vt i

spousorship, and (d) the round-figure magnitude of the program
(i.e., number of projects; partjgipating school districtéJ sponsors,; .

and so-on).

2. Descéribe the- evaluation design against the backdrop of program

'dcwélépMCntf

3. Iﬂantliv five issues that weré reconciled one way; but mlght have -

- - been. recon01lcd in cther ways, and note how thesc-décisidns have _

- 'influenécﬁEthqjévaluation~§f;Fbiiow Through.

j71j>{ Tn the discussion later, I hopeé there wilI,Bé—aﬁ~6§ﬁfoﬁﬁi%y,fb,sgggg

somc léssons tﬁéf ‘Fbllow Through has prov1ded ior plﬁnntng and carrvlng out

Ah%ure social . expe ;1ments in naturnl settlngs. i

- Progran - C e , -

Qongréss!ﬁﬂthofized Fqlibﬁ Thyougb in,19G7ﬁhﬁd@r,an,amggdment to,théw o

Economlc Opportuulty Act to provxde developmental and educational scrv1ceq,;f

m‘ W

1 or poor ¢hildren 1n primary Lrﬂdeq who had expérienced Head Star orAQQuiygg

nt presekool. A- larbe—". ale Servi@e:progrdm, rpughiy similar in scope 10:-

Head Start, was envisioned originally and reflectéd in the enabling legis 'g;f

fioﬁ! Appropriations were not sufficient, however, so- the program was. re—cas§
&5 an RYD program cven though the language 6f the 1egi$l§tion;itse}£ewas

ever changed., This R&D oricentation has had complex effects on the wq& the .

AT
\0“‘
~,

prowrim (énd 1tn cvaluatxon) CVOlVed and how various stakeho]dur‘ view .and

judge the program, ' 7 - )

Since Follow Through was authorized under the EOA, the Offlce of Lccn

Opportunity had respofeibility for it just as they did for Head Start., ORO -




or program priorities. Also, every individuai prbjéct,appliéé

some additional variations. on spon901 obgectlvcs that Wlll be:

sought locally, The méasurement'effort necessary 6 embrace the

‘full sweep of all -objectives. held. by :all -sponso¥s ‘dnd all indiQiduaI
projects has ﬁever,yielﬁcd;érééefuiiy to solution. As QICOngéqﬁghcé,

1t is 1ne\11ablc that tho Mmeasures -Obtaincd canrbe cr5t1

sonme Justificac1on by evexy spon901 ar progect as-not includ;ng

oo 1tk i 14 1

.

- "a11 1hé& things I am trylng to do."

~“Overview of Fvaluation Design

- T ——

. The basic désigﬁ*iéithétzofféiﬁéféré~ahd;aftefreXpeﬁiméht. Follow - -
ij'Thgéugh—prgram,ﬁgftiéi@aﬁis define the experimental groups and nonpartici= -

- -pants -of similar chaxaétéfigticS4gémpri$erﬁhéfcbutfgisw “"Before” (1n—thé=,:

|
il

,heio"c ~and=> aiter dcqlgn) zefers to .mea sures obtalnnd as near as possiblo to?——

bl |

7éilthc initiation of thé- cxpexlmental trcatmcnt ,ThisfhasﬁmeanﬁfméaﬁufcsA6;5,

,pupil characteristicr as close to the beginn1ng of a child's entering ‘school:

‘yeaf as cquid—be—mdhaééd gqministpat;Véiy.,'"Béfore”Lmepsures on other partici-

pants, such as parents and teachers, have usually becn -obtained at a later -
-point in the first year of school.

?f:, - vhe final " iiter” poini candot yet be described historically. During:

T early piaﬁniug in 1968469},thg—iﬁtqn@eggméhniﬂg;bf “aﬁjefﬁ’waéza?pbiﬁt as- -

. mear ihe end 6f thé child's Third Grade a8 could: be managcd ﬁy a decision:

'gdopﬁed in Spring 1970, ch11dreu entezing the11 first school year of Pollorl'

) Thtough in Iall 1969 onmall) ‘became the £irst cohort ellglble fox evaluat1on,

TRt i

1fijoh11dxen who gnuexgd in Fall 1968 WGre—oiﬁiciglly dgs;gnhtéﬂnnsrthq
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We're drawn togethey by com:zon interests in_carly childhood educaiion

