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ABSTRACT

"The role of a program evaluatiom unit in the Illinois
State Fducational Agency (SZA) as it attempts to provide meaningful
data for a variety of audiences about projects that have extremely
short life is irnvestigated. The focus is on two programs--migrant
prograns and neglected/delinguent programs--funded under Title I,
Public Law 89-750. A commcn dilemma of these prograns is determining
the success of children whose attendance is of short duration (less
than two months in the migrant programs and ab average of seven
months in the neglected/delinguent programs). Goverhment guidelines
had™influenced the SEA and Local Zducational 3igency (LZA) staff to'
use standardized tests ¢n a pre and post basis. The evaluation unit

fdund such testing inappropriate becausé of time factors, student’ ~

attendance parterns, and student language abilities. As soon as

" communication linkage d2veloped, there was mutual agreement by the

state evaluation personnel and -field people that standardized tests
provided meaningless data. It was concluded that the intervention of
state data collection in }ocal projects requires that the chief
audience of the data shoulfl be the LFA's themselves. It is only in
rhis way'that relevant information can be amassed that will lead to
improvement of projecis. Data must be eollecteéd in a variety of ways
and using .a’variety of tactics. (RC)
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An Exﬁioration of the Evaluation ’ : grman Stenzel

N >
Short-Term Compensatory Fducation . . * I11igois Office” of Education
- Programs; The Role of an Evalua- . ﬁéparqﬁgyf;ggr'Eg tional Children °
" tion Unit'in the State .Education - , . 10 h First Street -
Agency | o ‘ . "¢ + Springfiel €is 62777
NORMAN STENZEL : . - . ) .
THOMAS KERINS . . C. T e ) ‘\7;\£\
Illinois "0ffice of Education o : oL ST 4 .
- c 7. v \q‘ . ‘ ’ . ' .

. L y . - o \ :
Por four years--1972, 19737 1974, and 1975--an internal Program Evaluation Unit «
in the‘Illinpis Offifﬁ/of Education has been responsible for compiling gnnlal
"evaluatipn reports 9f the use of federal funds £qr compensatory educat;on pro-
grams in the state.  Through this experience the evaluation unit hes ‘become
acutely gware of the difficélties of providing meaningful evaluat%ve,data_to .
meet the legitimate request by Federal Government for annual evaluatiog reports.,.
This' paper 4ntends to depkct the role of an internal evaluation unit in evalu®
* ating two ﬁiograms--migrant programs and neglected/delinquent programs--funded
under Tifle L, Public Law 89-750. A comdon dilemma faced by these programg is.
deterpfning the “success of childfen whose attendance'is f short dutation (less
than”two months in the migranmt programs and an average of sevépn months in the
neglegted/deiinéuegﬁ Programs) . . o
The following discussion includes a common introduction to the concept of com~
pensatory education; a’'description of thé respomsibilities dssumed by the évalu—
ation unit in the Illinois Office of Education; separate ‘discussions of migrant
and negleéted/delinquent programs illustrating the activities of'the'evaiuation
unit; and a conclusion dealing with the role of an evaluation unit.at the state
level. . v .
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.. Compensatory Education T - ’ e

-

’

-
-

Both Title I 89~750 Migrant and Title I 89;750 Neglected/Delinquent are-considered
to belong to the generic category of compensatory education. The philosophy undez= -

- lying compensatory education-deals with social Justice; - o / -
The céntral tkrust of ISEA is 0 elimingte pdversy. Ihe - R
underlyirg rotyon was, Ffarilicr--poor ¢hildren given the . e L
, oppertunity toiilo well in school will do well as adulis...: ' -
(Murphy, 1971) , ‘ ST ’ - ’
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Compensatory Egucation assumes that schools can play a mgjor role in improving g
the academic performance of students in the lower end of the educational achdeve-~
ment spectrum. - Compensatory Education attempts to facilitate this through the .
application of extra funds, specially designated persdnnel, equipment, and materials

. to‘the‘eduqation of disadvantaged children. Along with the extra funds, is the
-requirement by the Federal Government for annual reports from the states. Federal
guidelines indicated that the evaluation should take place at least annually, that
evaluation would ifidicate effectiveness of programs in meeting speci%ic edu-

