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APOLOGIA 

This paper is largely motivated by our experiences as academics 
who became directly enmeshed in the problems of a public agency 
which was under considerable pressure--generated by both the agency 
staff itself and external fpctors--to "evaluate" manp0\<.Ter ~ and other 
social action, programs • 

It became evident that there were several major obstacles to 
effective evaluation in this context. These obstacles were created 
both by the several types of "actors" necessarily involved in such 
evaluation efforts and by complications and weaknesses in the theory 
and methodology to be applied. Difficulties of comn~nication among 
the "actorsn , due both to differences in training and to suspicions 
about motives? often made it hard to distinguish between difficulties 
arising because the theory was weak and those arising because adequate 
theory was poorly understood. 

In this paper we try to separate out som~ of these issues, both 
those concerning the adequacy of theory and metho~ology and those 
relating to t~e various sorts of actors •. We have.sought to couch 
the discussion in language that will make it available. to academics, 
who we feel need a heightened awareness of the more practical . 
difficulties of execution of evaluations in the social action context-­
and to public agency and political personnel, 'I;.Jho we believe would 
benefit from increased sensitivity to the ways' in which careful con~ 
sideration of the design aud careful control of evaluations can increase 
the power of the informat:l.on derived from such efforts. The attempt 
to reach both audiences in one paper produces a mixture of elements 
bound to strike members of eith~r audience as, at some points, extremely' 
naive and, at others 2 • disturbingly recondite. We can only hope that 
such reactions will be trHnsformed into a resolve to initiate a more 
meaningful dialogue on these issues, a dialogue we feel is crucial to 
the development of an effective approach to evaluations of social action 
programs. 
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TIlE HETHODOLOGY OF EVALUATING f.0CIAL A.CTI0~1 P~OG~·fS 

Glen G. Cain and T'.obinson G. :-:ollist'=r 

ifanpm·rer programs used to consist almost entj.rely of vocational 

. , training and various but limited types of assistance for the l·YOrl-:er 

searchine for jobs 'tV'ithin local labor mark.eta. But lTith the recent' 
• 

etl1l?hasis on problems of poverty and the disadvantat'"ed ~1Orker t manpO't'7er 

programs have come to involve remedial and general education, to 

intermesh with community action programs providing a variety of 

welfare services, and, on a trial nasis, to assist in mip.ration between 

labor markets. They are part of a broader c1as8 of programs ~7hich, 

for lack of a better term, He might call social action programs. Our 

paper will include many. references to this broader class, and :I.n 

particular to anti-poverty procrams. In so dOing, we hope to 

provide a more eeneral and more relevant perspective on the topic 

of evaluation methodoloey. 

He hold the opinion, apparently Hidely shared, that existing 

evaluations of social action programs, (and 1;'Te are including our 

or,m), have fallen short of meeting the stanq.ards possible "'1ithin 

the disciplines of the social sciences. The reasons for these 

shortcomings are easy to identify. The programs typically involve 

investments in human bein~s, a relatively new area of empirical 

research in economics. They are aimed at such social and political 

80als as equality and election victories, as '(-Tell as economic 

objectives concerning, say, income and emplO)TOent. They often 

attempt to deliver services on a lar~e enough scale to make a 

• noticeable impact upon the community. t.nd at the same tine, they 
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are expected to provide a quasi-experimental.basis for determin~n~what 

programs ought to be implemented and how they ought to be run. 

It is not surprising then, that evaluations of social action 

programs have often not been attempted and when attempted, have 

not been successful. Despite this background, we believe that' 

existing data and methods permit evaluations which, while not 

satisfying the methodological purists, can at least provide 

the rules of evidence for judging the degree to which programs 

have succeeded or failed. Specifically, the theme we will develop 

is that evaluations should be. set up to provide the ingredients of 

an experimental situation: a model suitable for statistical testing, 

a wide range in the values of the variables representing the program 

inputs, and the judicious use of control groups. 

