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AESTRACT

The historical, political and economic climate in
the mid-1¢60's was ripe for a head=-on ccllision between two
conflicting ideolcgies. On the one hand, there was President
Johnscn's War ¢n Poverty. The Head Start summer programs were hkegun
in late 19€4 as the archetype of the hore to improve the lives of the
poor. On the other hand, was the implementation of the Planning,
Programming, Budgeting System (PPRS) by the Federal Government under
the premise that thorcugh analysis could produce a flow of
information that would greatly improve the basis for decision making.
Evaluation was fundamental to the thinking of PPFBS. The clash Letween
methodology, rolitical forces, and bureaucracy loomed fearfully in
those early days. Many individual project evaluations were undertaken
mainly focusing on the summer programs, although a number of
full-year programs had now teen funded. This was the context in which
the Westinghcuse Study wes given the task of assessing, in a
reasonably short time, the overall effectiveness of the total
program. The results caused a great stir because they showed the
program to be "ineffectual" over the long term. The methodological
and ccnceptual validity are the explicit focal point of the
controversy. However, after reviewing the major criticism, an overall
assessment of the methodological and conceptual base indicates that
the study is a "relatively" good one and does provide useful
informaticn for decision making. (CK)
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-‘Learning Corporation-Ohio University evaluation study showing that -

A far-reaching controversy has flared over a recent Westinghouse

>

Head Start children now in the first, second, and third grades differed

little on a series of academic achievement and attitudinal measures

from comparable ch11dren who d1d not attend Head Start.

In the heat of the public controversy there have been some old-

fashloned political innuendos of vile motives, but in the main the

brincipal weapons in the battle have been the esoteric paraphernalia
of modern statistical analysis. This is appropriate; the methodological’
validity of the Head Start stndy is a critical piece of the debate. . T

L4

Mowever, the-real battle is not over the methodological purity of this -

" particular study but rather involves fundamental issues of how the

Federal Govermment will develop large-scale programs and evaluate their

results., "

At this deeper level of the debatggmhat we arelseeing is a head-on

collisfon between two setb or ideas developed in the mid- 1960 s. On the

S
LIENREN

- one hand, there was the implicit premise of the early War on Poverty

years that effectlve programs could be launched full-scale, and yleld
sign1f1cant improvements in the lives of the poor. "Head Start was the
archetype of this hope. Born in late 1964, the program was serving

over a half million chil&ren by the end of the following summer. OCn

. the other hand, during roughly the same period the Faderal Goveriment

»

- iwplemented the Planning, Programming, Budgeting System (PPBS) founded

on the premise that rigorous analysis could produce a flow of informa-

{:ion that would greatly improve the basis for decision making. And, the

«©

-
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2
~n6pion of evaluating both ongoing brograms and new program ideas was
,fundamgntal to this tyﬁe of thinking. . . _" L
.lTo see the dimensiéns and ramifications of this clash, it is neces- .

sary to return to those halcyon days in which the basic ideas of the

War on Poverty and_PPBS;were formulated., Only then can we explofe the

present Head Start controversy to see what we may learn from it for the

future.
. THE EARLY DAYS OF THE WAR ON POVERTY

On June 4, 1965,  President Johnscn said in his Howard Univérsity

Address, entitled "To Fulfill These Rights":

~

i To move beyond opportunity to achievement....

I pledge you tonight this will be a chief goal of my

administration, and of my program next year, and ia

years to come, And I hope, and I pray, and I believe,
. , . it-will be a part of the program of .all America....

It :is the glorious opportunity of this generation to

end. the one huge wrong of the American Nation and, in

s0 d01ng, to find America £0r ¢ ourselves; with the same -
immense thrill of discovery which gripped those who
first began ‘to realize that here, at last, was a .home

for freedomou

o The speech rang with hope~~a call for basic changes chat eeem@d
well within our grasp.‘ Viewed from the pr;sent, the address marked a
. distinct watershed, It was the grésp_of oﬁr domgstic tranquility,
with the strong belief that as a Nation, black ard white could work
tegether in harmony. The speech also marked the high peint of our

. faith in our ability to bring about significant change, Despite some

of the rhetoric of the time to the effect thatlchange would not be easy,
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" gulties involved in developing effective techniques.

3

-~

itiis fair to say that the faith was there that giant eeeps could be

taken qulckly. On that June day there ﬁas the strong belief that the'

rd

'concentrated effort of ‘the War on Poverty, launched less than a year

before, could blnd together the Nation. | .“' .

" This falth had two dlmen51ons--f1rst that there could be a redis-
tribution ‘of funds and power toward the disadvantaged and second that
with such a fedistgipugion ney programs couid bring substantial improve-

ment in the lot of the disadvantaged. The first was both more clearly

" perceived and more glamorous. To wrest power and money from the en-

trenched forces was heady stuff. Less clearly perceived oas that
redistribution was a necessary but not a suf?icient condition of pro-
gress, New programs had to be devised, not jJust in broad brueh strokes,
out in the nitty gritty detail of ﬁeoﬁniques and organizetion;.‘Taking
ydﬁng black men from the gheftos':o fhe wilderness of an isolated Jeb
Corp Center wés not a solutien ini}tself. One had to worry about such
ruidane thlngs as curr:culum, handllngy; hese young men in a Spartan,
female-absent env;ronment, etc. This atmosphefe of confidence and en-

~

;husiasm led b to push aside the fact that we had neither the benefit

of experience in such_programs nor much of'a realization of the diffi-

»

Standing on the battle-seafred ground of the War on Po;erty in
i§6§, it is easy to see the naivete and innocence of the time’ scarcely
half a decade ago. Events were to crash upon us quickly, Vietnam was
to end aoy ﬁope for big money., The riots, militancy, and che rise of

separatism made the earlier ideas of harmony seem quaint. Those with

.established powver yielded easily necither to moral suasion nor more




forceful means. Real power is still a well-guarded conmodity.

