example, the forms used in ome State include & chart such as the

Fl
3
-
L*

requiregent forsthe proﬁect report to provide the average selec-
t1onwﬂCE wheke possib]e and the average pretest NCE.

edit check to sde if the selectionl was based combletel on the pretest, a
.,tjf the mnst ‘needy students were chosen. d P nd

This will allow an easy

-

5. Revise the percenti1e-to-NCE conversion tables so that they will be

Perhaps they could be placed in groups of ten, with clear 1?nes

v
- x

to demarcate the columns - {ney are error-producing at present

'the serwice,

6. Develop "opti- scan“ forms and software for the analysis of scores from
If a-State, or large LEA, decides to centralize the scoring pro-
cess, rather than have the local classroom teachers.score their own papers,
_this is the solution with the greatest long-range potential,
Rurthermore, though the accuracy and speed of
data processing will be vastly improved, -the systen myst alse have' a set of
- appropriate error-detection methods built in, 7 o

though perhaps

.

7. Encourage LEA's to score some tests by bhand, even if they have engaged
a scoring service, in order to Check:.the accuracy .
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8 Provide guidance regardfng the. use.of automated data processing as
often as possible for the vaiious score 6Rversions and man1pu1at10ns
necessary in the system. .Engourage othéf approaches, too, to preserve the
integrity of the data: ! . ~

aan T k] ) > ‘ .

(a) Staff should ‘try-to perform scoré cdnversion activities in teams,

with people double-checkihg” the Work of others whenever possiblé;

(b) Raw data should be stored (or semt to the LEA-or SEA) to enable b
later che (ing of & mple of them regardi g the cqrrectness of the tables
-+ used, #1@ score conversions, etc.; .

(c) Tables should be re-formatfed at the Ioca] 1eve1 to allow for
easier reading (e.g9., 2-colimn tables are mich easier to work with than,
mu]tip]e-coi mn tables); and, .

‘ [}

(d) Staff responsible for performang the stLe co versions should be
tra:ned in the use and interpretation Qf sta dard1zed s, so_that the
scores that they work with will cdme to have|intrinsic m ning leading to
“detectzon o§rc1ear1y wrong, 1nappropr1ate, of out-of-range scores. )
oo ¢

. Some sort of pre-programmed ca tor, g@mputer can a1so fac111tate
_ the data analysis. For small LEA's EAs withdut access to larger computer
facilities, a set of programs and 1mplementat on materials are being develop
for use with hand-held programmable ca1CUI1;h s dvailable from $89 antl up.
(Resource Development Institute, the gphuh 1, Assistance Center. serv1ng
Region VI, has developed these programs, ch. an be furnished on magnétic.
cards for at least two machines, the, Texas Iﬁ‘ ruments Programmable 59 and
the Hewlett-Packard 65. ) .

Analytical. The.suggestions in tQS§i§éét1 n refer to techn1ca1 ;
characteristics of the models. : :

1. Clarify the severity of the regression hazard when two-stage selection !

takes place. For instance, a potential Title I {reatment group of 100 students
may be identified by teacher referral. Then a prietest is given to those 100,
and the 95 students most in need are given treatment. Obviously the regression . .

effect is con51derab1y Tess than if the five studénts most in need were chosen. ~°
. . N e
2. Invest1gate further the{trade-off in comparing project effects from ¢ .
spring to spring versus fall to spring. Once-a-year testing is mch easidr on ESQ

the budget and school time, but may be offset by the joss of subjects and their
loss of knowiedge over the summer. N _
3. Ass:st ‘evaluators in the objective jdentif cation of "out1iers“

- (student datd so extreme that they are likely in erdor}. For instance,.in
plotting a Model C implementation, istrict evallator was surprised to-
find two comparison group individua 0 were at the top of the.distribution
on the pretest and almost at the bottom on the Posttest. . Examination of their
scores reveaJed that they had scored at the 99th perc nt1}e on the reading

424
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Nindividug}ly or with

‘= ing first step.

comprehensipn pret i ;4%1thout missing a single item. In contra;t their
vocabulary sgores were at the st percentile. Clearly some error had been
made (by M scorind servige, perhaps), and the individuals were dropped from
the analysis. The su]t was that the estimate of proaect effects changed
from negativé_ to pos1t1ve. X \
‘ . R

Three conclusions appear ev1dent from Chapter I1I: (1) The process “to
change LEA evaluation activities to conform with those prescribed by the
evaluation models is~laborfous and, by necessity, iterative. States we
visited had staff pursuing this goal for‘}s.10ng as two years, and many re-
ported that more work is still needed.

