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National Imstitute of Education (NIE) research

priorities indicate the use of panel measures only during the time

children are in Follow Through programs and further seem to indicate

that only implementation variables should be measured. This paper

raises questions about the desirability of the narrow focus implied

by the NIE priorities; the opportunity costs that may be associated

with them; the nature of events that seem to have led to the adoption

of the narrow focus; and the validity of some of the assumptions on

which the focus seems to be based. The paper is divided into four

sections. In the first section; key concepts are defined. In the

second, concepts are used to describe the place of the NIE evaluation
plans within the overall policy space in which evaluations typically

take place. Explanations are offered as to why the plans are as they

are now. The third section explores how the priorities in the NIE

of other sorts of panel studies, suggestions are offered concerning

how different gquestions might have been stressed. In the fourth and

final section, conclusions are drawn about how the NIE priorities

were established; questions are also raised concerning the

possibility of expanding research activities within the scope of

Strand 1 of the Follow Through evaluation. (RH)
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Introduction

I was asked to write about recent developments in the design and
analysis of panel studies, and to relate these developments to the provisional
pians that the National Tnstitute of Education (NIE) has proposed for
evaluating Fotlow Through:

The paper uses its manifest purposes to explore a precondition for

Through; and then seem to indicaté that only implementation variables
should bo measured. I raisé questions about the desirability pf the narrow
focus implied by the NIE priorities, absit thc opportunity costs that may

led to this focus beéing adopted, and dbout tlie validity of some of the
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assumptions on which the focus seems to be based;

The paper is divided into four sections: In the first we define some
key concepts. In the second we use thcse councepts to describe the place of
the NIE evaluation plans within the overall policy space in which evaluations

typically take place: We also seek to expluiii why the plans are how they

are. In the third section we show how the priorities in the NTE plans

tead to a particular sort of panel study and Huggesﬁjby considering

other sorts of panel study; how different questions might have been stressed.
In the final section; we draw conctusions abont how the NIE priorities

cost increases; whether it is sufficienrly reailized that ome can show

that services are implemented . :11 that are of iittie utility; whether the
time frame of étféﬁa T .has been utilized fully in exploring whether

questions of a aifféféﬁé type might be broached; and whether new demonstration

projects are needed in Strand I--at least initialiy:



Some Terminology

What is a Panel Study? Panel studies iivuive measuring at ledst two

constructs or at least two occasions oii Lhe saile unit§. Thé units are
usually individuals, buv need not be. Thoutfli two waves is a minimum;
theorists and practitioners of panel studies are unanimous in stressing the

desirabitity of more waves: T concur witli thivir opinion. However, the

resources for multiple waves have to cutic froii resourcés that could have

the total set of research questions that will and will not be asked. The

measurement of two constructs is also a wminimum, and we will seé later that

require a large sample of children whose levels of viewing and violence

arc measured at different times. From this measurement would eierge
information about children who differ in viewing. These differences could
then Eé.édﬁéiééféa as treatment contrusts; cven though they were not initially
designed for this purpose: (The researclier might,; though, have planned the

sample selection to ensure wide variability iu presumed television viewing,

for witlout such variability many research questions cannot be answered:)

The absence of explicitly designated comparison groups (especially no-treatment
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appearing goals that is aimed at all or part of the same population).
Programs rarely die; it is also tikely thut mujor decisions about programs
depend on political processes; and mot on rescarch results: Certainly, it
seems from several sources that Congress' incent is not to pass judgments

1 -1

'project types,'" a

Other evaluwation questions focus on what T call
conception that is close to what were called curriculum based '"models"

in the original Follow Through. With models, the principle aim is to
compare different curricula and modes of detivering corricula that have some
similar-appearing aims,; though they will ailso differ from each other in
their unique aims and in the unique emphases they place on am# shared aims:
The difficulties involved in comparing models are legion, including (a)

how to deal with differences in aims; (b) the political conflicts associated

effective in meeting particular goals. I‘or such persons, "success'" depends
on getting curricula implemented rather than on getting better curricula
designed:

Questions can also be asked about projects. In the Follow Through
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context these are the specific sites that have adopted a model sponsor.

