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I. INTRODUCT ION

Compensatory education programs for migrant children are intended to help
them overcome disadvantages they face in attaining an education. Conditions
related to migrancy create educational barriers not facing the typical
student. High mobility, the most obvious and common condition, inter feres
with min‘:.aining instructional continuity. Proolems stemming from high
mobility often are combined with limited English language skills which further
complicate meeting the needs of these students.

Chapter 1 of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) of
1981 and the 1983 Technical Amendments authorize the U.S. Department of
Education (ED) to allocate funds for states to operate programs for students
e1131b1e for nigrant services. Previously, states operated mijrant prog:ams
under the authority of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary E=ducation Act
of 1965. In recent years, approximateiy 8 percent of the over 3 billion
dollar allocation for all Chapter 1 programs has been targeted for services to
misrant students. It has been estimated that the Chanter 1 migrant education

program involves over 600,000 children a year (Plato, 1984) with about 60

re

percent of these children directly benefiting frow instructional or support
services funded by Chapter 1 (c.f. Naccarato, 1986).

The ED Office of (General Counsel has concluded that the evaluatior
requirements in the 1983 Technical Amendments to ECIA apply to all Chapter 1
prograns, 1nc1udin3 state operated Chapter 1 mia:ant programs. Thus,
Chapter 1 mig:ant programs have the same legal reqhirement to evaluate as

Chapter 1 regular programs operated by local educational agenc:.es.
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The following passages, taken directly from the legislation authorizi..g

Chapter 1 programs, specify the broad requirements for evaluation.

Applicant agencies are to assure that their programs and project :
Will be evaluated in terms of their effectiveness in achieving the
goals set for them, and that such evaluations shall include objactive
measurements of educationzl achievemen. in basic skills and a
determination of whether improved performance is sustained over a
period of more than one year, and that the results of such evaluaton
will be considered by such agency in the improvement of the programs

and projects assisted under this Chapter....(ECIA Chapter 1, Section
556.b.4, (as amanded in 1983)

The law further specifies that:

Each state education agency shall conduct an evaluation of the
programs assisted under this chapter at least every two years and
shall make public the results of that evaluation. ECIA Chapter 1,
Section 555.e.l)

Satisfying the evaluation requirements for Chapter 1 regqular programs has
been relatively easy compared to satisfying the requirements for evaluating
Chapter 1 migrant programs. One reason is that a unifurm evaluation system
was mandated and established for Title I reqular. Most states and districts
have simply continued to use the Title I Evaluation and Reporting System
(TIERS) to meet the more flexible, less specific requirements to evaluate
Chapter 1 regular.

While the migrant program has profited from a national computer network
and information exchange -- the Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS)
== to facilitate the tranafer of educational and health records among school
districts, the MSRTS was not designed to support program evaluation needs.
Migrant proorams in general have not benefited from developmental evaluation

planning. Consequently, migrant program evaluations vary between states,

between projects within 2 state, and often between years in the same state.




A national approach to uniformly evaluating migrant programs has n;t been
mandated, nor has the ED developed or sanciioned evaluation procedures
specifically for migrant programs. Neovertheless, states are responsible for
evaluating at least once every two years. These evaluations must include
objective measures of student basic skills achievement, and they are to be
considered in improving programs. Ed also requires evaluation information for
its periodic reports to Congress., Oft .., the information is pulled from state
reports to ED even though the data are not readily summarized.

Beyond meeting legal requirements, however, the need for evaluation
information about mig¢rant programe is longstanding and problematic for many of
the same reasons that migrant students are the target of special services.
Migrant mobility, for example, makes it difficult to obtain pre and posttest
data that are .epresentative of project efforts. There is clearly a need to
formulate practical and technical advice on how to improve the evaluation of
Chapter 1 migrant programs at che state and local level.

In the summer of 1984, ED established a migrant evaluation workgroup which
included staff from the ED, the National Association of State Directors cf
Migrant Education (NASDME), and each of the four Regional Chapter 1 Technical
Assistance Centers (TACs). The workgroup focused on two related tasks. The
first was to develop a national summary of participation and achieverment
information drawing from annual state migrant evaluation reports o ED for the
1981-82 and 1982-83 school years (Jenkins, 1986; Naccaratc, 1986). The
second, which is the subject of the present paper, was to formulate advice for
evaluating migrant education programs.

In carrying out its tasks, the workgroup considered fi’e related factors

as follows:

l. History of migrant program evaluation on the national level

~3-
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2, Legal requiraments to evaluate Chapier 1 migrant programs

3. Evaluation practices reported in the 1981-82 and 1982-83 annual
evaluation reports by the states

4. Evaluation experiences of NASDME representatives ana their
agsociates

5. Experiences of TAC staff as they assisted states with Chapter 1
migrant evaluation plans .n their respective regions

It quickly became apparent that programs to address the educat.onal needs
of migrant students are more diverse than those for regular Chapter 1
students. Older migrant students are likely to need services to help them
9ain course credit necessary to graduate from high school. Some students,
certainly a larger proportion than those in Chapter 1 reqular progranms,
require instruction to develop their Enqlish language skills. Many migrant
students require significant medical, dental and social services in addition
to instructional services which are the principal services for Chapter 1
regular. Finally, Chapter 1 rigrant programs must devote substantial
fesources to recruitment in order to actively encourage these students to stay
in school.

Programs to meet the various needs of migrant youth are as diverse as the
conditions that constrain proqram design from state to state and site to

site. Programmatic diversity is reflected in a greater variety of goals for

e

migrant progqrams and in the systems for delivering program services. Ideally,
a state plan for evaluatinqg Chapter 1 migrant programs will reflect the

diversity of programs in that state by giving comprehensive and balanced

coverage of the programs offered. Comprehensive coverage implies that all
significant aspects of the programs in the state would be evaluated. Balanced

coverage means that the evaluation effort would be in proportion to the

resources devoted to each service area (e.g. Reading, English for those with




limited English backgrounds), term (i.e. regular term or summer term), and

qrade level.

Evaluation of some program areas will be more technically feasible and
economical than others. Each state shoula carefully consider the ideals of
comprehensiveness and balance against the practical constraiiits of feasibility
and cost. This document will give priority to nvaluating instructional
programs whose objectives promote achievement growth in the basic skills, as
all states are required to evaluate these programs. Even restricting
ourselves to programs that focus on basic skiils, program design constra'nts
vary f{rom those in states which serve as "homebase" for migrant families and
include over 150,000 eligible migrant students to those which serve migjrant
populations of a few hundred students only in the summer.

By iimiting the present advice tc evaluation which involves measuring
achievement in the basic skills, we are not implying that these other program
activities can not be evaluated nor that they are not important enough to
evaluate. Rather, we acknowledge the complexity of migrant programs and
believe that comprehensive eval ‘at:on ideally calls for many approaches.
Evaluating achievement gains is only one facet of a comprehensive evaluation
of nigrant education_prog:ams.

The general approach taken in this paper resulted from careful analysis of :
the provlem. We recommend that each state develop a Chapte: 1 migrant
evaluation plan that will give representative coverage of the state's
program. The first step in developing the state plan is tc build ¢ profile of
instructional services offered to students. Based on this profile, the state
woulc set priorities for evaluation and then select or develop evaluation
stratzqies accordingly. To assist the states, this paper outlines the
element3 of a state Chapter . migrant education program profile and presents

an overview of four approaches to evaluating migrant programs. These

~5=
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evaluation approaches have been used by states in the past, and their
inclusion reflects our underlying philosophy of building upon and
strengthening existing practices. This involves disseminating information
describipg these practices, including examining their strengths and
limitations and recommending ways they can be improved or made more useful.

We advocate sharing and analyzing existing practice coupled with technical
assistance from TACs and other gqualified evaluation consultants as the Lest
way to improve local and state evaluation practice. The variety of
circumstances in states with Chapter 1 migrant programs precludes developing a
single system of evaluation to meet all evaluation needs.

The following section of this report presents a brief overview of findings
from the workgroup's review of the annual 3tate mi grant evaluation reports
from the 1981-82 and 1982-83 school years. The third section presents a
planning strateqy that recommends each state develop an evaluation plan
aligned with the types of programs and services in the state. The fourth
sec.ion presents fovr general evaluation approaches used by states. The fifth
section summarizes general recommendations for state evaluation of Chapter 1
migrant program evaluation.

This report is intended to be used by staff responsible for planning
migrant evaluations at the state level. It is not a detailed implementation
quide because, in the absence of specific federal requiraments, such quidance
must follow from state level policy decisions about the direction ot mi grant
evaluation at the local level. For the same reason this paper, while it may
be of intevest to migrant program staff at the local level, is not a guide for

local program evaluation,

12
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II. EXISTING PRACTICE

Classification of Evaluation Approaches Used

The workgroup gathered and reviewed the 1981-8z and 1982-8 =2nnual r grant
evaluation reports submitted to ED by all the states. NASDM .;ad pr-.iously
sponsorad an analysis of th> 1980-81 annual reports; this ar: ysi is
presented in plato (1985). Initiallv, the workgroup clas- _.<a each approach
to evaluating student achievement using a svstem ade Picto's (1985)
national profile of migrant program participation and achi :vement testing
practices,

The four types of evaluation identifiec by . lato were:

1. Nom-referenced eval' tion model from ™ t.e I Evaluation
Reporting Systeam (T1£RS)

2, Pre-post matched scores using scaled scores from a standardized test
3. Criterion~referenced testins

4 State agsessment programs

A fifth approach to evaluation was found in th. 1981-82 and 1982-83

reports. This approach, which was called "point-in-time" assessment by its

1~

developers, is similar to the state assessment approach to migr~nt program
evaluation,

On further review of the evaluation results presented in the state
reports, the workgroup mcdified the initial classification schere somewhat.
The separate class.fication for criterion referenced testing approaches was
eliminated and a catcoory for the posttest-only desion was added. The major
reason for this change was to acknowledge that criterion referenced tests

could be used in any of the other evaluation approaches identified. A feature

n7—
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common to states originally classified as using criterion referenced testing
was that they all tesied students after they participated in the program, but
not before. Thua, the decision was to identify the evaluation approach as the
posttest-only design.

