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ABSTEACT

Planned Variation was deisgned as a three-year
program to assess the implementation c¢f prcminent preschool curricula
in Head Start and the immediate effects of the programs. Sites used
were those in which the sponsor already had a Follow Through program;
the research project lacked the necessary control over site
characteristics. Consultants visited the sites monthly. The classroom
observation fcrm and observer rating scale were keyed to what the
sponsors said distinguished their model. Consultants develoged
sponsor-specific checklists. Controversy over expected outccmes and
selection of tests of cognitive development created additicral
problems. It was found that statistical analysis could not compensate
for the research design. Year 1 saw an emrhasis on assessing
implementation, the creation of the Classroom Observation instrument,
the investment in creating new measures for years 2 and 3, the
clinical case history and the consultant as innovations. Year 2 added
a review ranel for the project and increased the investmenrt in
developing new child and family measures. Year 3 added
sponsor-specific studies, research for individual spcnsors. Year U is
for rhasing out the sites. A summary 1is made of what was learned
about evaluative research administration that may be applicable to
similar studies. (KM)
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PLANNED VAKIATTON: A EVALUATION .7 A%
EVALUATIVE RESEARCH STUDY+

lois-ellin Duatta
National Institute of Educatica

This is a report not on the findings or ik results oi tac national
dead Start/Follow Through Planned Variation Stucy, but on the asvaluation
itseir: what was done, now the study was conducted, why did w2 do what
we did, the shorctfalls in methodology, approach and evaluation management,
and thne metnodological advances. Tnis last is <a important quastion,
since the study is among the most costly pleces of educational research
conducted recent.y, and one 'product" is the le.rning about evaluation
metnocs anc management we claim has occurZed.

Some definitions first: Planned Variation is a researcn study in-
tendec¢ to determine walch of several outstandin,, early childhcod curricuia
have the greatest immediate efrects in mead Start, and wnether participa-
tion .n well-pilanned, weli-implemented, continuvus programs wcdld vield
continuous deveiopment in the children. By grace of the demands of the
Westingrouse Report, the thea Bureau of the Budget, and our owa concerns
ar Head Start witn program improvement, the stu.iy was designed to explain
a freguently occurring PRENOMELOLS the curve shown in Figure 1. The
curve shows an immediate impact of a presciool .nterventicn, & catch-up )

by tae concrol group after sci. ol entry, and a iradual decliire in achievement

sented at the National Association for the Fducation of Young
erence, November, 1972.
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of boc.oa experimental ana control yroups afier o = vaird or fourth grade.
What program would yield the greatest effects or whdt weasures for what
1t

chiléren? Maybe the "right' program would have a lasting effe-t? »©

wouxa continuity of experience in any curriculum that was well-planned
and supervised nave sustained effects?

4s previously noted, the study originated tota in a concern for
Head Star:t program improvement thnrough incorporation of effective new
curricula into the dailv program, and the need to "justify" preschool
interverntion as pub.ic policy by the magnitude end durability of its
benefits. Such a srtatement assumes that happr, healthy, "good"
experzence for low-income youngsters would populariy justify public in-
vescment only if there were long-terms gains in matters which are of
public, social concern such as academic acinieveuent,
ais is @ value-issue that generates conslderable heat. The concerns
oi tac 50's and 60's with inequality of educational opportunity stemmed
from « beliiecf chat education and later economic status were related. The
aign rate of scnooli failure anc low achozvement on standard tests of
reading, arithmetic, and in oider grades, >{ la.:guage and quantitacive
compreinension and problem-solving, were e -demic among the poor, and
parciculariy among poor blacxs. Thus public exjectancy that preschool
Programs ougat to nave a durabie efifect on acacemic achievemen: if public
funds are to be spent on income-segregated progrwams for which the working

margina.r poor and lower middle class are not ei.gible, is not an unreason-

aole vxpectation. uUa the other nand, bliacks an. wiltes of equal academic




achilevement nave unecuz. incomes (whica piaces .aé dlame ior economic

inequities on orher shoulders than the schools :er se) and the 1954
PefSonaL
Brown decision was predicated on theA§ense of irequaliity and unworthiness

