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PREFACE ix

PREFACE

Late in 1978 the National Research Council, with support from the Carnegie
Corporation, established the Panel on Outcome Measurement in Early Childhood
Demonstration Programs, to operate under the aegis of its Committee on Child
Development Research and Public Policy. The panel was established in response
to a widely perceived need to review and reshape the evaluation of demonstration
programs offering educational, diagnostic, and other services to young children
and their families. The panel's mandate was to examine the objectives of
contemporary demonstration programs; to appraise the measures currently
available for assessing achievement of those objectives, particularly in light of
their relevance for public policy; and to recommend new approaches to evaluation
and outcome measurement.

The members of the panel construed their mandate broadly. Recognizing the
increasing diversity of programs aimed at young children and their families, we
examined programs providing a wide range of services—not just preschool
education (probably the predominant focus of demonstrations in the past) but also
day care, health care, bilingual and bicultural education, services to the
handicapped, and various family support services. Because we wanted to
contribute to the future of evaluation more than to comment on its past, we
deliberately included services and issues that have not been heavily studied but
are likely to be salient in the 1980s and beyond. Rather than confine our attention
to relatively small-scale, carefully controlled demonstrations, such as the
preschool programs that were precursors of Head Start in the 1960s, we also
examined larger, less controlled, policy-oriented demonstrations of novel service
delivery systems. We paid explicit attention to the problem of
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implementing successful demonstrations on a large (state or national) scale.
While we tended to focus on publicly funded programs for children from low-
income families, we also examined privately funded programs and programs that
serve children without regard to income.

The panel examined questions that went considerably beyond "outcome
measurement” as that term is usually conceived. We paid relatively little attention
to the metric properties of particular instruments, concentrating instead on the
broader context of outcome measurement—on the kinds of information that
would be most useful in shaping policies and program practices. This inquiry led
to consideration not only of outcomes but also of the services delivered by
programs, of day-to-day transactions between program staff and clients, and of
interactions between programs and their surrounding communities. Finally, we
found it impossible to discuss outcome measures without also considering the
kinds of research designs and evaluation processes in which measures might
most usefully be embedded.

The panel itself was a diverse group, including persons trained in
psychology, sociology, anthropology, economics, medicine, and statistics—some
of them from the academic community, some from state and federal
governments, and some from private research organizations. Although there
were, of course, differences in emphasis and differences of opinion about specific
points, it is significant that these diverse members agreed on the panel's basic
message.

An important part of the panel's message involves programs themselves: the
diversity of services they render, the clients they serve, and the policy issues they
raise. As members of the panel pooled their knowledge about particular
programs, we began to see that systematic examination of the characteristics of
contemporary demonstration programs, and of their attendant policy issues,
would go a long way toward pinpointing the inadequacies of existing measures
and designs as well as point toward needed improvements.

Our emphasis on program realities and policy concerns is not intended as
advocacy for specific programs or policies; it is intended solely to highlight
issues of design and measurement. In this connection, we attempted to balance
attention to the benefits of children's programs with attention to measurement of
their costs, administrative burdens, and unintended consequences. We by no
means want to imply that evaluators must confine themselves to questions posed
by program managers and
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policy makers. On the contrary, one of the most important functions of evaluation
is to raise new questions, and one of its major responsibilities is to reflect the
concerns and interests of children, parents, and others affected by programs.
Nonetheless, sensitivity to issues of public policy and program management, in
addition to professional expertise in child development, family functioning, or
research methodology, will probably increase the evaluator's ability to identify
significant questions that have previously escaped notice.

Existing evaluations have tended to focus on how programs influence the
development of individual children. Although the underlying concern of many
programs has been long-term effects, in practice most evaluations have had to
measure immediate impact—the "short, sharp shock," as one member of the
panel put it—often by means of standardized measures of cognitive ability and
achievement. A panel composed primarily of researchers might be expected to
urge a search for new measures in the "socioemotional" domain and to
recommend design and funding of long-term, longitudinal studies of program
effects. Although we recognize the value of such measures and studies for
addressing certain scientific and practical questions, we see them as part of a
larger mosaic of potential measures and designs, addressing a much wider range
of questions.

No single evaluation can examine every aspect of a program's functioning.
On the contrary, resource constraints and the burden that evaluation imposes on
programs and clients necessitate careful selection of questions to be answered and
methods to be used. However, the choice of measures and of research designs
should be based on rational assessment of the full range of possibilities, in light
of the goals and circumstances of the particular program and evaluation in
question—not on grounds of convention or expediency. To this end the panel
urges that evaluators give careful consideration to several types of information
that lie outside the domain of developmental effects but that can potentially
illuminate the working of programs as well as program outcomes in the broadest
sense. Specifically we call attention to the importance of:

* characterizing the immediate quality of life of children in demonstration

programs, particularly day care and preschool education, in which they
spend a large part of the day;
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* describing how programs interact with and change the broader social
environment in which a child grows or a family functions—the web of
formal and informal institutions (extended families, schools, child
welfare agencies, and the like) that can potentially sustain, enhance, or
thwart growth and change; and

* documenting the services received by children and families and
describing the transactions between clients and program staff. This
information is essential for determining whether programs are operating
in accordance with their own principles and guidelines and those of their
funding agencies and sponsors. It is also essential for understanding
variations in effectiveness within and across programs.

More generally, we believe that the most useful evaluations are those that
show how and why a program worked or failed to work. To understand which
aspects of a demonstration program can be applied in wider contexts, tracing the
interactions among programs, clients, and community institutions is more
valuable than merely providing a scorecard of effects. For this purpose, a mix of
research strategies may be needed—qualitative as well as quantitative,
naturalistic as well as experimental.

This report bears the burden of amplifying and justifying the position
outlined above. In preparing the report the panel drew on a group of papers on
outcome measurement for specific types of programs, prepared by panel
members and consultants. Although the papers stimulated our thought and
discussion, the report does not simply summarize the papers nor are its
conclusions a compilation of conclusions presented in the papers. Rather the
report identifies common themes and overarching ideas that do not necessarily
appear in any single background paper.

The papers vary widely in scope and emphasis. The paper on health
programs, by Melvin Levine and Judith Palfrey, covers a range of issues in health
measurement that have arisen from the authors' experiences with a particular
program, the Brookline Early Education Project. The paper by Jeffrey Travers,
Rochelle Beck, and Joan Bissell offers a taxonomy of measurement approaches to
day care. The paper on family service programs, by Kathryn Hewett and Dennis
Deloria, concentrates on special issues raised by the unique and comprehensive
characters of several federal and private programs. The paper on compensatory
preschool education, by David Weikart, discusses the short-and long-term effects
of some of the earliest
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and most important demonstration projects, concentrating particularly on the
High/Scope Foundation's Ypsilanti Perry Preschool project. The paper on
programs for the handicapped, by Mary Kennedy and Garry McDaniels, focuses
on the concerns of federal policy makers. Finally, the paper on communication
and dissemination of research results, by Dennis Deloria and Geraldine Brookins,
discusses a cross-cutting issue outside the domain of outcome measurement per
se, but one that is highly relevant for the use of evaluation results.

