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EVALUATION OF OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS -- A PROGRESS REPORT

Robert A. Levine, Office of Economic Opportunity

The obvious first question to be asked con-
cerning the evaluation of any operating program
is what is it that is being evaluated--what are
the program objectives which we are supposed to
measure? On one level the answer to this
question is obvious. Any program must be eval-
uated for the achievement of its immediate ob-
jectives; a health program must measure the
effects on the health of those who participate
in it, an education program the educational
achievement of those who pass through it and so
forth, This type of evaluation is necessary but
it is relatively routine, and it is not the sort
to which I will be primarily addressing myself
in this paper.

Rather, in reporting on the progress of
Office of Economic Opportunity programs I will
be reporting on the evaluation of their effects
in helping to eliminate poverty. Even this is
not sufficient however; the objectives of the
programs I will be discussing are somewhat more
complex than that. The primary objective of the
War on Poverty is to change people from '"poor"
to "non-poor" through their own efforts--to
enable them to support themselves above the
poverty line through their own earnings. This
is the meaning of an "opportunity program."
Only secondarily should the objective be to
change the state of the poor by giving them
money, thus making them less poor or not poor
at all, Let me make clear that the overall War
on Poverty must do both. There are too many
people who are incapable of being reached by
opportunity—the aged and the mothers of large
families who should be taking care of their
families instead of working, for example., If
we mean it when we say that we want to eliminate
poverty in this country, we must do something
for them through direct income maintenance as
well as providing for those who can take ad-
vantage of opportunity programs. OEO is only
a part of the War on Poverty--a part measured
by the fact that in fiscal 1967 the President's
Budget calls for $24 billion of anti-poverty
expenditures of which $1,75 billion are funded
through OEO. This $1.75 billion is properly
devoted entirely to opportunity programs and
this paper will concern itself only with the
opportunity objective of increasing the capabil-
ity for self-support above the poverty line.

It will be concerned primarily, although not
exclusively, with OEO programs.

This is a progress report and it is there-
fore interim,

It is a report on what we are doing to eval-

uate rather than the results of evaluations.

The OEO and its programs are not yet two years
old. Programs like Job Corps are just now
turning out graduates in substantial numbers.
Other programs like Community Action could not
conceivably work to make measurable changes in
poverty communities in these first several

years of buildup. This is particularly true if,
rather than the effects of an anti-poverty pro-
gram being proportional to expenditures, below
which effects are not visible at all. Expendi-
tures on programs like Community Action are
still quite low relative to total needs and we
might in some cases consider the current period
one of organization in which we should expect
nothing measurable. Thus, this is a report on
the evaluations we are setting up rather than
what our evaluations have told us about our
current programs although a bit of the latter
will be brought in.

The programs of OEO and associated War on
Poverty programs can be divided into three
categories according to the evaluation problems
they present. In order of increasing difficulty,
these are: vocational training and other programs
directly connected to jobs and earnings; educa-
tional programs directly connected to jobs and
earnings but only over the long-run; and programs
of the comprehensive Community Action variety
which we are convinced are vital to opportunity
objectives, but work through a complex system
to ultimately affect opportunity.

TRAINING

Of the three, training is conceptually the
most simple to evaluate. The objective of an
opportunity program is to increase earnings, and
the connection of vocational training to earn-
ings is obvious and straightforward. To eval-
uate a training program our primary data needs
are for characteristics of the trainee before
entering the program and after passing through
it. Such characteristics include both items of
the demographic type such as age, race, and
education as control variables; and also job-
holding experience and earnings as variables of
direct interest.

It is, of course, not proper to evaluate the
effectiveness of a training program by comparing
earnings after to earnings before, because change
may be an effect of lapsed time or of other
factors outside the program, as well as a direct
effect of the program. Just as obviously, even
though such before-after comparison is not
really legitimate, we do it because we frequent-
ly have nothing else to fall back on. But the
really important and legitimate form of evalua-
tion compares the before-and-after experience of
trainees to the similarly time-phased experience
of non-trainees in a carefully selected control
group. This makes things a lot less simple,
particularly when we talk about youth training.
Youth control groups are particularly difficult
to come by, both because so many young people
between the ages of 16 and 21 have passed through
OEO programs, and because the self-selection
process for our youth training programs means
that the possible members of a control group may
differ from the trainees in certain specific
(but undefined) characteristics which led them



to avoid the training program. Because of
these difficulties we are proceeding rather
carefully in setting up the youth control group
which is vital to our program evaluation. We
are, however, already collecting substantial
data on the pre-training characteristics and
some data on post-training characteristics of
our program participants and are in the pro-
cess of setting up a youth control sample.