assumed to be prepetuated by segregated public institutions. Thus public
expectancy for preschools could well be limited to delivery of services
(wiilch most agree are well-provided by Head Start to enthusias:tic parents
r g» anc chilaren), ana immediate socialization benelits, kiince mostly low-
income chiidren attend rederaily-supported preschools, however, the in-
practice exclusion of working poor and lower-micdle class from Head
Start has probably reduced the strength ol tne second argument for many
taxpavers wao can not afford prescrools for the_r own children. Thus,
the academic acnievement issue is prominent in cecisions on whether public
@ funas Suppori one program or another for children. izpe Westinghouse Study,
ana our own smaller-scale longitudinal studies did not show durable
academic effects in most .ircumstances: would 4 good Follow Tnrough
prograu iinked TO a £Qod Heag Start have the continuity of effects ex~
pected when Foliow Through was funded? And wou.d the Head Start
experience be a necessary experience or could eatry into the program be
delayed until Follow Through with no apparent irreversible deficit?
Tt saou.d be notec at tuis time that ghe "aifects” required are not
limized to tae iQ by some conspiracy. Motivatiomal changes, social
adiustment, positive self-image, semse of hope and self-worrh, better use
of pasic apiiities, achievezent in school as measured by any cppropriate

instrumeaic-~-the responsibility for defining anc measuring the outcomes
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which are educational.v significant to a great =xtent rest witl us, not
with some mythical group who are bedazzled by I7s. The policy-zmaxers

to whom 1 nave talkec are far more interested i: achievement and compe-—
tence than IJ. We, the researcaers, haven't deliverec evidencc on tnese
variables, anc¢ we, not Congress or OM3, selectec IQ as a reliable,
zeaningful proxy for other events. It is more &an instance of

"sut up or shur up” than of crucifying children on the cross ol IQ. Yo
one I snow--parents, teachers, researchers, pol:cy-makers--wan:s to co
this. But, in practice. unfortunately, there are few measures which are
reliable, meaningfully interreiated, and feasivie except the scandardized
tests, ana tais despite prolonged large ianvestments in developing other
measures,

5 secord noint of definition: by evaluative research I mean an
asses,ment of (1) what was the treatment or the program, (2) did the
treatment oF program have the effects it intended to have, and (3) how
did 1 _fferent treatmenis or orograms compare in the extent to which they
reached their own goals (criteriun-rciercnced evaluation) and transfer
to broader goals? The Planned Variation Study /a5 not experimantdl in

of
tae sense AControl by the researchers of the treatment and who received
it; iz was a quasi-experimental evaluative resedarch study with limited
abiiity to coatrol who received treatment or hov many replicationms could
be located waere.

In discussing 2.anned Variation as a quas.-experimental study, I

wiii consider first the research design, measures and analytic approach,

and tien discuss queztions of research managemeiat and research utilization.
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?.anned Variation was desigmed as a three-vear program to assess the
impiementation of prominent preschool curricula, and the immed:ate effects
o{ ihe cifferent programs. 7The curriculia were c¢.osen in all bis two
instances because tnese programs were instailed ln Follow Through during
1957-69, and a.ready had extensions downward to the preschool years. A
taree~year program was pianned Irom the Deginning Secause we expected

that sponsors woula have to train scaff and lear: how to operate in Head

|73}

tart, and we wanisc to assess soth the ease of Implementation of different
models, and their effects aiter a reasonable tim2 for them to tecome fully

operationai. is was, and for some studies, s:ziil is an imnovation in

gThl
(.
nationa. studies. The performance contracting experiment, for example,
gave only one year for the {inal test of prograz cost/effectiveness. The
Experizentai Schools program, on the other hand, began with a five-year
impiementation perioc. We now believe that more than one year is essential
Dut aiso taat time per se is likely to be no guarantee of "ideai" implemen-
tation in part because of staff turnover everywn:re -- (sponsors, trainers,
teachers, evaluators) and because programs are aifected by many winds of
change besides those of the curriculum model (fuading hassles, hassles over
control, and other demands on the programs). {zpese were indepeandently
assessed by site visitors, but clearly, the best we could achieve was
measurement of these other factors, and hopefull:, covariance. Again,
wisdom is to measure and anticipate these uncont-ollable influences on the
progran and to shout that what is being tested =3n't the ideal, but what

aappens in o complex real world. If we want to :est the idea ia its pure

form, we need far more control over these other ‘actors, the kiad of
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coalrI. in fact ore oODLains thirougn program feve.opment eilort.

T-e sites seiected for PV were those in which the sponsor ilready
hnac a roilow Tarough program. This meant that s;Tomsor and geog-aphic
locat on and site characteristics were confounde. since the Follow Through
sites a1ac not been sciected to begin with to balince child age it entry,
ethnicity, SES mix, urdanicity, regiom, and otier factors which can:affect
entry characteristics, implementation, program acceptabilily, aad out-
comes iCross sponsors. (This variability was no: due to the imabilitv of
the very competeant Foilow Tarough directors to p.an a research study.