Most important for this discussion, we have found over a wide, ..

4

_¥ange of social action programs both hov unyielding the causes of
poverty-are and how Jittle we real}y know about workable techniques
for helping the disaﬂvantaged. The point is not that we are unable to
deri&e "reasonable" programs from bits and pieces of information and
hard thinking. We can, we have. But, our ekperience seems to point

up over and over again the almost 1nernountab1e d1ff1cu1ty of br1dg~

ing the gap between btilllantly cuncelved programs and those Wthh work

1n the f1e1d Great pressures ex1st for new "solutious" to soc1a1 prob-

lems to be rushed 1nto natlonal 1mp1ementatlon as soon as they are con-

— e s - Hr— em v —— e -

‘ ceived but the attempts to go directly from sound 1deas to full-scale

programs seem so oftea to end in frustration and disappcintment.

———

THE ORIGINS OF ANALYSIS'WITHIN THE GOVERNMENT

In the'early 1960°s SecretaryORobert McNanara relied on a o« eptual

-

0’
‘Framework formulated at the RAND Corporation to make analysis a critical

~
~.

r-m_; __m_-_faetur in the Deparhment of . Defense dec1s10n-making process. In Qctober. -~ —

i

*1965, drawing on this experience, the Bureau of the Budget issued
Builetin No. 66-3 estahiishing the Planning, Prograuming, Budgeting
°:éystem within ail Fedefal departments and agencies, The'Dﬂpartments
and agencies were instructed to "establlsh an adequate ceutral staff
or staffs.tor analysls, plar.iing, and programming [nith7 «seothe head

of the central anaIVtical staff....dlrect’v responsihle .0 the head cf

" These central OfflLeS were t3 be inierposed

the agency or his deputy,

between the head of the agency and the operating programs and charged

L
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. - . with undertaking analysis that would provide a hard quantitative base
from which to make decisions. For social ‘action agencies this was a

rad1ca1 change 1n thc way of d01ng business. ) S e

...... . . et temw = el e man -

iBefore PPBS,:not much progress had been made in analyzing social’
éction programs, Wﬁile the broad zpproach developed at the Departmeﬁt
of Defense could be carried over, the relevance of particular method-
ological tools was less clear. '.In the case of effectiveness evalua-
qioﬁs which seek to geasqre the effects of é.brogram on its partici~
éanté or the external yorld there wds little actual éxperience for social
action programs. Aﬁd a host‘of_formidable problems existed sqcﬁ as the
lack of good operational definitions for key vﬁriables; the shortage of
adequafe test instruments,.the difficulties of developing valid control
groups, etc. Thus;‘for social actioﬁ _programs the usefulness Qf evalua-

thve anu1y51q would have to be proved in partlcular s1tuat10ns.

- ————ne g o Ry

i Beyond this was the polltlcal queSLJOu of bringing analysis 1nto

the ageucy policy process. As aaalytical studies were quite new to -
. . : . a8 ) . v A -
' - . socjal action procrams, their results--especially those measuring the

'effe;txveness of ongc*ng nrograms--were seen as a threai by those with
" established declolon-making positions. For uafavorakle evaluation re-
sults have a potential for either restrictihg program funds or forcing

major changes in program direction. One can hardly assume passsive ac-

‘ceptance of such an outcome by program managers and operators.

. Thus, here one can see the tiny dark cloud of the Head Start con-

-
.. .

troversy foxming at this early date. For the push toward new operating
pfograms and the emerging PPB system presented-a role conflict between
those who ran programs (and believed in them) and those who analyzed

_:thcse pfograms (and whose job it was t= be skeptical of them). As the

-

form Y Dllcctor of the Burcau of the Budget, Charles L Schultze has
o T

.léﬁkl(;‘ observed: ' ' . ’ ; S K i




e e 1t is this relatlonshlp between the polltﬁcal process and
_the dec131om~mak1ng process as envisaged by PPB that I wish to
examine. * I do not believe that there is an irreconcilable con-
flict betweemn the two systems, But they are different kinds of
systems representing different ways of arriving at decisions.
The two systems are zo closely interrelated that PPB and its
associated amalytic methed can be an effective tool for aiding
decisions only when its relationships with the political process
gave bgen carefully articulated and the appropriate roles of each
efined ., , 1 ., . -

e o o It may, 1ndeed be neceSSer, to guard agalnsf the naivete

of the systems analyst who ignores political cons:. :ints and

believes that efficiency alone produces virtue, But it.is equally
- —~~——~*“~“-necessary to guard against the naivete of the decision maker who
-ignores resowrce. coystralnts and believes that v1rtue _alone pro-
TTduces éfflclencv.- '

-

" Looking at the early PPBS in retrospect vis- a—v1s social actlon _pro-
grams, it may be said that: (1) the absolute power of ana1y31s w&as some~
- what oversold; and 2) the conflicts in the system befween the analytical

staff and the program operators was ungsrestlmated. Hence the politics

of evaluation--in essence the clasih botween methodology, political forces
8.39 3