" cational needs of disadwantaged children, and that "effectiven§§s".be determined
throygh the application of appropriate objective measures. ‘
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. Such a requirement-is often inappropriate in both the Title I 89-750 Migrant and
~ Title T 89-750 Neglected/Delinqueng programs in Illinois. Both of these programs .
involve children who enter and leave the programs in unpredictable/gétterns, attending
for short amounts of time, and having reading and language terns that-limit
success on verbal measures of progress. ’ . 'M ;e
- ¢+ The evaluation specificatfons stated above\hqyld posaibly be met in year-long pro-
grams through traditional tactics -such as pre- and post-testing with alternate forms
of standardized instrumentatioy. However, in short-term projects such as these,
the"psychometric hazards ‘inherent in testing are likely to be magnified, Sources
of error in testing have long been known to psychometricians (Cronbach,'1969); how-
ever, the sophistication-of educators in schools and classrooms rarely approaches
such sophistication (Hotvedt, 1974). Title I projects in attempting to comply with
.the federal requirement for "evaluation" based on "objective measures" are likely
‘to consider the "hard-data" of student gain to be an appropriate -determinate -
of the success of programs. Indeed, requests from the State Office for Title I
89-750 evaluative data from projects in Illinois has tended to reinforce such
beliefs. @ ’ T

[l

1

StaRej (1972) and Wardrop (1971) have provided &é?l‘considered critiques of student
gain 8a:af "Testg+dd not measure learning, but father correlates of learning; and
~T'such correlates are not:direct evidence of achidvement. Stake (1972) points that

theycorreka%icﬁ;of tests scores with peffqrmanqg ol many specific educational tasks
is seldom high. - - Tx
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taeite decoding, and paragraph- ' .

§.  Sre would retest vhere evidénce - el )
conelusive.  Spe yould zalk to Ais teachers ard His
Sne vould/arrive at a clinical description whien ) :
e reducchbly To sucn g ssazemens as "Yes, Jonvmy is .
at'cr abgve age-level ", - , o

o 7 . . [N .
qres ue;ﬁet*f?am‘group reading itasts can be considered
s es ofy/such = c2linteal judgren:. » These tegt scores wr
orrelaze gégi:ivelyrwith tre move valid elinical judgments.
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ead. " Achievemery gains for a sizable number of s*udents
Ll b2 poorly esiimated by then. ...

‘
\
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\ Stake and Wardrop (1971) point dut that error alene could show that a quarter of
) - the students tested by-.standardjized achievement tests could show a gain of at least :™
. oOne year on a Yetest simply due to the-.errors of ‘measurement of- the test. The table
below was provided by Stake (1972) to illustrate that "growth™ on most standardized
tests is a matter of only a few réw-scoreepointii :
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\ Gain in Items Right Needed to Advance T .

¢ " ¢ One Year Gain Equivalent or Three Typical éi
' Achievement Tests - R —
‘ Items Needed To
. Grade Equivyalent Impfﬁye Oqe Year
Type of Test . 5.0 6.0 G.E. > °
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skilis, ' o . RO SEY
Level 3: Reading Comprehension ) 20 23 b i3
Metropolitan Achievement Test, _ ‘ L
Intermediate Form 3: Spelling . 24 31 . 7
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, .
Test Al: Arithmetic Concepts 10 14 4 E
Stanford Achievement Test, Form W, "» . .
Intermediate II: Word Meaning ° . 18 26 . 8