The second changs in the classification system was to accomodate the new
point-in-time assessment approach. To accomplish this, the category of state
assessment programs was broadened to include assessment programs in general.

Thus, the classification scheme in this analysis is:

1, Norm-referenced evaluation model
2. Pre-post matched scores design
3. Posttest-only design

4, Assessment programs

The workgroup extracted these four general evaluation options from
existing practice, rather than pulling them from a catalog of designs such as
those described by Campbell and Stanley (1966) or developiq’ an entirely new
set of "models” for migrant evaluation.

Before proceeding to discuss these evaluation approaches, it should te

pointed out that some evaluation approaches that states have used detect

1~

progran effectiveness, while others take a census of sigrant student
achievement without attributing that achievement to participation in the
migrant program.

Measures of program effectiveness attempt to isolate results of
participation in a program. By analogy, the effectiveness of a weight loss
program might be evaluated by determining the average number of pounds a group
of participants lose over a six week period. If 2 large number of people in a

weight loss program were to lose an averayge of 10 pounds in the first six
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weeks, the implicatioin is that a person who is similar to those in the-progxam.
can expect to lose 10 pounds in the first six weeks and that the program is
effective to this degree.

A mcre rioorous evaluation would compare the weight loss of a randomly
selected experimental group and control group. The experimental qroup would
participate in the trial weight loss program and the control group would
maintain their regular routine of exercise and diet during the same period.
Roughly speaking, the difference in the average weight loss of the two g9roups
at the end of the six week period is a measure of program effectiveness.

In contrast, some approa~hes to evaluation wvhich result in an accurate
measure of qroup status at some point in time, do not readily reveal whether
changes have taken place or what may have caused changes. For example,
determination of the weight on January 1, 1967 of a random sample of all U.S.
males who are between the ages of 40 and 45 would not tell anything about the
effectiveness of a national advertising campaign to promote weighc loss among
40 to 45 year o0ld males. Another sample of 40 to 45 year old males could be
drawn two years later and their weight measured on January 1, 1989. Even if
the average weight of those in the 1989 sample were lesa than that of those in
the 1987 sample, we cannot conclude that the weight loss progsram has been

effective at reducing the weight of 40 to 45 year old males. Other factors

‘.

could accou..t for changes in status. For example, a societal trend having
noching to do with the national program could explain the lower weigh:t of the
second sanmple.

Similarly, an evaluation that takes a census of the population at some
point in time, although it uses objective measures of achievement, does not
necessarily irform us about the effectiveness of a program in raising the

achievement of a group. The information may be useful for other purposes,

however.




These four data collection approaches are not alternative means to.the
same end. The first three are quasi-experimental de#signs intended to produce
an assessment of a program's treatment effect. The fourth approach includes
cases where a state assessment program is used to collect data from migrant
students. The point-in-time assessment is similar to state assessment except
that it is an assessment program specific to migrant students.

The nocm—referenced evaluation model, also known as Model A, estimates the
amount of achievement gain that a group of students experiences over what
would be expected as a result of regular schooling alone. Use of the
norm—-referenced model's normal orowth expectation excludes growth due to
migrant student participation in a locally operated Chapter . program, which
confounds the effectiveness of the migrant program with that of the regular

Chapter 1 program.

The pre-post matched scores approach implemented without a comparison

group, meisures the amount of g9&in a group of students experiences between a
pretest and a posttest, but does not isolate the cause of the gain. 1In other
words, the effects of the reqular school program, the Chapter 1 regular
program (when there is one) and the Chapter 1 mi9rant program all contribute
to the gzin measured by the pre-post matched scores approach. The result is a
measure of the migrant student achievement qrowth resulting from their total
educational experience. State migrant program evaluations using the pre-post
m: :<hed scores approach have employed both normed and non-normed tests.

The posttest-only design has been used primarily with criterion referenced

tests. Its key feature is that the test scores express results in such terms
as the percentage of students achieving mastery of a particular skill after
they have completed the program. Because there is no built-in control for

pre-program status, it does not measure program effectiveness.

~10~ 1 6




A few states have taken advantage of their existing state assessment

programs to gather and report achievement data on migrant students. State

assessment proqrams take a number of forms depending on:

l. Grade level(s) assess>»d

2. Use of sampling or testing the entire population of students
3. Subject matter covared

4, Type of assessment instrument used

5. Time of year testing is accomplished

6. Frequency of testing (e.9., every year, every three years)

A state assessment is designed to describe the achievement level of all or
a representative sample of all stvdents in a defined class (e.q., fourth grade
students). A state assessment approach, when applied to evaluating the
Chapter 1 migrant program in a state, produces a census of the achievement
level of the migrant students. When the assessment is repeated over a nuaber
of years, the trend of migrant student performances may be displayed.

A recent variation of the atate assessment approach is, point-in-time,
which uses a test, or test battery, and a testing schedule established

specifically for the migrant student population in the state. While it also

4.

produces descriptive performance information that does not directly measure
program effectiveness, it more readily allows for a test that can be matched
to the curriculum ¢f the migrant program and a testing schedule that can be
set taking into account the migrant student attencance cycle.

Before moving on to the fourth section cf this paper, which analyzes each
of these approaches to evaluating Chapter 1 migrant programs, the following
observations are presented based on the evaluation results presented in the

annual reports for 1981-82 and 1982-83.
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Observations About 1981-82 and 1982-83 Evaluation Methods

Roughly 50 percent of the states reporting indicated that they used some
form of evaluation utilizing achievement data (c.f. Jenkins, 1986). Not all
ot these states, however, actually presented achievement data in their annua.

report. Data were withheld for a number of reasons includiqg:

1. Problems implementing the evaluation approach

2. Poor data quality

3. Reporting requirements from ED did not call for submitting the data

4. Evaluation focused on iocal program management and improvement rather

than jeneratirng state-level aggregates

Not alil states used the same evaluation approach(es) from year to year.
Why this happens is not clear, but lack of continuity contributes to data
quality problems and makes implementation confusing to local staff. A long
term pattern of inconsistency suggests the need for a state plan and technical
follow-through to quide evaluation of the migrant program.

Thirteen states reported evaluating their migrant programs using the
norm-referanced evaluation model in 1981-82. Nine of these thirteen states
reported evaluation results based exclusively on the norm~referenced model.
The remaining four states using the nom-referenced model reported evaluation
results based on at least one additional approach. Ten Oof these thirteen
states produced data that could be aggreqated with that from o‘her states for
1981-82,

Ten states reported results from the norm-rererenced model in 1982-83.

Seven of the ten reported results were based exclvsively on the

no.nmreferenced model.
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Only five of the the states producing data that could be aggregated. and
) reported for the 1981-82 program year also produced aggreqatable data in
1982-83. states reporting in 1981-82, but not in 1982-83, cited data quality
problems as the primary reason. It is not clear whether these problems
reflect actual reductions in data quality or less tolerance for poor quality
data. But the fact remains that much less data were available in 1982-83 than
in 1981-82.

Only some of the evaluations allow the reader to relate the evaluation
results to instructional services offered through the migrant program. It
would be useful to know, for instance, what percentage of the students
receiving instructional services in a specific subject area (e.9., reading)
are tested in that same subject area. State assessment approaches, in
particular, do not tie the evaluation to the instruction, as students may even
be tested in areas where no supplementary instruction was provided.

Some states reported that their evaluation focused on individual project
improvement and was not designed to produce state level summaries of migranc
student achievement. It remains to be seen how many of these states will
voluntarily adopt evaluation approaches that result in meaningful state level
achievement summaries. Consultations by the TACs suggests that many of these

gstates are planning to produce interepretable state level evaluation results.

1~

The earliest such results (for the 1984-85 school year) will be available is
early 1986. Some will not be available until late 1986 or early 1987.

There is reason to speculate that state evaluation approaches are related
to characteristics of the migrant student population served in that state.
For example, states with a high percentage (and number) of former migranc
students may find evaluation models that require testing the same students
before and after participation on the program are feasible and, hence, may
choose to use the ncrr-referenced model. States with a high percentage of

‘ =13~ 1 9




interstate migrant students will finq that such evaluation methods as éhe
nom-referenced model are not feasible in their state and may use an
assessment approach or a posttest-only design. Unfortunately, very little
data exist on the number of migrant students actually participating in
educational programs (Naccarato, 1986). Florida, which has used the
nom-referenced evaluation model for some time, served a population of about
60 percent interstate migrants, 25 percent former migqrants, and 15 percent
intrastate migrants. Their evaluation approach is consistent with the
hypothesis that states with a large number of former and intrastate migrant
students would be able to use the norm-referenced evaluation model.

Kentucky, another norm-referenced evaluation model user, had about 70
percent former migrants and 19 percent intrastate migrants. Over 50 percent
of the migrant students in Georgia were former migrants but there was a higher
percentage of intrastate migrants (27 percent) than in Florida or Kentucky.
Georgia reported its achievement test results based on the norm—referenced
evaluation model for 1981-82 but not for 1982-83 when data quality problems
and small sample sizes were cited as reasons for not reporting data.

The sparce data set on 1981-82 and 1982-83 participation revealed that the
percentage of iutrastate migrant students reported was fairly low. Some very
large states were missing data, but in no case was the percentage of
intrastate migrants greater than about 30 percent and in most cases it was
much less. North Dakota, which operates a summer program but not a reqular
term program, reports that about 94 percent of (ts migrant students are active
interstate migrants and less than 1 percent are in the former migrant category.

