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The enactment of the 1974 amendments to Title I expresses .the growing con

cern for developing �dequate evaluation strategies for assessing the effective-

ness of Title I programs. The current Title I E�aluatfon and Reporting System 

(TIERS) was designed for use 1n grades 2-12. However, Title I programs are also 

present 1n the early childhood. grades (prekindergarten, kindergarten, and .first 

grade). Huron· Institute 1s currently 1nvestfgat1ng alternative evaluation 

strategies to assess Title I programs 1n these grade levels (Bryk, Stren1e, and 

Weisberg, 1979). 

Although many evaluation models exist for evaluating early childhood pro

grams, this paper will focus on the "Special Regression Model," Model C in the 

TIERS. We first present factors Yttlfc� make evaluating early childhood programs 

partfcu1arly difficult. The paper concludes with several feasible evaluation 

plans utilizing Model C. 

Factors Which Make Evaluating Early Childhood Programs Difficult 

Several factors make assessing the effectiveness of Title I early childhood 
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programs more difficult than in the upper grades. Factors that contribute to 

this difficulty include: 1) Scope of Programs, 2) Instrumentation for Early 
<; 

Childhood, 3) Developmental ';Characteristics of Early .Childhood, and 4) Student 
' ':• " ' 't ,\ ', ;, '}: ' 

Selection. 

Scope of programs. The, scope and content of early childhood programs vary 
', ' ., . ' 
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widely across programs, ·, Some"of the variation is a result of grade levels. Most 
prekindergart�n prog�anis are glob�l '.i,:i natur'e� placing \ti; greatest emphasis on 

early intervention and exposure to ,the school environment.·. P�rental involvement 
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in the students' education 'is 'also 'stressed. In contrast, kindergarten programs 
,' 

' '� t" 
emphasize readiness skills: prereading, mathematics, language, and socio-

emotional development. First grade �ograms begin to approximate J)l"Ograms found 
in upper' giadeT1t1� I .,programs, by ·��ncentrating on supplementing regular school 
,,.1(
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programs and bolstering the readiness skills taught·fn kindergarten.
, , <' J '•:·.·:, "'•·/ '. i ; '•,¾(4 ·) ::4H :¥:\. ,' �." ,,} " ' , • : • ' ! 

•• Instrumentation. Serious concern has been voiced regarding the technical
j: ,,-�/- ,..r�,,.�1-,:,r-v1,:r ,;,1. �t" ,,.·'i'!/:·•t·'1J'1r�'i1H .. t{ 

• t· : • 

excellence·· of early" childhood measures. The majority of measures do not meet 
, ,,,, I (,,'t•,, ,�•�J\,\\,•,�;,r•►�•:,f<jt�f•,:1, ('¥•171�••;,:{1- '.) ,),,,••••,/ > ,' 

minimum standards for validity, rel f ab11 ity and appropriateness of norms 
' I: <', 

' 
'i: ') \; ,·'' � :,- . ' 1 

(Hoephner, Stern, and Nummeda1, 1973). Measures which meet mfn1mum crfterfa are 
• '/ '·:· J, " ,, 

of a cognitive nature, the majority being "IQ" type instruments. In many 

instances, these instruments are inappropriate measures of the goals and obj ec

t 1 ves of T1 t 1 e I programs. Furthermore, cogn 1 t 1 ve growth 1s so rapf d at th 1s age 

level that ft cannot be measured, pre and post, by most instruments. 