-

in 2567-63, Follow Through was initiated as a na:ional program to serve

lesd Start chiidrenm. After a cocling oi inierestu in 1968, Foliow

T

=
diri

[

Througs: expansion was halited and the program truisformed into & national
experinent, using the sites where programs had been started ané a commit-
ment made to the community and staff.)

Wnat we have learned from grappling with thz resulting "design" is
that no current statistical technique can coapensate for this confounding;
future studies whicn are asking the planned variation questions must have
better research control., Tnis is, in fact, a generali methodological
finding: you can not put the statistical pand-aid of regressicn analysis
or post hoc matching on a researcn design that nas a broken leg and come
up wita much more than nypotheses to be tested on a better day. Lﬂs will
not learn nuch from early childhood research until we will confront the
issue of service vs research, and research needs come first, at least if
we want findings that can move programs out of limbo. Our country is

littered with programs that are dying from indiiference: the data aren't

unfavorable enough to ;ustify discarding them, cren't clear enough to show
8 y g
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ne s0.c¢ excepi.on is desame Street, whici expanced into The Ll:ctric

Cormanv, and which comdbined a highly uniform trectment plus measurement by
———— z

criter.on-elerenced tests, pius more money invesied in Madison Avenue PR
than most R&D programs nave Jor development, pluc authorization to expand
commercialiiy into a seli-supporting corporation, plus deiivery of service

to virtually ail nomes, more than 95Z4 of which at ail income levels have

Insofar as possible, Planned Variation required comparison of Head
Starc cuilcren within the sites so tne effectiveress of the additional
$350 per child costs of Planned Variation over ard above regula: Head
Start costs couid Se ;ssessed. ‘m-site controls nave the resea-zch virtue
oi comparability and the research vice of progra:. dispersion and contamina-
tion. in many sites, there were no on-site head Start comparisons available,
and we sougiht off-site comparisons which were rarely comparable, on-site,
we had contzmination. Some sponsors accepted the researcn conditions;
otners had as their agenda reaching every child they could. Even where
sponsors cooperated with the research design, tezcher meetings »lus teacher-
staff turnover meant contamination. LESW sudbstantial this was we will know
when the 1968-69 data are analyzed., In some sites, there was a reverse
effect: the experimental programs were not giver thelr usual Head Start
services and supplies because they were experimertal, or there was rivalry.
These design problems are not easily resolved: if one selects only larger

sites to reduce contamination and still achieve vithin site com»arisonms,

then the sample is atypical for Head Start. Alsc larger sites uay have
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severd. ceiegate agencies so the true comparabii_ty of program administra-
tion Is dubious. There are design options, such as paired sites assigned
at random to E and C conditions, but these take time and cooperation.

True non-Head Start controls within sites were politically unacceptable
to Heaa Start national and, I am told, to local staff. In my oninion, this
is a research error that can not be compensated -or in terms of what we can
say about the effects ol Head Start and Planned Variation; the aature of
the control group, and its incentives are a powerful determinan- of
"outcones," and if comparison groups are "equaliv effective,” tiere is no
littie aanger that "no difference" findings can be interpreted as "programs
are equally ineffective."

with regard to measurement, our approach was to invest heavily in
descriting what was actually happening. We nave several technijues. Most
innovative were educational consultants who visited the sites monthly. A
classroom observation form and observer rating scale keyed to waat sponsors
said distinguished their models was developed. In 1971-72, a sponsor-
specific, structured, carefully developed checklist was completad by site
visitor consuitants. We had teacher, aide, director, and sponsor ratings
of both overall classroom quality as a Head Star- program and implementa-
tion as an examplar of the model. Llp retrospect, this investmeant in
description of the treatment was an immensely worthwhile decision; programs
were caanging and curricula were not monolithic. Implementatioa is worth
studyiag in its own right and may be essential to analyses of data from a
study of this kind. ézo: outcome measures for ch.ldren and parents, e