One of the most frequently mentioned barriers to evaluating the
effectiveness of the migrant program is the high mobility rate of the
3tudents. The data that the states reported in 1981-82 and 1982-83 suqgest

that mobility ketween states is more pronounced than that within states. For

-14-
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states t“it are the exception to this rule, the problems of tracking st;udents
may not be as much of a barrier. We must, however, be somewhat skeptical
about the accuracy of the participation data for the 1981-82 and 1982-83
project years.

In the next section of this paper, a process is outlined for developing a
profile of the Chapter 1 migrant proqram in a state. The profile is to help

set state priorities for evaluating the Chapter 1 migrant program.




III. MATCHING EVALUATION TO THE STATE PROGRAM

Steps in DevelopinQ a State Plan

A state should develop a comprehensive and balanced plan for evaluating
its Chapter 1 migrant instructional programs. Such a plan allows one to
document tane relationship between evaluation information and instructional
emphasis. Por ~2xample, a state that reports evaluations based on achievement
test results in reading or mathematics can objectively demonstrate how those
results reflect the efforts of their Chapter 1 migrant program. A state can
develop and monitor a state Chapter 1 migrant evaluation plan by following

these seven steps.

Step 1. Develop a state profile of students served

Step 2. Establish evaluation priorities

Step 5. Select evaluation options in relation to priorities

Step 4. Develop a long-range plan for areas to evaluate

Step 5. Implement the plan

. Step 6. Periodically make the results of the evaluations public
Step 7. Periodically review the utility of the evaluation results and
revise the procedures as needed.

The present paper focuses on the first three of these steps, developing a
state profile of the Chapter 1 migrant program, establishing evaluation
priorities, and selecting evaluation options in :relation to priorities.

Although emphasis is given to long range planning, we do not recommend that

L



states drop current evaluation approaches until they systematically examine

their priorities. Rather, a state should renew its onqoing evaluation
activities to better reflect priority program areas and shape future efforts

in relation to these priori-ies,

State Chapter 1 Migrant Instructional Program Profile

As a first step in setting priorities for a state Chapter 1 migrant
evaluation plan, available data should be used to develop a state Chapter 1
migrant program profile. The ‘ofile will contain descriptive information on
the miqrant programs in the state. Each profile, which will be unigue to a
state, will be used to make an objective estimate ¢{ the relative level of
effort civen to different programmatic areas as defined in terms of the

following:

I. Program Characteristics
A. Term of Instruction
B. Grade Level

C. Subject Area

L]

II. Student Characteristice
A. Migrant Status

B, English Language Proficiency

A state can derive estimates of effort from data on the number of students
receiving instructional services. Such data should be generally available

starting with the 1984-~85 school year and, for many states, are available for
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earlier years. Given the state profile, each state will be prepared ts
establish an evaluation plan that will be in concert with its programs. For
instance, if a large proportion of students served receive reading instruction
during the reqular term. those planning the miqrant evaluation would place
high priority on evaluating the regular term reading program.

The evaluation methods most appropriate would depend on other
characteristics of the state's migrant programs. Evaluation methods of
choice, for instance, will also depend on information included in a state
profile, such as grade level, language proficiancy, and mobility of the
students served.

More specific guidance on profiling a state Chapter 1 migqrant program
follows. Sample data displays sho'* how programs may differ from state to

state.

Instructional Program Characteristics

Term of Instruction States and local agencies offer migrant programs in

either the regular term or the summer term. Regular term programs may run as
long as the full regular school term, which generally lasts about 36 weeks.
Summer proqrams usually run 8 to 14 weeks. Hcwever, they may be more
intensive (i.e. more hours per day) than regular term programs because they do
not corflict with regular school term classes.

In recent vears, nearly a dozen states have operated regular term programs
exclusively (Plato, 1984; Jenkins, 1986). As many as seven states have
operated summer programs exnlusively. The remaining states have operated a
mix of regular term programs and summer programs. This will have an impor tant

baarin3 on choosing the most appropriate mix of evaluation methcds to provide
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& comprehensive and balanced evaluation of the state's Chapter 1 miorant

education program.

A state should include information on the number of students served in the
reqular term and the summer term as part of its state migrant education
program profile. This information will gunerally be available by grade level
and by instructional service area, allowing for meaningful displays of data.

Evaluation strategies appropriate for summer programs are more limited
than those for reqular term programs. Other things being comparable (e.g.
subject areas taught, grade levels and ages of students in the program), using
a norm referenced test with a pre~-post matched scores design is an unsound
approach for evaluating summer programs. Norm referenced tests, as global
measures of student achievement, are unlikely to be sensitive to instruction
offered in a short term program whether it is in the summer or the rg,ular

term.

Grade Level Migrant program services by grade level range from pre-K to
grade 12. Beginning with the i984-85 program reporting year, all states will
have data on the number of students served by gorade level, which will be
repor ted for both the regular term and the summer term. The major evaluation
implication of the distribution of students served by grade level is that
methods using standardized, norm referenced tests are more stable and reliable
with students who are at least at the second grade level. Below the second
grade lev2l, the quality of these test data are suspect, and evaluation
approaches that do not rely on these tests may be necessary.

Plato (1984) has reported that, nationally, about 26 percent of the
students enrolled on MSRTS during the 1980-8l1 school year were at or below the
first grade, 35 percent were at or below the second grade, and 44 percent were

at or below the third grade. More recent data on participation suggests that
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in some states ovcr 50 percent of the students receiving services durigg the
reqular term are at or below the third grade and that as many as 70 percent of
those in summer programs are at or below the third grade (Naccarato, 1986).
These participation data are not based on a representative sample of states
with migrant programs, so one should not conclude that the national rate of
participation is higher relative to enrollment at the earlier grade levels.
However, the data does show that for some states the participation rate at
lower grade levels is higher relative to enrollment than at the upper arade
levels. This supports the need for individual state profiles.

Because of variability between states, each state should include a
distribution of the number of students served by grade level for both the
regular term and the summer term program in its state profile. Having this
information available will be important to a state as it determines its
priority areas for evaluation. It also will reveal the extent of need for
special evaluation strateqies for early childhood programs.

Models for evaluating early childhood programs are discussed in the
Handbook for Measurement and Evaluation in Early Childhood Education (Goodwin
and Driscoll, 1980) and in a series of publications developed by the Huron
Institute specifically for Title I and Chapter 1 programs (Haney, 1978; Haney,
1980; Kennedy, 1980; and Yurchak, 1980),

Figure 1A and Figure 1B depict the grade level distribution for students
in the regular term and summer term programs for two hypothetical states
(State A and State B). The evaluation needs for State A, represented in
Figqure 1A, are more complex than those for State B, represented in Figure 1B.
State A operates programs for a substantial number of students in both the

regular term and the summer term. A comprehensive and balanced evaluation
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schese should cover programs in both terms. State B, on the other hand,
operates only a regular term program and, therefore, does not face 35 great a

need for multiple evaluation strategies as State A.

4 Regulor term

. Summer term

' Grade Level
Figure 1A

21 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




5

Summer Torm
Grade Leve!
Figure 18

6

Figures 1A and 1B also reveal differences in the proZile shapes between
the regular term programs offered by both states. State A serves a hjgher

proportion of students at the lower grade levels than State B, with the

1~

exception of the greater proportion of children in programs at the pre-K level
in State B. State B serves a greater proportion of students at higher grade
levels. State A, therefore, has a greater need for evaluation methods
appropriate for kindergarten and the first grade than does State B, but State

B needs to consider evaluation of the progranms setving the pre~K students.
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Instructional Area Migrant programs may operate in a number of different

instructional areas including:

1. English to those with Limited English Background
2. Reading

3. Language Arts

4. Mathematics

5. Vocational/Career

6. Other

Programs in any of these instructional areas may serve students at any
qrade level during the regular or summer term, a’thoucgh vocational/career
programs are primarily at the upper qrade level.:,
In reviewing its evaluation plan, each state should examine a distribution
of the number of students served in each instructional area in its state
profile. A separate display for summer and reqular term programs will
highlight cifferences in subject matter emphasis by term. Figure 2A displays
instructional service information for a state with regular term and summer
term programs. Programs in the regular term serve the largest number of
students in reading, while programs in the summer term serve the largest :

number of students in mathematics. A substantial number of students, however,

is served in each of four instructional areas.
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in the regular term as in the summer term.

Vocational Other

from Fiqure 2A that programs serve about twice as mary students

Examining Figure 2B, however,

reveals that nearly all students participating in the summer term receive

services in mathematics (92 percent), 79 percent of them receive services in

language developaent and 74 percent receive services in teadin,.
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In this example, the state served a total of 3,000 students in the regular
term and 1,200 in the summer term. An important difference in these two terms
is that more students received services in more than one instructional area in
the susmer than in the regular term. This should serve as a reaminder that,
unlike the case for g¢rade level of students served, che categories for
instructional areas are not mutually exclusive. That is, a student may
receive services in more than one instructional area in a year. Thus, a total
of the number of students served across the six instructional areas yields a

*quplicated count® of students served. The same situation hoids for a total
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count across instructional terms. Some students may be in both a regular term

and a summer term program. Thus, the categories are not mutually exclusive.

An znalysis of the instructional service information will reveal how
differentiated the state services are. Services that are not very
differentiated would show almost all students :eceivinj services across all
subject areas. A more differentiated pattern of services would show students
receiving services in different instructional areas. An implication for
evaluation is that states with more differentiated services would need to more
carofully align testing9 with the inatructional focus. States with less
differentiated service would need to gquard against over testing students.