m--._,LZl*ﬂEnohably the _mast pervasive. adm1nqstrat1ve problem for SEA's is that

it is almost 1mp0§s1b1e for them to know what actually happens in the LEA's,
Of course, this is much more than just an gvaluation problem, but it greatly
affects evaluation data. The tests may hdve been given on other than the
reported dates (in one of the States, the test was supposedly administered on
a Sunday), the test administrator may have ignored the directions far proper
test giving; tests’ &gr1gned for group administration may have been given .-
elaxed time 1imits; they may have been L dministered to

the wrong individuals; or other situatzons may have preva11ed and no one will
ever know. » » L

(3) Another threat to the validity of data reported.appears.to be the
reliance on lnformation that is scored, transformed and analyzed manually. ¢
Though conversion to automatic data processing wherever possiblé in the
evaluation system does not promise to be a total panacea, it seems a promis-
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- / CHAPT‘ER IV REGULATIONS b ) ; .

- This report' has’ d1scué/ d the s?hp Fiences of SEA and LEA personnel w 0, )

used the evaluation models duri gﬁwear 1976-77 (and in a few cases’,

C v Iear'lier) AN State staff have £couraged to get the LEA adoption

process undemay, have, attended nat"ib 1 'workshops regarding the models, and
have calied on their Te hnicaJ Assistance Center consultants for help; USOE's
role {n this has bEen ohe of encouragement, persuasivéness (usudily), and

.2 assistance, .We antiGipate that those behagiors, will “continue aven as uSe of -

,the uniform eva'luati.on models becomes required, not merely voluntary. " The,

w-purpose of this chapter is to discuss our work underway to issue such a re—- F
Guirement in the form of: regu'lations * ,

. In resp,onse to Congressi’ona] inquiry in early 1975, we sough\t\a 1égal
opinion regarding the need’ for regqulations and were ad\nsed that they are
required for Section 151. The following paragraphs describe (T) our efforts
to solicit input from interest groups and the public, (2).the probable content

" of regulations, and (3) the anticipated publication procedure and schedule,

A}

Publijc Partigipation.and ﬂonMoy. As indicated in our earlier reports
about the model development process we haye.solicited the advice and ges~
¢ . tions of SEA and L representatwes rggarding appropriate models for Trtie I
.+ evaluation. We will continue our eff ts %o consult with the public durﬁ'r@\\

the regulations proce‘ss . v J .
R in the fa'l'[ of, 197(6, in anticwat n of the preparation ’o\heg 'lat ns, '} ’
a*series of informal mektings was_held.yith representatives pf the mittee .

1S) of the .Council of Chief State
#mators. In addition, we have
he major 1ntere§t groups in

on Evaluation and Information Systems {
" School Officers and wjth State fitleJ-C
" been contacting representé:tiv,ies of h o
education to inform them. of dur Work fo!dalfe, and to advise them that re-

: gulations are fortheoming The, refuTa - process will d1so inctude an
-opportunity for public ¢ etrt after ‘both a memorandum dbout our intent
and Proposed Regulatwns re g:hstributed Y .

E

Regulation Ccmtent " Section 151(8) requires the Comnissfoner to pub'lish
“standards of program or p?‘oi ct* effectwen.ess In keeping with this reqmre-
ment , ‘the regulations wil} include a set ‘of deneral teghnigal standards
rapproﬂriate for Title I e\fa‘iu t‘ioqs . a Thesg standards will be concerned with .
such. issues as. the use .of nrgams pn groups, the c.ond1t10ns under which sampl-
ing is appropriate, fhe reli 1"[1ty and validity of tests, etc. establishge
ment of general standards .is somewhat prbb'lematm because their app riate
) apptication to a Spécific Title I project may. vary depending on the
d; = characteristics of that proj’ér,'}i} In"trying to develop the best formulation
of technical standards; we ap consu]tmg the work of the Joint Committee on’
Standards for Educatiopal E gatlon—(a joint committee representing the major
professional organizations i#: ducat on), and are also doing further empir¥cal
work_to determine the degree 'df specification that the standards must contain
. in order to ensure that JLhe data obtained will be technically sound. This °
¢ ‘work is concerned.with such gyestions as how reliabTe ap instrument must be % '
<, inorder for a'n eva"luator to have conf‘idence\jn the data it yields, etc. | i

EMC" _, ":" ’ 44 ..."" ‘,h . '_‘:._
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. ,Not1ce of Intent were notsg?proved by the Office of the- Secretary

A
. e By . e
" The thres models, that are.currently being disséminated describe
procedures which, when correctly followed, will yield data that are . ‘

technically sound. The, regulations will describe the major requirements

_ of these ‘three models. . We anticipate that most LEA'swho are providing

instructional services in reading and math in Grades 2 through 12 will use
one of the three models. However, an LEA (or an SEA) might wish to develop
an alternative to.them. Such a]ternatives would. be permitted, provid=d that
they are technicaTly sound and meet the requirements of the 1eg1slat1on To . . 4
accommodaté the devdlopment of acceptable alternatives, the regulations will ’,é )
specify a process. for their. approval. We should note that these comments LA
reflect our current thinking about regulations; that thinking may certainjy%ﬁa .
be rodified as a consequence of suggestions received from the public dur1ng ™,