More and more over the wpast few years, criterion referenctd measures have been
utilized in the Title I 89-750 Migrant and Title I 89-750 Neglected/Delinquent
projects as the "objective' measure determining success. However results of
criterion referenced tests also are questionable as evaluations of student success:
1) Criterion referenced tests may report immediate recall, but do not indicate
student ability to relearnt a skill once it has faded from memory. 2) It is unreal-
(istic to expect criterion referenced tests to deal with.each of the complex perform-
ances expected as the result of learning. 3) To be fair to the program, the testing
" needs to bé reasonably close to the teaching--the current state of development in
criterion referenced test does not always allow this. 4) 1In addit¥on, the skills
depicted by criterion referenced tests do not develop very rapidly and for shor:i-
ternm arrangements real growth will be difficult to discern. (Stake 1971.) Also,
considering the current state of the art, many criterion referenced .tests materials
require further work on construct validity t6 determine whether ' the given test
items are measuring progress accurately. . . : . -
These were but a few of the considerations in mind as the Program Evaluation Unit
undertook to provide annual reports to the Federal Government from the state. In
addition to accepting the objective measure data from projects and acting as a .
broker of dubious impressions other approaches were considered to be necessary.
‘Student outcome data is omly a part of what program evaluation might be.

The next section describes the structure and function of the Program Evaluation
Unit in Illinois.¢ The following two sections'depict the activities and approaches
implemented by the unit in providing evaluative reports on migrant and neglected/

" délinquent programs. ) S - '

IS ) . i '

The Program Fvaliiation.lnit ..

Prior to 1972 reports from the state to ‘the Federal Government were constructed by -
third party contractors. The data gathering tactie utilized was an annual '"self
. assessment’ questionnaire asking gndividual projects to report such information as -
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Nent success, inservice, and dissemination efforts. After review of past

Xs submitted by the third party contractor 'state officials found that
altﬁoug éth reports would comply with the federal requests for data thexe was
ligtle, 1 ANy, information that would provide insight into the nature of com-
pensatory edquFion,programs or the leadership provided by the state office.
Consequently an itNernal evaluation unit was organized to provide continﬂity in .
evaluation from yea¥ to year, and to utilize a broader range of data gathering
tactics on a wider range of issues. Reports were to be concerned not only with
student outcomes but project organization and administration at & local and state
level. Reports were to bi;fssggmendatory directed local, state, and federal

-, ~naudienced. L ~—e T
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In,ordgr‘tﬁﬁﬁ;ll—sucﬁ a role, the unit required mutond y fr
and indepehdence to report findings accurately and ‘validIy whe
favorable or unfavorgble to any of the parties goncerned. The goal was
bility in spite of being associated with the state office. It was decided t

the unit would have to be locat2d outside of thé program area, that it would

have to éxamine office administration as rigorously as it examined local projects)
and that it would maintgin a distinction between evaluation and project monitoring.
Evaluation was to be focused on issues and questionhs of worth; project monitoring
could check the details of congruence between projects and proposals, Where as
nenitoring might conclude that a project ,that had been conducted according to

plan was appropriately implemented, evaluatiop could also point out that the wvalue
of the project was impaired in severzl respects according to identified standards.

It was in this spirit that the evaluatfon unit undertoqk fo implement a variety
of tactics in orderrto tap multiple sources of data for evaluative purposes.

., General data to satisfy federal requirements of-iﬁformgtion about student success,
*ihservice, and dissemination of project techniques is gathered annually via a Lecal
Educational Agency 'self report quesionnaire. Additional data is gathered by the
evaluation unit through observation of programs, interviews with state officials,
project personne€l, studentg_and others to il%uminate evaluative issues. The two
sections below sketch these approachas as implemented by the evaluationm unit in

‘examinigg nigrant and neg}ected/delinquent projects.

Compensatory Education: Title.I 892750 Migrant ‘ ’ -

L

First, let us look at migrant education. ‘Ip 1966, Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Act of "1965 wads aménded to specdfically include children of migratory
workers. 7This amencment was added bejguse reported statistics from Title I indi--,
cated that migrant childreregere not receiving supplemental help under Title I
89-10. Most of the Title I 89-10 proframs were desighed for the resident deprived
child. Special programs were not set"up’to weet the naeds-of ‘the migrant child.
Parents of migrant ,children were uﬁ”ﬁ?te of what the schools .or community could
offer them or their dﬁildreni Amendmén& 89-750 was added to Titlé I to fill this
gap. The,ékéndment provided that the migrant program be national in scope, that