When the instructional area profile is compared to the evaluation
approaches discussed later, the state can appreciate more readily where
different approaches and type:s of instruments are more or less appropriate tor
evaluation. For example, states with a heavy emphasis on English language
instruction for those with a limited English lanquage background will note

that:

l. Pew norm-referenced tests exist tor English language competency

2. Available norms may not be relevant for a local population

T

3. Many of the commonly uged tests are designed for classifying and
diagnosing students, rather than evaluating programs.
For strategies that may be useful in evaluation of these programs the
reader is also referred to a status report on recommendations for evaluating

bilingual education programs (Tallmadge, Lam, and Camarexa, 1985) and Section

4 of this paper.




Student Characteristics

Migrant Status Rigorous, experimental evaluation requires control over:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Who receives program services

How long they receive services -
Who is %ested

Bow often they are tested

When they are tested

Because migrant students are expected to be more mobiie than students from

most segments of our society, they are not easily subject to controls for the

sake of evaluation.

Number of Students

1750 1
1500 -
L
1
A 4 5 ‘
m 1 % g.
fx :
1504 ] £3
m h O 5 -; ,j‘”
.‘*‘,é ‘:Eii--é'}’g
20 i i,
04 L
Participants Enrollees

Migrant Status
Figure 3
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Practically, evaluation approaches should take into account the rate of
expected turnover. An analysis of students in terms of their migrant status
(interstate, intrastate and former migrant) may be used to roughly estimate
the mobility rate in a state. 1Ideally miyrant status would be displayed for
all students who are enrollea on MSRTS and the subset who receive
instructional services (i.e. participants). Figure 3 (shown on the previous
page) displays the number of participating and enrolled students in each of
the three major categories of migrant status.

Given the emphasis on evaluating instructional programs in terms of basic
skills achievement, the display of participants in Pigure 3 is more important
than the display of enrolled students. Pigure 3 indicates that the majority
of the students receiving services in either the reqular term or the sumrer
term are former migrants.

There is no certainty that families of students classified as former
migrants will not migrate again. There is, noretheless, reason to expect that
a state serving a large number of former migrant students will be able to pre
and posttest many of those students. Wwhen both the number and percentage ot
former migrant students is high, the state may place high priority on
evaluating programs with designs that call for pre and posttesting. A stato
serving a high percentage and number of interstate migrant students in short
term programs, on the other hand, may need to adopt methods of evaluation that

do not require pre and posttesting the same students.

2nglish Language Proficiency The second student character istic of

significance in considering the evaluation options available to a state is
English language proficiency. BEnglish proficiency relates to two important

issues in evaluating migrant programs. The first issue deals with the



invalidity of standardized achievement tests in Eiglish for students not
proficient in English. A test cannot validly measure a student's competence
in an area (e.g. reading) if the test is given in a language that the student
does not readily comprehend.

The second issue is that the nomms for standardized norm referenced
achievement tests are ngt appropriate for students frca a population that was
not represented in the norming sample. This second issue is more subtle than
the first. It will affect test interpretation fur students who have
sufficient English language skills to take a test, but who, nonetheless, are

not represented in the norms for that test.

It is a good idea to include information on the language proficiency of
students served by the migrant program in the stete profile. Pigures 4A, 4B,

and 4C display pertinent information on language status.
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Spanish Dom, 19%

Bilingual 40%
V{mnish only

English only 2%

Regular Term
Figure 4B

Spanish Dom, 3%

\

Spanish only 9%
l

!
Bilingual 4%

Enjlish only 2%

Summer Term
Figure 4C
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These figqures use the five Lau categqories as a surrogate for language

proficiency to classify students. Pigure 4A, the mogﬁ complete form of
display, includes the number of parti:ipating students in each of the five Lau
categories for the regular term and the summer term. Figure 4B, a pie chart,
depicts the percentage of students in each of the five categories for the
regular term and Figure 4C depicts the percentage breakdown for the summer
term. In these examples ahout 70 percent of the students in the state are
either biliqgual, English dominant, or English only, indicating that a large
percentage of students may be ablc to validly respond to achievement tests in

Englisb. Another conclusion »iy be drawn from the profile in another state.

Five Criteria for a State Plan

The previous section of this paper gave a number of sample data displays a
state may include in its Chapter 1 migrant education program profile. Nearly
all of these cata should be readily avzilable for all states reporting in the
format specified by the ED. Some states may be able to prepare additional
data displays, such as a breakdown of the number of students served in each
instructional area by grade level. Such information would be even more
helpful in setting evaluation priorities, but would require a more complex
data base.

These data have inherent value for describing the service population in a
state. Profiling as we advocate it, howeve:, is to assist the state in
setting evaluation priorities and plans to best reflect the efforts of
prograns in the state. State priorities are appropriately determined by the

state as it accounts for and supports its services to migrant students.

gy




We have assumed that each state's program is fairly consistent froﬁ year
to year so that a long range plan can be based on the contents of a current
proftile. It is advisable to include trend data in each profile o deal with
changing patterns of service.

The profile should be used to determine the evaluation plan that will qive
the state comprehensive and balanced coverage of its migrant program.
Comprehensiveness and balance are related to the representativeness of zn
) evaluation, which is one of five criteria recommended for a state plan. These

five criteria are:

) 1. Is the evaluation representative of the state's programs?

2. Is the evaluation useful for program improvement?

3. Does the evaluation result in data that is easily summarized for the
) state?

4. Is the evaluation methodology technically feasible?

S. I8 the evaluation relatively low cost?

Designing an evaluation plan that will be representative is a state
specific activity. States with similar profiles may develop srimilar plans.

States with some similar program components may have some common evaluation

’ 14
activities and other evaluation activities that are unique to themselves.




Reviewing and Selectiny Approaches

Section IV of this paper presents an analysis of the four approaches to

evaluation identified earlier. Each analysis follows a framework of eight

characteristics:

Purpose

Design Peatures

Testing Features
Aygregation

Strengths

Limitations

Conditions Supporting Use

Recent Uses

A study of these analyses of evaluation options within the context of the
state profile should help the state select a mix of evaluation techniques for

evaluating the migrant program in the state.




IV. APPROACHES TO MIGRANT EVALUATION

Norm~Re ferenced Evaluation Model

Purpose The norm-referenced evaluation model (also called Model A) was
originally developed in the mid 19708 to estimate the effectiveness of Title I
projects operated by local school districts (see Tallmadge, Gamel snd Wood,
1981). One of the three models developed for evaluating Title I projects, it
is still used by nearly all states and local projects for evaluating
Chapter 1. The normreferenced evaluation model is a strong candidate for
Chapter 1 migrant program evaluation. It has been used by a number of states
and can be especially appropriate for evaluating programs serving a large
nunber of former miqrants or operating in "home-base" states. When used
appropriately, it can produce evaluation results that are easily analyzed to
give state level summaries of achievement gains for students in the migrant
program.

The norm-referenced evaluation model was developed for an evaluation
system that builds from local project evaluations. Local building results are
combined to produce district summaries which in turn are aggregated to the
state level. These in turn are aggregated to produce a national summary of
the effectiveness of the Chapter 1 program. For example, a district with
different Chapter 1 fourth grade reading projects in two buildings will have
two separate evaluations which are combined to give a district measure of
effectiveness for its fourth grade reading program. The district results are
then combined with those from other fourth grade reading programs across the
state to produce a statewide report of Chapter 1 effectiveness for fourth
qrade reading programs. Pin:lly, state results are combined to produce a
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national report on the effectivenrss of fo :h grade Chapter 1 readinq‘
progtams. This process of combining, or asgczgating, to produce national
measures of effectiveness has been used to evaluate Chapter 1 regular proqgrams
since the 1979-80 school year.

Project effectiveness is defined as the amount of achievement growth that
a group served by the project makes over that which would be expected from
their participation in the regular school program only. The growth expected
from regular school participation is called the no-treatment expectation. The
norm-referenced evaluation model determines the no-treatment expectation
without a local éonpatison group.
In more operational terms, the measure of project effectiveness generated

by the norm-raferenced evaluation model is as follows:

Project Posttest Expected Posttest

Effectiveneas = Status - Status

The norm~referenced evaluation model provides considerable flexi. ility at
the local level in that individual projects choose an achievement test to
match their project objectives. However, it must be possible to derive
national percentiles from the test used to evaluate. The test may itself be
normed, or it may be equated to a test with national norms. Cases in which
norms are derived by equating are isolated because the equating process
usually adds to local evaluation costs and can introduce additional error into
the evaluation.

While local projects choose pretest and posttest dates that best fit thair
situation, these dates nust be near the dates on which the publisher normed
the test. For all but a few tests this requirement limits the choice of
testing cyclas to f;ll-spriqg, spring-spring or fall-fall.
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While it was first assumed that measures of project effectiveness ;ould be
comparable regardless of the testing cycle, experience has shown that gains
from an annual cycle are generally less than those from a fall-spring cycle.
Consequently, results from different testing cycles are aggregated and
reported separately. Evidence suqgests that qains from the fall-spring cycle
are inflated and that annual gains are more realistic estimates of program
effects (Linn, 1982).

The no-treatment expectation for the norm—referenced evaluation model, is
based on the expectation that students do no better or worse on posttests than
they would have without the additional services provided by the Chapter 1
project. Thus, they would be expected to maintain their percentile rank from
the pretest to the posttest. Students who, when tested in the spring of year
one score at the 25th percentile are expected to score at the 25th percentile
in the spring of year two if the intervening Chapter 1 program is neither
effective nor harmful. This hypothesis requires that students not be selected
into the Chapter 1 ricogram on the basis of their pretest score to control for
regression to the mean. To allow scores from different iests to be combined
for state and national estimates of Chapter 1 effectiveness, it was necessary
to use a common metric that could be averaged across tests. The Normal Curve
Equivalent (NCE) was developed as th s common metric. The NCE is an equal
interval scale with a range from 1-99, a mean of 50, and a standard aeviation
of 21.06. While the NCE is essential to implementing the norm-referenced
evaluation model, the design requirements and the use of NCEs together makes
the norm-referanced evaluation model a very workable procedure for ertimating

che effectiveness of Chapter 1 projects and programs,




Design Features The norm-referenced evaluation model has four design

features:

l. Students are pre and posttested

2. Only students with a pretest and a posttest are included in the
analysis

3. Tests are administered near the empirical norm dates for the
test used

4. Pretest scores are not used to select students for the program
unless they are the sole basis for selection and a statistical
correction is applied

Points one and two simply emphasize that the norm-referenced evaluation
model is a matched score design: that is, one that includes only those
students who have both test scores available for analysis. Including students
who have only a pretest or posttest may invalidate the model.