A system has now been established for the
collection of individual characteristic data
for all enrollees in both Job Corps and Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps. These data include in-
formation not only on the enrollees' own educa-
tion and previous work experience, but also on
family characteristics such as family size,
number of working members, occupation and work
status of family head, estimated family income
plus a number of binary items on such things as
housing and welfare. The Job Corps also regular-
ly reports some initial aptitude and achievement
level tests and the NYC is in the process of
experimenting with such instruments.

There have been a few very small sample
followups (about 200) of Job Corps graduates
and a slightly larger sample followup is to be
reported late this summer, There are present-
ly no routine followups of NYC graduates, but
a followup procedure is in the developmental
stage.

A pilot study is now underway to determine
the feasibility of setting up a large national
sample of poor youth, 16-21, which could be
tested and then reinterviewed and retested two
or three years later. The objective is to
create a sample which is large enough to allow
the establishment of groups of youth which are
statistically similar in terms of relevant
socio-economic variables, some of whom have
participated in training programs, Job Corps,
NYC and MDTA, and some of whom have not. Hope-
fully, such a sample would allow both cross-
section and longitudinal comparisons which
would provide some of the sort of evaluative
information, admittedly crude, which is neces-
sary for realistic judgements about reasonable
program mix. Elements of this sample would
serve as a control group, so that program
effects could be separated to some degree from
effects due simply to growth of the youths and
to changes in general economic and social con-
ditions. In addition, it may be possible to
determine which types of programs are best
suited for which types of poor youth and, within
programs, which program characteristics seem to
be related with favorable results. We are fully
aware of the limitations of such an approach to
the problems of evaluation -- and this is one of
the reasons for proceeding first on a pilot
basis -- but it seems to us that the logic of
the program evaluation effort leads inevitably
to this type of an approach. If the limitations
of this type of evaluative method prove too
severe, 1 suppose we must re-examine the logic
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of program evaluation as it now stands.

Even lacking the control sample at this
time, we already have some capability to do the
less legitimate sort of before-and-after eval-
uation, and we have made some still quite hypo-
thetical cost-effectiveness comparisons of our
youth programs. It should be pointed out in
discussing the cost and effectiveness of train-
ing programs, however, that we try to avoid the
sort of cost-benefit analysis which states that
a training program is justified if discounted
future earnings are greater than costs. The
program implication of such a cost-benefit cal-
culation is that if discounted earnings are
less than costs, transfer payments would be more
economical than the training program, but given
the hierarchy of objectives mentioned above --
that it is more important to get people out of
poverty through their own earnings than it is
to give them money -- War on Poverty training
may be justified even if costs are higher than
estimated benefits. For this reason, we avoid
the sort of benefit calculation which compares
something to nothing, and rather use such cal-
culations to compare programs with some similar- .
ity.

Table 1 shows such a calculation -- highly
hypothetical, it should be re-emphasized -- com-
paring Job Corps and the out-of-school Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps. What was done was to
estimate (on the basis of very sketchy data on
before-and-after job-holding and earnings
characteristics) the time period which it would
take for Job Corpsmen to pay back to the economy
with their increased earnings the cost of their
Job Corps training. This came to about 5 years
on the basis of these data plus some rather
conservative assumptions, and the question was
then asked what assumptions for the substantially
cheaper Neighborhood Youth Corps program would
equalize the pay-back period. We came to the
obvious conclusion that it takes less change
in earnings to pay back the NYC costs simply
because these costs are lower than the Job
Corps costs.

We also, however, came to the less obvious
conclusion that for the higher costs of Job
Corps to really justify themselves unambiguous-
ly, the Job Corps program should be capable
of reaching and helping a group of hard-core
youth that Neighborhood Youth Corps cannot
reach at all., 1If a group of youth does exist
which cannot be helped by NYC then the pay-back
period on NYC costs for them would be infinite;
if Job Corps can help these youth with its
more intensive programs, then its pay-back
period would at any rate be less than infinite.
It is this group which Job Corps is trying to
reach,
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TABLE I
Out-of-School
NEIGHBORHOOD
JOB CORPS* YOUTH CORPS
I. Costs:
a. Steady State Costs Per Graduate $6,980 $1,000%*
b. Assumed Success¥**% Rate Per Graduate 80% 50%
c. Cost Per Success .
(Cost per graduate = success rate) $8,725 $2,200
II. Computation Equalizing Payback Period for
These Costs:
d. Equalized Payback Period¥%* 5.1 years 5.1 years
e. Annual Earnings Gain = Costs/Payback
(Rounded) $1,700 $ 430
f. Estimated Hourly Wage Gain Due
to Program g .60 = 2 025 =
1.60-$1.00 1.25-$1.00
g. Assumed Annual Hours Worked Previous
to Program 1,500 hours 1,500 hours
h. Annual Hours Worked After Program
(Computed to equalize payback .
period) 2,000 hours 1,544 hours