Several people were particularly helpful in the preparation of this report, and I
would like to acknowledge their contributions. Barbara Finberg of the Carnegie
Corporation made constructive suggestions throughout our work. Early drafts of
the report were reviewed in detail by Robert Boruch and Alison Clarke-Stewart
as well as by members of the Committee on Child Development Research and
Public Policy. John A. Butler developed the original plan for this panel, helped
organize the study, and was study director at the beginning of the project. Janie
Stokes, administrative secretary for the project, typed drafts of a number of the
papers and kept things generally in order.

I am fortunate to be associated with a panel that was both hard working and
enthusiastic. Many members worked beyond the call of duty, and the individual
papers that panel members volunteered to coauthor were helpful in guiding our
discussion and presenting issues. Finally, my special thanks go to Jeffrey
Travers, who wrote the report. Originally a panel member, then study director for
the project, he produced draft after draft with both grace and humor. This report
has benefited enormously from his substantive insights about children's programs
and his ability to organize a complex mass of information.

RICHARD J. LIGHT, CHAIR

PANEL ON OUTCOME MEASUREMENT IN EARLY CHILDHOOD
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS
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Evaluating Early Childhood Demonstration
Programs

INTRODUCTION

During the last two decades, public and private programs for young children
and their families have undergone profound changes. Programs and philosophies
have proliferated. Program objectives have broadened. Federal support has
increased: Projected expenditures for child care and preschool education alone
neared $3 billion several years ago. Target populations have expanded and
diversified, as have the constituencies affected by programs; such constituencies
reach beyond the target populations themselves.

A sizable evaluation enterprise has grown along with the expansion in
programs. Formal outcome measurement has gained increasing acceptance as a
tool for policy analysis, as a test of accountability, and to some extent as a guide
for improving program practices. Programs have been subjected to scrutiny from
all sides, as parents, practitioners, and politicians have become increasingly
sophisticated about methods and issues that once were the exclusive preserve of
the researcher. At the same time, evaluation has come under attack—some of it
politically motivated, some of it justified. Professionals question the technical
quality of evaluations, while parents, practitioners, and policy makers complain
that studies fail to address their concerns or to reflect program realities.
Improvements in evaluation design and outcome measurement have failed to keep
pace with the evolution of programs, widening the gap between what is measured
and what programs actually do.

This report attempts to take modest steps toward rectifying the situation.
Rather than recommend specific instruments, its aims are (1) to characterize
recent
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developments in programs and policies for children and families that challenge
traditional approaches to evaluations and (2) to trace the implications for outcome
measurement and for the broader conduct of evaluation studies. We have
attempted to identify various types of information that evaluators of early
childhood programs might collect, depending on their purposes. Our intent is not
so much to prescribe how evaluation should be done as to provide a basis for
intelligent choice of data to be collected.

Two related premises underlie much of our argument. First, policies and
programs, at least those in the public domain, are shaped by many forces.
Constituencies with conflicting interests influence policies or programs and in
turn are affected by them. Policies and programs evolve continuously, in response
to objective conditions and to the concerns of constituents. Demonstration
programs, the subject of this report, are particularly likely to change as
experience accumulates. Consequently, evaluation must address multiple
concerns and must shift focus as programs mature or change character and as new
policy issues emerge. Any single study is limited in its capacity to react to
changes, but a single study is only a part of the larger evaluation process.

Second, the role of the evaluator is to contribute to public debate, to help
make programs and policies more effective by informing the forensic process
through which they are shaped. Though the evaluator might never actually
engage in public discussion or make policy recommendations, he or she is
nevertheless a participant in the policy formation process, a participant whose
special role is to provide systematic information and to articulate value choices,
rather than to plead the case for particular actions or values.

Note that we distinguish between informing the policy formation process
and being co-opted by it—between research and advocacy. Research is
characterized by systematic inquiry, concern with the reduction and control of
bias, and commitment to addressing all the evidence. Nothing that we say is
intended to relax the need for such rigor.

There are many views of the evaluator's role. Relevant discussions appear in
numerous standard sources on evaluation methodology, such as Suchman (1967),
Weiss (1972), Rossi et al. (1979), and Goodwin and Driscoll (1980). Some of
these views are consonant, and some are partially contrasting with ours. For
example, one widely held view
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is that the role of the evaluator is, ideally, to provide definitive information to
decision makers about the degree to which programs or policies are achieving
their stated goals.! Though we agree that evaluation should inform decision
makers (among others) and should strive for clear evidence on whether goals are
being met, we argue that this view is insufficiently attuned to the pluralistic,
dynamic process through which most programs and policies are formed and
changed.

Sometimes the most valuable lesson to be learned from a demonstration is
whether a particular intervention has achieved a specified end. Often, however,
other lessons are equally or more important. An intervention can succeed for
reasons that have little import for future programs or policies—for example,
because of the efforts of uniquely talented staff. Conversely, a demonstration that
fails, overall, may contain successful elements deserving replication in other
contexts, and it may succeed in identifying practices that should be amended or
avoided. Or a demonstration may shift its goals and "treatments" in response to
local needs and resources, thereby failing to achieve its original ends but
succeeding in other important respects.

By the same token, a randomized field experiment, with rigorous control of
treatment and subject assignment, is sometimes the most appropriate way to
answer questions salient for policy formation or program management. In such
situations, government should be encouraged to provide the support necessary to
implement experimental designs. There are situations, however, in which
experimental rigor is impractical or premature, or in which information of a
different character is likely to be more useful to policy makers and program
managers. Preoccupation with prespecified goals and treatments can cause
evaluators to overlook important changes in the aims and operations of programs
as well as important outcomes that were not part of the original plan. If
demonstrations have been allowed to adapt to local conditions, thoughtful
documentation of the process of

! Strictly speaking, this view applies only to "summative" evaluations, as distinguished
from "formative" evaluations, which are intended to provide continuous feedback to
program participants for the purpose of improving program operations.
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change can be far more useful in designing future programs than a report on
whether original goals were met.

Even if change in goals and treatments is not at issue, understanding the
mechanisms by which programs work or fail to work is likely to be more helpful
than simply knowing whether they have achieved their stated goals. These
mechanisms are often complex, and the evaluator's understanding of them often
develops gradually. To elucidate mechanisms of change, it may be necessary to
modify an initial experimental design, to perform post hoc analyses without
benefit of experimental control, or to supplement quantitative data collection with
qualitative accounts of program operations.

In short, we believe that evaluation is best conceived as a process of
systematic learning from experience—the experience of the demonstration
program itself and the experience of the evaluator as he or she gains increasing
familiarity with the program. It is the systematic quality of evaluation that
distinguishes it from advocacy or journalism. It is the need to bring experience to
bear on practice that distinguishes evaluation from other forms of social scientific
inquiry.

A Word on Definitions

This is a report about the evaluation of demonstration programs for young
children and their families. Each word or phrase in the foregoing sentence is
subject to multiple interpretations. The substance of this report is intimately
bound up with our choice of definitions.

By evaluation we mean systematic inquiry into the operations of a program
—the services it delivers, the process by which those services are provided, the
costs of services, the characteristics of the persons served, relations with relevant
community institutions (e.g., schools or clinics), and, especially, the outcomes for
program participants.