.-
B e e e ——— —— vt s s o e s et e

~and bureaucracy-~lomms much larger than was imagined in tiose :zarly days.
- At the same time knmw1ng more today about how difficult it is to develop
and operate erfectlve programs, the need for ana1y31 --the need to
iassess both our curreant operatlons and our new ideas—-seems'eyen more
pre551ng than in the less troubled days of 1965.:
; ‘ nAbKGROUND OF THE HEAD GTART STUDY

With these general considerations as background, we now need to

| =

: . look briefly ut the key elements within OEO: the Head Start progrdm;'

%
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. OE0's analyL1ca1 offlce, the Offlcc of Research, Plans, Programs, and

Evaluation (RPP&E); and the general state of evaluationr of the anti-

P

poverty programs prlor to the Westlnghouse study. ' ' -

R . “Head Start .The concepts underlying Head Start were based on the
thinking of some of the best people'in the child development area and
T : on a variety of research findings (probabiy relatively rich compared

to ‘most other new programs) suggestlng a real potent1a1 for early ch11d—

. w,; . . « . o

. hood tralnlng but’ offerlng_few and often confllctlngAguldellnes as to

the detailed -types of;prog ams to be dcveloped In fact, the original

3w

T notlon of Head Start was an exp11c1t1y exper1menta1 program reachlng a

3 - )

llmited "number of hlldren. The idea, however, was too good. It was

. an ideal symbol for the new War on Poverty. It generated immediate

national support and produced few political opponents. In this atmos-

-phere one decision led easily fo another and Head Start was quickly ex-

panded tc a $100 million\national program serving a half million children,

-

T : In the beglnnlng Head Start coucigteddm nly of 6-8 week surmney projects

under a varlety of sponsors (school systems, churcles, community action

—— e et —— e e —,\ ce—

i

agencies, etc.) with a hlgh degree of local autonomy as to ho" h° project

- was carrled out. Later Head Start funded a significant number of full-year

.projects with a similar policy of flexibility,and local autonomy.
fhe immense popularity of the early days carried over, Head Start
" remained OEO's showcase program supported strongly by the Congress, -

comnunities, poor ‘mothers, and a deeply committed band.of educators

(many with a significant personal involvement in the program){

e B2 N S I R RS | i b Tl e o SRR 32 S ol e P OT e e e T o e T o L. e



" RPP&E. Analysis came carly to OEO as its Office of Research,

o Plans, Programs and Evaluation washone of the original independent
staff effices teporting directly to the head "of the agency. RI’P&E’»-‘5
:breQated the PPBS Bulletin but in ﬁany ways was the ep;tome of the
PPBé analytical staff in that it was headed by RAND alumni and stressed

strongiy the power of analysis. RPP&E was both a major developer of
analytical data and a key factor in the agency decision-making process:

As one might expect,-in this role it had'more than. once clashed with

‘program operators., _ ‘

Evaluatlon at OEOQ. Cr1t1ca1 to our d1scus31on is the fact'that |

- R -— P e

. RPP&E d1d not estab11sh a separate Evaluatlon Division until the

"Fall of 1967. Prior to that time most of the responsibility for evalua-

tion rested with the programs, but RPP&E had had some involvement par-

tlcuxarly in trylng to use dafa deVeloped by the programs to do overall

program assessments.

In the case of Head Start, the program itself had initiated a large
- : .number of 1nd1v:dua1 pchect eva 1uat1;is ma1n1y on the summer program,
-~—--¥~w~—-n~ress a-wide- range of these pr01ELts it was found in genetal that e
partic1pants showed gaths cn various cognlt;ve and affective measures
when tested'at the heganning and'the end of Head‘Start.’,however,
' virtuaily all the follow-up studies.fgund that-by the end of the first
'.f sehool year any dtfferences which'had been observed between the Head
: Statt ard control groups immediately after Head Start were.lar~e1y gone.

The meaning of this "catch up" by the control group has ‘been and still

is SdePCt to conslderable debate ranging fxon doubts that the 1mmedlate

— —p—— YT T T P PP -y - e Y VI Pt NP~ - == g, e n = . o
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post-program gains were anything more than test-retest artifacts to

assertions that the superior Head Start children raise the performance
L. .o,

-
.

levels of thcir non—Head Start classmates.

e - ¢ m————ae e _—— ——— - - i m— e - R R e

RPPSE has.tried fairly early to develop its own national asscss~
ments of Head Start, but found little support for such undertakings
- within the program. Two such studies were developed but the results

were marred by technical and analytical problems. So at the time of

G Ut i

.the establishment of the Evaluation Division, no good evidence existed

. -

as to overall Head Start effectiveness--a ract that was beginning to con-~

) -

cern the agency, the Bureau of the Budge €, and some members of Congrcss.zl

As one might guess, the program offices hardly greeted the newly

created Evaluarion Division with enthusiasm--no one was happy Wlth a

staff office looking over his shoulder. In a formal division of labor,
ihrcc types of evaluation were recognized. RPP&E was given primary re~
.;Donsibulity for evaluat101 of the overall effectiveness of all QRO

’3" . . programs (Tvpe I). The programs retain:d primary responsibilitp for

| ,L_w__,____;_hpth,tue_evaluatxon”of the relative.effectivenss of different. program ——.— .
!
‘ .

stratogies and techniques, e. g.; different curricula in Head Start
CType 1I) and the on-site monitoring of individual projects (type II1I),
1 - The basic logic of th1s division of labor was to insure tbat Type I .
overall evaluations would be carried out, to locate the responsibility
for these evaluations at a scaff office level removed from the programs,
and at the same time place the Type II and Type III evalunation respop-
sibilities at the'program level because £ the greater need for detailed
program knowledge that these kinds of evaluation require.