*Job Corps data estimated from preliminary sample.
*%Because NYC is a Work Experience Program rather than a training program like
JC, it is assumed that all enrollees are graduates having received some benefit,
therefore the costs per graduate are the same as the costs per enrollee.
*%%Success is defined as holding a good steady job. A good job is defined as
semi-skilled or better.
*%%*Neighborhood Youth Corps payback period set equal to calculated Job Corps
period.



This example clearly illustrates the importance
of making certain alterations in the convention-
al form of cost-benefit analysis when it is
applied to poverty-type programs.

It is our feeling that in the case of
poverty programs the attempt to quantify bene-
fits beyond those directly represented by
changes in the lifetime income stream -- some-
times called external or spillover benefits --
is quite important. Most importantly, when
looked at from the govermnmental decision point
(where decisions are subject to the govern-
mental budget constraint) the effects of the
programs on other social expenditures need to be
taken into account. If youth training programs
not only raise incomes but also result in low-
er requirements for public expenditures for such
things as welfare, unemployment compensation,
health, crime prevention, then an attempt should
be made to take these additional 'benefits"
into account in making program evaluations. We
are currently attempting to develop some means
of quantifying, at least in order of magnitude,
these additional benefits.

EDUCATION

The evaluation of education programs is
less straightforward. Remarkably little has
been done along the lines of systematic com-
parative evaluation of different educational
techniques for reaching the underprivileged.
The Office of Education which disposes of a
billion dollars or more a year for the educa-
tion of the poor under Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Act of 1965 is beginning a com-
prehensive evaluation program, although this
will not be simple because the Office of
Education statutorily provides monies without
being able to control them. Up until this
effort, virtually nothing has been done on a
systematic basis.

Tables 2 and 3 bring together an inventory
of Federal programs which are intended to con-
tribute to the compensatory education effort
or which are or can be used to contribute to
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the compensatory education effort. Table 3
inventories direct program or financial assis-
tance programs that provide support to such
programs, i.e,, train teachers, provide facil-
ities, fund research and development of new
methods, materials, curricula, equipment, etc.-
In addition to identifying Federal programs,
and administering agencies, Tables 2 and 3
estimate the number of beneficiaries and the
amount of funding through 1967.

The two left hand columns briefly summarize
the kind of evaluation information available
about each program. It is important to note
that while there are several inventories of
Federal educational programs for the poor, this
Table represents the first attempt to capsule
what is known about the impact of such programs
on the amount or rate of learning whether this
be measured in cognative, behavioral or attitud-
inal terms.

Obviously, the findings reflected by this
Table do not pretend to be definitive. It is
important, however, that it represents the
first time evaluative findings to date have
been set down, cheek by jowel, with measures
of the numbers to be served and dollars to
be spent in the Federal effort. We think this
Table drives home the need for a major effort
to evaluate the essentially experimental
programs being funded. We do not think we
should stop experimenting or providing programs,
but that we should take immediate steps to
provide that every program and every experiment
should include an evaluation design from the
start. Only then will we increase our capacity
to know what works, or what works best in com-
pensatory education. As we now stand, the
state of evaluation of educational programs is
such that we cannot even be sure that when
favorable program results are obtained, they
are the result of good program design or mere-
ly a Hawthorne effect. Given the sums of
money now being spent by Federal and other
agencies for compensatory education of the
poor, this is slightly shocking.
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Table 2

SUMMARY OF FEDERALLY FUNDED COMPENSATORY EDUCATIONAL SERVICES AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE POOR
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The major education program run directly
by OEO as such, Head Start, is easier to eval-
uate than some other education programs be-
cause it 18 easier to compare something to the
nothing which previously existed in the field
of pre-school programs for poor kids than it is
to evaluate marginal additions to in-school
education,

The basic evaluation data for Summer 1965
Head Start were collected by the Bureau of
Census on a representative 1% sample of the
children. These data cover parent participa-
tion, worker evaluation, medical history,
family characteristics information, pre-and-
post-testing of cognitive and behavioral gains,
and staff information. Planning Research
Corporation was contracted to prepare the
summary evaluation report on the summer program,
incorporating results from a variety of sources,
including the Census data.

