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. work around, theré' is great var1at1on 1n these programs* The short term

Py - .

-

Much has been wrltten about evaluvating the ‘academic outcomes of Title' I
and other compensatory programs, but little attention has been’ given to
the unique problems of evalqatlng summer programs. Evaluation designs
develdped for use with regular term Title I programs ‘may be inappropriate-
or must be: adapted for use with summer programs. Perhaps because the
Title T regulatlons are more flexible and there gs’no school schedule to,

nature and lIimited focus of summer programs creates special difficulties
for the evaluator. 'Tbe cbaracterlstlcs of a particular program can makeé
certain'evaluation desigqs arﬁ more appropriate chan others.
Vd -
Since randomlzed studies are rarely possible, the evaluator must be able
to select a degign that ¢ s for altermative exolanatlons of the
results. The purpose of 3?1;$:aper is to suggest_ evaluation designs that
seem’ appropriate for summer Tltle I programs and procedures for, .
implémentihg tbesétde51gnsﬂ We will descrlbe various dimensions of -
summer programs which atfect the cbolce of an evaluation design, and wé
#ill discuss threats to the validity of summer program evalnatlons that
are particularly troublesome.

‘

-t

. . . [ .
Since this paperopresents an overview, 1t does not orov;é; the procedural.
or technical detail necessary to full 1nplement the rec ended designs,
but refefences are provided for further information. We recognize that
mcst+districts do not hawe staff trained in evaluation methodology and "\
have tried to focus en kdy concepts .and pract1cal suggestions. F
. A\

4 .

Characteristics of Summer Programs

<

.
.

Aftel reviewing.program descriptions and evaluations of summer Title I
programs+ £rom several western states, we have identified sources of s
variation in summec\programs that are critical in planning an evaluvatign
of academicjachievement. Before a school district adopts a Dart1cular
evaluation design, careful consideration of how the nature of t e program
affects the outcomes '0f the evaluati®n is necesgsary. * °
Instructiop. A summer program may last anywhere from two to eight

weeks, qulng that time instruction may be given as much as 51x bours,a
day or as little as A couple of hours a weex. This'means that ‘while some
programs cover a broad range of objectives, otbers’%ocus on a few
specific objectives. This range has several implications for selecting a
measure of impact and an evaluation design. P © -

.

First,, it seems unreasonable to expect to detect drowth on & standardized

achievemént test unless the program has a broad focus and rather

.intensive instruction. Most school districts currently use standardized,

norm~referenced achievement tests which sample only a small number of :
items in any skill area. With a program having a narrow focus, it is
possi le that only one er two items cover what was taught. The
importance of selecting a test that will be sensitive to the, 1nstructlon
prov1ded by the program cannot ber stressed too much. .

. Y

Second, the limited.time ava;lable for instruction in some programs
preclude spending much time in testing or conducting the evaluation.. In

e




some situations, spring and fall test data can be used father than '
. administering a3ditional tests. In other s1tuatlons, tests that are used

for student monitoring. can be used. - . T

. ,

. ¥% T ‘
IndiGidualization. While many Title I programs attempt to 1ndiv1duallze
instruction, the degree oﬁrlndlvlduallzatlon differs considerably. :
Sometimes this meahs 1nd1v1dual help wnlle working on exertises. In
other prodrams each student sets bis[own pace working through the same

' m3terials. ‘' In still others a unigue set of activities jis prescribed for . ’
each student. Often; individualized work is interspersed with group , \
activities. ) .. - ' ‘

o One implication for program evaluation telates to the selection of a test , N
to measure growth. The extent to which each student feceives a very
different tredtment determines whether a single pool of 1ten15could be
considered an adeguate measure of achievement for the group. While\a
Qroad ranged ‘test may be agproprlate,—often a criterion-referenged

& measure tallored to each §tudent would be preferable. .o : \

’

Nonacademic objectives. Many summer. programs can be d1st1ngulsbed oy

thexr emphasis on affective outcomes. While there is instruction “in .o
'basic gkills, high interest materials and supportive activities are used ¥
. to improve the students' self esteem or attitudes toward school. .In such

a program it is apprepriate to supplement or replace achlevement mgasures

with att1tud1nal scales, oBservation, or other measures. One would N

expect such a program to 1mprove student acblevement but perhaps not s ’
1mmed1ately.