By outcomes we mean any changes in program participants or in the
contexts in which they function. The latter is a deliberately broad definition,
which includes yet extends far beyond the changes in individual children that are
usually thought of as program outcomes. We believe that the definition is
appropriate, given the nature of contemporary programs, and we endeavor to
support this claim in some detail.
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By demonstration programs we mean any programs installed at least in part
for the purpose of generating practical knowledge—such as the effectiveness of
particular interventions; the costs, feasibility, or accessibility of services under
alternative approaches to delivery; or the interaction of a program with other
community institutions. This definition goes beyond traditional concerns with
program effectiveness. We believe that it is an appropriate definition in light of
the policy considerations that surround programs for young children today.

Finally, by young children we mean children from birth to roughly age
eight, although some of our discussion applies to older children as well. We take
very seriously the inclusion of families as recipients of services; we emphasize
the fact that many contemporary programs attempt to help the child through the
family and that outcome measures should reflect this emphasis.

Plan of the Report

We begin by tracing the historical evolution of demonstration programs from
1960 to the mid-1970s, and of the evaluations undertaken in that period. Although
children's programs and formal evaluation have histories beginning long before
1960, the programs and evaluations of the early 1960s both prefigure and
constrain our thinking about outcome measurement today. Following this
historical overview is a section that examines in some detail the policy issues and
programs that have evolved in recent years and that appear to be salient for the
1980s. The next section—the heart of the report—identifies some important
implications of these programs and policy developments for outcome
measurement and evaluation design. The final section points to implications for
dissemination and utilization of results, for the organization and conduct of
applied research, and, finally, for the articulation between applied research and
basic social science.

PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN AND FAMILIES, 1960-1975

Programs for children and families have come a long way since 1960, but it
is fair to say that the earliest demonstration programs of the 1960s, precursors of
Head
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Start, still have a hold on the imagination of the public as well as many
researchers. It is perhaps an oversimplification—but nevertheless one with a large
grain of truth—to say that outcome measurement, which was reasonably well
adapted to the early demonstrations, has stood still while programs have changed
radically.

To illustrate, let us consider the experience of a "typical" child in a "typical"
demonstration program at various points from 1960 to the present, and let us
briefly survey the kinds of measures that have been used at each point to assess
the effects of programs. In the early 1960s it would have been easy to
characterize a typical child and a typical program. Prototypical demonstrations of
that period were primarily preschool education programs, designed to enhance the
cognitive skills of "culturally disadvantaged" children from low-income families,
in order to prepare them to function more effectively as students and, ultimately,
as workers and citizens. It was only natural to measure as outcomes children's
school performance, academic ability, and achievement. Some practitioners had
misgivings about the fit between available measures and the skills and attitudes
they were attempting to teach, and many lamented the lack of good measures of
social and emotional growth. There was fairly widespread consensus, however,
that preacademic instruction was the heart of early childhood demonstrations.
(Horowitz and Paden, 1973, provide one of several useful reviews of these early
projects.)

By 1965 the typical child would have been one of more than half a million
children to participate in the first Head Start program. Despite its scale, Head
Start was and still is termed a "demonstration" in its authorizing legislation.
Moreover, Head Start has constantly experimented with curricula and approaches
to service delivery, and it has spawned a vast number of evaluations. For these
reasons it dominates our discussion of demonstrations from 1965 until very
recently. (A collection of papers edited by Zigler and Valentine, 1979, reviews
the history of Head Start. See in particular Datta's paper in that volume (Datta,
1979) for a discussion of Head Start research.)

The program originally consisted of eight weeks of preschool during the
summer and was soon extended to a full year. Proponents had stressed
"comprehensive services," and many teachers viewed socialization rather than
academic instruction as their primary goal. Many of the federal managers and
local practitioners did not
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conceive Head Start exclusively as a cognitive enrichment program.
Nevertheless, Head Start was widely perceived—by the public, by Congress, and
by many participants—as a way to correct deficiencies in cognitive functioning
before a child entered the school system. Early Head Start programs involved
many enthusiastic parents, but the educational mission and direction of the
program was set by professional staff and local sponsoring organizations.
Programs and developmental theories were numerous and diverse; no uniform
curriculum was set. Yet there seems to have been consensus and a high level of
confidence with respect to one key point—that early intervention would be
effective, regardless of the particular approach.

In some quarters this confidence was severely shaken by the first national
evaluation of Head Start's impact on children, the Westinghouse-Ohio study
(Westinghouse Learning Corp. and Ohio University, 1969). The study reported
that Head Start graduates showed only modest immediate gains on standardized
tests of cognitive ability and that these gains disappeared after a few years in
school. However, for others the results testified only to the narrowness of the
study's outcome measures and to other inadequacies of design. Some partisans of
Head Start and critics of the Westinghouse-Ohio study, claiming that the program
was much more than an attempt at compensatory education or cognitive
enrichment, argued that the study had measured Head Start against a standard
more appropriate to its precursors. These advocates argued that Head Start
enhanced social skills (to which the Westinghouse-Ohio study paid limited
attention) and provided food, medical and dental checkups, and corrective
services to children who were badly in need of them. Thus its justification lay in
part in the provision of immediate benefits to low-income populations, not solely
in expected future gains. Furthermore, argued advocates of Head Start, many
local programs had mobilized parents and become a focus for community
organization and political action. To be sure, some of the criticism of the
Westinghouse-Ohio study was rhetorical and politically motivated. However,
many of the critics' points were supported empirically, for example, by an
evaluation by Kirschner Associates (1970), which documented the impact of the
program on services provided by the community.

By 1970, Head Start had begun to experiment with systematic variations in
curriculum. Now the typical preschool child might be served according to any of a
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dozen models, ranging from highly structured academic drill to global, diffuse
support for social and emotional growth. Models were viewed as fixed
treatments, to be applied more or less uniformly across sites. Parallel models
were also put in place in elementary schools that received Head Start graduates,
as part of the National Follow Through experiment. Under most models,
treatment was still directed primarily to individual children, not families or
communities. Some models made an effort to integrate parents; others did not.
Noneducational program components, such as health, nutrition, and social
services, had expanded but were still widely viewed as subordinate to the various
developmental approaches. Comparative evaluations continued to stress a
relatively narrow range of educational outcomes. As a result, programs with a
heavy cognitive emphasis tended to fare better than others, although no single
approach proved superior on all measures, and there were large differences in the
effectiveness of a given model at different sites. Dissatisfaction with the
narrowness of outcome measures continued to grow, as programs broadened their
goals and came to be seen as having distinctive approaches and outcomes, not
necessarily reflected by the measures being used.

By 1975, Head Start had changed and diversified significantly. Program
standards were put in place, mandating comprehensive services and parent
involvement nationwide. In 1975 more than 300 Head Start programs were
gearing up to provide home-based services as supplements to, or even substitutes
for, center-based services. The home-based option was permitted in the national
guidelines following an evaluation of Home Start, a 16-site demonstration project
(Love et al., 1975). The evaluation, which involved random assignment of
children to home treatment and control conditions, found that the home treatment
group scored significantly above the control group on a variety of measures,
including a standardized cognitive test, and that the home treatment group did as
well as a nonrandom comparison group of children in Head Start centers. In
addition, several offshoot demonstrations, some of them dating from the 1960s,
began to get increased attention, notably the Child and Family Resource
Program, the Parent-Child Centers, and Parent-Child Development Centers.
These projects extend services to children much younger than age three or four,
the normal age for Head Start entrants. These programs work through the mother
or the family
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rather than serving the child alone. They combine home visits with center
sessions in various mixes. Although these programs even today serve only about 8
percent of the total number of children served in Head Start, they represent
significant departures from traditional approaches. We have a good deal more to
say about these programs below.