Testing near the empirical norm dates is necessary to produce valid

normative scores. Unless it is compensated for, testing too far from the norm

date will bias percentiles and NCEs. Therefore, such scores must be
interpolated or extrapolited to the date the test is given. As a rule of
thumb, it is appropriste to test as early as two weeks before the norm date or

as late as two weeks after and still use the norm tables that correspond to

-

the empirical norm date. Testing beyond the two week period on either side of
the norm date requires interpolated norms vhich are often available from the
test publisher in sgacial norm tables. In general, it is inadvisable to test
more than six weeks from the empirical norm date because of the distortion
that may occur as a result of the intecpolation process.

Unless some control is exeruised over selecting students, the
noru-referenced evaluation models is subject to bias from regression to the

mean. Regression to the mean is a statistical artifact in which a group
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selected because of its extreme standing on an imperfect neasure will génd to
move closer to the mean of the total Qroup on a second measurement,

The standarad version of the norm referenced model specifies that the
pretest scores not be used in selection at all. When evaluators adhere to
this restriction, the mean pretest score of the Chapter 1 group can be used to
estimate the no treatment expectation without statistical correction.

A variation to the standard selection procedure permits selection on the
pretest if a statistical correction is applied. To apply the statistical
correctin:, however, it is necessary to base selection exclusively on the
pretest. ‘The procedure for selecting on the pretest with the norm-referenced

evaluation model is described in Apperdix A.

Testing Features Two testing features help distinguish the

norm-referenced evaluation model:

1. The same test series is used for the pretest and the posttest
2. The test used must have national norms or be equated to one that
does
It is well known thac not a'l achievement tests in the same subject areas

measure the same thing and that some tests are more Gifficult than others.
Tests produced in different years when there are true differences in the
achievement levels of students, tor.example, will produce different percentile
performances for subsequent groups of students. Using two different tests to

pretest and posttest students will therefore produce invalid gains.
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Agqregation Conditions for aggregating the results from a project

application of the norm--eferenced evaluztion model with those of other

projects are:

1. Where results are agqreqated and reported across different
tests, the metric of choice is NCEs

2. Results are combined within, but not across, subject areas
3. Results are aggregated within compz :able testins cycles
4. Data must pass through cjuality control screens

o Testing on or near the erpirical norm dates

o The procedure for estimating the no treatment expectatior.
is consistent with the selection process

o Test floor and ceiling effects are -bsent

o Data have been screened for conversion errors, use of the
corruct norm tables, etc.

o] Same test series has been used for both the pretest and the
posttest
Conventional procadures for aggregating data across multiple projects
require NCEs because the scale is equal interval. Gains for ore project,
however, ought to be considered only roughly comparable to the gains for

another project because of differences in tests and in the match betweea the

s\

test used and the objectives of each project.

In aggregating results upward (i.e. from school to district -o state to
nation), NCE gains from different tests are combined only within the same
subject area. FPor example, a fourth grade reading project in district A may
use the vncabulary subtest from Test X as its outcome measure, while district
B may use the comprehension subtest from Test Y. The g9ains from both projects
are aggregatea, assuming they have used the same testing cycle, into the state
3ains for fourth grade reading. The aggregate gain is similar to such indices
as the Gross National Product. .However, this exarple enphagizes a limitation
-39-
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that should be placed on comparing projects with one another.

As mentioned earlier, experience has shown that fall to spring gains are
higher than annual gains. Therefore, it is inadvisable to combine fall to
spring qains with annual qains, especially if there are plans to track gains
across years. Differences in the proportion of annual and fall to spring
9ains in the data set wili affect the results. Projects wishing to compare

their results to some state averaje gain will need to refer to gains separated

by testing cycla.
Before data are included in an agqregate, they should be passed through a
quality control screen. Those listed above are consistent with standard

screens used for gains produced with the norm-referenced evaluation model.

l Strengths Amonq the stren¢ths of the nom—referenced evaluation model are:
| 1. [Local project effectiveness is measured without a local control group

2. Results can be readily combined across a number of projects to give
district, state and natioual effectivaness

3. Well established routine for evaluating Chapter 1 projects across the
country

L

Generating a measure of effectiveness without a local control group makaes
the norm-referenced evaluation model an attractive option, as it will rarely
be feasible to find a local comparison group. Even if one can be found,
serious ethical and legal issues axist related to withholdinq treatment from a
quulified group.

The nora-referenced evaluation model was originally developed to
facilitate aggregating results from individually conducted evaluations to

produce gain estimates at the state and national level. Whan the projects
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reporting are representative of the population of projects, the aqqresgte

gains can be interpreted as state and national level effects of the program.
Extensive experience with the aorm-referenced evaluation model is a

practical advantage in that its assumptions and technical requirements are

probably more widely known than would be thcse of a new evaluation model.

Limitations Some of the limitations of the norm-referenced evaluation

model, as it may be applied to Chapter 1 migrant programs, are:

1. Not appropriate for measuring projects of short duration

2. Lirited to outcomes mcasured by tests with national norms or equated
to aationally normec tests

3. Of limited value for evaluating projects with high student turnover
between the pretest and the posttest

4. Results confound the effects of Chapter 1 migrant and Chapter 1
regular programs for students participating in both

5. May be misleading if migrant students are not represented in national

norms :

At least three related reasons exist why the norm-referenced evaluation
model is not appropriate for measuring the effects of short term projects such
as summer programs. FPFirst, the norm dates for most standardized tests are in
the fall and in the spring, which limits the times when a test can be given ac
a pre and posttest. Second, a norm referenced test is generally a global
measure of achievement. Short term projects, on the other hand, are likely to
have fairly specific and limited objectives that are only a small part of what
is measured by ¢ nationally norm referenced test. Only a small percentage of

the items on a norm referenced test probably will relate to the objectives of

a short term prngram.
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The norm-referenced evaluation model requizes a nationally norm regerenced
test or a test that has been equated to a nationally norm referenced test.
This requirement limits the range of objectives that can be measured to those
that are measured by, or equivalent to those measured by, a nationally norm
referenced test. Many Chapter 1 migrant programs focus on language develop-
ment, an area for which very few, if any, norm referenced tests are available.

To validly assess the effectiveness of a project, it is important that :he
sample of students tested in the evaluation are representative of those served
by the project. A high rate of student turnover threatens the validity of the
nomm~-referenced evaluation model when the characteristics (e.g test per form-
ance) of the students who are only present for one test1n3 differ from those
who are present for both tests.

The norm-referenced evaluation model's no treatment expectation is
supposed to reflect the growth due to the regular school program only. For
students who receive reading instruction through both Chapter 1 migrant and
Chapter 1 regqular, gain will reflect both programs rather than just the
Chapter 1 migrant program. It is unclear how common it is for students to be
in more than one compensatory education program. Therefore, it is not clear
to what extent the confounding of effects presents a real problem or just a
hypothetical one.

The norm-referenced evaluation model uses a national norm group as a
surrogate comparison qQroup to support the no-treatment expectation,

Therefore, it assumes students like those in the 10&&1 program are represented
in the national norms for the test being used to evaluate. Tt is apparent,
for instance, that migrant students with very limited English language skills
will be cmit.ed from norming studies. A local migrant program serving many
students with such language deficiencies may find the norm-referenced mcrdel

inappropriate.
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Conditions Supporting Use The norm-referenced evaluation model is most

useful for evaluating basic skills projects with limited student turnover
between the time the pretest and the posttest are scheduled to be given.
States with relatively large numbers of former miqrant students or "home base”
states may find that the norm-referenced evaluation model is feasible for much
of its population of migrant students.

Consideration might be given to using the Norm-Referenced Model for
students who move within a state between the pretest and posttest. Such
students may have participated in more than one Chapter 1 migrant program,
which means that the resultant gains would not be isolated to a specific
program. On the other hand, these students may have missed some school or
have been in a Chapter 1 program for only a short period. Using the
norm-referenced model in this way would call for information on the
instructional history of the students during the time between the pretest and

the posttest.

Recent Use Thirteen states used the norm-referenced evaluation model to
report on the effectiveness of their Chapter 1 migrant programs for the
1981-82 or the 1982-83 school years. Ten of the thirteen states usin9 the
nom-referenced evaluation model produced 1981-82 data suitable for
aggregation. In 1982-83, only 5 states produced data suitable for
aqyregation. The 5 states reporting in 1981-82 brt not in 1982-33 cited
various reasons. Two states indicated that their data were not of sufficient
quality to be reported.

There were no new norm-referenced evaluation model users in 1982-83 and
one half of those reporting results in 1981-82 did not report them in

1982-83. There was an even greater reduction in the number of students with
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data from 1981-82 to 1982-83, 1In 1981~-82, the total number of student; with
pre and posttest scores in teading was 17,787; by 1982-83 the number dropped
4,171.

One of the common concerns about the norm-referenced evaluation model to
evaluate migrant programs is the belief that migrant students do not achieve
at the level of their grade level peers and that the model will vnfairly
evaluate their per formance by making the programs look bad. It is true that
the norm-rsierenced evaluation model assumes that students in the local
population are represented in the publisher norms. Although m:l.grant students
may not be represented in those norms, results from states using the
norm-referenced evaluation wodel show that migrant students gains differ

little from those of students in reqular Chapter 1 programs.