- the regulatxon& process, ‘

-+

!_‘.I .!’ ' X . _,_' o . ._:;h:':. -.,3.._..q...
R * . ) . %L T
_h +The Regulations Protess and Schedule. Our Regulationsprocess will ek
involve the distribution of a memorandum-to all States which solicits

comments gbout specific issues regarding upc6M§§E$regulat1ons, (2).a Notice of o
Propdsed Rule-making, and {3} Final Regulatio Delays in the many

.clearance steps required for the publication of regulations have forced

us to revise our publication schedu)e, and earlier plans for a formal

vy
‘We hape to publish Proposed’ Rules in the’ f%ll of 1978, and
Final Regulations dur1ng he following_winter or spring. This means that

 regulations governing Section 151 would be in effegl@&luring the schooi year

1979-80. ‘'However, as indicated in Chapter III , Many States will go through '
several steps in 1mp]eﬁent1ng the ney regulat:ﬁnsx'and there will be con-

_siderable variation in the speed-with which different States achieve e

implementation. Those wtio are already trying the models on a voluntary
basis should be able to report data from the schéol year 1979-80 in their
November 1980 report to the Commissioner. Other States will require a

longer implementation period. This.meams~that USOE's receipt of uniform data
from local and state reporting will probably increase gradually through the

. next few years. We have work underway now--which we will regort on by the
. ‘end of the summer, 1978--to estimate the amount of aggregata

le ddta to be ,
received each year and the degree to which.national estimates may result L
from them (witﬁ assorted accompanying figures to estimate the effects of

missing data, etc DR =

MO 7
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+
- Phe three.substantive chapters of thkis report described (a) ‘th“
de;

7 current status of the use of new Title ! evaluation models nationwi

»{b) the expériences of State and local personnel who have tried the
procedures and their reactions and (c} the process underway simultaneously
in USOE to draft and pubiish regulatiens in this, area. This documentation

~6f the evaluation program in terms of various activitifs and some of their

" effects also suggests some further work to facilitate LYA and SEA evaluations
of Title I. ' :

*” PR * -

The purpose of this chapter is ‘Eo highlight some o?r conclusions abolit
_the work at this time and to descr;,jbe briefly some of th® activities planned
for the future which are implied by those conclusions. The chapter is
organized to address four major topics: (;& services to supporit the use of
, Title I evaluation models, (2) documents further describe .the models, (3)
"7 Focused” Thvestigatjons on rematning auestions, and (4) solicitation and use
of public input. \ '
}

Conclusions and plans regarding assistance service

-

~ Discussions with SEA and LEA personnel have continually emphasized the
importance of on-site, specific advice regarding evaluation activities. Often
principles can be stated and general advice offered in handbooks, training
sessions, etc., but unidue characteristics of projects, participan{s, and/or
setting demand that special consideration come into play for the application
of those principles. Personnel in, the Technical Assistance Centers play a
vital role in this area, and currgnt indications are that they fulfill the
role.extremely well. K : .

Now that the Centexs have beén ie operation for neacly two.yéarq, we feel tbis
is an appropriate time for a third-party assessment’of their work and function.
A contract to support such an effort is underway as well as continuing discussions
with State and local pérsonnel.

+

SEA's have been surveyed to determine their anticipated need for services
during the period énd?hg\March 1, 1979, and the Centers have been funded to meet
that need. ({There are also provisions for méeting increased needs if estimates
prove to be too low). Federal regulations dittate that we condut¢t a competitive

- procurement to award the #ontracts for provision of these services after
March of 1979. Our jntention is to insure, however, that services not be
interrupted during sdch a procurement. Other services.as provided by USOE -

* personnel directly or as augmented by additional contracts (for example, for
the provision ofsgatprials and assistance with mational workshops to intraduce
SEA personnel to eVaJuation models for the Title T program forvthe °
neglected or deling gpp) will also contimue. .7 ) '

. Documénts about the mi?elﬁ and their procedures :
~ USOE policy psiﬂﬂéen that the_ Governmbmt Printing Office would be the
primary agent for"distributing handbooks, pamphiets,.and ofher materials abdut
the proper conduct &f Title I evaluations. Itywas fel at printing and
~disteipution of perhaps 20,000 copies of documents would be impossible -for
O 0E acchmplish, .’ ‘ ) '
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leflcultles faéed by SEA's and LEA's 1n obtainang our materials have

made us realize that our early decisiom (to rely primarily on GPO and only

suppiement those efforts)‘was wrong. We now envision a more active role for-

USOE .in the provistom of materials~-contacting States to determine the number -

of copies needed, having a sufficient number printed, and mailipg them from USOE.