. . . .,-_ L
-Student selectlon-crlterla. The procedure for selectlng students .into a
program is a very important consideration in planning.an evaluatlon. N
Like other Title I programs, summer projects generally use an informal cok
process based on teachex referral and perhaps a general cutoff score on a L

standardized Ltest. The referral, however, might be based of suab

criteri as the student needing assistance in a particular sklll area, - N
. in building $elf-esteem, or in-gefieral skill development. Generally, the

students sjlected can elect not to attend. Oftep the participants are -

prlmarlly ‘students who participated in the regular term program .but *

< sometimes the criteria fori determining a needy student areé‘greatly

relaxed so that the distri{ct can he sure to fill all'slots in the program.
. ?

One mellqptlon of the seXaction metbod is thatsif the, pretestulézres are ‘
used. to select students, rSgresslon to the mean could confound the . -
treatment’ effect imSdme d signs by making the program 100k more '
effective than (it actually vas. Another ifplicatfon i is that, unllxe
regular term programs, there:is often am excellent opportunlty ‘to select

v

a comparison group-of students who age eligible for Title’ I but who do . .
not participate.. Such a comparison gqroup would have to be, selected us1ng .
the same crs‘fria as the participating students: I .

! .t

Otber'instruction. Since the evaluator ~ants to dlstxnguisb between ) .
""growtb due to the Summer program d growtb due to other fac 's, it is Q/’Tf‘N .
¥ impogtant tQ consider influences outside th program. No othe ‘formal
g instructlonq}s llkeﬁy duplng the summer so it may seem reasona le to

. - K - ¢
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~evaluating them separately.

. - ’ ) . ‘iv ’ .

expect the same or worse perforwanca at posttest tlme without the sumner
»program. However, the stqdent still reads ~and applles math skills
throdghout the summers  Growth should be gxpected on ‘certain skills, due”
to practice, informal ipStruction by parents, or méturatlon. It apoears
tbat,"summey dropoff” involves slowi but not stopping the student s
rate of growth, at least as meacure ith standardized achievement cests
admlnlstered spring and fall (aobe 3930; Stenner & 3land, 1979). At
any-rate, a comparison group or otber coﬁ\rols may be nécessarj to ¢
distinguish growth‘attributable to the proghanh\\

- ~ > 4

Relatlon To regular term orosgra’ny The srnaarl‘.les in th‘ s
objecti¥@s, materials, and students between certain summer programs and
their regular term\mounterparts opens up the DOSSlDlllty of 1nt°grat1ng
the evaluatlons of the two components. {hen the summer act;u;tles are

51nply an extension of the regular term, tberegpay be little value 1n
4 - . .

Zvaluation Designs for Summer Programs-

EZducators have a long ‘tradition of using both a pretest and posttest b
determine how much growth occured during the <ducacional program.:
However, since many of the evaluations conducted have failed to estimate
how much would have peen slearned without the program, the results of
these studies have often been uninterpretable. i

, wy - e

Designing an evalua'tion tRat will y1éld interpretable resuits is like the
criminal lawyer preparing a court case. He Yevelops a theory of how the
crime took place by looking for evidence that"eilmlnates as many
alternative explanations as_possible. .In"“program evaluatich, the

evaluator makes assumptjons that lead to &stimates of how studerits would

have performed’ without the program, and collects*ta in.a way that makes
alternatlve explanations,of the resuits less,plausible. The effects of
the program must be separated from that of maturation, other classrdom
instruction, 1nfornalf1nstructlon in the home, testing problems,
characteristics of the particuler group selec;ed, and so on.

Three evaluation désigns are suggested here. ‘Each makes diffefent
assumptions about student growth that allow the evaluator to estimate how
students would have performed without“™the Title.I instruction. . Because
each assumption may be tenable only for summer programs having certain
characteristics, none’of the designs are universally applicable.

. L )

In describing each design, we have tried to suggest procedural guidelines

" and potentlal variations. We suggest what types Qf programs can, best ‘be

evaluated by ‘each de'sign and listed adwvantages and dlsadvantages ‘of eacb
de91gn.

-

-

.