wieh other states who were trying. to educate migrant children. :
A

it be a [flexible program, and that iadividual states. try to coordinate and cooperate
: g _
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While there are various migrant streams across the United States, this paper
focuses on the-one that flows from Texas to Illinois. These migrant ghildren .ot
, rarely finish any semester in Texas schools; they often leave early in the spring
° and arrive back late in the fall. To compensate for this loss of time,. schools
in the "north" are reimbursed for the cost of addipg the students at the end of
or beginning of a regular term semester. These ate called regular term projects.
This paper, however, concentrates on &umner ternt programs; it is here that the ’
planning, time, and money from the federal, state, and local agenciles are focused.
Ideally, migrant children (usually ages 6-13) would be at the summer session for
the entire eight.weeks. This ideal makes the following assumptions; that the
families do not arrive late from other work locations; that they do not leave
during’the middle of the -summer school term to go to Wisconsin or Mithigan to
work on with.crops; that they do not leave early for Texas; that the oldest chil-
dren do not decide to work in the fields; that the parents decide they even want
their children to attend school during the summer; and that the children them-
selves decide they want to attend regularly. ’ ‘

i
\

If the children do attend on a fairly regﬁlar\basis for the eight weeks ;\decision
needs to be made as to what programs/activities need to be provided.’ How much do
hese.children know? What are their problems? The Migrant Student Record Trans-—

~<er System (MSRTS) was suppose to answer a basic need of rag;g*access: educa- .. N
Ional and personal data including health information. The MSRTS is Squosed to
© proYdde trangit of data from schéol to school via a'state terminal and a navional \\\

terniftal at Litgle Rock, Arkansas. Test data and information concerning genegal
education attainmeqt and interest would be sent to a school as soon as the infdgi; A
matjon was requested\from, the state and national terminal operators. While the
wet in, the MSRTS has - not been able to provide ready access
to meaningful educatioﬁar<data for teacghers. Geneially, 6nly the health data has
arrived in‘a format that isTuyseful to local schoolsy This is unfortunate since,
idﬁ:llya the acadenic information could go a long way ip providing Local Education
Q\\Age cies with the opportunity to'individudlize instruction. ,

i

g?ght %eeks, at the maximum,” is not a long time .to attempt to assist a child to

compensate for his education problems. Unless information is available from

préevious years.or previous teachers at that same summer sehool site, the migrant

B} . child may well fimd .himself undergoing a series of time consuming tests.

Each project director and the staff must evaluate their program., The national migrant -
guidelines request the submission of a local. evaluation to the. State Education Agency, , »
.as well as the submission of a state evaluation report to the United Statés Office
of. Education in Washington, D.C. However, thére arg no specific guidelines as to:

.« - what evaluation procedures are mecessary or even desirable.

The evaluation procedures that will be discussedcbelow generally describ¢ the *’

evaluation techniques used in Illinois from FY 72 to FY 75. -

+

v
~ -

The first (and unfortunately often the only) evaluation procedure used by many .
program people consists of the.usual pre- post-standardized tests. As previoﬁ@ly»,
noted, Robert Stake and James Wardrop (1971) raise‘excellent points about the .
geheral utility of relying too heavily on these testg. Cpmmon sense seems to v
also illustrdte the fallacy of judging a project as successful because a.child's
tests scores rose from 3.3 on the pre-test’ to 3.5 bn the post-test during a two. .
month progran. ’ L , .

. ) o . . s . ' . \\ \5 :.\
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In the absence of firm guidellnes by the Federal Government and the State Educa-
) " tion Agency, the annual report questionnaire completed by each of the projects .
’ "shaped their behavior. When the LEA report questionnaire that the migrant proj-

. ect sites used to record data from their FY 72 evaluation report to the State
qucation Agency itself is scrutinized, one notices that the emphasis is heavily )
on stahdardized ‘tests. The FY 72 pre-test and post- test dates’were asked for by
grade level. The name of the test and the test battery are also requested.
Three of the summer pojects uséd the wide range achievement test (WRA’I‘) Two
of these three projects expected students to achieve one week gain~on the WRAT
for each week @f instruction. The third projecngrote, "It was most difficult
to have a standard of success to assess results ‘due to the attendsnce.of some
children. Many students who took pre-tests were not: 1n schooI near the end of .
the program as they had started to work in the -fields:" Such‘ 1n§truments .used ;

the Metropolitan Achievement Test, the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and’ the I5eabody ) <
Pic ture Vocabulary Test. . . S :

In FY 72 the annual report questionnaire kad been designed by a third party evalu-
ator under contract to the State Education.Agency while the report itself had been’
written by the newly formed internal evaluation unit. The report had to emphasize
.the great losses of data because there were so few sites that could suoply pre-
test and post-test standardized test data on the samé children.