Procedures are also often the focus of cvaluations: By procedures I

understand activities that occur within projects to achieve subgoals that
are presumed to be instrumental in furthering larger goals: In the
Follow Through context, procedures of interest might include: low to
increase parental involvement; how to increase the time spent on learning
tasks; etc. 1In the NIE materials I was sent these procedures are often
referred to as "services."

that evaluations can be designed to discover what are the units most worth
asking questicns about. 1Indeed; determining units is one of tlie more

called "exploratory evaluation in the Follow fhrough context.: It is my

understanding that an evaluability assessment of Follow Through has been

of identifying ways of better impilementing procedures that are common to
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all or many Follow Through projects.

The Types of Evaluation Quéstions that arc askud about any Unit. Irrespective

of whetlier programs, models, projécts, procudiics (of policies or products)
dre at issue, most of the Specific evaludtion questions that are asked, and
most of the searching for important rescarch questions that takes place, can
be codified as belonging to one of six Lvpis of research question.

First come questions about the clicits, the audience. In Follow Through,
questicns of this type refer to the numbér of children served, their
demographic profile relative to what is Kiown of the desired target audience,
the numbetrs of parents who are involved in different ways, the profile of
involved parents, etc.

Second cotie questions about the natiite, quantity, and presumed quality
of services that are delivered. Issues here concern inferring the
educational services that were and were not delivered and also describing
the educational context in which the delivery took place, for the context
will often facilitate or impede changes in whatever criteria are deemed
important. Theory, professional experience, and pilot-testing on site, are
Indeed, a1l three of these sources are evideiced in NIE's list of possible
themes for the Strand I evaluation to emphasize.

A thitd type of question is about cffects. TFor many comicntators on

evaluation, this is one of the more criicial and novel aspeats of evaluation.

In this domain we want to know: How effective is a procedure, project,
model, program, etc. in bringing about X or Y for the clients of the prograf.

At iSSug, liere, are both intended and unintended effects, short-term and

long—term.

el
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& fourth type of question relates to how a program influences higher-
order aggregates that may or may not include members of the client group.
Through case impact questions might refer tu effects on families, neighbor-

hoods; other school curricula, other sclivol programs, ctc. Impacts are

and--for the adventurous with an underdeveloped sense of the tenuous nature
of its assumptions—-—cost-benefit analysis:

procesc: This is to gain an understanding of processes that mediate
particular patterns of implementation; effectiveness; or impact: Such a
concern presupposes the utility of differentiating between simple causal
retationsliips (of the form: When I flick the switch the light goes on)

and more complex explanatory processes (thie light goes on because the
current passes along the wire, it strikes a filament in a light, etc:.).
Knowledge of causal processes helps design more efficient procedures for

delivering services than does the more "black box'" knowledge associated



Locating the Strand T Evaluation Plans. The NIE documents I have seeq presume

that the unit for ev-luation is the proccdurd (or service) and not the program,
model, project or anything else. They al%o presume that the major type of
question to be asked is about success in Juplementation: T draw these

inferences from tiie "illustrative thedies for pilot projects" contaimed in

the document: 'Plans for Follow Through RéSéarch and Development" by NIE

staff members. The themes require identiiyirig:

- New ways to systematically involve pareiit and community groups in
planning and conduct of Follow Through programs; including the use

~ New uses of information systems, iiicludiig testing and evaluation
results; to bring better diagnostic and prescriptive information
to bear on Follow Through student leariiing needs;

innovative Follow Through procedures.
The policy space in which it is pliunned that evaluation of Follow

Jemd |
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- . - both
evaluation. 7The one cell entry is where NIE proposes to be. It éééﬁgifféﬁ

of the "exploratory evaluation" (or evaluability assessment) that the

rest of the matrix will remain unexplored territory.