The paper reflects several backgrounds in which we have had 

some experience--from economics, th:l tradition of benefit-cost 

analyses; from the other social sciences, the approach of quasi­

experimental research; and from a governmental agency, the perspective 

of one initiating and using evaluation studies. Each of these points 

of view has its Olm literature which we have by no means covered, but 

to which we are indebted. l 

TYPES OF EVALUATION 

There are two broad types of evaluation. The first, which we 

11 " l' i " ca process eva uat on, is mainly administrative monitoring. Any 

program must be monitored (or evaluated) regarding the integrity of 

its financial transactions and accounting system. There is also an 

obvious need to check on otiler managerial functions, including whether 

'f 

.. 
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or not accurate records are being kept. A component of pt'ocess 
J 

evaluations are progress reports aimed at determining the need for 

possible administrative changes in the operation of the progr~m. 

'In sum, IIprocess evaluation" addresses the question: Given the 

existence of the program, is it being run honestly and administered 

efficiently? 

A second type of evaluation, and the one with which \Je are 

concerned, may be called "outcome evaluation," more familiarly known 

as "cost-benefit analysis. lJ Although both the inputs and outcomes 

of the program require measurements, the toughest problem is 

deciding on and measuring the outcomes. With this, type of evaluation 

the whole concept of the program is brought into question" and it 

is certainly possible that a project might be judged to be a 

success' or amilure irrespective of how well it was being administered. 

A useful categorization of cost-benefit evaluations draws a 

distinction between a priori analyses and ex post analyses. An 

example of a priori analysis is the cost-effectiveness studies of 

weapons systems conducted by the Defense Department, which have 

analyzed '.Jar situations where there were no "real outcomes" and, 

thus~ no ex post results with which to test the evaluation models. 

Similarly, most evaluations of water resource projects are confined 

to alternative proposals where the benefits and costs are estimated 

2 prior to the actual undertaking of the projects. Only in the area 

of "social action" programs such as pove!:ty, labor training, and 

to some extent housing, have substantial attempts been made to 
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evaluate programs, not just in terms of before-the-fact ~stimates 

of probable outcomes or in terms of simulated hypothetical outcomes, 

but also on the basis of data actually gathered during or after 

the operation of the program. 

A priori cost-benefit analyses of social action programs can, 

of course? be useful in program planning and feasibility studies, 

but the real demand and challenge lies in ex post evaluations. This 

more stringent demand made of social action programs may say something 

~bout the degree of skepticism and lack of sympathy Congress (o~ 

"society") has concerning these programs ,. but this posture appears 

to be one of the facts of political life. 

Two additional differences between human investment programs 

and physical investment programs deserve mention--although whether 

these differences are real or merely apparent is a debatable point.. 

One is the complexity of behavioral relations which the social 

action programs try to change. Is it correct to say that these 

relations are more difficult to analyze and predict than the techno­

logical relations which appear in defense and water resource analysis? 

Perhaps, but if the analysis of the latter really requires dat~ on 

propensities of aggressive behavi.or or on values of recreational 

activities, respectivelYt then we may question whether these are 

easier to analyze than, say, employment behavior. A second difference 

is the shorter history and subsequent dearth of analytic studies 

of social action programs, a fact clearly related to the weaknesses 

of our theory and empirical knowledge of the pehavioral relation-

ships affected by the policies. 

.. 
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An awareness of these rather basic differences between the evalua-

tions (or benefit'-cost analyses) ,(>lhi(!h have been carried out allegedly 

~'1ith some speed and success in other areas and evaluations lmich have 

been looked for and generally not been forthcoming in the social 

action area is important in understa·riding the relatively "poor performance" 

to recognize that the methodology for evaluation of social action 

programs will have to be aeveLoped in new Wa1c ~v 

special difficulties. 