©

In FY 73 and FY 74 the dnternal evaluation unit developed the end of the year .
LEA report: questionenaire whicH then listed standardiz‘ed tests as just one meéthod °
of evaluation alongw:L!{) ‘teacher-nade. tests, observatlon, and. c}‘iterion refer~
ence tests. o \\ . * “' ’ : *
’I‘he data reported back rrom the sites, wnen analyzed either by orOJect -0r" b?;
separate subject area, 1ndicates that observation followed closely by, teacher-made ”
tests were by far the most freqqently used methods of evaluation ,during FY 73 and
FY 74; standardized tests came in third. In\terviews conducted By thd evaluation ~.
unit with staff at the state and local levels over these years have indicatedw
a general attitude that the stamdardized acl'(y.eve:nent test was a waste of tic®
— and money for migrant «children, Disregagding the question of instrument bias
N * and whether migrant children had the necessary English reading skills té make .
< the tests valid, .the"data just could not be fed baek quigckly enough. from the .
) pre-test; and nooocy seemed to think that the post-tests proved anytling anyway. .
N .
i\c\addit ion to data on stt.dent success gathered and reported by each of the locdl
s projects, the evalua"ion unit decided to use a-case study approach to attempt to
*° ' describe what pro_‘)ects were in reality. Ome case study was conducted by the.evalua-
tion unit to explore the contention of state office personnel that good migrant
~ education projects had positive eff ects on general community attitude.toward the
migrant population. .In dxder to test this hypothesis evaluation unit'staff visited
what was considered to be' an e=<emplar program. The evaluators Observed «classes,
o talked with stt.dents, teachers, the’ project direttor, the local principal and. the
’ superintendent. In addition,. the evalutors interviewad community 'nembers-—the-'
~ pharmicist; a banker, a grocery sfore owner, clerks, gas station attendapts, and .
., the 'nanager of the can.ning factory comple\{ that hired the migvants locally., Thisw
last "individual had also ’beet’i on the school. board for 20 years.
- . 4 R4 T » Y
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The case study effort showed that the local summer school program for migrant
. . children had no erfect on local attitude. Thé\children had been segregated into
. . a different part of the buildings from other students, there was no community
s, .« ‘congern about this policy. The community was content to maintain the poli
S segregation. ‘The quality of the local migrant educatlon program was indepziahpt
Y. -of community attitudes toward migrants in general

.y »

T

Q * !
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’ Compensatony Education: 89 750 N/D ' ‘ : .

Ia Vovemberfl966 Title I of the Elementary athSecondarthducation Act of 1965
' was, amended to include neglected or delinquent children living in state or private
" .o institutions. As in other Titlé I programs the intent of the amendment was to
provide gupplemental educational services to a targéted portion of the children at
"+ institutiens. Targeted children were to, be the most educationally disadvantaged
T .chjldren at the facility. Programs were to based on specific assessments of the
i educational needs of the deprived chlldren and were 'to be written in performance
S terms in reYatlon to those. needs. (Program ‘Guide 44 Regulation 116 18(b)) ' . \\\

- » N -

. - Tatgetéd Title I students in the do;rectlonal facilities in r

lin01s have oeen.‘
. describ ed, in the following manner on applications for gfants '

3

. “These atudents-a qre Zacx ng the furzdmer,als oy *‘zwaazna
S © The students are ack'z,ng in, rrotwa,w(\ and have hzsz?omes m“
o i T pdst scho@l fatlures aad,truancy.

. . N » . N Y ¢ L

.