Thus by 1975 the experience of the typical Head Start child had become
difficult to characterize. The child might be served at home or in a center; he or
she might receive a concentrated dose of preacademic instruction or almost no
instruction at all. In the face of this diversity, it is apparent that standardized
tests, measuring aspects of academic skill and ability, capture only a part of what
Head Start was trying to accomplish. Evaluations of Head Start's components,
such as health services, and offshoot demonstrations, such as the Child and
Family Resource Program, have been conducted or are currently in progress.
Head Start's research division in 1977 initiated a multimillion-dollar procurement
to develop a new comprehensive assessment battery that stresses health and
social as well as cognitive measures.

By the late 1970s other programs, mostly federal in origin, were beginning
to take their places beside Read Start as major providers of services to children. In
addition, federal evaluation research began to concentrate on other children's
programs, such as day care, which had existed for many years but had begun to
assume new importance for policy in the 1970s. In the next section we attempt to
characterize some of the recent program initiatives as well as the policy climate
that surrounds programs for young children and their families in the early 1980s.

THE PROGRAM AND POLICY CONTEXT OF THE 1980S

Public policy both creates social change and responds to it. The evolution of
policies toward children and families must be understood in the context of
general societal change. Demographic shifts in the number of young children, the
composition of families, and the labor force participation of mothers in recent
years have increased and broadened the demand for services. They have also
heightened consciousness about policy issues surrounding child health care, early
education, and social services. Policy makers and evaluators in the
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1980s are coping with the consequences of these broad changes. Contemporary
policy issues and program characteristics constitute the environment in which
evaluators ply their trade, and they pose challenges with which new evaluations
and outcome measures must deal.

To understand the policy context surrounding demonstration programs for
children in the 1980s, it is useful to begin by outlining some general
considerations that affect the formation of policy. These generic considerations
apply to virtually all programs and public issues but shift in emphasis and
importance as they are applied to particular programs and issues, at particular
times, under particular conditions. The most fundamental consideration is
whether the program or policy in question (whether newly proposed or a
candidate for modification or termination) accords with the general philosophy of
some group of policy makers and their constituents. Closely related is the
question of tangible public support for a program or policy: Can the groups
favoring a particular action translate their needs into effective political pressure?

Assuming that basic support exists, issues of access, equity, effectiveness,
and efficiency arise. Will a program reach the target population(s) that it is
intended to affect (access)? Will it provide benefits fairly, without favoring or
denying any eligible target group—for example, by virtue of geographic location,
ethnicity, or any other characteristics irrelevant to eligibility? And will its costs,
financial and nonfinancial, be apportioned fairly (equity)? Will it achieve its
intended objectives (effectiveness)? Will it do so without excessively
cumbersome administrative machinery, and will cost-effectiveness and
administrative requirements compare favorably with alternative programs or
policies (efficiency)?

Two related concerns have to do with the unintended consequences of
programs and policies and their interplay with existing policies and institutions.
Will the policy or program have unanticipated positive or negative effects? Will
it facilitate or impede the operations of existing policies, programs, or agencies?
How will it affect the operations of private, formal, and informal institutions?

Programs for children and families are not exempt from any of these
concerns. Some have loomed larger than others at times in the past two decades,
and the current configuration is rather different from the one that prevailed when
the first evaluations of compensatory
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education were initiated. The policy climate of the early 1960s was one of
concern over poverty and inequality and of faith in the effectiveness of
government-initiated social reform. The principal policy initiative of that period
directed toward children and families—namely, the founding of Head Start—
exemplified this concern and this faith. Head Start was initially administered by
the now defunct Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), and many local Head
Start centers were affiliated with OEO-funded Community Action Programs.
Thus, while it was in the first instance a service to children, Head Start was also
part of the government's somewhat paradoxical attempt to stimulate grass roots
political action "from the top down." The national managers made a conscious,
concerted effort to distinguish Head Start from other children's services, notably
day care. The latter was seen as controversial—hence, a politically risky ally.

The early 1960s was a time of economic and governmental expansion.
Consequently, questions of cost and efficiency did not come to the fore. The
principal concerns of the period were to extend services—to broaden access—and
to demonstrate the effectiveness of the program. As noted earlier, effectiveness in
the public mind was largely equated with cognitive gains. Despite the political
character of the program, studies documenting its effectiveness as a focus for
community organization and political action received little attention or weight—
perhaps because the political activities of OEO-funded entities, such as the
Community Action Programs and Legal Services, were sensitive issues even in
the 1960s. Yet it was precisely the effectiveness of Head Start at mobilizing
parents (together with the political skills of its national leaders) that saved the
program when the Westinghouse-Ohio study produced bleak results and a new
administration dismantled OEO.

During the 1970s the policy climate changed markedly. Economic slowdown
and growing disillusionment with what were seen as excesses and failures of the
policies of the 1960s brought about a concern for accountability and fiscal
restraint, a concern that is still present and growing. Head Start responded by
establishing national performance standards in an effort at quality control.
Expansion was curtailed as the program fought to retain its budget in the face of
inflation and congressional skepticism. (In fiscal 1977 only 15-18 percent of
eligible children were actually served by Head Start.) Policy makers and program
managers began to demand that
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evaluations focus on management information and cost accounting.

At the same time, other policies and programs for children and families were
gaining national attention. Economic pressures, the increased labor force
participation of women, and the rise of feminism brought day care into
prominence. Federal investment in day care increased under Title XX of the
Social Security Act and numerous other federal programs for the working poor,
backed by a curious alliance of feminists, liberals, child advocates, and "workfare
conservatives." Although anti-day-care, "pro-family" forces remained strong,
public subsidy of day care was gradually, if sometimes grudgingly, accepted as a
reality. Most of the policy controversy surrounding day care in the 1970s centered
on the trade-off of cost and quality: Should day care be viewed primarily as a
service designed to free (or force) mothers to work—and therefore be funded at
minimum levels consistent with children's physical and psychological safety? Or
should it be viewed as a developmental service, akin to Read Start, or as a vehicle
for delivering other services, such as health care and parent counseling, with
attendant increases in cost? The controversy took concrete form in the debate
over the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements—purchasing standards that
specify the type and quality of care on which federal dollars can legally be spent.

As we move into the 1980s, new, or more precisely latent, issues are likely
to become prominent with respect to day care. The financing of day care is likely
to become an ever more pressing problem, as the service becomes increasingly
professionalized. Day care workers, among the nation's lowest paid, are likely to
seek higher wages. Informal, low-cost care by friends or relatives may absorb
less demand than it has in the past, as women who have heretofore provided such
care either enter the work force in other capacities or begin to seek increased
recognition and compensation for their services. At the same time, the importance
of relatively informal care arrangements, such as family day care, have come to
be recognized in policy circles. Informal arrangements are in fact the most
prevalent forms of out-of-home care, especially for children of school age and for
children under three. With this recognition will come new debates about the
proper role of government: Should it regulate? Provide training? Invent new
subsidy mechanisms? Major demonstrations examining alternative funding and
regula
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tory policies for both center and family day care have already been undertaken by
the state of California. Novel ways of funding child care, such as "tuition"
vouchers, have been urged and studied, and a child care tax credit has already
been legislated.