spent 1any meetings, workshops, and conferences :rying operatioaally to
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deiine tnhe cuicomes ant.cipated by each sponsor, and to Iind reliable,
feasibie indicators for these outcomes. Some spinsors had litc.e
difficuity; I{or others (e.g., EDC}, there was nc outcome for the cnild--
the nmessage was tae medium or process. One moral Is that only Ireatments
which -egin by being able to describe what they co, and what tney expect
to nave nappen to chiidren are suitable for compzrative curricuium studies.
Despite these efforis to findé good measures. Planned Varia:ion nearly
wreckec on cne shoai of the Stanford-Binet: there are few reiiable tests,
and parzicipants in Plaaned Variation--consultants, sponsors, management,
evaluazors--aelid opinions varying from calling the Binet the crime of the
century anc drandirz &s racist anyone who advocaced its use to ze, who
saic t.uem--and s:tiii déc~-- it's the most rellable, sensitive indicator we
have ol general cognitive development for a longltudinal study. After two
years, tne Binet was dropped to be replaced by more criterion-raferenced
measurss, and 1 am ncping taat these prove sufficiently reliable to be
interpreted. izée morail of this, if you will, is my concern that until the
state of the art of measurement is improved, com»arative curriculum studies
may be geiting us waist-deep in the Big Muddy. If sponsors have central
opjectives we tan not Leasure adequatei&, then w2 dare not place them in a
horserace witi sponsors whose objectives can De measured reliatly unless
the ouzcome criterion is ease of implementation >r treatment drift, rather
than caiid and family develiopment. Comparison of sponsors who share common
objectives which we can measure may be the curreat limit of cormparative

curricuiun studies. Perhaps if early childhood zurriculum developers would

use formative evaluation as vigorously as Sesame Street did anc could
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deveicy in che process criterion-relerenced testz,we would maxe greater

progress on the issue of tae effectiveness of early intervention--for

wnon, aad ior what?

pde

Tre analyses in Planned Variation are directed primarily o tiis

’ interactive question: what approaches have what effects on wnizh children?
Is there "one best" approach across all outcome neasures and fcr all
caiidren? Are there "equaliy good" approaches? Or do some Drograms nrove

Zfective Zor sore outcomes buf not others -- a specificity of 2{fect that

11

han 1inted at by existing data. Or may some »rograms
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re~thinking of our curricular models and developing sophistication on the
part of progran Girectors, parents and teachers .n choosing outcomes wisely.
Mos: complex wouid be educationally significant :child x prograr x outcome
interactions: tais finding, which is at the core of "the probiem of the
match" and much early caildnood education belief, would require even more
sophistication in individualization of instruction than we now have avail-
aple, except perhaps in extensions downward of Z.p.1.

A different methodo_ogical aspect is that tae SFI and Hurcn analyses
nave iientifie¢ analycic problems centering arouid change or giéin scores
in groups with different baselines to begin with and probably ¢ifferent
regression lines; comparison of magnitude of eflects against scales which

are not standardized to a common unit are equally perplexing fcr tests of
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interaccions oV Cutcomes. &0n; 2.aaned Jariavllon'i methodolopical con-
tributions shoula b: identificarion of which of sur thorniest problems can
be soived with curren: scatistical techniques anc which represert essentially
unnegotiadblie design requirements: on what can researchers negotiate because
alternative so.utions are now avaiiable which will permit rigor.us inference,
and waat represent unnezoiiabie demands if the outcome desired .s rigorous
inferer.ce about progran effectiveness?

Turning from the Wha: of Planned Variation to the How: we begin with
three groups: eva.uatioa, consuitants, and case study reports. The

evaiuatioa COnITacior was

"

esponsible for designing the study (sample size,
etc.), for deveioping the instruments, for Zielding the national data
coiiection effort, Tor anmalyzing the data and io: writing the reports. The
team selected was Stanforé Researca Institute (SFI), because SR. was the
Fol.ow Through contractor. =Zconomy of effort piis continuity scemed an
obvious benefit cf this arrangement. The second group was the onsultants

0.1 as an eirension of the Head Start cificers responsibie for

(4}

internded
progran imolementation (Jr. Jenmny Klein and Ms. .uanita Dennis) and as an

1
independent evaluation source o7 information on  mplementation. [The sense
of a teau an decision~making evo.ved during the ctudy and was & creation of
it, not a component pianned irom the beginning. In thne second rear, Sponsors,
consultants, OCD staf, and outside researchers .ormed a review panel which
met ifairiy regulariy to discuss the status oI the project and policy issues.
Tnis review panel approach was adopted for Home btart, with the addition of
two Darents, a model wihich when involved from the beginning of lome Start,
has greacly strengthened tie design. This also s an innovatioa: to the

pest o my knowledge, no other Federal agency ha: an on-going raview panel
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for national evaluative research wnich includes researchers anc consumers,

The panels stay with their program *~ {inal report in new studies

in 0CD, and, ii I can, they will in NIE, too.