, . Az the p”aseht time. - aaraeted ™stle I students are. fune- S» \ ‘u ’

/

/ - tloning Four or more years beloy expected grade ZeveZ
N v”hese students ‘are Letween the dges of 15 end-17, and are >\<g .
- . - Junctioning Eelow the stth cwade level and math, levels. .

~ v \ <
- . e “ - 2 A * B

Appwoximately 20% of the-students. . .are non- -readers. . : . ~
This inability to read makes it impossible for them *o. f‘olww '
N a norwal deademic scnédule.... N i - -

~

e At the present time’ 15 del tNQUQNV and/or soct aZZy maZadguoted : o

S ypung men, ages'13 to 18 are functioning five years or more i ‘
below. theily e*pec*ed reading .arts level.. ‘
t present, 51 delzr vent boys ages 13 to 20...score belcw
.0 in math as %0asured by "SAT.« -hey are six or more years
elow grade pZacement. They have IQ's below 90, '
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' S ' It is realibtic to assume that most, or all, of these youths
AN Q}ZZ nQt gursue their academic trgining' after parole. ‘ VR
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., . "...Abour 7;..,(+hese teenagg oogs) aré func tzorzwg excremely
T Low (f rst,gzd second grade levels) in reading and math.
S «  many of vhese same boys are Zaﬂktrg in almost all SOCERL .
o ©,  skills veceasarJ to interact with their peers. Thig concition .
' o resul*s iy an irabililty of these boys to Ametion fn a regu- :
R lar aeparumewtalzzed ounmor a7 gn School progwam
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"Title I, or any educational

s
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Th;se excerpts from an actual application spell out a consistent picture of the
adolescent del?duent--academic achievement is seriously limited. There are .
obviously many/other p;oblems'to take into ‘account.in the education of delinquent
youth. Severe socio-environmental difficulties such as low evaluation of educa- -
tion, destructive and aggressive behavior in opposition to what. is often preferred

as an educational opportunity. . -

AT ; C \
Further, recidivism is a fé'teof life for institutionalized student. In 1872, -
rates ranged from a low of 3% to a high of 83%. -One institution 1;§ted reasons
for recidivism to include "poor parental ‘supervision, parental rejection, ‘other
family problems, peer delin uency, gang orientation, ¢ommunity attitude, high
delinquency, criminal milu, :

- v

and social ecodomic conditions."

program, for such youth 'requires much that is not
present. Academic endeavors require compliance. itvié just. such a lack that
institutions most often pbinf to as reason for lack of student success. ‘- Insti-
tutions most frequently report "1ldck of motivation'y nonattendance (students are
often-above the legal school leaving ag§ and cannot be required to attend class)
and leaving the program’ prior to completion (remember the seven month attendance
average) as the greatést barriers to success. This represents but a brief sketch
of the setting forgg;ah&ems to be faced by the federal rfequirement for evaluating
Title I 89-750, f e R N

-

. .
\ (N ¢

v
- . H

. . . o
Federal requirements in¢lude the following:

That the local educatioral agency will make an’anmual report ’
and such other reports to'State edicational agency, in such’
form and cortaining such information (whiéh-in the case of »

- reporis velaiing “to performance is in aceordance with specific - e
performance eriteria related in program objeetives), as may be * . . »
reasonably necessdry‘ to, enable the State educatioral agency. to « .
perform its duties under the titie, ineluding information . ,
relating to the educational achievements of stuydents particti-

'« paring in programs carried-out under this titlel and will keep
"+, -Suck'records ard afford such acdéss there to as the state edu-
cational agency may §ind nedessary to assume the"correctness” .
_and veﬁif@ca;ion of such peporta..:, - . ) ‘ ) -1

S

That effective progedures #ncluding provision for appropriate
objective, measures of eduddtional achievement, will be aibpted:
. for evaluazing at least ammually the effectiveness of the rro- '
" grams in meeting specific educational needs of educationaily
deprived ¢hildren. =, BN o .
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In other words, based on sp@cificélly stated student ordentated pbjectives and .