Day care is of course not the only type of children's program that underwent
major change in the 1970s. Important new initiatives arose in the areas of child
health and nutrition. For example, the Department of Agriculture established the
Supplementary Food Program for Women, Infants, and Children and the Child
Care Food Program; these provide low-cost nutritional supplements to low-
income families and to the child care programs serving them. The Early and
Periodic Screening, Diagnosis, and Treatment program was established to ensure
that children from low-income families would be examined for problems of
health, vision, hearing, etc.

Another initiative, sweeping in its implications, was the federal mandate
under the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-142)
that handicapped children be provided with a "free, appropriate public
education," interpreted to mean education in the "least restrictive environment"
feasible given their handicaps. The consequences for public schools have been
enormous, and federal programs for younger children have also responded by
building in provisions for the handicapped. The Head Start Economic
Opportunity and Community Partnership Act of 1976 requires that 10 percent of
Head Start slots in each state be set aside for handicapped children.

Although P.L. 94-142 is linked to federal funds to aid the handicapped, the
law has the character of an entitlement rather than being a service program per
se. The law establishes very broad rights and guidelines, not particular machinery
for service delivery. Entitlements greatly broaden the constituencies affected by
federal policy, for they extend far beyond the children of the poor. They highlight
questions of access and equity for those charged with enforcement at the federal
level. In the case of P.L. 94-142, questions of effectiveness and efficiency have
largely been delegated to the local level: Local experts and practitioners are
confronted with the task of devising programs that work at reasonable costs
under local conditions. Questions having to do with overall effects of the policy
on children, schools, and families have not been addressed at a national level.
However, federal funds have been made available under
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other legislative authorization for the establishment and evaluation of small-scale
model programs for serving handicapped children.

Another major development with profound consequences for the schools is
the bilingual education movement. The movement has been reinforced by the
courts, most notably by the case of Lau v. Nichols, in which a California federal
district court, later upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court, declared that it is
discriminatory for schools to provide instruction only in English to students
whose primary language is not English. Although the case was brought on behalf
of Oriental children, its primary effects are being felt in those states where
Hispanic children constitute a large and growing segment of the student
population. And, like P.L. 94-142, the bilingual education movement has
generally trickled down to the preschool level, where bilingual programs are
rapidly being established in Head Start and other programs. The bilingual
movement poses basic questions about federal and state policies toward minority
subcultures—questions of pluralism versus integration that have never been fully
addressed. At the local level, these highly controversial issues are fueled with
additional controversies over what are seen as federal rights of encroachment and
the responsibilities of local governments.

Concurrent with these specific legislative and judicial initiatives, more
diffuse but no less important policy issues have arisen in connection with certain
federal demonstration programs. Two characteristics of these programs are
particularly salient: an emphasis on the family and the community institutions
with which it interacts, rather than on the child in isolation, and a stress on
localism—on the diversity, rather than the uniformity, of programs and on their
adaptation to local values and conditions. Programs exemplifying these emphases
include Head Start's spinoff demonstrations, such as the Parent-Child
Development Centers and the Child and Family Resource Program. These
projects have acquired new strategic importance, in part as a result of a recent
General Accounting Office report (General Accounting Office, 1979) that holds
them up as models for future delivery of services to children from low-income
families. Some nonfederal programs also emphasize multiservice support for
families; an example is the Brookline Early Education Project, a privately funded
program within a public school system. Other important
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examples are day care programs funded under Title XX of the Social Security
Act, which provides grants to states to purchase social services. These programs
often provide a wide range of services that go beyond direct care of the child.
And Title XX itself represents an attempt to decentralize decision making by
allowing states considerable latitude in the use of federal funds.

These policy emphases have multiple roots. In part they stem from a reaction
against what has been seen as an intrusive, excessively prescriptive federal
posture vis-a-vis local programs and their clients. In part they represent an
assertion of the family's central role and responsibility in child rearing. In part
they have a theoretical base and reflect an ecological perspective on child
development—one that sees changes in the child's immediate social milieu, the
family, and family-community relations as the best way to create and sustain
change in individual children. In part they arise from practical experience with
and applied research on earlier programs, which repeatedly showed dramatic
differences in practices and effects from site to site, even when they were
allegedly committed to implementing some prescribed treatment or model.

Family support programs raise issues that have not been prominent with
respect to earlier demonstrations. They focus attention on the relationships
between children's programs and other service agencies in local communities.
They also focus attention on relations between programs and informal
institutions, such as extended families, which in some subcultures have
traditionally provided the kind of global support that some demonstration
programs aim to provide. They raise basic questions as to whether ecological
approaches in general are more effective than interventions aimed at the child
alone. Finally, they highlight issues having to do with the prerogatives and
responsibilities of different levels of government and of government vis-a-vis
private program sponsors, service providers, and clients. A tension is created by
pressures for accountability at the federal level and conflicting pressures for
delegation of responsibility to the state or local level. Evaluation often plays a
role in struggles among the various levels of government, usually as a device by
which federal program managers attempt to exert some control over local
practices.

In short, the policy context surrounding early child
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hood demonstration programs in 1980 has become very complex. Old issues have
remained, and new or resurgent issues have been overlaid on them. The need to
measure program effects on children has not diminished—witness the current
effort by Head Start to develop a new, comprehensive battery of outcome
measures. Concerns about cost, efficiency, and equity have become acute, as the
federal government has expanded the scope of its responsibilities. Broad
entitlements and new initiatives have increased the competition for finite
resources in the face of widespread resistance to further taxation and
bureaucratic. expansion. There is increased pressure for centralized accountability
and cost and quality control. At the same time there has been a broadening of the
constituencies affected by early childhood programs as well as increased
emphasis on pluralism of goals and values; decentralized, local decision making;
and the individualization of services. Fortunately, no single evaluation will ever
have to address all of these policy concerns simultaneously. Nevertheless, their
complexity and antithetical value premises pose staggering challenges for the
evaluator who hopes to influence policy. Although evaluators can address only a
small subset of these concerns, they must constantly be aware of the larger
picture or run the risk that the information they provide will be irrelevant or
misleading in light of the full configuration of issues bearing on the future of a
particular program.

These last observations lead to a final point about the policy climate of the
1980s: the role of evaluation itself in policy determination. An evaluation
industry was born with the Great Society programs of the 1960s, which often
included evaluations as integral parts. That enterprise has continued to grow and
its audience has expanded, as clients, advocacy groups, and practitioners as well
as policy makers and social scientists have learned to use evaluation results for
their own diverse purposes. Congress has explicitly written evaluation
requirements into the authorizing legislation for major programs, such as Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act.

As evaluation has grown in prevalence and importance, some of its
limitations have also become apparent. By their very nature, evaluative studies
must be restricted in scope and therefore can address broad policy issues only in a
partial and fragmentary fashion. The injection
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of rational, systematic, analytic perspective into policy formation does not
dispense with value conflicts; the choice of questions in evaluations is partly a
matter of values, and findings are always subject to interpretation from multiple
perspectives. Evaluation itself has costs, not only financial but also in terms of
respondent burden and potential invasion of privacy. There are concrete
manifestations of resistance to evaluation, in the form of increased restrictions on
data collection.