Table 1. The Place of the proposed Strand 1 Evaluation Activitics in
Evaluation. Policy Space :

Unit of Evaluation - o - 7 B ,
——. - Program Model Project Procedure

Question asked in
Evaluation

How many childret of
different backgroiinids
dte tedclied by :he

program/model/project

procedure?

Strand T of the
proposed NIE
‘evaluation

How well is each of
the units implemented?

How effective is the
recipients of its
services?

How impactful is the
unit?

What costs are
dssociated with
o

it?

Which ptocesses
mediate the
observed [:itterns
of resulc¢s? '

11
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Justifying the Strand I Evaluation Plans: Tihe Strand I evaluation plans

seem to be the resuit of an "exploratory evaluation" (evaluability
assessment) conducted under the auspices of :Juoe Wholey when he was in

ASPE; together with some employees of USQL. 1 have lhiad access to a

summary of the asscssment and of the then Sccrotary of Education's reaction
to it. The discussion below is based on wy runding of the summary as well
as on background knowledge of the history and politics of Follow Through.
My concern is to try to identify the bases on which a decision was made to

implementing important procedures or "services.

particularly fruitless to study Follow Through at the program level when it
is already considered to be an established service; has a powerful poiitical

Through e¢valuation cEforts! Moreover; one might think that one already
knows which curriculum-based models are 'effective;" and major remaining

i2
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Procedures; on the other hand, are less threatening as units of evaluation.

They do not question the core rationale of a sponsor; and they are usually

not seen as relevant to major decisions about a project's fate. Also, some
procedures are common to a large number of projects or--like parental
involvement--are mandated for each project. Research on transferrable
successful procedures may have an audience; therefore, particularly since ;

it is easier for projects to change specific procedures than to change
é&dééEiéﬁéi philosophy: Finally, with the level of background experience

anthropological wisdom about what goes on in Follow Through classes befcre
we ask questions about such grandiose units as programs or models or even
schools as projects. One of the greatest sins of the original Follow
Through, as we now see with cheap hindsight, was premature grandiosity and
an inadequate modesty in the face of reality in genmeral, and of Murphy in
particular.

factors:
- rfirst, one can modify procedures in projects whose basic
conception is flawed and from which children benefit relatively

little in obvious and important ways;

o iié?
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"might well allow a more differentiated evaluation strategy that
moves from the evaluation of procedures to the evaluation of other

units;

- third, the validity of some of the assumptions in the above argument

- - - dag
decision to focus on questions of implemencation;iopposed to focussing on

asking still needed to be discovered. I infer that the implementation of
procedures or services~-i.e.; how well is something done=—is at issue,
rather than; say, the effectivenéss of serviccs——i.e., what effects does a
service have if it is conducted well and parents are better involved,

students spend more time at learning tasks; etc.--from the following

quotation from theé OE paper entitled; "Updatc of the Follow Through Task
Forcé Activities':

The Follow Through prograim of the futire will

have two clear purposes—-first, it will provide

effective comprehensive services to pesr children

in elementary schools in the nation; second, it

will fund activities designed to improve our

iriderstanding of the ways that comprehénsive

educational services may be most effectively

delivered to financially needy elementary

school childrén.
Note tliat tlhie refererce here is to "tlie ways that services can be effectively
deliver:d" and not to ways in which demonstiably effective services can be
effectivuly delivered.

may have arisen. After all, effectiveness is usually rore difficult to pin

down with confidénce; and impact is even harder. Moreover, an explicit

, 14
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cost issues. Besides; it is presumed by sume that the current Iiterature
indicates that time on task increases performance; and that parentatl

involvement solidifies political bases (among other things):. Why, then;
should one examine the effectiveness of procedures that can be assumed to
be effective? Finally; one could argue that exploring implementation will

héiﬁ; not only in aiding sponsors and adopting schools to implement better,
but will also provide powerful clues to help uncover causal mediating
processes.