U
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‘This d1v131on of labor also matches the type of evaluation w1th

the typesof decisions for which dlfferent 1eVe1s w1th1n the organi~

-

';zatlon have primary respon31b111ty--overa11 program mix and resourcé

allocatlon at the top (Type I), and program desigu (Type II) and manage-

I
ment (Type III) at the program level.

THE WESTINGHOUSE STUDY -

' Thus, it was out of this total complex ot condltlons that the

Westlnghouoe evaliation of Head Start orlglnated°'

-- The explos1ve expansion of Head Start from what was orlglnally

conceived as a limited exﬁerimehtal program to a large'national

' ."program almost overnight.

-~ A developing commitment througheut the Government to increase
~ the analysis and'assessment of_all Goverument programs.
== The national'popularity of the Head Start program and the wide~
spread equation of thls popularity with effectlveness:

Ol Previous evaluatlons of Head Start that did not provide adequate

informatlon on the program's overall impact.

.- The development of a new staff level evaluatlon functlnn at oto
eharged with produclng timely and.?ollgy-relevant evaluatlons of

: i the overall impact of all OEO programs. - .

'As one.iﬁ a series of national evaluations of the major OEQ pro-
grams, the new RPP&E.Evaluation Division proposed for the Head Start

program an ex post facto study design in which former Head Start children,
. ]

then up to three years out of the program, were to be tested on a series of



L cognitive and affective measures and their scores compared with those
- S of a control group.' Since the program was in its third year and there
was as yet no useful assessment of 1ts overa11 effects, time was an

1mportant consideration in dccldlng on an ex post facto design, Such

_Aa dc51gn would produce results relatrvelv soon (less than a year) s
i

compared to a methodologlcally more desirable longitudinal study which

would take cons1derab1y longer.

fWithin the agency, Head Start opposed the study on a number of

grounds'inclnding the inadequacy of the ex post’ facto design, the weakn;

ness of available test instruments, and the failure to include other
- «- . .Head Start goals such as health, nutrition, and community involvement,
- L+, -In sum, Head Start contended that this limited study might yield mis-..

- -2eading negative results which could shake the morale of those asso- .. ..

clated vith Head Start and bring unyarranted cutbacks in the program.

RPPSE did not deny the multiplicity of goals but maintained that school

success was the prime goal of Head Start, und moreover was an outlcome

measure reflecting indirectly the success of certain other activities
. . . P .
~. ) " . oo~ .
- (e.2., better health should facilitate better school performance}.

-,

X Fu: her, RPPSE recognlzed the ‘1§CK"iaid'bG£’b;‘ﬁé;é‘SEéiE“BﬁE‘argued

that the need for evaluatlve evidence to improve the decxsion-maklng

.
.

procesa makes it necessary to run these risks. After mueh internal
.debate, the Director of OEG decided to fund the study and a contract
“was_let in Juone 1568 with the Westingnouse Learning Corporation and

Ohic University.

——— e - e so s e s s e e e mmme

The sLudy proceeded in relative qulet but as it neared completion
hints czme out of its negatlve flndlnvs. As Pre51dent leon was preparing
to make a major address on the Poverty Program, including a discussion
»of Head Start the White House 1nquired about the study and was alerted

-
|

Q@ . -to the prcllmlnary negative results. In his February 19, 1969 Economic

K
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Opportunlty Message to the Congress, Pres1dent leon alluded to the
study and noted that "the long term effect of Head Start appears to

. . . PR

" be extremely wezk," S .. L ) LT

s
——

. ’ ' o ..
This tease-.ca-sed a flood of requests for a full disclosuré of

——t -

. the study s flndlngs. In the Congress where hearings were being held

on QEO legislation, strong claims were made that OEO was holddng back

the results to protect Head Start. This was not the case, but the
demands did present.a real dilemma for the agency--narticularly RPRSE,
. for the results at that time were quite preliminary, and Westinghouse
.. --—-was in the process of performing further analysis and verification of - --

~~u~~--¥7——the data. - Hence, RPP&E,.which in general was;anxious for evaluative = -~ -

-analysis to have an impact at-the highest 1eve15'o§‘government, did not

want to suffer the embarrassment of a nationai debate over
tentative results that mlght change materlally.ln the 1ater analysis.
YHewever, alter much pressure, an early, 1ncomp1ete version of the study

- vias release d. In June_the f1na1 Yeporg, was publlshed.and it confirmed

the pre11m1nary findings.

Ihese background faets are important in- understanding why the con-

' troversy rose to the crescendo it d1d as it ranged over the Executlve
'Branch and the Congress wiith wide coverage.in the press., The Westinghouse
:'study is, perhaps unfortunately,wan instructive example of public reaction
to evaluations of social action programs. As we‘turn now to a.bri-f
description of the study, its f1nd1ngs, and a discussion of iis :2thod-~
. ological and conccptual base, this m111cu must be kept in mind

r . Tho study and its major couc1u31ons are summarized succinctly in

the following statement. by the contractor: i .
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.ETﬁe ba§fé—daé§££dﬁ posed-by the studf was: . . o

To what extent are the children now in :the first, second, and third
grades who attended Head Start programs different in their intellectual

and social-personal development from comparable children who did not
attend? ) :

To answer this question, a sample of one hundred and four Head Start
icenters across the country was chosen. A sample of children from
these centers who had gonre on to the first, second, and third grades
L in local area schools and a matched sample of control children from
-7 the same grades and schools who had not attended Head Start were ad~
ninistered a series of tests covering various aspects of cognitive
"and affective development /The Metropolitan Readiness Test, the
Illinois Test of Psycholinguistiec Abilities, the Stanford Achievement
Test, the Children's Self-Concept Index, etc./. The parents of both
-the former Head Start enrollees and the control children were inter-
;viewed and a broad range of attitudinal, social, and economic data
‘was collected, Directors or other officials of all the centers were .
e —.iinterviewed and information was collected on various characteristics
’ .of the current local Head Start programs. The primary grade teachers
.vated both.groups of children on achievement motivation and suppiied
"a description of the intellectual and emotional envircnment of their
.elementary schools....