PROBLEl1S OF TUE DESIGn OF TilE EVALUATIOn 

A. Specification of the Objectives 

In the methodology of program evaluation which has been constructed, 

one of the principal tenets is that the first step in th~ analysis 

must be to specify the objectives of the program. Unfortunately, 

agreement on this principle has not facilitated its implementation, 

the problem being that few programs have a single clearly defined 

objective or even one dominant objective. 

It becomes necessary to assign weights to the different 

objectives and to guard against both double-counting and under­

co·,mting. Arguments arise concerning "ultimate" objectives and 

"intermediate" objectives ~ and there ~'1ill usually be a struggle to 

agree upon some measurable intermediate objectives which can serve 

as prmdes for (practically speaking) unmeasurable ultimate ob­

jectives. Econ.omists, who deal theoretically with the concepts 
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of "welfare" and "utility'; t07hlle their empirical work involves incomes, 

and prices, should not find it difficult to appreciate the legitimacy 

of non-measurable entities. 

We suggest, however~ that in general the measures of program 

outputs, which may be proxies for ultimate objectives, should be 

measures of behavior and of tangible changes, such as incoml,! change, 

employment gain, and educatio\lal attainment. Lower priorit.y should 

be given to the less tangible measures of self-images, community 

images, and opinion polls of peoples' attitudes towards the programs. 

The defense of this position rests mainly on the practical grounds 

of choosing outcomes which may be more accurately measured, both 

immediately and in terms of measures of outcomes, and choosing 

those which are more stabl~ as predictors of a longer run or permanent 

assessment 6 l\le would argue for example that the relatively hard 

measures of cognitive educational gain are a more reliable and 

valid measure of the benefits of a Head Start program than are surveys 

of parents' or teachers' attitudes about the program. The latter 

should nat be ignored, only given less weight. We suggest that, 

over the long run but not necessarily in the short run~ attitudes 

will closely correlate with the more tangible performance indicators. 

So, why not aim right from the beginning at measuring the p'l'ogram' s 

.. substance rather than its public relations effects? 

Although some measurable objectives are necessary for all but 

the crudest, journalistic type of evaluation, not all such objectives 

provtde an ohvious or easy t;:anslGltion :tnto dollars to permit the 
" 
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desired benefit-cost calculation. I j d n our u gment and experience, 

however, the problem of assigning dollar values is a step we seldom 

reach because we are unable to measure in the first instance the more 

direct or specific program outcome. Our failures in this respect 

are nUmerous--witness Head Start, health programs, and many of the 

tnanpm·yer programs in 'lilhich we simply do not know what difference the 

program has made. It is absolutely necessary that we first concentrate 

on assessing the change in educational attainment, in health, in employ­

ment and earnings or in whatever the program objective is. If 

this is done, we as economists may then offer some gUides regarding 

the dollar worth of these changes, but even if the policy-maker 

decides on his own system of pricing, we lV'ill have constrained the 

possibilities for mistaken judgments. 

Indeed, the problems of specifying objectives will not disappear 

even if there is agreement on a translation of program outcomes to 

dollar values. Consider a program which provides for a simple transfer 

of money to the participant, who, let us assume, is poor. Obviously, 

the objective of improving the economic status of the participant is 

unambiguously attained, but are 'tole satisfied with this objective? 

It is instructive to begin any discussion of the objectives of social 

action programs aimed at the poor or disadvantaged person with a 

simple income-transfer program, because all the arguments about self­

help, non-economic goals, and community-wide gOials can be explicitly 

aired. Economists in particular are forced to face these issues 

and will be better prepared for them lolhen they arise, sometimes in 

_.--_ .... _- "--
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disguised forms in analyses of more complicated programs of assistance. 

At the same time, when non-economists are directly confronted ~nth the 

example of a simple income transfer program, they will be able to 

better understand and accept the extent to which such a transfer 

program is the implicit criterion of a benefit-cost ratio of 1, as used 

in benefit-cost analysis. 