Norm-Referenced Design R «

The porm-referenced design compares the growtb of.the Title I s@udents
‘withlthe growth that would have been expected without the Title -I -~
instruction, This no-treatment expectation is determined by the posttes
performance of students in the norming sample of a standardized test
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. whose pretest status was the same as the Title I group. At posttesSt time
the expected achievément 1s'subtracted from the actual achiévement to
determine the effeét of the program. - The deslgn is used essenfially the
same-way as in evaluatlng reqular term Title I programs (Tallmadge &,

Wood, 1980) . : *

. . . .

. ~ v

Requirements for Use -

4

. « - » I
Tbe norm-referenced des1gn seems best suited to summer programs wblcb
prov1&e tntensive 1nstruct1on on a broad range of objectives. Tests that
= are normed typically sample a very small ngmber of items from each .skill
area so that achievemegt of a wide range of objectlves .can be' assessed.

* . It 1s unlikely that such a test would be sensitive to” 1nstructlon that

N focused on only:a few -objectives or that was quite sHort in duratlon. ..
The Title I program should p:ov1ce three or moge hours a day for slx'to
eight weexs. “ - A . . . e *

. s . N .

Tbe ba51c assumptlon of the norm-referenqed model 1s’that wltbout .
treatment students will tend to remain_at the -same percentlle rank. '
“(Note, however, that since the scores of an individuml student flictyate
too much, the assumptlon is based on the average of the group ) If
students in the local population .are not similar-to those in the norm1n4§
r . " population ot if the school curricuilum differ's from tbose\scbooLS'

included in the sample, this "equipercentile” assumption may not hold and

the estimate of treatment effect may not be accurate. . o

- -
1 ' . ’ .

¢ o
There are several ways.to check tbis'assumﬁéion: Check the description:
of the norming sample in the technigal manuals qQf the test to:make sure
that students.like those in the'.1ldaal population were intluded in the

, norming. If historical data are available'Qn she local students, one
could chieck to see,if, on the average, students in'the dlstrlct malntaln L
their percentile rgnks prior to Tltle I instruction. N

N

- * For evaluatlng summer programs, the deslgn also assumes that llttle or no «
supplementary 1nstructlon occurred between pretest and posttest otber .
than the summer program.’  Since thé test must generally be given*in the

., spring and fall af norm dates, some students might receive several weeks
of regular term Title ‘I 1nstruction between the pretest and posttest,

~thus confoundlng the summer evaluation. On the, otber hand, if the )
regular term program starts late and ends early rn tbe school year, tbere

. may not be a problem. - \ N .
- ' The design ic also well saited for the program/;blqb extends the *.
materials a objectives of the‘regular term Title I prognam with the

same students. In some cases it may not be wbrthwhile to ,evaluate the
two, proggams separately %o that the focus of the evaluation would be
their combined €ffects® If many reglular term 'students do not participate
' during the summer, gains co@ld,be.cgmputed separately for the regular .

term only agd the regular plus summer participants. .
. e , v

s e .
¥
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. . Procedural Guidelines t .
‘ Y g . [ 2 . . . s
‘ - ‘ . M ' - - ’ .
’ : The guidelines for the rorm~referenced design are,detaileq in the User's . . v

, Guide (Tallmadge & Wood, 1980) for the Title I Evaluation and Reporting
. System. The .following -are some highlighes as they apply to ‘summer.,

< e s Dtograms. s ’ “ ‘ . ‘
. Select an aooroorlate standarc1zed test. The test must have empiracal . ‘,
‘(' " “*national or local norms fér the spring and fall: These norms should be .
.+ - based on-a- large sample of students which 13 representat ve of the local -
-, « ... group of students. The test should reflect what is tauq £.in" the summer - >

program and sHould contain few objectives that are ‘aot covered. It would-
7 be dxfficulc to :1nd a suitable norm-referenced test for short summer
¢ -~ . orograms that focus on a limited set of objectzxves. . .
. - - Nt x L x
Select students. )Students most in need of supplementary instruction
. =bbuld be selected for the program.» This may.be done using a, variety of .
, . methods as long as the pretest scores were not used in any way in the | .
- selection process. This is to avoid regressxon to the mean,. Since
' oart1c1pat1on in thé summer program is usually voluntary, stat}stlcal
. adjustments’ for regression that regulire a ‘strict pretest cutoff for LI
. selectlon cannot be used. . . , : - -