_— — —_— .. T N it
© et i s g a8 R8T e es tammrien e mes moe e

"Viewed in broad perspective, the major conclusions of the study are:

.1, Summer programs appear to be ineffective in producing auy gains
‘ in cognitive and affective development that persis:t intc the

i . early glementarx grades. vir ) :

2, Fﬁll;yeaf programs appear to be ineffective as measured by the .

n tests of affective development used in the study, but are margins ... -

P

T

T ally effective in produciug gains in cognitive aevelopmeat that
' could be detected in grades one, two, and three. Programs ap-
‘peared to be of greater effectiveness for certain subg;oups of
centers, notably in mainjy Negro centers, in scatterec programs
ir the central cities, and in Southeastern centers.
- [ 4
Head Start children, whether from summer or from full-year
programs, still appear to be considerably below national norms
for the standardized tests of language development and scholastic
" achievement, while performance on school readiaess at grade one
approaches the national norm.

P B L it

Tl
»

o
i

4, Parents of Head Start enrollees voiced‘streng approval of the pro-
. gram.and its influénce'gg‘;hgir children. They reported substantial
participation in the activities of the cemters....

In éum, the Head Start children cannot be said to be apgreciablz dif~
ferent from their peérs in the elementary grades whq.did not attend
'Head Start in most aspects of cognitive and affective development

'@ ' measured in this study, with the exception of the slight but nonetheless
. | ifi iority 1l-year Head Start children on certain
»IERJ!: 'significant superiority of fu ye3f .

‘measures of cognitive development =
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METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES .

. We now turn to the methodological and conceptual va11d.ty of the“

:study--the 211c1t focal point of the controversy--and this presents

dlfflcult problems of exposition, First, both of us are protagonlsts on
one s1de of the controversy, with Evans being one of the major parti-
cipants in the debate. Second, a presentation of the methodological

questlons in suff1c1ent detail to allow the teader to form his own

'oplnlons wvounld requlre.an exLens1ve-d1scuss1on. The f1na1 Westlnghcuse

report runs several hundred pages with a significant portion of it
directed specifically to methodological issues. Under these circum-

stances we will summarize the major eriticisms that have been made of

the StUdy and comment .on them briefly in th1s sectjon, Then

i the next maJor sectlon we w111 set out our: judgment as to the overall

%echnlcal adequacy of the report and its uaeftlness for decision makirg

.
ot

The Criticisms of the Study .
. Y2
. . B . o~
1. The study is too narrow. It focuses only on cognitive and affective
outcomes, Head Start is a much broader program which includes health,
wutrition, and community objectives, and any proper evaluation must

evaluate it on all these obJeet ives,

Our experience has been that one of the reasons why so many evalua-

' tlons have failed to produce much of anything is because’they have asp1red

" to do too much, We didnot think it was poss1b1e to cover all the Head

. Start objectives in the same study su we purposely limited the study's

focus to those we felt were most important, Despite its many other

cbjectives, in the final analysis lcad Start should be evaluated mainly

-

on.the extent to which it has affected the life chances of the children,
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In order to achieve such effects, cognitive and motivational changes

seem essential.

2. The study fails to give adcquate attention to variation within ~

: the lNead Start program. It lumps Head Start programs together
into an overall average and does not explore what variation
there may be in effectiveness as a function of differing program
styles and characteristics, The study, therefore, fails to give

any guidance as to what detailed changes (e.g., types of curricala)
in the program should be made,

This is essentjally correct. As discussed earlier, the purpose of
the evaluation was to provide a measure of the'overall effectiveness
of the Head Start program in a reasonably short period of time., This in

no way denies the need for a longitudinal study to get at the question

of program variation. Tﬁe fact is that both overall and detailed infor-

.mation frequéntly are needed, but the latter generally takes much longer

to develcp- L S

3. Tke sample of Full-Year centers in the study is too smdll to provide
confidence in the study's findings. Because of such a small sample,
swaithe lack of statistically significant differences between the Head
Start and control groups is to be expected and gives a misleading
" $ndication of no program effect. »Hith such a.small sample i would
. take quite large differences to.reach a satisfecto v level of
‘ statistlcal signlflcance.

.

-~ [y

”be raﬂdomly select ed 1c4 Head Start centers were chosen in order -

.
)

to provxde an adequate’ total sample, Thls'was then broken dnwn in an

.

- .approximatc 70-30 divfsion to approximate the actual distribatioc of

summer and full year programs. 1f we were doing the study oﬁér, we would

select a larger number of full~year centers. The main edvantage, however,

would be to allow more analysis of subgroups witﬁin the full-year sample.