The third part was a clinicai case study o. individual children that
was <reated early one morning when Jenny Xleirn aid I shared a room and
insomnia. After a long meeting on the merry-go-round of persoral-social
reasurement, we still weren't happy witn assessnmant and thus couldn't
sleep. The idea of a clinical approach came parcly from my admiration of
the work of Robert Coles and partlv from Jenny's background at the
University of Maryland Child Study Institute where this was the method of
choice. So as an experiment (because no one really knew how tc use
clinical case data in a national study; it's easy to collect but there are
almost no models for data reduction) the cliniczl case study was in from
the beginning.

Year 1 thus saw an emphasis on assessing implementation, the creation
of the €lassroom Qbservation instrument, the investment in crecting new
measures for years 2 and 3, the clinical case history and the consultant
as 1lnnovations.

Year 2 added the review panel and substantially increased the invest-
ment in developing new child and family measures. It also saw the
sepuration of the data coliection responsibility from the planiing and
analysis responsibility. After considerable efiort to obtain acceptable
reperts on time, we concluded that placing the responsibilities of plannirg,
field work, and data analysis on one contractor wasn't do-able. This is a

conclusion to which I hold for longitudinal stucies with higi cemands for




new measures and non-standard analytic techniques, and with a cemand for

yearly or more frequent reports for nativaal rei:ase. 1In Sprirg 1971,
fi'.ron Institute became responcible for the Head 5tart Planned \ariation
design and analysis, with SRI continuing responsibility for data collec-
tion.,

Year 3, the final year of the study, thus bagan the consulitants,
with Huron Institute, with SRI, with the Univers.ty of Marylanc, and the
review panel as the principle components of the avaluation tear. To
this was added a new idea: the sponsor-specific study, which was a
special set-aside for research which the sponsors might wish tc do to
augment the ocher efforts and to present to the >ublic their program,
and their accomplishments in their own way. Yea: 4 is a phase out year
for the sites, as planned. Huron, SRI, and the sponsors are araly-ing

data and preparing reports. In spring, under Huron's guidance, and with

the nelp of the consuliants, OCD will collect da:a on what program elements
remain when program support is phased out., We also are concerred with the J
longitudinal study--with what happens when children enter Follow Through.
This is another “ory, with its own set of desig, measurement, and policy
issues and one still too much in process to write of.
To summarize what we nave learned about evaiuative research administra-
tion from the Head Start Planned Variation study that may be applicable to
similar studies:

* allow two years or more for implementation before a final

program evaluation.
* invest as much in studying the process o implementatior
and establishing the extent of implementa:zion as in
studying outcomes.
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select only treatments that are operationally defined, to begin
with.

select treatments where (a) there is agru:ment *7 begin with
on what outcomes are to be reached (progrim obiectives), and
(b) where those outcomes can be reliably, feasibly measured
prior to study initiation,

adopt multiple approaches to data collection: observation,
consultant reports, testing, case studies, and others,
allowing enough time to test out data reducation and in-
terpretation before a large scale study is launcned.

identify statistical non-negotiables in treatment, site and
child selection, and stick to them if the outcome desired
is rigorous inference about program effects.

involvement of a review panel of particirants, including
parents, from the beginning and throughout the project, is
invaluable in preventing premature closure and providinzg

a stability of vision and concern for the study.

separate data collection and data analys=s responsibili:ies
(within a team approach, not sequentialiy), allowing about
two years of data reduction and analysis for every year of
data collection.

set aside funds for sponsor-specific studies and second
generation resc .rch.

and, lastly, hope to be as fortunate as ve were in the
hundreds of dedicated people who are will.ing to participate
in research on behalf of children,

Few who have worked with parents, children, and field data collectors
can come away untouched by the intensity of whac Head Start as a gateway
to a better life for children means to so many people. Far mcre is in-
volved than job scarcity or protection of narrowly economic gelf-interest
in the hours and energy so many people have given to Planned Variation:

\»ho
consultants trapped in snow storms, researchersAget up at midright for

just one more computer run, community people fccusing an almost palpable

energy on learning the classroom observation ccdes, teachers unlearning
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the old and trying to learn the new, a1l most of gll, the chilcren them-
gelves, whom I have seen and loved, and whose trust we bear. C{ne NAEYC
participant asked, "What does this mean for funding? For the children?"
This is a question for which we are answerable with our souls is we
teport on the Planned Variation data, and learn Zrom PV both methcdologi-

cal and programmatic lessons.