Specifying program objectives is an important step~ but there 

is a risk that the attempt to reach unanimous agreement on the whole 

hierarchy of intermediate and ultimate objectives will become a 

road-block to the undertaking of program evaluations. There have been 

numerous cases in which months, and even years, have been taken up in 

arguments over what the program objectives "really are" or how 

multiple objectives are to be '\;reightedU to add up to some over-all 

measure. In the meantime? programs have stumbled on l'1ith no evaluation 

or new programs have been forestalled because 110 a priori evaluation 

was undertaken to assess the feasibility of the program. Wiley 

bureaucrats have been able to prevent evaluation of their programs 

for many months by refusing to "sign off lt on a dtefined set of 

objectives. (The legislative history of a progrCi\m, like the Scriptures, 

provides a boundless source of Pharisaical counter-interpretations 

as to intended objectives). 

In the same vein, it must be recognized that there are some 

important social action programs for which it is necessary to observe 

Wh[.lt (:1. pr:>gram is doing and, in the process of observation, identify 

9 

what the objectives are. Some programs leave considerable operational 

discretion to the local level, SO that t~e program as actually imple­

mented may diffQ~ considerably from area to area. In others, the 

legislative or administrative mandate may reflect a compromised mixture 

3 
of s$\re'J:'al loosely related program proposals. 

L'~" these types of programs what is necess.ary is something which 

might be called a "search-evaluation~i1 and attempts to follow the 

usual dogma of evaluation 1 starting with the definition of a single 

objective-'-or a hierarchy of objectives--for the program, are bound 

to fail. The first stages of the evaluation must be to find the 

actual nature of the program in various areas. Of course, some sort 

of theory is required to suggest which objectives are relevant, but 

the search process may modify our theory. An iterative procedure is 

called for in which the process of evaluation goes on simultaneously 

with a search fo~ the objectives of various elements of the program. 

An obvious e~ample of the type of program which requires a 

search evaluation is the Connnunity Actio;;l Prcgram. ' It E',fo1bodies 

both a legislative compromise of quite different proposals and con-
4 

siderable latitude for local discretion in implementation. Early 

attempts to initiate an eval'tHltion of the program, both overall and 

for its components, foundered on conflicts over the definition of 

objectives of the program. Participation of the poor, institutional 

change, more efficient delivery of 'services, and mobilization and 

coordination of existing federal, state and local resources were 

among those advocated as primary objectives. Evaluation of the 
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program only began to move fot"('1ard lV'hen a strategy of ev.a.luation 

was adopted which had an initial search phase. 

It: should be clear that search evaluation situations--with 

the Community Action Program as an example--reflect in an extreme 

form most of the problems outlineJ above. It is almost tautological-

to note that it is the e~ post nature of the evaluation that necessitates 

the "search" phase. The problem of difficult-to-measure objectives 

is also related, since part of the evaluation process consists of a 

search for adequate measures of what have heretofore been regarded 

as qualitative phenomena. \.-10t-T does one quantify institutional 

change?) Finally, these problems are related to the poorly con-

ceptualized behavioral content in such program elements as "participation" 

and "institutional change". 

It may be helpful~ in sum, to suggest that the structure of 

the dogma of evaluation developed in defense and water resources 

was largely a deductive structure, whereas the structure suggested 

for I'search evaluation" situations is essentially, in its initial 

phases, inductive in nature. Analysts familiar ~lith the first type 

are reluctant to accept the latter. In certain situations, however, 

the choice is between a "search evaluation" or no evaluation. 

B. The Use of Control Groups 

Given the objective of the program, the question, "What 

difference did the program make?", should be taken literally. We 

w'ant to knQlv the difference between the behavior with the program and 

~) 
'-~-~-r) 
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the behavior if there hail been no program. To anSvler the--question, 

some form of control group is essential. We need a basis for comparison 

--some base group that performs the methodological function of a control 

group. Let us consider some alternatives. 