P ce=Post Matched Scores

Purpose A second way of evaluating migrant programs at the state level
has been to test students before anc after their participation in a migrant
project, but without following the controls for the norm~rzferenced model.
Either a normed or a non-.:rmed test (e.q., an objectivea-referenced test, a
criterion-referenced test) is used to assess student performarce. In a sense,
the norm-referenced evaluation model is a special case of the pre-post matched
scores desion. When a nationally normed test is used, the pre-post matched
score design super ficially resemblez the norm~referenced evaluation model. 1In
its general form, howaver, the pre~post matched scores design does not
necessarily include the controls needed to obtain a valid measure of program
effectiveness., If it does include those controls, then it would be equivalent

to the norm-referenced evaluation mode2l where the NC: metric is used to
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compute gain scores.

Probably the most significant control overooked with the pre-post matched
scores design involves insuring the appropriate match between the process of
selectin9 students and the way in which the estimates of the treatment effect
are calculated. The selection process is not specified clearly enough to know
the appropriate method of analysis,

The purpose of the pre-post matched scores design is simply to assess
change; whether the chance is the result of the migrant program or some other
factors is not taken into account. Stated differently, the pre-post matched
scores design alone does not separate the effect of the program from other
sources of change such as the reqular school program, the reqular Chapter 1
program or maturation. Consequently, it cannot produce a measure of procram

effectiveness without additional controls.

Desion Features The pre-post matched scores design has but two key design

characteristics:

1. Students are tested prior to and after their participation in the
program

..

2. Only students with a pretest and a posttest score are included in the
analysis
Because the pre-post matched scores approach is not restricted to norm
referenced tasts (or tests for which national norms can be derived through

equating), there is no necessary restriction cf testing near empirical norm

dates.




Testing Features The major testing features of the pre-post matched

scores approach are:

l. The same test is used for the pretest and the posttest
2. The test is administered according to the same procedures for the
pretest and the posttest

Since the result of a pre-post matched scores approach is a gain score,
use of the same measure and score metric for the pretest and the posttest is
esgsent’al. In most cases this means using the same test on both occasions.
While no cases were reported in the annual evaluation reports reviewed, the
use of different, but equivalent tests for the pretest and posttest is

possible.

Aggregation The requirements for aggregating gain scores resulting from
the pre-post matched scores design are more restrictive than those for the

norm referenced evaluation model. Two significant requirements are that:

1. The same test or equivalert tests and the same tecting schedule must
be used for all projects whose results are to be aqgregated

2. An equal-interval scale (e.q. standard score, normal curve
equivalent) should be used to aggreqate across individual projects

Straight aggreqation of results across different projects are not
interpretable if different and nonequivalent tests are used. Likewise, 9ains
based on varied lengths of time between the pretest and the posttest cannot pe
comparable and, therefore, cannot be meanin9fu11y aggreqated.

Choosing a score kor a norr normed test presents a problem. Often the
requirement for an equal interval scale is impractical and another scale must
be used.
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Strengths Two strengths o. the pre-post matched scores model are:

l. A local control group is not required

2, Change is measured

3. A test may be chosen to measure the objectives of the program more

accurately

The value that the pre-post matched scores design might have depends on
the extent alternative explanations for orowth can be ruled out. Assuming
alternative explanations for observed gains are ruled out, the pre-post
matched scores design can be implemented without a control group and is more

flexinle than the norm-referenced evaluation .aodel.

Limitations Among the limitations of the pre-post matched scores design

are:

l. Results are difficult to interpret and potentially misleading because
the design does not isolate the program as the reason for changes
that may be detected

2. The results from different tests cannot combine without technically
demanding equating studies

3. Testing effects may contribute to gains when the interval between the
pretest and posttest is reiatively short (i.e. six weeks or less)

Conditions Supporting Use The pre-post matched scores design may be used
to evaluate short term projects. Summer projects are generally short and take
place at a time when the regular school program is not a competing source of
learning. On the other hand, because of the short time period between che

pretest and the posttest, some gain may be due to the effects of testing alone.
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when all projects in a state follow a common curriculum, working toward

the same instructional objectives, it should be appropriate +o coordinate

testing across projects in a state and aggregate scores for a statewide report.

Recent Use Two cases in which the pre~post matched scores approach has
been used are in states that havs only summer programs. One state used
non-normed tests developed by the publisher of the curriculum materials used
statewide in their program. Students were tested only in those subject areas
in which they received instruction and the resul*s were aggregated to 9ive
statewide summer 9ains in readiny, mathematics and langquage arts. Because
students would not otherwise be in school, regular school effects can be ruled
out as contributing to observed gains. However, testing effects may still
contribute to observed gains.

A second state pre and posttested with a nationally normed test that gives
9loba1 scores in reading, mathematics and spelling. All students in the
summer Chapter 1 migrant programs were given the complete test battery, as all

students received instruction in all three subject areas.

I~

Poattest-Only Design

Purpogse A posttest-only design assesses the performance of sctudents after
they participate in an instructional program. On occasion when standards for
8kill attainment are established, a criterion referenced test may measure
those skills after the student completes the program. Strictly speaking,
however, the posttest-only design does not measure program effectiveness

unless it can be safely assumed that the skills taught were not in the
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student's repertoire before the instruction. If this assumption is
unreasonable, then the posttest-only design is a very weak approach to
evaluation. As deficient as :he pre-post matched score design is, it does

measure the post-program status of the students.

Design Features All or a representative sample of all students in the

program are tested shortly after the completion of the program.

Testinc FPeatures The scores reported as measures of skills must
adequately zample the skill domains taught and to be measured. This reguires
“hat skiil domains be well defined and that multiple items be used to measure

each skill.

Aggreqation TO aggregate the results from independent instances of the
posttest-onl, design, that the same test or equivalent tests must be used

across all programs for which the data are to be aggregated.

g.rengths The posttest-only design is not 9enetally useful as an

evaluation method. Therefore, no strenct)s are listed.
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Limitations The limitations of the posttest-only design are not so

numerous as they are serious. The major problems are:

1. Lack of the controls provided by a comparison group
2, Lack of control of pre-program status of the students served

3. The students on whom data are collected may not be
representative of the students receiving services

Conditions Supporting Use If the evaluation can establish that students
lack the skills being measured before entering the program, then it might be
poasible to demonstrate that the program has been effective. If the
evaluation can combine such evidence with proof that students had no other
opportunity to learn the skills measured, then the posttest-only design usino
criterion referenced msasurement may support claims thac the program was

effective.

Recent Use Eleven states reported using criterion-referenced testino as
the primary method for evaluating their migrant programs. Wwhile it is not
always clear from the state reports, it appeurs that the posttest-only design

was used in most cases.

Asgess.ent Pcograms

Purpose In general, state assessment programs produce information about
the achievement status of all or some subset (2.6., fourth ¢raders, high

school seniors) of a state's student population. Closely related to state
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assesasnent approaches to migrant program evaluation, point-in-time assé;sment
involves selecting a test and testing aschedule specifically for the migrant
students in a state. The purpose of both gtate assessment and point-in-time
assesanent is descriptive; that is, they assess a group's level of performance
(e.q., skills mastered, percent of objectives mastered, na-iona. percentile
rank) without identifying or evaluating possible causes (e.q., participation
in the migrant program) for the obsezved performance.

State assessment programs are frequently established by stace legislation
whi<h detarmines the grade levels, subject areas to be aszesse? and the time
of year for the testing. States using state assessment data for their migrant
evaluation are limiisd to a test selected for reasons that may be unrelated to
the objactives of local migrant edvcational programs. Migrant specific

point-in-time assessment, is not constrained by these linitations.

Desicn Features The three major design ciiaracteristics of the two

assessment approaches are:

1. States administer the same test to astudents (zll or a random sample)
in selected grade levels at the same time each year (or periodically)

2. Migrant students are identified for separate analyses
3. The test, if norm-referenced, should be given near the empirical norm
dates to faci.itate interpretation
Because it is not specifically tailored to assessing the migrant student
population, state assessment may not yie.d results representativa of the
migrant students sersed by the migrant program. Because it is designed
specificall for the migrant program, point-in-time assessment only samples

the aigrant student population in a state.
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When a norm referenced test .8 given at & time other than the empirical

norm date, it 1s necessary tc compenasate for testing away from the norm date
to produce percentiles that will validly represent the group status.
Compensation consists of interpolating to obtain an estimate of the percentile
rank that a group would attain if the norms were referenced to the date the
test was given. If the score usec t~ report the status of the group tested is
a percentile, then the Zurther away from the norr date, the more tenuous the
interpolated porcent:lln‘. On the other hand, if the scores reported are
scaled scores Or raw scores, it is not as critical that the test be giver at

the ampirical norm date.

Testing Features In its most straight forward form, the major testing
requirement iz that the same test or test battery is given to all students
ACCOss whom results are to be agyregated, All states using the assessment
approach have done this. Variations of this basic approach are pussible. Two
variations include matrix sampling, in which not all students take the same
test, and item banking approaches, in which items have been scaled within
subject matter areas. There were no instances of matrix sampling or item

banking approaches reported ‘or the 1981-82 or 1982-83 program yeare,

Agqregation As implemented in states using an assessment approach, the
same test is given to all studerts to be included in the aggregate. More

generally, the requirement is that the same scale or cquivalent scales are

iicluded in any agqregate.