Probably cach of us carrics a«n axe he'd like te

1'd like to be a lens grinder instead of zn axe grinder, at leust in

tiese opening remarhks. Since my perspective on both carly childhbood aduca-

tion snd Lhe evaluation of carly childhood programs has been s0 “totlally
dominated by responsibilities in ihe Follow Through prcgram since July 16068,

the lens Y711 4ry Lo grind is onc through which we can look at the Pollow

Through program and its svaluation, I wuni to focus on u scelecied fow

jesues that have influenced the cvolution of both the Follow Thyrough progoanm

and iis evaluaticn., My purpose is to previde a perspective from which con-
nssessmenl of 1he Follow Through evaluatiien can be pade. (We oan

4. 5
girucive

gring and swing our axoes in the loter p;ivc,-—und-t:zl{e.)

sy remarks cover the ftollowing:

brict overvicw oi Follow Through (on the assumption that

1. Give a

not all thosce present are famisiar with 1),  This overview will

jnelude (o) initiatson of the program, (h) transition {rom a

corvienr to ot R&D orientation, (¢) the concepl of program




sponsorship, and (d) the round-figure magnitude of the program
(i.e., vumber of projects, participating school districis, sponsors,

and so on).

e vy

X+

Describe the evaluation design agninst the backdrop of progranm

development.

T e e
——

3. Identily {ive jssucs that werc rcconciled one way, but might have
been reconciled in ether wiays, and note how ilhesc decisions have
influenced the evaluation of Follow Through.

In the discusgsion Jater, 1 hope there will be an opportunity to suggest

some lessons that Follow Through has provided for planning and cacrying out

futurc social expariments in natural settiings. .

Congress authorized Follow Through in 1967 under an amendment to the
Economic Opportunity Act to provide developmeontal and educational services v
for poor children in primary grades who had expericnced Head Start or equiva-
len{ preschool. A large-scale service program, roughly similar in scope Lo
Heod Stare, was envisioned originally and reflected in the enabling legisla-
tion. Apprqpriutions vere not sufficient, however, so the program was rc~gust

as an R&D program cven though tbe longuage of the legislation iiself was

:
never changed.  This RED orientation has had complex cffecls on the way the . i
program (end its cevaluation) evolved and how various stakeholders view .and !
i

Judge the program,

Since Yollow Through was authorized under the E0OA, the 6ffice of Eccnomic

Opportunity had respoasibility for it just as they did for lead Start. OO




4o

transicrred funds to the Office of Education for program administration,

i

but ORO retained a vested interest in the program's design and management.

7
v

Follew Through began in the 1967=68 school year when 52 projects were

i

initiated in 40 purpcsively selected school districts, All) these first

N S N SRS P IR SR e 6

projécts were of the type that have come to be called "self~§ponsorcd;" )

that is, each local district conceived and began to implement its own — e—siwses——— 10
; 1 i - ;I
concepl of a "best or most appropriaste program for impoverished primary L
grade- children through grade three. This notion of intentionally diverse . ¥
approaches was labeled "planned variation.” §

i

- During 1967-68, ihe Follow Through progrsm- office in OE refined the

1

W

*
£

conéept of planned variation: to more nearly approximate & systematic experi-

ment, Various recognized proponents of early cducation approaches werc
¥
invited to sérve as "model sponsors’ to install and support their ‘approaches

.
.

il ¢énc or more project locations. This mode of sponsorshi; began with the

1968=69 school year. Local prefercuces for models or approaches: were

P -

pE
3
I
3
=

A

!

honored =- districts chose their preferred approach (wifhin loose limits)

ot bt L1

following a soft of “courtship" with interestcd sponsors. Note well that

e ey ks

principles of local autonomy and nuitual preference determined the sponsor-

toedist-iut'afiiliation rather than some criteria of experimental design. . § %
. 4 :
% At-the stwrt of the 1968-69 school year, therc were 106 projects and 15 g %
g sponsors, counting sell-sponsored and parent imﬁiémehted projec£s as "éponSor” i :
i x :
? categories. About half of the projects initiated in 1967-68 affiliated with é
£ % - R}
% a sponsor and the remainder continued as self-sponsored projects. .}

Bome projects were added in 19G9-70, bringing the total number to 160.