I £ is-very unlikely that the study}s principal conclusions about the

overall effectiveness of the program would be altered by a larger sampla.
. .

o 0



sanple size and variance, the statistical tests are capable of de-

e

.~ A detailed "power of the test" analysis showed that with the preséht

1
. Tl

'-tecxlng differences betveen the exper1menLa1 and control groups below

R chosen centers had to be.eliminate 3 oo

the 1eve1 of what would be practlcally meanlngful. Forgetting the
statistical complexities for a minute, the simple fact is that the

differences between the Head Start and control group 'scores were quite

: |

small, Even in the cases in Whlch dlfferences were statlstlcally |
- . R % T . e - H

81gn1f1cant, they were s0 sma11 as to have 11tt1e pract1ca1 importance.

4. The sample is not repres=nLaL‘vo. Many of the original randomly

.. .—..The study suffered attrition among the centers specified .in the.

-original sample because (a) some small rural areas had all eligible

(e g., rural-urban 10»8t10n, racial’ comp081t10n, ete, )

-

children in the Head Start program (and hence no controls could be
found), and (b) soue comnunities prohibited the testlng of chlldren

ﬁ the school system., Jenters were substltuted randomly, and a compari~

[

son of the final chosen sample w1th the’ total universe of Head Start
‘e o-;hs

centers showed the twa io bc very similar on a lafge number of factors

¢ e m—

'.‘5. The test 1nstruments used in this study and indeed all existing in=-

- struments for measuring copuiiive and .affective states in-children
are primitive, They were not developed for disadvantaged populations
and they are probably sv gros: and insensitive that they are urable
to pick up many of the real and important changes (izad Start has pro-
duced in.children.

It is entirely possible that this is true. However;'most of the

- cognitive measures axe the same ones being used by other child development

and Head Sqart researchers doing work on disadvantaged children. In those

cases (relatively few) where previous studies have shown positive changes
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‘area, Westinghouse found no appropriate test instruments and had to~ -

17
on these very same measures, they have seldom been questioned or dis-

regarded because of the inadequacy of the instruments. In the affective

~e

i

devise its own. ' Hence the results should be viewed as suggestive but
i Ce _

P _ ‘ .
no more. The Westinghouse study used the best instruments available,
and‘with these instruments few appreciable differencas are found be-
] . . .

tween kids who'had Head Start and those who.did'not.

6. The stud& is based on an ex post facto design which is inherently

‘faulty since it attempts to gengrate a control group by matching
" former Head Start children with other non-Head Star: children.

A vast number of factors either alone or interacting together

could produce a superior non-Head Start group Whlch would obscure
- the effect of the program. :

It is always posslble 1n any ex post facto«study that failure to
achleve adequate matchrng on all relevant varlablesﬂ(partncularly se1f-
select1v1ty factors} can occur. Ex post facto studles, however, are
a respectel and widely used scientifdc prdcedure thongh one whicn does
not provide the greater certarnty:of ige.ciassic.before-after experi-

mental design carried out in controlled laboratory :nndltlons.

A the Westlnghouse study, the two groups were mafcbed on agc, sex,

race and kindergarten attendance. Any res1dua1 differeaces in socio-

economic status were equated for by two dlfferent statistical procedures,

a random 1ep11cation covarlance ana1y31s and a nonparametxrc matchlng

-
.

procedure. Both statlstlcal technlques, which equated the two groups on

parent s occupatlon, educatlon, and per cap1ta income, yielded th: same

basic results on the cogq1t1ve and affectlve comparxsons betieen Head

Start and control group -Hlldren.

.
4

o 4

e o imewn P
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7. The study tested the children in the first, second, and third grades
. of elementary school--after they had left llead Start, Its findings
merely demonstrate that Head Start achievements do not persist after
the children return to poverty homes and ghetto schools. Rather than
demonstrating that Head Start does not have -appreciable e¢ffects,” the
study merely shows that these effects tend to fade out when the Head
Start children return to a poverty environment.

It is possible that poor teachers, the impoverished environment, etc.,
eliminated a significant. cognitive advantage gained by Head Start children
during the Head Start period. But even if this is true, we must have

. . . ’ . . ~ -
real doubts about the current course the program is taking. Unless Head

.

Start alone can be improved so as td have positive effect< which do not
.- disappear, or Follow-Through or some other program can be déveloped to pro-
vide subsequent reinforcement that solidifies the gain, the present worth

of the gains seems negligible. Whateyer the cause, the fact .that the

learning gains do not stick is a most compeliing fact for determining

- future policy.

8., The study's comparison of Head Start with non-Head Start children
1 in the same classrooms fails to take into account secondaiy or
" spillover effects from the Head Start children. The chl‘dren who
- have had Head Start are likely to infect their non-Head Start peers
with their own greater motivation and interest in learning. Their
precence in the classroom is alse likely to cause the elun-h*arv
school teacher to upgrade her entire level of teaching or give more
attention to, and therefore produce greater gains in, the less ad-
- vanced uon-Head Start group. Thus, the study minimizes Head Start's
. . effect by comparing the Head Start children with another group of

* ehildren which has been 1nd1rect1y improved by the Head Start children
fthemselves. : “

This is certainly a possibility. However, most of the previous
before-after studies of Head Start's cognitive effects have shoun ot most
small gains~~so smqil it is hard to imagine their having such major

secoudary effect on teachers a:d peers. Moreover, the first grade children

ad

m————a e mmaa . . s — . mesewsss e
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- in the Westinghouse study were tested dur1ng the early part of thelr

flrst grade year--prior to thc time when such secondary influence
.o
on teachers or peer chlldren wou]d have had a chancn to occur, On

e e men e — g e - - e — —— . o et e

-

the dlrcctechlid measures (Metropolitan Readiness Test, Illinois
Test of ?sycholinguistic Abilities, etc,) there were only marginal
differences between the Head Start and control children at that time. f

Also, on the Childrén's Behav1or Inventory, a teacher ra‘1ng 1nstrument
BT S RN e e {
there were few s1gn1f1cant dlfferences between the two groups, 1nd1cat:ng

that the teachers were not able to percc1ve any differences between the

e

.- C e FinL — - ——

. motlvatlon of the Head Start and non~Head Start ch11dren. In 11ght of

these flndlngs, 1t is hard to see hov spillover or secondary effects

could have occurred to such an extent to contaminate the control group.