Strengths The strenqths of the two assessment approaches are:

1. Designed to )ive consistent state level data from year to year

2, Likely to produce test data on more students than approaches
requiring matched pre and posttes* scores

3. Allows comparisons with the general poprl:tion of students in those
grade levels sampled

Limitations Major limitations of the state assessment approaches are:

1. Results cannot be attributed to participation in the migrant program
2. Approaches may require additional testing at the local level
3. The test used may not be the best match to the objectives of the
migrant program ua.yss the point-in-time approach is used and the
test is selected to match common objectives for the migrant program
in the state
Assessment approaches are by their nature descriptive. As such, they do
not result in information about the effectiveness of the migrant program in
affecting changes in student achievement. This point is as much a limitation

of point~-in time assessment as of state assessment. Assessments are simply

not designed to support the causal inferences needed to determine program

effectiveness.

State assessment programsc may result in additional testing at the local
level when the district has its own testing program whose needs cannot be meet
by the data from the state program. This limitation also applies to
point-in-time assessment.

State assessaent prograas select tests or items for reasons that are
usually independent of the migrant program curriculum. AS a result, the match

between the goals of the migrant program instruction and the state test is




usually not determined. !iowever, point-in-time assessment should result in a

better match between the migrant program objectives and the test used.

Conditions Supporting Use The major condition for the state assessment
approach is that there is & state assassment program measuring skills taught
in the migrant projects in the state. Secondarily, it is essential that theie
be a valid procedure to identify the migrant students tested. The
point-in-time assessment is supported to the extent that there is a common set
of goals or objectives associated with the migraat program in the state and

that agreement on a most appropriate test can be established.

Recent Use Five states have used general state assessment to evaluate
their migrant programs for either, or both, of the 1981-82 and 1982 . program
years. One state has used the migrant specific form of state assessnent.
Their purpose was to describe the achievement level of migrant students at one
point in time during the summer term. In four cases, mnigrant student status
was reported as their national percentile standing by grade level. in one
case the state reported the raw score averages for the migrant students.

Where the same test had been used for more than one year, the state

reported the raw score achievement trend for migrant students.

Susmary of Evaluation Approaches

This Section has outlined four approaches which states have used to

evaluate Chapter 1 migrant education programs. Each approach used objective
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measures of achievement in the basic skills, and each was the basis fot- a
state summary included in an annual state Chapter 1 migrant program report to
ED. An overview of each approach discussed its purpose, design features,
testi. , features, strenqoths, and limitations. We also commented briefly on
the conditions that would support using each approach. Table 1 summarizes the
analysis of the approaches outlined.

Resources useful in planning, developing or improving Chapter 1 migrant
evaluatior. systems iclude consulting gservices and numerous rescurce
documents. TAC services are available for Chapter 1 program evaluation and
program improvement. Bach TAC has direct access to the TAC Materials
Clearinchouse which houses extengive workshop materials and research documents

related to Chapter 1 programs.

Some G the more useful resource documents available include:

o The Model A Owner's Manual (Demaiine and Rzder, undated)
o Test Information Summaries for Chapter 1 Evaluation (Strand, 1984)

) Characteristics of Selected Tests (NWREL, 1986)

o Interpretation Guide for Chapter 1 Evaluation Results, Seco~d Edition
(Davis, Deck, Demaline, in press)




TASLE 1

AMALYSIS OF EVALUATION OPTIONS
FOR CHAPTER 1 MIGRANT PROGRAMS

CHARACTERISTICS

Norm-Referenced

EVALUATION
Pre-Post Matched Posttest Only

Assessment Programs

DRSIGH FEATUMS

Students are pe and
posttestea.

Only students vith a
pretest and postteat
are included in the
amalysis

Teats are administered
near the espirical norm
dates for the tast used.

Pretast soofes 4re not
used to select studeats
for the progran ualess
they are the sole basis
for sslection and a
stacistical cexrection
is applied.

Students are tested pX
to and aftsr their
participation in the
program.

Only students with a
P 1t -.md.,
scoce are included in
the snalysis.

All or a representative
sampls of all students
in the program are
tested shortly after
the coampletion of the
program.

States administer the
same test to students
(all or a random smmple)
in selectad grade levels
st the same time each
year (or periodically).

Migrant students are
identified for separate
analyses.

The test, if norm-
referenced, should be
given near the empirical
norm dates to facilitate
intarpretation.

The scores raported as
missures 9f 1kills must
sdequatzly sample the
akill damaine taught
and to be measured,
This requires that
skill domains be well
defined and that
Bultiple items be used
to measurs each skill.

. In its most straight for-

ward form, the major

testing requirement is

that the same tast or

test battexy is given to
all students acxoss whom
results are to be agre-
gated. All states using
the asssesmnt approach
have dons this. Varia-~
tions of this basic ap-
proach are possible. Twg
variations include matrin

within subject mattaxr
areas. There were no in-]
stances of matrix samp-
1ing or item banking ap-
proaches reported for
1981-82 or 19%42-8) pro-
gTam year.

re results are agyre~

Whe

gated and

aczoss diffexe t tests,
the metric choice 1is
s .

Mesults are combined
within, but not aczoes,
subject axeas.

fesults are agygregated
within comparable test~
ing cycles.

Data must pass through
quality control screens.

70 aggregste the re-
sults fraom independsnt
instances of the post-
test~only design, that
the sams test or equi-
valent tests sust be
used across all pro-
grams for which the
data are to be aggre-
gated,

As implementsd in states
using an assessxrent &p-
proach, the same test is
given to all students to
be included in the aggro-
gate. More gensral.y,

the requirement is that
the same scale or equi-
valant scales are in-

cluded in any aggrsgate.
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TABLE 1 (COMT.)

AMALYSIS OF EVALUATIOM OPTIONS
PROGRAMS

FOR CHAPTER 1 MIGRANT

CHARACTERISTICS EYALUATIOH APPROACHES
N,rm-Referenced Pre-Post Matched Posttest Only Assessment Programs
STIENGTHS Local project sffsctive~|A local coatrol group is The posttest-only Designed to give consis-
ness is measured without|not required. design is not generally| tent state lsvel data
a local control group. useful as an svaluation| from ysar to year.
Change is measured. method. Therefore, no
Rssults can be readily strengths are listed. Likely to producs test
combined across s num~ |A tast may be cho m to data on mors students
ber of projects to give |measure the objectives than appcoaches requir-
district, state and of the program more ing matched pre and post-
national sffectiveness. |accuratsly. test scores.
Well establighed rowtine Allows comparisons with
for evaluating Chagter 1 the general population of
projects across the studente in thoss grada
ocountry. levels sampled.
LIMITATIONS Bot appropriate for mesults are difficult to | lLack of the controls Results cannot be gttri-

measuring projects of
short duratioa.

Linited to outcomes
measured by tasts with
national nogms or sQuat-
od to nationally nocmed
tasts.

Of limited *-ulue for
evaluating projects
with high student turn-
over betweea the pre-
tast and the posttest.

msulte confound the
effects of Chaptar 1

May be mnisleading if
aigrant students are not
represented in national
noras .

interpret amd potentiall
misleading because the

design does not isolate
the program as the

frr changes that aay be
detected.

The results from differ-
ent tests cannot combine
wvithout techaically de-

Imanding equating studies.

Testing sffects may con=
tributa to gains when
the interval batween the
{pretest and posttest is
relatively short (i.s.
six weeks oxr less).

provided by a compari~
som group.

Lack of control of pre-
progTem status of the
Students sezrved.

The studants on whom
date are ocollscted may
not be ive

buted to pavticipation
in the migrant program.

Approaches say Jequire
sdditional testing st
the local lavel.

The test used may not be
the best match to the

nd 4

of the students recaiv-
ing services.

DY
peogram unlsss the point-
in-time approach is used
and the test is selected
t0 match cosmon objsc—
tives for the migrant
program in the state.

of the aigrant
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

It is unlikely that a single model will satisfy all a state's needs for
Chapter 1 migrant program evaluation information. Ideally, each state agency
should develop an evaluatiou plan that, when implemented, will result in a
comprehensive and balanced evaluation of the programs that it operates. For
evaluation to be comprehensive, all program areas serving a significant number
or proportion of all students served shounld be addressed. It is undesireable
for a siqrificant program area to be omitted from evaluation because the
primary evaluation approach used is not suitable for evaluating those
Programs. This does not mean that all programmatic areas should be evaluated
by standardized achievement tests. Other non-test apprcaches to evaluation
nay be needed.

Balance refers to an ideal in which program evaluation information
addresses program areat in relation to the number of students served or the
costs of the services provided. A rough check of the comprehensiveness and
balance of a state's evaluation is to compare the n@er of students who are
included (or who theoretically have a chance to be included) in the evaluation
resuits for each program area and the number of students who are inciuded in
the participant counts for each program area.

What will be hhmd and comprehensive will depend on the state, as
state programs vary greatly in size and complexity. Some states only operate
a summer program in limited subject areas for a few hundred students. Other
states, serving well over 100,000 students, have programs in both the regular
term and the summer tera serving students in a number of subject areas
including reading, language arts, mathematics and language development.

States with greater program complexity require multiple evaluation methods to
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produce a comprehensive and balanced evaluation of the state's proqrams.
A state Chapter 1 migrant evaluation plan may be developed according to

the following seven steps:

1. Develop a state profile of students served

2. Establish evaluation priorities

3. Select evaluation options in relation to priorities

4. Develop a long range pla.. for areas to evaluate

5. Implexent the plan

6. Periodically make the evaluation results public

7. Periodically review the utili:y of the evaluations and revise the

plan as needed

The state profile consists of a serius of Jata displays that will describe
the C' ~pter 1 migrant prooram participation at the state level. The specific
data displays that will be useful to a state will depend on the programs in
that state. However, a basic set of displays would include distributions of

the number of students participating by:

1. Grade level
2, Instructional area
3. Migrant status

4. English language proticiency

These distributions should be displayed to distinguish between regular
tern programs and sumeer term programs. States with individual student data
bases may be able tu create more detailed analyses to show such things as

instructional area emphasis by grade level and term of instruction. A state's

evaluation priorities should reflect the relative emphasis of the services its
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progranms provide, with the reminder that at least part of its evaluatio-n
efforts assess student achievement qains in basic skills.