IR

il pun e adrmi

In addition, 3ix new sponsors joined the efforti, Morc sponsors and a fow

TICRCREIT
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more projecis were added in 1970-71, bringing the’total projecis to 177 and
the number of spensors to 22, A few more projecis and {we more sponsors were
-added in 1971-72 to bring the project total to ité current level of 180 and
sponsor Lotal Lo 24 (ignoring, for simplification, a sponsor who opted ott

in:-1969-70 a2ud- s Lew prnjecis that also- elecled to terminate in 1969-70) .

-

About 925

rgn are involved in ¥ollow Through this. .year...

i-ts. evaluation: ’

1. The selection of districts, schools, tegchefs, and children to
be involved in Follow Through was judgmental and guided by rules
of individual district or child eligibility (e.g., districts in
poor communitics, childien from families that were poox -by OEO
poverty guidelinesg). None of the ¢hoices (with the possible
exception of somg participunt—Sélectib; within a project) were
random.

2. Conlrol groups were nol established simultaneously with the e*pégié'
mental groups (i.e., Yol low Through p;fticipants) by’?andom
selection from pools of children cligible {or ﬁarticipétibn. All
control! groups were established aftér—the;faCt.

3. The mo e by which sponsors affiliated with school districts was
purposive in the extreme and led to substantial imbalance im
characteristics across projecis within sponsor catlegories and betlween
sponsor groupings.

4. I've.not mentioned it specifically yet, but you can appreciate

that cach sponsor entertinins a somewhat different set of objectives

The following are points to remember about Follow Through as we appraise:-
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or program priorities. Also, every individual project applics

some additional variations on sponsor's objectives that will be

éought locally. The measurement effort necessary io embrace the
full sweep of all objectives held by all sponsots and all individual
projects ‘has never yielded gracefully to solution., As a conscquence,

-

it is iqqyitgblc that the measures obtained .can—be-criti

some Jus11fica»10n by every sponsor or project as not 1nc1ud1ng

- "all the things I am trying to do.

Overview of Evaluation Design

*

The basic design is that of a beforé-and-aflter experiment. Follow

_ Through program part1c1unnt9 define the experimental groups and uonpqrt1c1—

pants of similar ciaracteristics: comprise the controls. "Beforé" (in the .

-

_hetore~and-alter design) refers to measures obtained as near as possible to

the initiation of the experimental treatment. This. has meant measurcs of

pupil characteristics as close to the beginning of a child's entering school

year as could be managed adwinistratively. "Before" meusures on cther partici-

pants, such as parents and teachers, have usually been obtained at 2z later

poini in the first year of school.

The final " :fter" point camnot yet be deseribed historically. During

early planming in 1968-69, the intended meauning of "after" was a point as
B p 3

near ihe end of the child's Third Grade as could ‘be managed, By a decision

adopted in Spring 1970, childreu entering their first school yeérlof Follow

“Fhrough in Fall 1969 Iorﬁa]ly became the first cohort eligible for cvaluation;

children who cntiored in Fall 1968 were officially dbsigﬁated as- the

il
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l
i "implementation cohort” and thereafter excluded from the evaluation, By
{

this convention, the first geruine "graduates” of Follow Through are children
wilo began Follow Through as First Graders in Fall 1969 and completed Third
s ) Grade in Spring 1972. -Children who bcgan Follow Through as Kindergariners -

it Fall 1965 will not complete Third Gréde until Spring 1973, Current

expectations arc that four successive cohorts will be followed longitudinally.

AL FRPHIT AR % a4 e b8

RO i e @ rmvﬁ'u«\-ww*‘-w.-f'

The fourth cohori entering Kindergarten in Fall 1972 will complete Grade

4

“Three ih.Spring 1976.

Major classificatory variables for anaiyﬁes include (I) cohort (one
through four), (25 grade stream (énter kinéergartcn or first gradél, and.
(3) treatment (Follow Through vs. non-Follow Through within sponsor or approach

éategories and approach vs.'approach—accOrding—to differences bhetween Follow
Through and non-Follow Through). A variety of other independent wvariables
Arzs employed in the analysés, but it is not appropriaté to discuss the

wdetail of analyses or findings- to date in this symposium,
Two additional design considerations -should be noted, for they are .

€ritical to analyses, interpretations of findings and suggest lessons for
Sfuture planning.