activities measured "objectivelg“ an annual report will indicate the effectiveness

of programs in meeting specific educational needs. From 1972 through 1974. Illinois

reports to the Federal Government lamented the failure of objective writers to master
.~ rthe art of setting standards: ‘ )
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An ef}‘o}'t should be made by the SEA to loeate available S i
tests. desighed specifically for short-térm institutional- ‘
ized children-. (2972 page 100)

» cAn effort shouZd’ be made by the SEA to Zocate avazZab7e .
+est designed specifically for short-term institutional- . B
. tzed childrent (1973 page ¢5) : o

Yet testing pre~ and post-treatment td determine program success through student
outcome measures is fraught with h@zards and short-term prdgrams. One teacher com-

mented on 'the standard of.one month gain per ome month in program: "I do not think
this is realistic because it does fot take into consideration the student's back-
ground, personality, needs, school history and social adjustment.” (Hanna City .,

_page 14) Short-term test, retest' of such Title I students allows the possibility
that regression effects an error ,score would give the appearance of gain where there
may .not have been any. (Stake, Wardrop,.1971) Short-term evaluation using such
tests as the Stanford Achievement Tést or Wide Range Aptitude Test (as these programs
,typically do) is not 11kely to agcurately’ assess gain.

>

.Individualization is the-
individudlization means pers alized objectives, activities, and criteria for success,

what manner of determining.student success is appropriate? Gain scores on norm wefer— -

enced achievement test do fiot measure success appropriately in these cases. The
alternative suggested by the evaluation’unit was criterion referenced testing. (1973).
However, irregular attendahce, sudden leaving, and noncooperation are not mattérs that
an? testing process can overcome. s . .

The next possibility suggested by the evaluation unit (1974) was that there should

be follow-up studies on samplés of students to determine program effectiveness. . The

-type of ldngitudinal study,purposed by Wholey et al. (1973) served as the model
for .these evaluativeé suggestioms:

Q

Ceen To Zook for longi tudwaZ rather than short-term effectweresu.
e To eSuCZbZ‘LSh and revalidgte the usefulness of‘ short-term out

put mecsures as Dwedwuors of the values of long term out put
measures.

«..Tq smrrpZe program recipients seeking vnszghts on the per-. o
. sistance or lack of perszstance of program ‘benefits.

~Yet in the-evaluatién unit's 1972 report, comments on recidivism indicated that pro-
grams begun,for students in the institution had. no follow-up in the home community.
Community schools were mot anxious to accept the student upon release. A re-entry
coordinator in the Chicago area has been seeking to alleviate such problems. A
re-entry report dated April 25, 1976, indicated that only about one-third of paroled
students re-emter public scheols. This corresponds almost precisely with legal =~ ~
school leaving age. The report indicates that, "School re-entry problems are related
to several factors, the most prominent of which is the lack of planning for school )
ré-entry prior to parole.... Another factor affecting (sic) successful re-entry is .
that of the expectation of school administrators for the behavior of the returnee....
Parolees are required to fulfill standards of conduct which may be unrealistic for
even the most Successful of students.

. ’
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Structional tactic most often reported by programs. If 6 .
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What can be seen in the preceeding discussion illustrates the difficulty of

3\

~ ' utilizing studept outcome data either short-term or long-term to illustrate
program success in correctional facilities.

The barriers to effective utilization of testing in evaluation are great. The
barriers to gathering useful follow-up i§ also great. It is not likely that
either of these approaches alone to anluatezprograms is sufficient to provide

o useful data. °~ -, ' A : t
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The prime audience for the eiéluatiye reports to be produce was originally con-
sidered to be the FéHérgl Government. The unit has utilized the federal guide- . )

- lines as criteria for making judgements about annual report questionnai¥e data ¢ '

. collected once a year from each of the projects. In addition, on-site visits~

were conducted to add to the descriptive dimensiop of ‘the reports. Initially,

reports were focused on tabulor data depicting various dimqnsiong of the proj-
ects, including student euccess. Since 1972, however, descriptions moved away
from tabulor presentation into more narrative styles.