Other data available include that collected
by the National Opinion Research Corporation
(NORC) on social history and experience by
interviewing 2,500 Head Start families. OEO
consultants in the fields of health, education,
psychology, sociology, and nutrition visited
Head Start projects to evaluate program com-
ponents. Independent research and evaluation
studies were done by 36 private contractors,
and PRC also drew upon results of local evalu-
ation projects. These contracted and local
evaluation studies investigated such areas as
instruments for measuring achievement gains,
differential effects of various teaching
methods, effects of Head Start experience on
social and emotional behavior of children,
value of different program mixes, demographic
information on children served, follow-up on
achievement of children served, follow-up on
achievement of children in the first two grades,
designs for new techniques in the teaching of
disadvantaged pre-school children, and various
studies of impact of Head Start on children
as compared with non-Head Start control groups.

Evaluation results and statistical data
received to date are those on the Summer 1965
program., The highlights of these results are
as follows:

1. Head Start children showed definite
gains when pre-and-post-tested with
instruments to measure cognitive
achievement and aptitude. The extent
of these gains varied according to the
testing instrument.

2, Generally, when pre-and post-testing
was administered to a Head Start group
and to a non-Head Start group drawn
from a similar population, the Head
Start group reglstered significantly
higher post-scores than the control
group.

3. When Head Start children were compared
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to a control group of non-Head
Start middle-class children, the
Head Start group registered greater
gains but did not reach the level
of the control group even after the
Head Start program.

4, Kindergarten and first-grade teachers
reported that generally Head Start
children began their first school
year better adjusted, less shy and
withdrawn, more self-confident, more
attentive, and more socially oriented
than comparable non-Head Start child-
ren.

5. Parent participation was particularly
heavy. Parent meetings were held
in 617% of the roughly 1,000 Centers
visited by educational consultants,
and teachers were responsible for
helping to solve family problems in
747 of the Centers. Ninety-six
percent of the programs provided for
helping parents with child rearing,
and 497 included homemaking education
programs. Eighty percent of the
parents expressed a new awareness of
community concern for their problems.
These statistics indicate that a
definite national program of parent
participation (such as the proposed
Adult Head Start program) would meet
with favorable response and could
easily be organized and expanded.

6. Over 90% of workers were enthusiastic
about their experience in Head Start
and over 807 expressed interest in
participating again., Head Start
staff included 46,000 paid non-
professionals (25% of total) and
97,520 volunteers (537% of total).

7. Medical testing showed that 31.35%
of the children had physical defects
which would have gone undetected
without the medical examinations
conducted through Head Start.

The Bureau of the Census has conducted a
data-gathering program this spring from a
sample of the centers in the annual 1966 pro-
gram. The data will cover parent participation,
worker evaluation, family characteristics
information, medical and dental information
follow-up, and staff member information. In
addition, PRC has been giving behavioral and
cognitive tests to a sub-sample of the Census
sample (about 870 children in 72 centers) by
varying program lengths. This comparison by
length of program should serve as some basis
for comparing the Summer and Annual programs.
Test results between the Annual and Summer 1966
programs will be compared.

All this shows substantial progress on
evaluation of Head Start for its effects on



350

educational and child development achievement.
It is not, however, an anti-poverty evaluation.
To compare Head Start to the other programs

of the War on Poverty, it is necessary to create
a long hypothetical chain going from pre-school
programs to in-school achievements to probabil-
ity of successful completion of school programs
at age 18 or thereafter to further earnings.
This is something we are now studying, but is
not worth carrying through on a quantitative
basis until more of the Head Start data are in.

COMMUNITY ACTION

Finally, we come to Community Action. 1In
many ways, this must be considered the most
important OEO program over the long haul. We
can, as has been suggested, get rid of poverty
through basic income maintenance at any time we
want. But it seems very unlikely that we can
get rid of the fundamental obstacles to oppor-
tunity without breaking up the communities of
poverty -- the urban and rural slums where bad
housing and bad health facilities, lack of in-
tellectual stimulation and just plain injustice
conspire to keep the poor down. Such compre-
hensive programs for ending the various aspects
of community poverty are far and away the most
difficult to evaluate. What we are out to do
is to change the total enviromment of poverty
for the people who now live in these communities.
Environmental change has no direct connection
to earnings in the way that training and educa-
tion do. Nonetheless, it is a necessary indir-
ect element supporting all the other elements.
A child benefiting from Head Start and from
improved in-school education under Title I is
far more likely to fail in his total life effort
if he has to return to the same slum home and
the same depressing family situation every
night,