The Before-and-After Study,. In the before and after study, the 

assumption is that each subject is his own control (or the aggregate 

is its oml control) and that the behavior of the group before the 

program is a measure of performance that would have occurred if 

there had been no program. However, it is well known that there 

are many situations in which this assumption is not tenable. 

might briefly cite some examples found in manpower programs. 

We 

Sometimes the "before situation" is a point in time ~'lhen the 

participants are at a particularly low state--lower, that is, than 

is normal for the group. 'Ehe very fact of being eligible for parti­

cipation in a poverty program may reflect transitory conditions. 

Under such conditions we should expect a "natural" regresSioll toward 

their mean level of performance if "tfe measure their status in an 

"after situation?" even if there were no program in the intervening 

period. Using zero earnings as the permanent measure of earnings 

of an unemployed person is an example of attrib~ting normality to 

a transitory status. 

Another similar situation is when young people are involved, 

and the "natural" tendency over the paasage of time would be expected 

to be improvement in their tlages and employment situation. 
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Thcr~ m!!.y be some structural change in the personal situations 

of the participants before and after the program, which has nothing 

to do t-lith the program but "10uld vitiate any simple before-and-after 

comparison. We should not~ for example, look upon the relatively 

high earnings record of coal miners or packinghouse workers as 

characteristic of their "before situation" if, in fact, they have 

been permanently displaced from their jobs. 

As a final example of a situation in which the before-and-after 

comparison is invalid, there is the frequent occurrence of significant 

environmental changes--particularly in labor market environments--which 

are characterized by sea,sonal and cyclical fluctuations •. Is it 

the program or the changed environment which has brought about the 

change in behavior? All of the above examples of invalidated evaluations 

could have been at leas t partially corrected if the contr.ol groups 

had been other similar persons tvho ~\Tere in similar situations in 

the pre-training period. 

Control Groups Which are not Program Participants: SmaZl Group 

Studies Versus Large Group studies. The particular strength of the 

small scale study is that it greatly facilitates the desideratum 

of random assignments to "treatment g:;:oups" and ;lcontrol groups" or, 

at least, a closely supervised matching of treatment and control 

groups. Its particular shortcoming is that it is likely to lack 

representativeness--both in terms of the characteristics of the program 

participants and in terms of the character of the program. There 

is first the problem of a r;hot house environment" of the small group 

13 

study. (See discussion of Hreplicabilityll belo~.y.) Seco.nd ~ a ~'lide 

range of values of the program inputs (1. e., in terms of levels of 

a given treatment or in terms of qualitatively different types of 

treatments) is less likely to be available in a small group study. 

(See the discussion on "statistical considerations" below). Third, 

the small group study may not be able to detect the program's 

differential effects on different types of participants (e.g., by 

) ith b cause the wide variety age, sex, color, residence, etc., e er e 

are not available or because their numbers are of participant types 

too small. Finally, it is both a strength and a weakness of the 

small scale study that it is usually confined to a single geographic 

location. Thus, although "extraneous" noise from different environ-

ment is eliminated, 'we may learn little or nothing about hm-1 the 

program would operate in different environments. 

The large scale study, which involves gathering data over a 

wide range of environments, customarily achieves "control" over 

the characteristics of participants and nonparticipants and over 

and environmental characteristics by statistical methods, programs 

rather than by randomization or careful matching, individual by 

individual. These studies have the capability of correcting each 

of the shortcomings attributed to the small scale studies in the 

preceding paragraph. But because they are almost impossible to 

operate with randomization, the large scale studies run afoul of the 

familiar problem in ,;vhich the selectivity of the participants may 
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be associated with some unmeasured variable(s) which makes it impossible 

to determine what the net effect of the treatment is. Since this 

shortcoming is so serious in the minds of many analysts, particularly 

statisticians, and because the small scale studies have a longer 

history of usage and acceptability in sociology and psychology, it 

may be worthwhile to defend at greater length the large scale studies, 

which are more common to economists. 