We will alse mam?a stock of USOE materials in the—Technic {I‘ Assistdnce

-

Centers for their sonnel to distribute. The third source of materials will
be GPQ to enable p&sons who. do not 1nteract with States or the Cénfers to .
obtain Gop1es . : re /.
Another effort growing from*SEA and LE&,?equests will be computer soft-
ware and documentation which is more generalizab]e than our current version.
-," It will inglude provsions for entering data in various formats, for performing
edit checkS on the data, for printing out scatter—p]ots etc. We hope this will
. improve the accuracy in computatxon efc. ,_thatwas.nnuhawpnnblemﬁﬂﬁubnk.ln this ___.
will begin under contract in fiscal year 78, and copies 05 the puogram and
documentation will be 'distributed widely as described abo
. Persistent confusion regarding specific decisions in the conduct of an
evaluation as well as recent recommendations by ?he Lawyer's Committee for
Civil Rights under Law under contract to NIE (Silverstein and Schember, 1977)
have identified the need for a technical policy manual in the area of Title I.
®valuations. Our plans are that it will be organized topically to facilitate
referenc1ng it and will include many examples. It will provide guidance about
specific practices o implied generally by tHe regulations, and we hope to
have a draft availdble for review by 1nterested‘part1es s1mu1taneous1y with
thelr rev1ew of draft rules.,

Focused investigations to answer remaining questions
( -

Probiems still arise in districts regarding decisions about specific evalua-
"™~.tion practices. Many of those decisions involve trade-offs about which the
is currently no information,’ For example, some investigators have noted, in
[Aaccuracies in scales acrosg test levels developed to allow the use of a.lower
‘or "functional level" test with students and still describe their performance .
with respect to that of -their age-level peers. Others note that there are :
. inaccuracies, too, when students arg given tests too difficult for their de- \.
velopmental level. Local evaluators, then, must judge which type-of error
will be worse (that due to the scaling prohlgms or that due to a mismatch
between items and student levei), and they need more information by which to
.make such judgments. We plan to re-analyze existing data bases (from completed
Federal evaluation studies) for eVidence regarding such trade-offs, and that
. e;;dence will be much the content of the technical policy manuaL desciibéd .
above. .

-

- Work is also underway egard1ng evaluation mode]s for ether parts of the
Title 1 program, such as tha providing services for migrant children, for the
neglected or delinguent, and For pre-schoolers. Each is being addressed in a
separate contract, and USOE, State, and LEA personnel serve on adv1sory pane{ﬁ
to react to'feas1bi11ty and va]: ity issues as the ‘work procggds.
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. A third area of current investigation is focusing on the amounts of
usable LEA and SEA data USOE will have at different times for reporting to
Congress. We plan to. estimate these amounts and develop means for using
. them by next fall. (A1l that time we witl also have more definite informa-
. tion about the timing of regulations, allowing us.also to predict.when we
* will have uniform,‘com$arab1e data from a1l SEA's.) .- ‘
“ ' , ;f"\ ¥ ’

. TQE jmportance of contjnued puﬁiic input T _
. Section 151 emphasizes S:gfgﬁﬂ—LEA involvement in this work to develop,

evaluation models, and the program to implement the Section has relied heavily
on their input. SEA and LEA, personnel are on panels*focusing on model develop-
ment activities for each of the parts of Title I; additional committees have °
been formed to assist wi vﬂgyg_gggfgipg of regulations; ; .

-
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There isfluch interaction—among personnel from USOE (both in Title I
“and in evaludtion).SEA's (again representing both the program and evaluation
areas), LEA's, professional groups, and commercial concerns {for example, test
publishefs). Seldom is there unanimity across these groups regarding policy
for Title I evaluations, but the participation af people with varying concerns
<an at least keep USOE recommendations from being more restrictive tham necessary.

§

/ In short, it is rewarding to see changes which mark improvement ih
the state-of-the art of educational evaluation. One can cite, for example,
changes in the types of scores and services.offered by test publishkers; the
increase in the number of textbooks on. evaluation topice (often including
the sdme topics as those emphasized in the -Title I materials); more '
discussion at professional meetings; critical examination and use of . »
evaluation data for identification of effective practices or for changing’
programs; and increasedsinterest on the part of parents. While it is not

». appropriate to assume that the Title I evaluation system has been solely
responsible for this trend, we do~feel\it has played an jmportant role in
it and has been, in certain instances, .a catalyst both for the improvement
of evaluation practices and for the fur%ber examination of related issues.
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