• Developmental Character1stfcs. Young children have mfn1mal experience fn

formal assessment situations, As a result, many of the prerequ1sfte skills for 

test taking are lackfng, In addition, egocentricity, emotional reactivity, and 

fluctuations fn attention span may influence performance on assessment instru-
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Therefore, scores obtained from these instruments "inay not accurately
measure the ·student' s actiievement level in the cont��t area'. 

techniques may be'needed to measure the student's achievemenL 

,. ' 
I ', � 

Other. assessment 

Student Selection. The last factor which' contr.ibutes 'to. th� diffic:'ulty .fn 
:, l ,, ' 

assessing the effectiveness of Title· I programs is student selection. Because 

instrumentation is problematic, test scores used as the ,sole .criteria •for. 

selection, ma,r identify many students as needing the program, when. in fact some 

students, do not. Li_kewfse, many students .are identfffed as not needing the 
program,: when in fact some of those students do.'· Thus,' the' ·selection of 'the.'. 

appropriate students is problematic. The design one chooses ·to evaluate ihe 

early -childhood program must avoid this hazard, as well as deal with· the 

prev1ouslY, mentioned factors. • 's r. •.

Totspec'ial Regression Model -- Model C 
. : , , ,')'1 ! ): . · I • \ ,,{' '1· 

The Special Regression Model (Model C) 1s a form of the regression projec-• 
•;1 j .• ,. ; 

tion model pro.posed 'i,y C�pbell· and Stanle� ( 1963). The remarks 1n this paper 
� " ' . 

;, 1 

actually pert:'ain to Model Cl, the "norm-referenced version of Model C" (referred 

to as Model C in this paper-see Tallmadge and Wood for complete d1sc�ss1on of the 

models). Many of the remarks do not apply to Model C2, the Model "'11ch uses a 
-

' ,  ' 

non-normed test for posttest. Expected posttest performance of the Title I group 

is b4Sed on the projection of the regression line from the comparison. group., 

(See Figure 1.) If the Title I program 1s not effective, over and above the 

regular program, then the Tftle I effect will be zero. If the Tftle I program fs 

effective, then the performance of the Tftle I students will be higher than 

predicted from the comparison group. • Model C regufres that a11 students in 

grades served by Tf t le I fn a target schoo 1 be tested, and that the students who 
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score lowest on the pretest be placed in the Title I program with the remaining 
students serving as compariso�;• students ..• The cutoff 1«>uld � based on the number . :, '.. . ',,: 

. . • '. ' 

ot', student·� t�at can\; ,�e�ved, and ideally 1«>uld be the same fo al} buildings 1n
. ·.·� ,i,,'" 'f '\ ' " • '. • ' 

a school· district. Actually .• the. pretest/selection measure may .be achievement

hst scores, independe��.ly"' m,a,cie t�ac�er. ratings, classroom grades, or some
com�ination of these or other types of ,measures.

Reasons for Using Model C 

. The first major reason for using Model C is the fact· that students learn 

quite rapidly in the early years of schooling'/ This very often necessitatei the 
use .of a different test, at posttest time than th.at used at pretest time. Model C 

all9ws for.the use of a different test at the two sessions. 
Secondly, .selecting students .for the Title I program 1n these early years 

can be difficult. Since most testing must be  accomplished individually, testing 

takes a lot of time, it is usually very costly, and there are very few good • •. . ,, h . , ·'., ;, ,.i-!'< :'•. . , • i 

screening devices available. /In >addition, the longer· 'lt,e""screening takes, the 
:'f•�t�·"',,t,:,. .,.�<:-.: :.{·>,i,i, .. /(: }ti,J V.:,:,y;·.::ri·"._11:; i• ... {� .. - ,✓,': , , · >  :'.1 ,,' • -1 � 

less time there is for instruction; Because Model C uses the pretest IS the 
; , ' . ' ,, ' ,, 

·:.1·!1"· '; ,' I _.· •. , ,.., 'i ,, ! ',•,,·: ,, 

selection device, Model C 1s preferable over other Title I evaluation Models 

which �eqJire that pretest and ��lection be separate. Because ft 1s difficult to 
get �ne good screening device, 1t �uld be an additional burde� to get another 

device which could be used IS the pretest. Model C does not require two proce

dures for student selection and pretest, but requires that student selection be 

based on the pretest. 
A third advantage of Model C 1s that ft does not make any assumptions about 

the effectiveness of the regular program. Indeed many schools are not as 

effective with their regular curriculum as the average curriculum in ,the 

country. Because Model C uses the actual results from students in the regular 
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P,rogram, it yields an accurate 1nd1cat,1on of the Title I effect, over and above 

the regular program, in a particular school. 