Common proqram participation data which are needed for profiling should be
available for the 1984-85 program years. A state using these data to
deternine its pattern of services will be in a position to set evaluation
priorities based on data.

As general advice, the norm-referenced evaluation model will be useful in
states having a large number of former migrant students in regular term
reading or mathematics programs at or above the second grade. Staces using
the norm-referenced model have *~_. large numbers of students who are available
for both pre and posttesting on a fall-spring or annual test:l.n9 cycle. The
evaluations in these states have provided useful information on the gains
achieved by students being served by migrant procrams, States should continue
to use the norm—referenced evaluation model to evaluate reading and
nathematics programns serving a large number of former migrant students.
Additional evaluation, however, may be warranted where significant programs
are not represented througn results from the norm-referenced evaluation model.

Sowe state progorams do not support requirements for validly 1mp1ement:|.n9
the norm-referenced model or norm-referenced testing for cvaluation with other
models. For example, a nunber of states operate short term summer programs.
These programs are not appropriately evaluated with the norm~referenced model
for three reasons.

First, testing near the grade level norm dates of a standardized
achievement test is not always feasible. When these summer programs serve
students who move into a state bacause of summer labor demands, it is unlikely
they will be found in the sase area in the early spring and again in the fall
vhen most tests are normed. In theory, these students may be located and

tested with a nora referenced achievement test in the fall following their




summer program participation (posttest-only design). However, the post?est-
only design is useful only if the testing is highly specific to the objectives
of the program bein, evaluated, if evidence shows standards of mastery are
established, and if the skills tested were not in the students' repertoire
before they entered the proogram. Control over what is tested will be in the
hands of the agencies where the students reside at the iiue testing, rather
than the agency Op< tating the summer program. Bzcause all students who move
from a particular location in the summer are not likely to be in the same
location in the fall, follow-up testing would be a major coordinati-a ourden.

Second, short term programs must focus on a narrower range of skills than
can be taught to in a reqular term program, which may last 30 to 36 weeks.
Norm referenced achievement tests are measures of global achievement and,
therefore, are not likely to be a good match with the objectives of a short
term summer program. Therefore, a norm referenced achievement test is
unlikely to be a sensitive measure of short term programs.

Third, some summer programs provide instruction in a variety of basic
skills depending on the needs of individual students in the program. Some
students nay receive primarily reading instruction, while others receive only
language instruction or only mathematics instruction. Other students may
receive instruction across two or three instructional areas. Short term
programs that are individualized in the sense that they provide instruction
acrosr different subject areas do not lend theamselves well to using a single
achievement test as an evaluation tool.

Summer programs and other short term pro<rams need to use achievement
tests that focus on the more specific skills taught in these programs. A good
quality curriculum embedded test, a test constructed especially for a given
curriculum, or a criterion referenced test are good choices for these

prograns. One may also consider using an item bank approach to evaluating
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short ter. programs.

While it means giving up the control offered by a comparison group, Summer
programs may follow the pre-post matched scores desiqn. An occasional
comparison group may help det2rmine if testing effects, reqgression effects, or
other factors account for qains observed. There should be no contamination
from regular school effects because summer programs are offered when regular
tern programs are not offered.

Data from tailored tests that are not norm referenced are not easily
aggregated into an overall state report unless the same test can be siven to
students receiving instruction for the same objectives. If there is not a
common curriculua, the state must consider the trade-offs between different
purposes of evaluation.

Bvaluation for Lrogram improvement, which in one major purpose for
evaluation, calls for outcome measures that are highly congruent with the
chjectives of individual programs. This means that a state level evaluation
would contain individual program evaluations summarized in some fashion. Such
reports have besn produced in the past; they tend to be tedious raading for
those who are expecting to see a highly urilorn and quantitative report on the
effects of the migrant program at different grade levels.

Evaluation for publicizing state level information is a second pucpose for

I~

evaluating Chapter 1 migrant programs. The law requires states to m° - their
evaluationr tindings public at least every two years, but they are not required
to report aggregated recults. ED forns for the 1984-1985 proqram year asked
sctates to provide statewide summaries of the achievement information in the
appropriate subject matter areas (reading, mathematics and other) and to

indicate whether the results reported are representative of the state's
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program for migratory children. To tue extent that similar models are used

for similar erogrammatic areas, data will be more easily aggregted at the

national level.
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Appendix A

USING PRETEST SCORES TO SELECT CHAPTER 1 PARTICIPANTS

1/
IN THE NORM-REFERENCED EVALUATION MODEL

Pretest scores may be used to gelect Chapter 1 participants only when it
is possible to adjust the pretest mean for the bias that will te introduced by

this procedure.

Rules for implementation. The rules presented in this section apply only

to this variation of the basic model.

) A cutoff score must be established on the pretest such that all
students scoring below it wiil be included in the project and ali
those scoring &dove i~ will be excluded. This cutoff score must be

strictly adhered to.

) Times of pretesting and posttesting should follow the rules

prescribed for the basic model.

o A reliability fiqure (test-retest, aiternate form, etc.) must be
available for the test's norming sample. (This will be needed when

the pretest mean is corrected for regression effect bias.)

1/ Taken froa: Tallmadge, G.K., Wood, C.T. and Gamel, N.N. (1981) User's
Guide: ESEA Title I Bvaluation and Reportirq System. Washington D.C.:
U.8. Department of Education, pgs. 31-35,
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Sequence of Steps for Implementation

Step 1. Select a nationally normed achievement test on the basis of its
content and the .ime or times of year for which it has empirical norms. A
reliabi) ty figure for the test's norming sample must be available from the

test publisher.

Steap 2. Pretest the group from which project participants will be
selected. Administer the test within two weeks (or six weeks, using projected
norms) of either side of the midpoint of the period during which the norm
group was tested. Make-up tests should be administered noc more than two
weeks after the initial testing. Carefully follow the procedures outlined in

the publisher 's manual.

Step 3. Estaklish a cutoff gscore on this test, below which all students
will be assigned o the Chapter .. group and above which no students will
participate in the project. (One way to do this is to rank order the
students, from lowest to highest, on the basis of their pretest scores. After
determining how many students can be served by the project, begin with the

lowest scoring student and count down the list until the number of selected

1~

students equals the number of openings.)

Step 4. After the project, posttest the participaats. Posttesting must
be conducted within two weeks (or six weeks, usin¢ projected norms) of the

midpoint of the period when the norm group was tested. Make-up posttests

shctld be given within two weeks of the original posttest. All tests should

1 13



be administered according to the procedures that were used when the :uorming
sample was tested. Every effort should be pmade to locate and posttest
students who were pcetested and who had a significant amount of involvcment in

the project.
Step 5. Score the tests and record the posttest scores.

Step 6. Identify those students who have both a pretest and posttest
score. Convert their raw scores to expanded si.ndard scores or NCEs and

calculate pretest and porttest means.

Step 7. Correct the pretest mean for selection on the pretest using
2/
equauion 7., (For the derivation of this equation, see Roberts, 1980).

X' = X + [(L-r ) (X -X)] (N

X ' = corrected mean pretest score of the Chapter 1 group.

X = the mean acore of the Chapter 1 group on the
p selection/pretest measure.

2/ Roberts, A.O.H. Rearession to the mean and ths reqression effect
bias. Mountain View, Ci.: RMC Research Corporation, October 1980,

~68~




X = the mean score of the total group (from which the
Chapter 1 students were selected) on the
Sselection/pretesit measure.
r = the test-retest reliability for the total group.
xx
The means of the Chapter 1 group and of the total group can be
calculated directly from the available taust data. However, unless the
test is administered a second time to the total group, the test-retest
reliability cannot be exactly determined and must bz estimated from the
test-retest reliability for the norming sample {p ). Not all test
publishers report test-retrest reliability f;gure:T If {esc~retest
reliability is not reported, but some othec reliability coefficient is
available, the test-retesc reliabiiity can be estimated by adding a
correction factor to the reported figure. Table 1 shows the constant to
be added to each reliability to obtain an estimate of the national
norming sample's test-retest reliability. Por example, a publisher
reports a KR 20 reliability figure of .96 for the test level of

interest. Using the correction factor in Table 1 for this type of

reliability, the norming sample's test-retest reliability would be

estir.ated to be (.96) + (-.09) or .87.

1~




TABLE 2

The Constants to be Added to Each Type of Reported Reliability to

Estimate the Norminq Group's Test-Retest Reliability (p )

XX
Reliability Corvection
Repor ted Factor
Norming group's test- = Alternate form reliability + -,01
retest reliability {When 2 to 3 wks separated
P ) administrations )
xx

= Alternate form reliability + =-.06
(When 2 to 3 days separated
administrations.)

= KR 20 (or alpha) reliability + -.09

= Corrected split half + -.09
reliability.

A second problem with the test-retest reliability figure is that it
is likely to be significantly lower when the test is usea in a Chapter 1
schould than when it is administered to a nationally representative
norming sample. To obtain a better estimate of the local total 9roup's

test-retest reliability (r ) for use in equation 7, the norming group's
xx

reliability coefficient (p ) should be adjusted sing equation 8 below.

r =1-90 (1-p ) (8)
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where
P = the test-retest reliability for the norming sample.
XX

2 = the variance of test scores for the norming sample.
o

2 = the variance of test scores for the total qtoup from
8 which the Chapter 1 students were selected.

The estimated test-retest reliability for the local group can then

be used in equation 7 to adjust the pretest mean.

Step 8. If the means are in standard scores, convert them to
NCEs. Subtract the corrected mean pretest NCE (the no-project

expectation) from the mean posttest NCE. The difference is the NCE gain.
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