AN ASSESSMENT .. Lo

Our overall assessment of the study is as follows:

1. In terms of its methodological an< conceptca1 base, the
study i° a re1at1v z good one, ‘Thls in no way denles that many

- of the CrithISmS made of the study have validity.-- However, for . —— —

-y - ~

- the most part they are the kind of criticisms that can be made orf

most pieces of social science research conducted outside the -

g laboratory, in a real world secting,with all of the logistical

and measurement problems such studies entail, And these method-

" ological flaws open the door to the more political
kinds of issces. Thus one needs not'only to examine the method-

"ological substance cf the criticisms which have been made of the
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~ study but to understand the social concern which lies behind
them as well, Head Start has elicited national sympathy and - '

... has had the support and involvement of the education profession.

It is understandable that so many should rush to the defense
" of such a popuiar and humane program; but how many of the con-

cerns over sample size, control group equivalency, the appro-
.. . . .

. . .
priateness of covariance analysis, etc., would have been

registered if the study had found positive differences in favor

of Head Start? _
2. The scope of the study was limited and it therefore

- - fatled to provide_fhe ansvers to many questions which would have

" been useful in determining what specific program changes should

>

}\ . be made.

;l . +3. Studies which are longitudiral, based on larger samples,
‘. . v .. . .‘ 4 .. " . )
and cover a broader range of obj%SEives arc better and should be
C s Py .- .
done. But hgtil they are, this study provides & useful pisce

‘of information that can be fit into a pattern of other ressonable

... - evidence to improve our basis for decision making. Thus, the

Weétinghauée siud& extends our knowledge but does not f1§ in thé
A ) T _ . .
'gace of past‘eQidence. For the.suqmer program the study shows dn.
.8 nétioqa}.sample what sﬁéilef studies have shown--no lésting gain
for the H;ad Start chiidren relative éo tﬁeir peers., Th}s may
: '_deflate.some myths but not any ﬁard facts. For the full-year
. ) " program, the evidence of soﬁe iimited effect is about as favorable ’

" as any we have found to date.

A A I Rl e
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We imagine that: this type of positive, but qualified assessment

w111 fit any relatively good evaluation for some time to come. For

. o

we have never secen a f1e1d evaluatlon of a soc1a1 action program that

ai

could not be faulted legitimately by good methodologists and may never
see one. But, if we are willing to accept real world imperfections
and to use evaluative analysis with prudence, then such analysis can

prov1de a far better base for dc ision making than we have had in the |
A e e D, . -
past. . L

What then does the Westlnghouse study provide that will help in

e

maklng declslons’ Flrst the negative f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that the pro-

gram on the average is fa111ng to produce dlscerplble school success

for its part1c1pants. ‘Put more bluntly, the study says that along the
key cognltlve and affective dlwenslon the program 1§'£3t working at all
well, And from this one can infer directly that we had better be

_ searching hard for and testing new techniques in the Head Start classroom

Oﬂl\
that may. make 1carn1ng gazns more permanent' and,”’ 1nd1rectly, that the

-years uefore and after Head Start had a1so better be looked at-carafully,

~

.Second, the evidence suggests the superiority of full-year over summer,

.

Most of,aii we believe the strength of the'-study is'that it provides

credible, validating dvidence that the honeymoon of tﬁe lact few years
really ought to be over and the'hard work of finding effective techniques

should start in earnest. .

Thus, the study pushes policymakers toward certain decisions (e.s.,

" move from summexr to full-year); but~--and this would te true no matter how

good a study was--the evidence is not a sufficient condition for a
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decision, For this evidence must be weighted in the political process

e . = e . ' -- - i P o - - e e L T el =

with many other pleces of 1nformatlon, For example, what would be the
polit1ca1 consequences of a severe cutback in Head Start? It is im=~

. porrann that analysts must recognlvﬂ the limits to their evidence,

. .

At the same tlme we would stress agaln the benefits of hard, credible

.
> ¢ ! -

. data--a commodlty heretofore in very short supply--as one of the

critical factors needed in ithe policy process,

CONCLUSIONS - - S T

In this section we w111 flrst set out a number of 1nferences we
think we zan draw concerning the 1arger issues of this controversy and
then touch'on the unknowns that still plague us, The former fall into

two categories--program operations and evaluzcion.

/]
L S
l"
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Program Jperations

.'ls We should be far more skeptical than in the past of our tech«-

.