But the sameé problems exist forxfccus on implementation as for a focus
on procedures or services. We may well be uxamining how well procedures

criteria; or are only successful under a restricted set of conditions.

Also; one has to ask whether a focus on the implementation of procedures

Relating Panel Studies to Priorities in Evaluation Questions

Panel studies involve at least two waves of measurement. IHowever;

the purposes to which longitudinal measurcment is put dépends in large part

on whén tlié measurcment is made. We distingiish threée times--before a
child éntérs Follow Through, during Follow Thiough, and aftér exiting from
it at tlié end of the third grade. Weé shall Ui that the différent purposes
associatcd with the différént times of weasuiciient speak directly to the
issue wo liave just raised of justifyiny thc duiiinant research questions.

Measurcs collected before Follow Through. Two or more waves of measuring .

achievement; self concept; and background chliardcteristics can scrve a

15



Through: Perhaps the major inferential problem that occurs with effectiveness-—
oriented studies of children is the lack of information about maturational

trends and about group differences in such trends. Suoch trends cannot b
sensitively described with only one wave of pre-Follow Through data (i.e:,
the normal "pretest'"): Much more sensitive cstimates are possible with two

eligibitity may mean that for many children scme measures are in their

"file." If they are available for enough students; are directly relevant,

sources of data:. But while two measurement waves prior to Follow Through
is no panacea; it is a vast improvement over current practice with a single

time of pretest measurement.

of the services delivered; both in terms of quantity and quality; (b)
continusus assessment of performance measurcs—-at the level of school,

18
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temporal precedence and covariation criteris of causal inference; and with

enough grounded tlicory and experience and with high quality measurement

the data set might plausibly iule out many alternative interpretations to
preferred causal inforences.

that goes into improving implementation at tlie local level: Nor would it
assess as many of the intermittent outside forces that impinge on implementation

to improve or impede it. Moreover; if children are to be measured in terms

better the more it is based on the stable level of services a child
receives. Mecasures that déepend on measurement on a single day or week may

be unstable becquse of timé-bound factors that happen to imcrease o
decrease tlie value of observations at the tine of measurement . Finally,
it should be noted that multiple waves of méasuréﬁéﬁt give the researcher
a chance to be a student, to léarn which featiires of the children's;

teacher's and parent's experiences desérve to ba measured. Later waves can

questions that could be answered with niulti-wdve measurement of implementation

during Fullow Through.
However, it is also possible diuring Follow Through to measure the

performance of children as well as the aclivitiés,; étc. in which they

17
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participate. In my reading, the measuremeént of outcomes plays little role
in the current plans for Follow Through. (iluwever; I acknowledge that I

Major difficulties with the repeated measurciicint of performance include

political factors--what should be routiiiély monitored as child=level

outcomes, which "interest group" will objéct to particular measures; and

also technical factors—-what can we measure well that is likely to change
in the time span of Strand I, and will responsé formats encourage memory
of prior responses?

It is in relating procedures to petforiidncé that panel studies seem to
many to be most likely to be useful. Alas, tliough, the state—of-the—art

fovmmelimning is imperfect. We know enough not to trust old dogs like

assumptions, as Rogosa and Cook and Campbell have pointed out. We think
el o Cwithn R ; )
at present that we need to work with a framework of striictiiral eduation
models: To use such "methods best® we also believe that one should
postulate many theory-based models of the causal reiétiéhshiﬁ Letween
procedures and outcomes, and should pul these into competition with each
Moreover, most of us believe that the construcls in these systemically
related models should be measured with at leusl two fallible operations
so that inference is at the level of laluil constriucts (factors).