Despite these limitations we believe that evaluation can contribute to policy.
Particular findings may mesh with the immediate information needs of policy
makers and thus affect decisions directly. Boruch and Cordray (1980) provide
some striking ease studies illustrating this sort of direct contribution. Perhaps
more typically, findings from many studies over time can create a general climate
of belief, for example, belief that early intervention in some sense "works," which
in turn subtly and gradually shapes the questions that policy makers ask, shifting
their attention, for example, from questions of effectiveness to questions of
access, equity, and efficiency. Evaluation can also reveal unintended
consequences of programs and point to new policy questions and new directions
for program development. Sophistication about the multiple concerns of policy
makers and their own limited roles in the process of policy determination may
breed in evaluators a salutary humility, but it should not breed despair. And
awareness should make their contribution even greater.

IMPLICATIONS FOR OUTCOME MEASUREMENT AND
EVALUATION DESIGN

The programs and policy issues that have evolved over the past two
decades, particularly in the late 1970s, pose serious challenges for evaluators.
However, experience in performing evaluative studies has been accumulating
since the early 1960s, and that experience offers contemporary evaluators some
lessons about how to deal with at least some of these challenges. In this section
we discuss specific characteristics of contemporary programs for young children
that confront evaluators with problems of design and measurement and lessons
drawn from past experience that may help improve future evaluations.
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Challenges to the Evaluator

Many of our concepts of outcome measurement and evaluation design were,
as already suggested, shaped by the compensatory education and cognitive
enrichment programs of the early 1960s. These programs were initiated under
private auspices, often with government funding, at one or a few sites. While
these programs were to become models for public policy and in many cases were
consciously intended as such, they were not immediately concerned with issues
of administration and implementation on a large scale or with links to other
public service delivery systems, such as nutrition or health care. Nor were they
much concerned with questions of cost or cost-effectiveness. The question on
everyone's mind was, will preschool education work? That is, will it improve the
school functioning and test scores of low-income children?

The early programs were new and relatively small, their goals were
relatively clear and circumscribed, and comparable services were not widely
available. The individual child was typically the recipient of treatment, and the
programs were implicitly conceived as operating in relative isolation from other
social institutions and forces. Consequently, it was possible to devise simple
evaluations, in which test scores and school performance of children in the
program were compared with those of similar children in the same communities
who received no services. The program itself was viewed as a unitary
"treatment,”" and children in the control or comparison group were assumed to
receive no treatment. Such evaluation designs were straightforward extensions of
laboratory paradigms, although the children in control groups were often selected
by post hoc matching rather than random assignment, thus making many
evaluations designs quasi-experiments rather than true experiments. Of course,
not all early programs were rigorously evaluated, and not all evaluations were as
limited as we have suggested; for example, diffusion of effects to siblings and
neighbors was a topic of interest in some of the early evaluation studies.

As suggested earlier, experimental designs are ideal for answering certain
kinds of evaluation questions, because they provide the most direct means of
establishing linkages of cause and effect. Children's academic skills and
performance are often important program outcomes, and standardized tests,
properly interpreted, measure aspects
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of these skills. However, experience with the demonstrations that have evolved
over the past two decades has made three points clear: First, a wider range of
outcome measurement is necessary to do justice to program goals. Second,
measurement of outcomes alone does not show why a program achieved or failed
to achieve its intended goal—often the most significant lesson to be learned from a
demonstration. Third, the conditions necessary for successful experimentation are
often not met when demonstrations are conducted on a relatively large scale.
Treatments tend to be multifaceted and variable. Often the pairing of client and
treatment is beyond the experimenter's control. Extremely complex designs may
be needed to tease out complex chains of causation.

We amplify these points in the pages that follow. It should be clear,
however, that we are not opposed to experimental approaches, controlled
assignment, or formal designs. We discuss program characteristics that pose
barriers to formal experimentation in order to make a case for supplementing, not
supplanting, experimental approaches with other scientifically defensible forms
of investigation. Similarly, we recognize the value of outcome measures focused
on individual development, including academic skills and achievement.
However, we emphasize program characteristics that point to the need for other
kinds of data—measures of outcomes that go beyond the individual child and
measures of context and process that illuminate why and how a program works or
fails to work. We discuss below eight program characteristics that are particularly
salient.

Diversity of Target Groups

In contrast to most earlier demonstrations, the programs of the 1980s are
aimed at a broader range of client populations. Programs aimed at physically
normal, English-speaking children from low-income families still predominate.
The sweeping entitlements mandated by legislatures and courts, however, have
created many programs to meet the special needs of handicapped children and
children of limited English-speaking ability, not all of them from low-income
families. Of course, these children themselves form extremely heterogeneous
populations with diverse needs. Accompanying increased public attention to day
care has been a concern about the effects of prolonged out-of-home care on
children from all social
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backgrounds, including the middle class and well-to-do, and of all ages, from
infancy through school age. Increased diversity in the children served by public
and private demonstration programs calls for increased diversity in measures to
address the needs and characteristics of the populations in question.

Diversity of Services

Closely related to the breadth of client populations is breadth in the range of
services offered. Again, services to meet the special needs of handicapped
children and children of limited English-speaking ability provide striking
examples. In addition, preschool education, once the predominant service for
children of low-income families, has been joined by health care and nutrition,
referrals to a wide variety of social services, and training and counseling of
parents in child care, in dealing with schools and other public institutions, in
family relations, and in more peripheral areas such as employment and housing.
This breadth of services obviously requires a commensurate breadth of measures
—mnot only better measures of children's physical, intellectual, social, and
emotional growth but also measures of the quality of the child's life in the program
itself (as programs increasingly become a large part of the child's daily
environment); the quality of parent-child relations; the strengths and cohesion of
families; and the family's adaptation to its social, economic, and institutional
environment.

Emphasis on the Social Environment

In many programs there has been a widening of focus, from the child in
isolation to the child in the family and the family in the community.
Strengthening families and improving family-community relations are seen as
ways to create social environments for children that foster growth—as well as
ends in themselves. This emphasis on the child's social milieu creates a need to
reexamine existing measures of individual development and family functioning,
with an eye toward their appropriateness in assessing the effects of programs and
policies aimed at reaching the child through the family. It may of course also
create a need to modify existing measures or to
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develop new ones. Similarly, it draws attention to measures of linkage between
families and institutions—such as schools, courts, churches, voluntary
organizations, social service and health care agencies—and informal sources of
support—friends, neighbors, and relatives. There is an overarching need to test
the basic assumption of these programs: that the most effective way to create and
sustain benefits for the child is to improve his or her family and community
environment. This assumption is well grounded in theory and basic research, but
whether it can be translated into effective programs is an open question. Clearly,
such a test is not the task of any single study, but must arise from a gradual
accumulation of data on the effects of many such programs.

Support Versus Intervention

Accompanying the focus on families and communities is an emphasis on
support rather than intervention. Intervention implies an initiative from outside
the family, a "treatment" whose goals and methods are prescribed by an external
agency, governmental or private. Support implies shared goal setting and
initiative on the part of the family in selecting the services it or the child receives.
Though often merely rhetorical, this emphasis has potentially profound
consequences for evaluation design and measurement, since it implies that the
goals of a program and the treatment provided cannot be predefined, except in a
broad manner. In effect the client plays a role in selecting both dependent and
independent measures. An additional, equally important implication of this
emphasis on support is that support itself should be measured. There is a need to
know whether family-oriented social programs in fact strengthen the family or
inadvertently weaken it by creating dependence on government and cutting ties to
informal supports such as friends, neighbors, and the extended family.