" nical capability to mount effective large-scale programs; particularly

in those areas in which the main program goal is opportunity--a material

Y

positive change in an individual's capacity to earn or learn.
. We should distinguish clearly between such opportunity pro-
grams and maintenance programs in whicﬁ tﬁe priﬁary goal is to
"deliver a service that is itseif a highly valu,_ -ommodlty (the
best examples being money and food). The technical problems of
“"the latter are relativeli'simple compared to opportuaity programs. - e
- - For example, polltrcs asade, it would not be difficult teehnlcallz
) to mount a 1arge -scale food or income maintenance program far
.% superior to the ones we have presently. But for opportunity

;l programs we often simply do not know tecnnlcally what to do to

reach our goals. - -

2. For opportunlty programs we need to start as a hrgheet prlorlty

activ:ty a coucerted effort to syste matlcally develop new ideas hav1ng

..

$mpiications for rest ucturlng ongoing programs or creatlng,new ones and

Lo test the mer1ts of these ideas on a small- scale before mountlng large-
i . ¢ \

‘ gecale national programs.

.Clearly political cohcerns will often override this dictum
of testing on a small scale. The government is not going to be run
. B like a research laboratory. ZLarge-scale programs often will
‘start without & prier tusted model. But at the margin, an effort
. to test may both produce useful tested models and make us think

-

harder about starting large-scale programs without such testing.
P 4
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The key point is that we believe a commitment by the government

to the systematic search for new ideas has great potential for

K R e . .

improving opportunity programs, Analysis cannot (and snould not)
. replace politics, but it can over time facilitate better political
decisions., "  ' - -

Evaluation e S il

3. We wurgently need to evaluﬂte he effectlveness of present

B T L LI
o

]

[5
{

g - 1t

programs. . :

M »

2. In many sreas we now have mothodological tools that will allow

us to do evaluations mush superior to those done in the pzst.

3. These evaluations will have limitations both in terms of scope

. and techniqueg; however if used in conjunction with other reasonzable

evidence, such studies can materially improve our base of decision-

makiﬁéAinfofmation. L =
4, Zhe milieu for me ,ﬁul program evaluatlon involves _an inter=-
~. action of methodologv{'bureaucracv. and“politics; it will iherefore often

3

be the case that attacks ggainsf_ﬁvaluations'will be made which are

-~

methodologlcal in form but ideological in concern.

5. Maior evaluatlons of piograms should be performed by.a staff

offlce removed frnm the operating program.

R

L 3

" Self-evaluation is an almost impossible task for a program

‘manager with strong convictions as to the value of his progfam;

A separate office can institutionalize at least a-relativc degree

. of objgctiv1ty in that it can be charged specifically within the

agency with the taSk of program measurement, not prcgram defense.
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'Soma people, however, fecl-that even this may be illusorf as
the staff office will be serving the agency head who after all --

is the chief program manager. One cannot escape the fact that-

‘evaluatlon with its potential-for lndlcatlng that a program is not
'worklng is a dlf 1cu1t to-handle weapon in the arsenal of anal y51s.

6, Finally, for those of us who urge more evaluation, it is well

to remember that evaluation is only one of many inpufs~~poiitica1, bureau-

cratic, etc.~-in the decision-making process and does not serve as a sub-

étitute for good judgment. = - " 1 . ) : e

The Remaining Unknowns

We have come down strengly on the side of analysis--measuring

© ongoing programs, testing new ones. At the samwe time we have recog-
. . - / .

nized the technical limitations of evaluation and warned that they must
. ° ) . .\ .
be used with prudence in light of these limitations. But, is this waraing

. . .

not polltlcallv naive and hence 1ea11y a below-the-belt punch to the
: s
argument for expandxng cnc:aI programs? As the New YorL Timee on

April 18, 1969 reported YA nunber of soc1a1 screnLrsts...have ev.pressed

fears that Congress or the Administration will séize upon the

1Hestinghou§é7 report's generally negative conclusioms as an éxcuse
2

to downgrade or dlscard the Head Start Program." Even when admlnlstra-

R
tors and leglslators are pure of heart (but relatively ignorant.. of the

limitations of analytical techniques), will they not overvaluc and hence

P -

‘overreact to quantitative evaluations because of the aura of scientific

accuracy? Won't the guideline Mtest and prove before going big" become

J— -

a facade for shooting down all new ideas and retrenching our commitment
4 .

to the disadvantaged? e
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" These are profound and difficult problems with no'simple sclu-

. . tions, For-example, a legitimate question to throw at our convictions

3 : . . ‘is whether we would have gone big on Head Start at its inception. .. __.. . _.

: ."Eveﬁ given todéy's knowledge, we might have as the redistributive

kinds of changes dipcussed earlier are a critical negd. At the same

’ i

time today we would mot urge either aﬁ‘{ncreaseiin éhefp}ogréﬁ as now

‘constituted or ney starts on a lgrge.scaie in the education area
‘ .

.+ ‘without priar‘testing.'
. . We recognize the dangers of evaluation and systematic testing " =
'being ill~-used. ~ But, what course of action is not dangerous, what

"good" approach cannot be turned to evil? Is it not even more hazardous
* toproceed boldly as if we know, when we do not? Does it seem wise
_ to launch hew larga~scale ongortﬁnitx programs emid verbal paeané but

" with no solid evidence of success and to continue to believe our
- earlier words without a thought of ‘investigating the outcome?
: = ‘ - - T epthe :

As we pasg~thes¢ gnestions we trail off into"gray areas without
. '~ a burst of penetrhfing truth, énly pagging doubts. This seems fitting-= ; -

.

* ;_ - for to stand uﬁsptely in the morass of conflicting issues simply mirrors

. Ky

:f . the larger reéliﬁf of today. 1965 and its confidence are 1iteraily

x . .. .., K
e ) .
e e T

-1ight years behind us.

¢
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