One issue ig the frequency and coverage of measures intermediate between
the "before" 0: entrance measures and the "after" or exit measurés. Inter-
mediate level measures have bLecn obtained for a subsct of—projectsron which
entrance measurcs were taken so that repeated measires would be available on
‘¢hildren in some projectis., The number 6I‘projccts in which intervening time-

measures are available is small relative to the number of projecis with

baseline measures. The decision Lo limit the number of projects to be included
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in data collection at intermediate points for any one cohort of pupils was gi
) - o _ -
partly s matier of cconomy (and deference to the tolérance of individual .
projecis for ircequent across-the-bouard measurcment). More significantly, ;i
, , £
this limitation provides an cffective restiraint upon the temptation to draw }
: : i
conclusions abouti the efficacy of an approach hefore two conditions -can be j
satisfied: (1) completion of a full term of thrce or four years for a ?
o T . = - ‘;,;N‘ —_ e o~ e L Tl il ———m T T - T ‘i
cohort group and (2) accumulation of a reasonable number of examples (i.e., :
¢ 7 . .
projectg) rcepresenting -an approach. h
The second isstie is that of control groups. I noted that these were - I
estublished afier-the-fact for cach project and not randomly assigned -when.
experinental groups were created, This condition constrains statistical
inference. In addition, these non-Follow Through controls ofteén are quite
dissimilar from the Follow Through samples on many key demographic and socio-=
economic indices. I will dismiss, ag messy but manageable, the administrative =

nd -diplomatic problems -of finding and inducing schools to collaborate as

G-

controls- ’ ;
I hope you can see, from these comments, that Follcw Through should

not be viewed as an experiment in the- classical sense. Yrom the evaluator's

Jrre

UYL 14 B o P ol bl s

vicwpoint, it is a quasi- or even a pseudo-eiperiment in which there is

Titerally no m .ipulative control of treatmenis. It's socianl experimentation.

:§ﬁ—a fairly ambitious scale with all the blooming, buzzing confusion that

haracterizeos cfforts to be systematic in a natural setting.




Some Key Issues With Alternatce Resolutions

The Serviac Orientation vs. the Research Orientation

A service orientution toward Follow Through weuld dictate assuring that
-only -the most needy-were participanis in the pregram. In contrast, an
experimental orientation would either assure cqual neediness for participants

and non-partiicipants or would periit variation on the impoverishment scalé

-- - ——— S e

1 i

so- that a2 "treatment by poverty" interaction might be identified. A service

-orientation also would argue fér,a standaré presentation of services to éii
7who qualify, whereas an experimen£a1 orientation would cncourage a greater
7;”:variety of services. Fina.ly, evaluating a program under a service briepfﬁ—
'tiOn:would reguire some pro~dcfined standards against which program success

" could be measured. In contrast, an experimental orieniation would moxe

likely aék whether iﬁter-trcatmcn£ differences eixisted; andrif so; where,

.

to what degree, and so on.

) Officially, Follow Through is an R&D program. Many people appraise it,
'howcvcr, in a service program contcxt. In addiﬁion,'many of the oberatioﬁal
dceisions, cospecially gt local project levels, have been made ds though ‘the
program were clearly and certainly a compecnsaiory sefvicé programn. Most of

thesc latiter decisions have been ones that juggled and reassigned participants

according to judgments about the needs of individueal children.

Policy vs. Theory Orientation

The -grossest possible question that the policy maker might askis "Dées

it work?" ‘The theoretician ig more likely to be concerned with thé conditions

under which particular effects are observed; i.e., the how, why, and wheu

questions, An awvalogical distinction betwéen the two oricntations can be

R
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made by rcfcrring Lo ibke input-black box-output model familiar to operations

résecarch., A policy oricntation would suggest contrasting input levels with

ouiput levels without necessarily addressing questiions of what happens inside

the black box. The theory orientation, while not disinterested in input-cutput

differences, is particularly concerncd with the processes inside the black

bhox. A policy orientution also is morc likely to ask cost effectiveness

—and co3tl benefit qucétions of the daila; whereas-the theoxry orientation may. -
in-many cases, ignore the cost variable,
The importance of this policy vs. -thecory or rcsearch orientation is no

more sharpiy felt than when one speals to a mixed audience of policy makers

or administrators on the onc hand and, on the other, researchers who address.