Even participation in a program may be hard to define or interpret when
contacts between family and program are wholly or partially voluntary, as is the
case with many support programs. A family may choose not to contact a program
because it is doing well on its own, yet it may also fail to make contact when it is
most in need of help. A family may remain out of contact for long periods, then
renew the relationship in time of stress. Thus participa
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tion is an ambiguous indicator of need and of program effectiveness. It may be
difficult just to know at any time how many families are participating and
difficult to determine who should be counted as participants when the program is
evaluated.

It is important to note that certain key assumptions of support programs are
embodied in far-reaching policies as well. P.L. 94-142, for example, establishes
an advocacy process by which parents play a major role in the educational
placement of their children. Like support programs, the law assumes that parents
are rightful advocates for their children, that they can identify the child's needs
and can and will act effectively in the child's best interest. In part, of course, this
emphasis on parent involvement stems from basic value premises about the rights
of parents. In part it also embodies empirical assumptions, which are subject to
test through a gradual accumulation of information about the effects on children
of programs and policies in which parental involvement plays a major role.

Individualization of Services

For many programs of the 1980s, services for a particular child or family are
selected in light of that child's or family's needs; individualization of services has
become a watchword. Individualization tends to characterize support-oriented
programs, in which clients participate in decision making. It can also occur when
the locus of control rests with the program. Individualization is required by law in
educational programs for the handicapped. It occurs naturally as part of health
programs—medical and dental services are provided in response to patients'
complaints and diagnosed problems—although health programs may also provide
uniform services, such as screenings and immunizations.

Nonuniform treatments challenge evaluation designs in fairly obvious ways.
Although it is inappropriate to lump clients into a single treatment group to probe
for common outcomes, it is equally unsatisfactory to treat individualized
programs simply as a series of case studies. There is a need to find some middle
ground that permits aggregation of effects across clients yet does justice to the
diversity of treatments and outcomes. There is a complementary need to devise
new techniques for "profiling" effects—for summarizing what the program
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has done for the individual child or family across a range of outcome domains,
which may vary from client to client. Finally, there is a need to test the underlying
assumption that individualization is a viable approach, through gradual
accumulation of data on a variety of individualized programs.

Individualization of services also raises a related value issue: how to
reconcile legitimate and desirable individual differences with the need to identify
a manageable set of outcome measures that are consistent with program goals.
Early childhood programs run the risk of attempting to homogenize certain
characteristics of their participants. The need for relatively clear, consistent
program goals can shade imperceptibly into an assumption that what is good for
one is good for all. The process of evaluation, assuming that it is based on
outcome criteria known to the program, may foster or exacerbate pressures for
conformity and penalize children who are constructively different.

Decentralization and Site Variation

In part because of increased philosophical emphasis on local initiative and
primarily because programs inevitably adapt to local needs and resources, even
when federal program guidelines exist, decentralization of control and site-to-site
variation are facts of life for the program evaluator of the 1980s. In multisite
evaluations, site variations cannot be viewed as nuisance variables, to be guashed
through insistence on rigid adherence to a treatment recipe or to be adjusted away
after the fact by statistical manipulation. They are integral features of large-scale
programs, to be examined in their own right. Evaluations must be designed to
accommodate them, and outcome measures must be chosen to highlight rather
than obscure them.

Indefinite Time Boundaries

Many demonstration programs of the 1980s are likely to be ongoing rather
than time bounded. Classical interventions typically involve strict age guidelines;
for example, preschool compensatory education programs normally serve
children from age three to age five. In contrast, some contemporary support
programs imply an indefinite
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period of relationship between program and family; programs continue to provide
assistance as long as the family wants it, lives in the area, and meets eligibility
criteria. This open-ended quality makes it difficult to know when to measure a
program's outcomes. Different measures may be appropriate at different points in
a family's relationship with a program, yet these points are defined not
chronologically but by the juxtaposition of a need expressed and a service
provided.

Integration of Services

Finally, the programs of the 1980s are likely to be characterized by increased
emphasis on the integration of services. Head Start and Title XX day care
attempt to provide a wide range of services in a single facility. Demonstrations
such as the Child and Family Resource Program try to capitalize on existing
services in the community, providing referrals and, if necessary, assistance and
advocacy in securing services to which clients are entitled. In part this emphasis
on service integration arises from considerations of efficiency. In part it arises
from a felt need to present client families with a coherent image of the social
service system rather than a fragmented one, with a sense of accessibility and
rationality, rather than one of obstruction and confusion. Service integration
raises questions that have heretofore been largely ignored in evaluations of early
childhood programs, although they have been central in policy analyses of social
programs generally: Under what conditions is the referral approach more
appropriate? The answer depends in part on the services already available in a
given community. If services are available elsewhere in a community, bow should
the convenience of service at a single facility, such as a Head Start center, be
weighed against the efficiency of using existing services outside the facility? If
referrals are used, how is demand for existing services affected? Is the system
structured so that the referral agency does not overload the provider agencies?
How do federal programs, such as the Child and Family Resource Program,
affect demand for state and local services? These and other systemic questions
demand a different order of outcome measures from those usually thought of in
connection with programs for children and families.
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Lessons for Future Evaluations

There are no all-purpose solutions to the problems posed for evaluators by
contemporary programs for children. Nor is there an all-encompassing list of
widely accepted outcome measures from which evaluators can choose to suit
their purposes. However, children's programs have been among the most heavily
studied of all social programs, and considerable experience in the art of
evaluation has accumulated. This section draws on that experience to make a
series of broad suggestions about the kinds of information that evaluators might
collect in order to make their results useful in shaping future policies and program
practices. These suggestions should not be construed as implying that any single
evaluation must make use of all of the kinds of measures mentioned. On the
contrary, the panel is acutely aware of the constraints imposed by resources and
by the need to avoid burdening programs and clients. Our suggestions are offered
not as a recipe for the ideal evaluation but as a framework for choice. We have
tried to provide some salient reminders about factors that should be considered in
designing evaluations of children's programs, based on our review of program
characteristics and contemporary policy issues.

Rethinking Developmental Measures

By choosing too narrow a range of outcome measures, the evaluator may
forego opportunities to discover important effects of a program and thus
misdirect policy or fail to address some of the many constituencies affected by a
program. In this regard the limitations of traditional outcome measures, especially
standardized tests of cognitive ability and achievement, have long been
recognized. Because the goals of many early childhood programs lie in
socialization, rather than cognitive enrichment, calls for better measures of self-
concept, social skills, prosocial behavior, and the like have been frequent and
forceful. (For some proposals regarding the measurement of social competence in
young children, see Anderson and Messick, 1974; Ziglet and Trickett, 1978.)
While we are prepared to add our voices to the chorus, we argue that some
important distinctions, qualifications, and additions must be kept in mind.
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One can conceptualize socioemotional outcomes in terms of enduring
changes in the personality traits of children, traits that are exhibited in other
contexts and preserved in later life. Or one can conceptualize such outcomes as
indices of the child's immediate well-being. For example, one could speak of a
day care program making a child more cooperative with other children, with the
presumption that increased cooperativeness will manifest itself in the home or in
school, not just in the day care center. Or one could simply speak of a day care
center in which a cooperative atmosphere prevails, or in which a particular child
behaves cooperatively, with no presumption about cross-situational generality or
longitudinal persistence of cooperativeness. We suggest that this distinction is a
crucial one, for the two interpretations raise different measurement issues. This
section discusses some of the issues surrounding the "trait" interpretation. The
immediate well-being of the child is discussed later.