« - Data in the 1974 report included "snapshots,' or brief capsulations of projects..
Further, one site was déscribed in the manner of a "portrayal”- (the techniqﬁb of
using -portrayal in evaluative reports has been explored at Center for Instruction
and Curriculum Evaluation at the University of,Illinois) in a separate report
(Hanna ‘City). Both "snapshots" and- the "portrayal" were constructed in descrip- -~
tive narrative style. The snapshots were four or five brief paragraphs long, and
the more extensive portrayal was seventeen pageks long. The "purpose of the sngpshots
was to allow the reader to géin some undé;standing of the issyes, conditions, -and
_feelings which éxis@ed'in respect to Title I 89-750 projects, The extqgsive pro-

e trayal was constructed to allow readers of the report' to make their own judgements

as to the value of the Title I 89-750 project. -
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Conclusion K .
% The data collectéd by the evaludtion unit. for ‘the annual reports are intrusions .into

the operation of Title I 89-750 projects. The, power of such evaluative interven-
tion ‘should be recognized. It is necessary to understand that the primary audience
for evaluative data should be the projegg’it§el§3 Although the federal require-

. ment of objective measures of student gain$ cannot be dendied, it myst bé recog-

. nized as inappropriate .for short-term projects, such as Title T 89-%50 Migrant and
. Neglected/Delinquent. . As it’ 1is immediately beyond the power of ghe I1¥inois Evalua-

' tion Unit to change inappropriate phrasing in, federal guidelines, it can only attempt
to influence local efforts to utilize practices that are as-sougd as possible.

s -

Recommendatiens in reports by the evaluation unit have been aimed to compliance wifh
federal requirements by suggesting the best practices prefetred. Projects need to
R be able to write objectives in appropriate formats and they needed "objective mea- '
X « . sures" of student subcess. , L " : : S S
. N \
-The eyaluatiqn unit, in providing & range of choices on the LEA report questionnaire
including §tandardize§ tests, ' criterion’ referenced tests, obéerv%tion,,and Qther e
methods for projects to.select from fn ascertaining. student success have alerted R
\ projects to a range of possibilities. - Many projects noy utilize multiple methods,"
. and criterion referenced methods are increasingly utiljzed. ' '

- PR

The evaluation unit, further, can attempt to. caution projects to--use tests that
» are appropriate considering the nature of the project. . . /.
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The, "obJectiﬁe measure' approach to evaluation, although in compliance with
federal gutdelines, has little relationship to project improvement. For example,
when questionnaires asked to what they attributed student success neglected/
delinquent projects personnel typically reported that it was the good project,
When asked to what they attributed lack of success, project personnel typically
‘rgported factors relating to the students. We could not expect otherwise if we

'consiger evaluatioﬂ’oniy to be a report of studentlscores. .

~ .

The néxt step suggested by the é&%luatipn unit was the collecticn of longitudinal,
information. As this was only a suggestid&band not a requirement the °level of
intrusion is small if not non-existant. Future requests for data from projects
could include such a Study, or the evaluation dgft\ as an activegexternal data
collector, could gather ‘such data on its own. ¢

In fact, the role of the evalugtion unit has been to supplement data reported to
the State Office of Educdtion through gctivities of its own. The efforts of the
evaluation unit have been to use‘data.gathered from a variety pf sources in a
variety of ways. Survey data, teacher judgements, student judgements, and exter-
nal observer judgements have been.ysed to add perspectives on the implementation
of programs. Data ‘such as these have been combined into case studies snapshots’
and portrayals., :

A
2

Reports of this type are used to'provide projects with perspective on their .own
~activities and the actfvities of other projects. An additional: step in this

. approach, not yet taken by the evaluation unit, could be to provide such descrip—
“tions to panels of review of relevant audiences or expert juries. for ‘comments.

The comments could then be appended to the original document to be reviewed by .
. project pe*sonvel in decision making decisions apout how to improve their pro;ect.

These efforts of the evaluation unit in the iflinois Office of Edu@at’on have been
to brodden the nature and scope of evalua&‘On as practiced at the project level apd
as- supplemented by efforts by the evaluat&@b unit. Evaluation for Title I 89-750
Migrant and Title I 89-750. Veglected/Delinque%t‘must have payoff at the local

level. Any data’ collection that does not do "so can only be viewed as a kind of
imper ialism.
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