-

éucstions ¢f theories of instruction or human deveiopment. The "grand plan'™
for the evaluation was one that anticipated patience by policy makers and
iégislators wiiile some how and why questions we}c pursuecd. We have experi-
enced ;ncreasing pressure, however, Lo draw policy-type conciusiqns on the
basis of incomplete evidence, They ask serious and legitimate questions

that descrve sober aﬁswcrs -~ such as, ''Should Follow Through Approach X be
épntinncd?" -- but the cvidence is partial, often inconsistent, and somet?mes
appears trivial, Poliéy makers shew occasional impatjencc—with,answers like
Vjust wait four more ycars and spend another umpteen dollars and we ought

%0 be able to make a better estimate."

Formutive vs. Summative Oricentution
I1f one gives prominence Lo formative assessment, he is by that choice

encouraging the program to change ag it grows in response to frequent and

i e
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fairiy rapid fcedback. Suﬁmat@vc asscssment, on the other hahd, is more

congenial to a stuble tre- uaent qbscivcd-over a suflficient period to perumit
conclusions to be drawn about the whole program or the rcluative strength of
fixed alternatives. These commenis arc rot meant Lo imply that one vic@ of

asseSsment is 'better’ than atother but sirply to note thai formative
assessment is most appropriaic for those conditions that obtain when designing

) ) N m._h._‘—*ﬁ._ = i _ _ L, - _ - . ~ - ST : .7,
a system is the primary objcctive;—and sammativeassessment is most appropri-

ate to conditibns—wherc thé objective is to test the worth of a describable
system,

In the {irst year or two of the‘cvaluation, it was felt that both
oricntations could be maintiained simgltgneously ~= that a single agency couldT
7Qr§§ide rapid turnaround of dota to guide,progfam design decisions and also
manage the detachment and objectivity required fo; summatlive uassessment.

The load was more than we could manzge, not due so much to data processing
é@d—tqrn@round time‘hs with the differences in the kinds of data appropriate
idffthc differing clusses of questions. There's a fundamental incompatibility
bétween cmergent treaiments, influenced by formative assessments, and experi-

mental treatments that maintain consistency long enough to warrant infercnces

bceing drawn -ahout their effects.

General vs, Specific Cuileria of Success

This dichotomy might have been referred 1o better as abstract vs.
concrete, or less measurable vs., more measurable outcomes, I don't know how

1o state a clear prefercence wilh regard to broad vs, narrow c¢riteria or
aggregnted and gross outceme measures vs. disaggregated and fine=grain
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measures. Jn a sense, il is a no~win gaie. Some of the approaches in
Follow Through bave never managed to state their -objectives in more than
very broad terms, thus creating diificult, if not insoluble, problems of

measurcment, On the other hand, those that have stated specific objectives

inm-explicit terms (which icnd themselves Helter to measurciment) may: be

overemphasizing cducationally trivial things. An objective of "increasing

the Tiic chances of poor children" is both noble and gencral, abstract,

nofigpecific, aund unmcasurable. An objective of "teaching children to count
dots," while defensible as an instrumental objective building toward
competence in concepls of number (and theréfore maybe contributing to future

lifce chances) ig a rather narrow criterion for judging a program. The golden

mean is somewhere in between,

Frcquent Reporting vs. Defoérred Reporting .
This issue is related to an earlicr one of formative vs. summative
assessment and alse to the policy vs. cheorctical orientation. Certainly

.

the-confideuce ithat -one may cxpress about observed findings is a function

cf the veliabil:ity of the measures and reliability is greater with repeated
measurces over ain extcended period, In Follow Through, the heart of the issue

o frequent rep rts vs, deferred reports is whether a1l of the Follow Turough

approaches are going to be given a full period during which each of scveral

cohorts can dispiay their effectiveness. If comparative findings are
réported {requently, then the risk that someonc will draw premature con-
clusions is increased, On the other hand, if reports are deferred too long

or qualified excessively when issued,; their utility for the policy maker may

Le: Yost entirely,




Perhups the balance can be struck by acknowledging the legitimoacy of
two distingnishable classes of reports. One would emphasize timeliness and
best-estinate Lrends to reduce the chanzes of gross crrors of cither omission
or commission by policy makers, The other kind of »r~v91  * auld contain more
definitive analyses that sought to explain phenomewn. | .rhaps only partly

perceived in reports where timeliness overrode preécision in importance.