The ultimate measure of effectiveness of
Community Action programs is the change in the
number of people in poverty who come originally
from the slum communities which are CAP's prime
target areas. (The change in the numbers liv-
ing in these communities is not by itself
sufficient because such a change could indicate
merely dispersion of the poverty problem rather
than cure.) To get such an ultimate measure
of change we have a number of evaluation projects
underway. We have augmented the Current Popula-
tion Survey taken by the Census Bureau with an
additional sample of 30,000 people whom we asked
additional questions helping us to get at the
root of the difficulties between the poor and
the non-poor. The total augmented CPS sample
of 80,000 enables us to get further information
never before obtained. Of particular interest
in evaluation of Community Action programs, it
will give us an up-to-date record of the number
of poor in pre-selected Census tracts designated
as poverty tracts according to their character-
istics. Taken each year it will give us a mea-
sure of the effectiveness of Community Action in
reducing number of poor without merely shifting

them into non-poverty tracts. The 80,000 sample
is not large enough to give us information on any
specific geographic areas with the possible ex-
ceptions of New York, Chicago and Los Angeles,
but we hope in 1968 to have taken a much larger
sample Census with enough observations to make
specific area-by-area comparisons with the 1960
Census and ultimately with the 1970 Census.

This will give us some real measure of progress
in individual Community Action programs as well
as in Community Action taken as a whole.

While measures of this sort which count
changes in the numbers of people in poverty are
the ultimate necessity, however, they do not
suffice for short-run evaluation. Community
Action programs are bound to be slow-acting
because of their attempt to change fundamental
conditions which have existed for centuries. In
order to measure current progress, we will need
proxy variables measuring changes of conditions
which precede the ultimate change in the poverty
count in the subject communities. Such variables
can include employment in the flum areas, partici-
pation of residents in Community Action programs,
and other factors such as health improvement,
etc, But to tie them together into a comprehen-
sive picture of the change taking place in these
communities is an extremely complex matter. We
are trying to measure this change at several
levels.

The CAP monitoring function, as part of the
overall Grants Management operation, has two
major aspects, (1) operational evaluation of the
programs of CAP grantees, and (2) a general and
continuous overseeing of programs funded under
Sections 204, 205 and 209(b) of the Economic
Opportunity Act.

The objectives of this effort are to learn
about the performance of individual grantees, to
systematically collect and examine information
about the individual 'grantee programs so as to
determine general problems and concerns which
may be applicable to the entire CAP program, to
spot potential trouble areas, and to learn of
modifications which CAP might make in its own
operations to facilitate program improvement.

In examining the performance of individual grant-
ees, questions such as the following are covered:
the overall objectives of local Community Action
Authority as originally preceived and as modified,
relationships of the CAA to established institu-
tions in the community and coordination with
other Federal programs, relative program priori-
ties of the CAA, internal management mechanism

of the CAA and overall, the eligibility of the
CAA for refunding.

In accomplishing its task., the monitoring
function relies on a variety of sources ranging
from internal reporting forms to on-site visits
by in-house observation teams. It is the on-site
visit which provides the most comprehensive effort
describing the depth and quality of service ren-
dered by the CAA during its period of service.



The major problem which the monitoring function
now faces is the development of a system for
effective use of all the monitoring inputs.

In addition to the CAP monitoring evalu-
ations being carried out, OEO now has comprehen-
sive evaluations underway in seven Community
Action Agencies choosen to represent different
types of communities (Knox County, McDowell
County, Atlanta, Kansas City, Seattle, San Diego,
Baltimore, Austin). These are being carried out
under contract with universities and private
research firms. The contractor independently
designs and executes a research plan., He studies
the organizational structure of the CAA and seeks
to determine the impact of CAP on poverty. As
such the research will look at the CAP and its
individual programs; analyze not only the com-
ponents themselves but their relationship to
one another; study the non-CAP elements which
influence the CAP and the influences which the
CAP makes on these elements. These evaluations
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will be interdisciplinary efforts, utilizing
research teams composed of economists, political
scientists, sociologists and other social
scientists.

The final question, of course, is how do
we evaluate the overall War on Poverty. Here
I am afraid that nothing but the Census and sur-
vey method will do, If we are serious about
ending poverty in the United States we can do
80 -- we can do so by 1976. If we are serious
about measuring this end to poverty -- and the
Director of the Office of Economic Opportunity
as well as its Office of Research, Plans, Pro-
grams and Evaluation is quite serious about
it -- then we can do so. We expect to be able
to carry on such measurement from year to year
and we think that in the final analysis this
sort of measurement is the ultimate evaluation
of the Office of Economic Opportunity and the
War on Poverty.