-n - -

Pretest and posttest students., The spring pretest and fall posttest R

should be administered within two weeks of the empirical norm dates of -

the test and—the instructlons for administering the test must. be %

. carefully followed, If the test_cannot be administered close to' the norm C e

Lo dates-but within six weeks, it is pdssible to 1nterpolate the norms. ‘

J Students should be tested at their functiabal level since the test level * L.
recomménded for each grade level may be too dlfflcult gpr Title I .
stsdents. An attempt should be made to use ‘the form of the test used by ,
the oubllsner in thesn mlng study. When possible, the same form and . -
, . level of the test should be used for both pretest and posttest. :

- v

Compute the treatment effect. Only the data from students hav1qg both a

. pretest and posttest score are used in ghe analysis. The pretest and
posttest scores are converted *to NCEs or expanded standard scores and . !
averaged. The effect of the program is the averagé,posttest NCE mlnus

e s the average otetest NCE., - i . ar
. . A2 , ¥
‘Advantages and Disadvantages . v ) L )

o>

The primary advantage of thé norm-referenced design is.its simplicity and
’ \familiarfty to schpol district staff. The procedures are not difficult

to implement and shoyld be familiar to tbose who hayejevaluated-regular . - -
term programs. Another advantage is that no.additional testing may be
requ1red if the dzstrlct has already administered an apprdpriate test as ° s
part of a district testlng prog{am or‘'other evaluatlon requ1rements.‘

-
4 .

The design has several dlsadvantages. First, the adsumption that the, B . .
Title I students would achieve at the same rate as students in the . -
% ) \

’

norming samp)e having the same 1n1t1ab status may not e acpurate for the
.. " local population. Second, reqular term Title I instruction tha't occurs
. agter the.sprzng pretest or before ‘the- fall posttest will biastthe : m
. estimate of the gains.’ Thzrd, the ' rather long time span between pretest . .

o . * A . ‘
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- and pokttest allows many opportunities for learhing (and forgetting) to-
occur due to factors Other than the program. .Fourth, the test selected
will probably be sen51t1ve to only rather. intensive sufimer instruction.

., . »
4

. Criterion-Refepenced Design

.. » » .

B
. .

b3

A criterion-referenced design determines the ‘progress of Title I studéents
with respect to a specified criterion or standard. ‘The criteria or .
standard may be defined in terms of some minimum number of test items’
answered correctly or in terms of some level of performance. In either,
case the measure of achievement is referenced directly to well defined'
instructional objectives. The effect of the program is detérmined by -
comparihg, the’ posttest performance of\students with their pretest
performance. N . A .

. .
. . . ]

Regyirements for Use . P

-

The cr1ter1qn~referenced design seems best suited to summer programs
which are based on carefully identified objectives, especially when very
different objectives are prescribed for each student. Often thése will
be very shorg programs which provide help to students 1in.a fairly limited
number of 'skill areas or objéctives. . _ . .o
. ¢
This design is essentlally a pre-post design.on a 51ngle group of
~students and lacks a4 procedure for determining whether the observed
growth is due tp the progrdm or to other factors. The asgumption is' that
" 1n the absence of the Title I instruction, 'stude uld net have ’
: llmproved on the posttest. This seems like a4« rafther 'strong assump;fon,
yet there do seem to be situations in which the assumption might be %
reasonable. Unlike regular term programs; the student is not receiving
.any formal instrucgién in addition to Title I. ‘If there 1s only a sbort
time interval betwedn the pretest and posttest, it is unlikely that mucn’

- <

.

growth would be expected dug to maturation, informal instruction in the,K -

home, television programs, or 51m11ar influences. Also, the development .
of some skllls seems to be more dependent on direct ipstrpction than .
othdrs. For example, 1mprdVement on a specific list sof vocabulary words
can be moce easily attributed to the program than can improvements in
general comprehension ob]ectlves. Mathematic teSts appear to be more
sensitive than readind test$. A large district mlght-bg 4ble‘ to plan a
stuéy to determine fhether any grgwth tends tb occur during the interval
between pretest and posttest without direct instruction.