Fourthly, the' procedure· used for' pretest/selection in 'Model C does not. have 

to be a norm-referenced test. Therefore, teacher judgements, norm-referenced 

tests, or non-norm referenced test·s could be used individually, or ·as part of a 

composite score. A composite score would most ·11kely identify more ac·curately 

the students who are most in need of additional educational services.· One way in 

which some Title I programs are implementing Model C is to use a non-norm refer

enced test at pretest, and· a norm-referenced test at _posttest. 'The pretest. ranks 

students for student, selection and provides diagnostic/prescriptive information 

in terms of the kinds of sk 111 s the students lack. •• ·Thus posttest norm-referenced 

cutoff situation have pretest scores below some Title !•students. Thus,·there is 

a wider range in the· ·comparison group over which · the regression -slope is 

determined. • >: • • .i 

Model C Evaluation Plans 

Figure 2 contains three possible evaluation plans using Model C. For each 

p\an, the testf�g time, test, and purpose of test are identified. For instance, 

those interested fn testing only every Spring would find evaluation plan 2 appro

priate. Since ft would be unlikely that a pre-kindergarten spring score would� 

available, the kindergarten evaluation would probably have to be a Fall-Spring 

evaluation. But the kindergarten Spring score could also be used for the pretest 

for the grade 1 evaluation. 

Figure 2 indicates that evaluation plan s 1 and 2 both result in once a year 

testing. One should also note that the test used at any testing time may be the 

same as previously used, or a different test. 
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Sunmary 
• .. ', . ,ilJ>,. 

Because the purpose of Titl� I evaluatfon is .to ,determine the effect of 

Title) over and above the,r�gular curriculum, Model C seems.most app\"opriate. 

The ·,adva,:itages of .�he Special Regression ._Model .. (Model C) for· early childhood 

evaluation seem to outweigh _,the disadvantages. Those advantages are: 

. • Scope of Program - Model C allows for the use of a different test at 

posttest than used at·pretest 

• Instrumentation - non-norm referenced test can_,
1
be administer:_ed -at pre-

.• 5., .. ., :test, .providing diagnostic and presc;:rfptive information as well as

,. baseline and .. student selection information 

• Developmental Characteristics - Different test levels can be. used pre

. and post, even ff.they are not linked by a c011111on scale

• Student selection - a separate selection/pretest 1s not needed and the

selection/pretest can be a composite score
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Figure 1, Model C approach to determinin1 Title I affect 
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£valuation of 
Eval.wttion Plan# l - - - Fall-Fall IC Gradel 
Testins Time Test Puroose 

Fall of !C A Selection OC} pre OC) 
Fall of l A or B Selection U} post (K) pre (l) 
Fall of 2 A or B or C • .... 

., 
Selection (2) post (1) 

£valuatiou Plan #2 - - - Son.ns-sertZlj
Testing Time 

Fall of IC 

Spring of IC 

Spring of l 

,Spring of 2 

!valuation Plan

Iestina Time

Fall of IC

Sprins of IC

Fall of l

Sprin1 of 1

Fall of 2 

Sprins of 2 

'•t!!,t Puroose 
•\ :.-._"I+, 

A •. Selection (.le} pre (IC) 
A or B Selection (l) po�t (IC) pre (l) 

A or B or C Selectiou (2) post (1) 
"', 

A or B or·,,c Selection (3) 
or D 

113 • • • Fall•S2rin5

Te5ti' 'ituieose 

A Selection (It) pre (IC)

A or B pose (X)

A or 8 or C Selec:Uon (l) pre (l) -, ' 

A or 8 or C post (1) or D 

A or a or C Selec:ciou (2) 
or D or £ 

A or a or C or 
Dor E or r

Figure 2. Model C evaluation plans for early 
childhood programs 
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pre (2) 

pre (2) 

post (2) 

pre (2) 

post (2) 
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