If the worth of a program is to be judged by its ability to produce enduring
changes in individual traits, then a heavy burden of proof is placed on it. Despite
the progress that has been made in developmental psychology, basic researchers
in the field are still struggling with the question of how to conceptualize social
behavior and to sort it into portions attributable to the enduring traits of the child
and portions attributable to the immediate situation. Similarly, a great deal
remains to be learned about which early behavior patterns are likely to persist into
later childhood and adulthood. Thus we are currently ill equipped to choose or
develop measures that capture important, lasting traits of children and that are
also responsive to intervention. The evaluator's problem in choosing social
measures is not merely a technological one that can be solved by straightforward
investment in instrument development. In fact, there are already hundreds of
instruments for measuring social development in young children. These
instruments are reviewed, for example, by Goodwin and Driscoll, 1980; Johnson,
1976; Walker, 1973; and Johnson and Bommarito, 1971. Unfortunately, the few
that have been used in evaluation have had disappointing histories. Developing
better social measures is a problem of basic research that cannot fairly be handed
to evaluators. Until such measures are available, the limitations of our
understanding should not be allowed to work to the detriment of programs;
programs should not be judged on the basis of available measures, without regard
for their actual
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goals and practices. On the other hand, programs should not be allowed to use
ill-defined goals in the realm of social development as a smokescreen to avoid
accountability. Program planners should be specific and concrete about their
goals, so that the programs can be evaluated as thoroughly as possible within the
limits of existing technology.

Paralleling the need for enriched psychosocial measurement is a less widely
recognized need for measures of physical development and health that are likely
to be sensitive to program interventions. Available measures of physical status,
ranging from height and weight to presence or absence of a wide variety of
diseases, are unlikely to show such sensitivity for most children. Height and
weight are likely to be measurably affected primarily in children who enter a
program in a state of malnourishment or physiological disorder. Ameliorating
these serious cases is of course a program effect of major importance; however,
detecting program effects on children in the normal growth range may require
more sensitive measures. Incidence of serious diseases is likely to be so low that
any program effects could be detected only with huge samples. More common
diseases tend to be less serious and/or self-terminating; the incidence of such
diseases may therefore be of secondary importance as an outcome measure. Thus
there is a need for measures of "wellness" and normal development that vary with
nonextreme differences in environments.

Even for a measure that is well established in basic research, there are
numerous hurdles to be cleared in adapting it for use in evaluation. Field
conditions may rule out some of the control that characterizes use of the measure
in the laboratory. Economic constraints in large-scale studies may preclude
recruitment of highly educated field staff or extensive staff training. Sometimes
measures may lack the degree of face validity they need if they are to be accepted
by parents and program staff. Even in small-scale studies, researchers are often
tempted to cut corners when a particular instrument requires a heavy investment
of time and effort. For example, the "strange situation" developed by Ainsworth
(Ainsworth and Wittig, 1969) to measure an infant's attachment to its mother has
been shown to be a reliable, valid measure that predicts social adjustment up to
age five (Sroufe, 1979). However, although many researchers have been
concerned with the impact of early day care on mother-infant attachment, few
have used
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Ainsworth's demanding coding scheme, and few have confined their research to
the age range (12 to 18 months) for which the instrument is known to work.
Instead, even basic researchers working with small samples have used ad hoc
modifications of Ainsworth's procedure, with the result that much of the literature
on day care and attachment must be viewed as ambiguous (Belsky and Steinberg,
1978).

Other important questions surround the adaptation of individual
developmental measures for use in evaluation. One such question has to do with
the expected timing of effects—an issue on which current theory and research
give little guidance. Different outcomes may have very different time courses:
Some effects may be transient and contemporaneous with the program itself;
some effects may be at a maximum on completion of treatment and may diminish
in size thereafter; and some effects may not become apparent until long after
participation in the program. Preschool education, for example, has shown both
of the latter two patterns of effects. Scores on standardized tests of ability or
achievement tend to show maximum differences between treatment and control
on completion of the program, diminishing afterward (Bronfenbrenner, 1974).
However, as discussed below, there are recent reports of sleeper effects, in the
form of better school performance, years later, for some programs. Assessment of
program effects may thus depend critically on the timing of outcome
measurement. Without a clear theory or at least a well-formulated hunch about
relationships between treatment and outcome, it may be necessary to probe for
effects at multiple time points.

Another such question has to do with the match between the quantitative
form of outcome measures and the goals of the program in question. Some
programs are designed primarily to shift a distribution upward—for example, the
distribution of academic achievement scores of low-income children. Some are
designed to set a floor under a distribution—for example, to guarantee that all
children in a program receive a certain minimum nutritional intake or achieve
minimal literacy. Some are designed to lower the prevalence of undesirable
conditions in the immediate present, such as dental caries, or in the future, such
as adolescent delinquency. Some are designed to prevent relatively rare but
catastrophic events, such as child abuse. In some cases the variance rather than
the central tendency of a distribution may be important. For example,
mainstreaming of handicapped
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children may not change their mean performance from that of handicapped
children in separate classes, but some children might be doing much better and
others much worse when integrated with nonhandicapped children.

A program may look successful or unsuccessful, given precisely the same
distribution of individual outcomes, depending on how the individual scores are
aggregated and analyzed. For example, a reading program may produce an
upward shift in the group mean by increasing the scores of the children who read
best already, while having no effect on the skills of nonreaders. Whether the
program is deemed a success or a failure depends on whether the evaluator
emphasizes the mean shift or the lack of change at the bottom of the distribution.
The choice of quantitative summary measures is thus not a purely technical
matter; it is intimately linked to the substance of the evaluation and the goals of
the programs.

There are encouraging recent reports of lasting individual effects of some
early preschool demonstrations of the early 1960s (e.g., Lazar and Darlington,
1978). These reports are significant not only for what they suggest about the time
course of the effects of intervention but also for the nature of the long-term
measures they use. Reviewing a number of longitudinal studies, Lazar and
Darlington conclude that graduates of these programs were much less likely than
control or comparison children to be placed in special education classes, to be
held back one or more grades in school, and to score poorly on tests of academic
achievement. The authors also conclude that children's participation in preschool
programs elevated mothers' aspirations for their children's educational
achievement and increased the children's pride in their own achievements. The
panel has not reviewed these studies in detail and offers no judgment about the
accuracy of their findings. What is significant for our purposes is their attempt to
use certain highly practical indicators, which combine academic motivation and
skill (such as grade retention, placement or nonplacement in classes for the
retarded or learning disabled) as indicators of long-term program effects on
individuals. These measures are clearly attractive for their direct social and policy
importance. They sidestep many of the theoretical issues and value controversies
that surround most cognitive and social measures. However, they do need careful
scrutiny, since they are likely to be affected by school policies and other external
factors that might cloud their interpretation as measures of long-term individual
success.
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