. . . G- . ’
One-point of clarification would bé made’at this point, - The .
crlterlon-referenced design is not, equivalent to criterion-referenced ,
testlng. - The design may incorporate criterion~referenced tests but those
same tests could be used in éither @f the other qP51gne/as weld.

r" [

Précedural Guidelines -

.
.
Y

1

~The crlterlan-referenced model 1s. very flexlble ahd there are many -
possible varlatlons ip the way the model might be agplled, Some basic
guidelihes are: o .

., ' s ' ) '

o




. ' ‘Identify clear instructional objectives. The o}itical feature of thdis
design-is-that student achievement is referenced to a dgmain or sét of
. . behaviors. ' If the objectives are clearly defined, one can easily ' .
) distinguish between test items or tasks that do or do not measurg ‘that ’ ,
objettive. Xnowing the stugent s performance eon the test, one will®know , .
Coe which domain or skiil areas the student has mastered 'and whignh areas.are
< weak. Some types.of ob]ectlvea {see Nitko, 1980, for a review) arer . .
. LI , * R ) ' L .
1. Specific skill or knowledge such as "addition of three place .

. - numbers:with carrying” . ’ .

- -

! - . . rd N . Y
a ‘. - 2. - Acontinuum of skill complexity like “addition of two single
) digit numbers without carry11g" tbrougb to "additiom of three

3-digit numbefs with carrylng ’ . . ' . 3{

L]

4

. 3. ?roflc1ency from novice to expert ;n a skill such as com9051tlon T
< I I\ ’ ‘
Objectives can be‘develooed eltber pefore or-after students are selected
1nto the grogram. If after, ‘then objectives and crlterla for success;ul
completlon of the 6bJ°CC’VeS could be 1n01v1duallzed - )

.
. -
. . ‘- . .

. Select a sample of items ‘to measure each objective or ‘skill domain. A& . ' |
valid, and reliable measure of each objective or Sklll domaln to be - . i
I'evaluated is needed.’ The options include: . L e
L 4 . .
. . : I, A ooﬁmerc1ally available criterion-referenced or diagnostic fesd 2 :
that matches the curriculum N . : .
- A ¥ ,
2. A%test developed to parallel thé program materials -
: 3.. A cystomized test developed from an item bank or by a district
. testing office . . e . . -
> . M . [
. 4. A skilis checklist that-can be administered reliably 200
/ Some guidelines for developing or evaluating cri;erioh-referenced tests R
are available (e. g., HambletoM & Eignor,.1978; Popham, 1978), but the - . . B
field is complitated by tbe dlverslty 1n typés of tbese ,tests. " N '
n;xzkllsb Performance Crlterla . . ! - \ff ‘-p T '

/ * - -
.

Yooe . g

If a mastery approach is gaken, a performance criterion ‘shod1d Be set’ up '
} for each skill so that ope -can determine when.an objecq;ve;pas been’ ’
reach&éd. These Crlterla could be. in relation to one of the following: :

: . R /" . . .

1. Mumber of items correct o¥ each cluster.of itéhs ' .

. N
. .

' . 2. . Proportion of indivioual;y prescribed oojectives mastered‘

\.../ . . ¢
- ) 3. Proportion of students masterlng eaclr objectlvé oL Meeting each !
£ T , Criterion ¢ . &+ . . B .
: Ce " . 4. ' Score indicating degree of prof1c1ency, or level of task :
= ’ complexity . . = .

, l . . . ) . , 7 \”:F ', . o o
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Seiect program participants.’. The most needy students are to be selected . Lo
1nt9 the summer program. This cap be done uiing a variety aof procedures ~
.ag' lomg as the pretest scores are not used in any way in the selection .
L process. Other test scores, teacher observation, progtess tbrough a
, 5 \readlng series,” and other measures can be used. . b . .
- L fPretest and posttest Participating students The nature of the objectives . TS

and criteria for success determine when pre and posttestding can occur.