But some problems remain; and they arc tuigh old ones. One involves

how to avoid specification error. Many answer to this that, in the absence

of multiply validated and grounded theériegjune should take care Lo put

18
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problen is how to deal with reciprocal causal influences. Much work is

taking pldceé on this issue; but t am dubious that break-throughs

are near. Some reasonable shots can be made; as our friends in macto-—
economic theory and methods are continualiy doi:g:

Multiple Waves after Follow Through. Follow Through projects are trivial

if any initial gains they cause fail to persist after Grade 3. Also, the
program, or any project or procedure withinm it, is less important if any
gains are not capitalizéd upon in a child's iater career so that they help
him or her in other aspects of school or life outside of Schooi: Apologists
for Follow Through might argue that the program is not responsible for
miaintaining gains and for translating them into better performance in other
school or non-school areas. suéh factors depend on other factors; most of

which are stacked against the kinds of children who are etigibte for Follow

Through. The apologists are absolutely right in one sense; but may be

misleading in another. Programs do not rnxist in a social void, and if the

institutions and programs that a child experiences after Follow Through
do not capitalize upon the prograim; then its vverall utility has to be

called iiti question. But Such 1§8ués aside; tlhe function of Follow-up
panel measures taken after éxitiﬁg from Follow Through would be to describe
the persistenice of changes and to examiiié how such changes might facilitate
other clianges in tlie school or nan-School iLiFé of a child, parent or

tedcher.

Measures taken after exiting from Follow Through at the end of the

Jd |
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and projects than with evaluating procediires. THis i§ not an inevitable

relationship, though I suspect it is a probubilistic one.

Mixing Times of Measurement. An evaluation can be designed to measurc

constructs at several times; some of them coiiing before an experience to be
evaluated, others coming during it, and othets coming after it. In other
words, the design of evaluations permits mixing times of measurement So as

restrict oneself to implementation measures collected during Follow Through

(because performance measures can alsoc be collected then), or to restricting

planned that Strand I research and development activities should take place.
According to plans as I have read them; tiiis space is aefinea by asking
questions about procedures (services) rather than programs, models, projects
or anything else; and by a concentration ci tlic quality with whiéh procediires
are implumented rather than on how effective; impactful; cost-effective,

etc. they are. Such a priority suggests che need for multiple waves of

measurement of implementation during Follow ''hirough. I briefly sketched

20
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the advantages of this,; but did not dwell on ways of dctually condicting the
research.

My major concern is not with how tu usc paiiel methods to implément NIE's
priorities. Rather my concern is with thesc priorities themselvcs.

- First; how were they originated? 1L scems from memoranda I have read

expect it to be since tentative plans have already been formulated by
powerful Federal groups with relatively homogeneous interests?

— Second I suspect that I could design feasible evaluations to answer
a wider rangé of evaluation questions tham I see addressed in the NIE
guidelines. Most of the policy space in my Table 1 is, for example,
ignored. Moreover; I am immodest enough to believe that I could do this at
little; if any, additional cost in terms of etther money or the quality of

answer to questions about service implementation: 1Is there to be any charnce
to expand on thie rostrictive set of questions in the current evaluation
plans? Can the net be cast wider to catch more Fish?

- Third; I wonder if there is sufficicnt cognizance tuiat one can



quality implemcntation may be necessary for
important outcomes but it is not sufficicat: Civen this; can we study

impleméntation without relating it to effectiveness in the same study or

examine néw pattérns of implementation. Hut what is the rationale for such

variability probably alrcady occurs across projects in each of the procedures
of interest (time on task, etc.). Utilizing cxisting variability might
to move uh to other Guestions.

My concern is not to push any particulai conception of how Follow Through
shoiild b wvaluated. It is to raiseé qucsiions dbout the questions worth
asking #dbout Follow Through. My motive for duing this was that the question
the differefit purposes that are usually fiet by iieasures collected before,
during, or after an cxperience that is Lo be cvaluated.

)
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