In some ¢ases, ‘the same measure is given just before and just after .the
B 'relevant unit of instruction. In other cases testlng would occur at the .
- T beglnnlng and end of the program. Noté that ‘the test items completed may ’
i : " Be different ‘for each student if each student receives instruction on”’
S dlfferent objectlves. - . - . b
JComoute tbe gr0wtb in acblevement. The difference in achievement between
, ) ‘the pretest and posttest can be expressed~in the manner specified by the

éi:rltefla for success establlsbed abotve. -

g K Advantages and Disadvantages .
7 ' .
/
. The main advantage of the des1gn is its flexlblllty. The design can be
D) adapted to many types of programs. Suitable measures for student .
menitoring may already be incorporated in the program. There are few ﬂ%r
constraints on when testlng should take place and there 1s no comparison’
‘ %qroup. Another advantage is that tkg design can yield t1mely 1nformatlon d -
that’is tied directly to instruction. '
& . . P ) -
. A major disadvantage of the design*is that the design is weak. .
., . Differences in performance\ SQkQE due to causes other than the Title I ’
' programs Its flex1b111ty may conceal measurement problems or 1ll-defined )

objectives. If the design is not carefully integrated into the

. instructional program, much time can be wasted in testipg and s
.+ recordkeepifg. The test .information will be most useful if tied d1rectly
, to the curriculum. ' ’

. . 2 | :

p ‘ / Comparison Group Design. - 1 ‘
] ¢ '
F The comparlson group design is 1mplemented by establlsblng two groups of ~ - .
students that are similar in all respects except that one group ’
+participates in the summer program and the Other dqes not. Both grou

are pretested and. posttested under the game conditions and at the same .
) time. The.relative progress, of the treathent group over the comparison - 1 -
group yields an estimate of the effect of the program, The deSLgn is
used in the same way as for evaluating other Title I programs (Tallmadge °
Wood, 1980). . s

-
.

. ‘Requirements for Use B ' e . . ‘
g i . ‘ .
< ,The assumption behind the_design 1s tbat the comparison group is an .
AN adequate control for alternative, explanatlons of the evaluation results -
’ so that any differences in the progress of the groups over the summer can . e
be attributed to the Title I program. In order 'to ensure the ‘adeguacy of . -
. this corntrol the two groups néed to be very simllar n all educationally
1 meortant'variables such asg, race, gender, socioeconomlc statush and
pretest status.-\ ‘e
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The 1deal way to ensure eguivalent groups is ta randomly assign students T
‘to the treatment and no—;reatment conditions. Since randomlzatlon is
rarely possible in field settings approx1matlons to true ;andomlzed
= selection must be used. The best'way 'to proceed 1s to select a - <L .
’ comparzson/@roup that can be. logically assumed to be ‘equivalent to the ] o
Title I group and thén compare, the ,two groups on educaggonallv relevant

va;aables to establish that, in fact, ;hef‘are similar. Finding a ¢ e
comparison group for a summer program ptooaoly 'is easier than finding one

- for a regular ter ram. ‘ -
. v ° - . &
! : > N : e ' . = ’ ’ R -
Srocedure Guidelines 7 - N . ‘ "

s - ) ® . R ®

.

¢
- The User's Gulqe 'Tallmaége & Pagan, 1980) descrvbes the -procedure :in ]
more aetail, but some. hlgbllgbts that pertain to summer* progrants follow. A
e . - .
. Select a test. The test cbosen snould measure the Bummer progdtam
*  objeétives. Tne test used need not have norms. rowever, the test chosen

must still be reliable and valid for measuring progress of students. N . .

'

& . B

- ”elece Tlule I and comparison student:., Students 1n the treatment and

* comparison groups must be selected in the same manner 1n o'der to avoad ﬁ?
. dlfferentlal regression. between the groups. Some options for selecting a N
- comparlson group are: : - .- . v

“

.
. . ‘
L . -

L) Selegt a pool pof students eligible for the summer .,program.
ah tudents who doknot elect to participate would serve as pe
parison group. Consider whether. the ‘elective nature of
this selegtion method produces a nonparticipating group that .1s )
different }n educationally relevant ways from the;ritle I group. .
,® The.comparison group students,might be selected from another
schooj not participating in the summer program u51ng the same .
< objective procedure objective criterion used in tbe v
» . partxchgatlng school. ™ . , : . |
., / . .
’ Students must be selected who have the same educatlonal experlences |
. between the pretest and posttest as the treathent group except - -
- partlglpatlon in the summer program. Since-test¥ng must generally occur :
in the spring and fall, consideration must be given to whether students
are receiving any dlfferent regular term Title I*1nstructlon during that.
v _period. Check the similarity of the Tltle I and cemparison groups.,. ;
’ )
Pre and posttest. «The treatment and comparison stégents must Be tested S
at the same time dnder the same conditions. Testing need not occur en . )
the empi?ical norm dates if a norm-referenced test is used. Since it 1is ,
rarely possfible to test the comparison group studepts' during the summer, “« .
testing mu usua}ly occur during the spring and fall. ' 2"
r S . iy . .

!
1
!
|
}
|
|
.
Compute 't e reSults. Include in the analyses only .those treatment and - J

. comparisgn’ students that have both pre and posttest sceres., The decisgion
. . . of what, nalysis to use is complex and controversial. Professional o,
3udgmen is needed. When students are randomly assigned (or when ) ’
.+ assignment *is, random in effect) it is pos3iBle,to use analysis of,

- 3 T
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covarianceé to adjust jEor any random differences between the pretest o A

status ,of the two groups. When groups are assigned based on.stable group
difference such,as volunteering for the program, as is typical in this .
) appllcatlon, Tallmadgé & Wooa (1980) suggest a principle axis ad]ustment

(see’ also Kenny, 1975). ;ﬁ .- . .

. . ~ E
Advantages and Disadvantages . . . ‘

The major advantage ta this design is that 1t provides the best estima
of the effect of the summer program on'chievement, if an adequate .
comparison group 1s used. Findind .an adeyuate comparison group is easiet -7
for summer programs than for other Title I Qrograms., Regular testing ) ‘
data can also usuallgsbe used, So, that no excra testing is required. . .
. .\ & )
The maJoE disadvantage is that-the'analysis of the daéa requires mgre !
sophlstlcatlon if statistical adjustments are used. lso, 1t ﬁay be
difficult tg¢ obtdin a comparison group unless testing 1s done’ in the \ -
* spring and fall. . .
* / » . ’ ) ?
: Discuss}on-

- ‘*

-

In tbls paper we: haye proposed tbree evaluation desigps that seem \
approprlate for summer Title I programs. —We included only deslgns which .

seemed relatively easy to implement and which would yield reasonably

valid conclusions whén 1mplemen§§§ properly. . There will be s1tuatlons.

however, when none of the- suggested des1gns can be implemented without . .-
v1olat1ng assumptions’or guidelines. For example, a brief program with ]
Doorly defined objectives and-no suitable testing materials would have .
dlfflculty implementing *the*’ crlterlon—referenced or norm-referenced 7

design. The summer program using a narm-referenced test for which the - -
‘empirical norm dates overlap\yltn tbe requdar term program will confound

the effects of the two prpgrans.

-

. Y
Regardless of tbé’deslgn selected to evaluate summer Jrograms, there are
several issues that should be cons1dered before implementing the
evaluatzon: , ™ 5 . -

[y N

+ Match between content of test and instruction., The match bet een what is
taught and what is assessed is a very 1mportant feature of any- .
evaluatlon. Wb}le/@bls may seem intuitively obvious, it is p ooabl the
evaluatlon guideline most frequently d1sregarded “Poo often,| a summer
program with a definite focus will*be evaluated _using a broad 1 *
standardizéd achievement test. A total rdading score, for .ingtance,
should not be considered a reasonable ‘measure of a student acblevemgnt in .
a 2-week summer program worklng excluslvely on vowel sounds. It is //~
unllkely that more than a couple‘of the’ test items would reflect wbat was ¢
taugbt. : p ‘ - . . -

L . © t -

v . .

3

If a test is an approprlate tool to evaluate a particular program, at . . Ta

least four congltlons should hold: (l) the test should measure most of

the 'instructional objectlves, (2) the number of items in each skill area N

should be rougbly proportioned to.the relative emphasis of tbat skill #n . . o,

instruction; .(3) there should be few 1tems on the' test that measure .

objectives that were not covered durlng ‘the program, and (4)- the kasks or-
’ V4 « . -

] , ‘ ' lO /k ' - 4
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, item formats shoulti be famj€iar to the students.s . ”Eath oi%sbese oriteria
- . should be, applied 1ﬂ evaluating the test on subtest selected fot the "

: , evaluatlon. ‘e . , . - L
L . v . . . . A
o W\ .
‘ Number of students. To~base declslons'on 2$aluat1on resul one would .
" like to We cdonfident .that the observed efalvation results are dug’
- actual orogram effects rather than random “fluétuation due to mea ement

error or-to the, particular samgIe of’ students participating. Unless data
from a suostantlal nuifber of students were used in computind achieyement
gains, error can easily obscure program eff ts. Since few szhool
districts h5Ve.the resources to apply stat1 alfslgnlflcance tests to

. -their evaluation data, the evfluation résults aré-often® used without

: P ;egard td t#e number of studeqts particlpating in the program.

- % o . .
Typically, summer programs serve onlv a small number of students. ‘Even
— if there is lldkle turnover for the.duratién of‘%be project, estimates of
program 1mpaCt will generally. be based on a lrmlted numioer of pre- anc

_ posttest scores. - o R .

oL 2

- Since the number of students served oy & program cannot be increased |

* slmply to 1mprove the evaluatlon, other methods must be sought to

. increase the stability of' the results. Tbe accepted methods are to
follow tbrough in make=up ‘testing, to ! gregate results, and to watch for
trends.. ~ T ' '

[

»

! ' v 5 . - \
When the *scdres of only-a few program participants ar;/éﬁailaole,
. substantlal 1mprovements in tgg ‘stability of group means can be reallzed
- . -by ensuring’ that Bot pre- and postte§t scores wi1ll be availaple from as
many students as possible. This tequ1res makewup testlng \:s; .may ‘also
requ1re coordlnat;on w1tb ather schools to optain scores o udents who
have tr'ansferred' w1tb1n the d1str1ct or graduated ! :

. Aggregating scores across sc 1 bu1ld1n§s, across years 'of the program,

Or across grades is a‘very ef ctigye metbod of 1ncreas1ng the stablllty
) of ‘evaliation results. When the program has been'lmplemented in a ., !
similar way across one or more of ,these dimensions, better estlmates of
program effectlveness can be computed from the comolne@ scores. For.

le, 3 dlatrlct offerlng a small program of five students in both

tblrd and. fourth. grades, might averagde the scores from botb grades and
from two years, of the program, yielding a single-gain’ based on about 20.
students. Care must be taken5 tbough, to comnlne scores from dlffereiﬁi
grades only if NCEs are used, Care must also be’ taken 1n 1ntefﬁret1ng
the”’ results when sucb comblnatlons are useq"’

¥ - M ) - )
Quality, control. Tbe effects.of summer Title I prodgrams that can be

detected with any of the “e¥aluatj ‘deslgns is likelyﬁggfbe'small. If

_thq evaluation is not done care y, the rresulting erpQr can obscure the
act treatment effect. Exper ence w1th evallations regular term
_ Title“L programs suggests that some of the more common sourceaﬁbf erxor
. ., -care: . v © , ~
' : L, . . L: . .
. e »Failure to follow. the guidelines for the evaluation design

- o‘. Lack of match between the content of the test and what was taught
‘ . » - ' -
. %
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Bur&éﬂ\pf the evaluation. Due to the brief nature of many summer '
program§\~taacbers are understandably reluctant to use instructional time -

for testing students or planningstime fbg scoflng those tests. We have »
suggested dbove several ways to make maximum use of scores that may have . ~
been collected for other purposes. It may be possible tq use spring and -

fall scores from a dlstrlcﬂ'wlde testing program or from the eval?atlon

of the regular term Title I program for the evaluatioh. The

2

. norm-referenced design would be implemented most ef iently in this

way. Stident- monitoring during the” program uéing teQs referenced td the
cyrriculum can often be.used for evaluation purposes art;cularly wi
the criterion-referenced, de51gn. . ‘ N

. . - b
N

-

Other forms of evaluation. 6 Measuring the academic achievement of symmer
Title I students.is not the only -form of evaluation that can prowvide
useful information about the effectiveness of the program. It may not
even be the most efficient or, useful for this type of program. There are
other 'outcomes to consider, .particuarly with programs ‘which emphasize ]
attitude's ,or selchoncept. Process or implementation evaluations can
pro&;de information ut how well thezﬁ}ogram is functioning from an
other perspective or about the extent to which dhe program was )
implemented. Often, the feslilts O&f such Studies translate more eas;ly' v
into the program decisions than aleibation of the designs discussed here.
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