Randomization is seldom attempted for reasons having to do 

with the attitudes of the administrators of a program, local pressures 

from the client population, or various logistic problems. Indeed, 

all these reasons may serve to botch an attempted randomization pro­

cedure. Furthermore, ~~e can say \~ith greater certitude that the 

ideal "double-blind experiment with placebos" is almost impossible 

to achieve. . If \07e are to do something other than abandon evaluation 

efforts in the face of these obstacles. to randomization, we will 

have to turn to the large scale study and tlie statistical design 

issues that go along ~lith it. 

The fact that the programs vary across cities or among administra­

tors may be turned to our advantage by vie't-ling these as "natural 

experiments"S which may permit an extrapolation of the results of the 

treatment to the "zero" or "no-treatment II level. This latter device 

may be particularly useful if the analyst can work with the administrator 

in advance to design the program variability in ways which minimize 

the confounding of results with environmental influences. Furthermore, 

1 
~ 
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ethical problems raised by deliberat·~ly excludin8 some persons 

from the presumed beneficial treatments are to some extent avoided 

by assignments to differing treatments (although, here again, random-

ization is the ideal way to make these assignments). 

It is difficult~ at this stage, to provide more than superficial 

observations rega.rding the choice between small and large-scale 

studies. It would seem that for those evaluations that have a 

de!sign concept which is radically different from existing designs 

or where there is a quite narrow hypothesis which requires detailed 

examination 9 a small group study 't07ould be preferable. Conversely ~ 

when the concept underlying a program.is quite broad and where 

large amounts of resources are to be allocated, the large group 

approach is probably more relevant--a point argued in greater detail 

in our discussion of the "replicability criterion." 

C. The Replicability Criterion 

A source of friction between administrators of programs and those 

doing evaluation researc~"usually academiCians, is the failure 

to agree upon the level of decision-making for which the results of 

the evaluation are to be used. This failure, which is all the more 

serious because the issue is often not explicitly addressed, leads to 

disputes reg.~rding two. related i.ssues--the scope of the evaluation 

study and the selection of variables to be studied. To deal with 

these disputes 7 lie suggest applying the "replicabiiity criterion." 

We apply this name to the criterion because of the large number 

of cases in which evaluations of concepts have been made on the 
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basis of projects which are not likely to be replicable ~n a large scale 

or 't-1hich focus on characteristics of the project l~hich are not '(-1ithin 

the ability of decision-'makers to control. To take an extreme example, 

it has sometimes been stated that the success of a compensatory education 

program depended upon the ""7armth and enthusiasm" of the teachers. In 

the context of a nationwide program, no administrator bas control over 

the level of "warmth and enthusiasm" of teachers. 

It is sometimes argued by administrators that evaluations which are 

based upon samples drawn from many centers of a program are not legitimate 

tests of the program concept since they do not adequately take into 

account the differences in the details of individual projects or of 

differentiated populations. These attitudes frequently lead the 

administrators or other champions of·the program to select, either 

"" fIt· that "really e~ ante or ex post, particular pet projects or eva ua ~ons 

count." In the extreme, this approach consists of looking at the success-

ful programs (based on observations of ongoing or even completed pro­

grams) and then claiming that these are really the ones that should be 

the basis for the evaluation of the program as a 'to7hole. If these success-
II 

ful programs have lv-orked with representative participants in representa-

tive surroundings and if the techniques used--including the quality 

of the administrative and operational personnel--can be replicated on a 

natiom'7ide basis, then it makes sense to say that the evaluation of the 

particular program can stand for an evaluation of the overall program. 

But we can seldom assum~ these conditional statements. After all, 

each of the individual programs, a few political plums notwithstanding, 

~.ras set up because someone thought it 'Has '-1orthwhile. Of 
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course, some will flop because of poor teachers or because one or 

more operations 'to7ere fouled up--but it is in tlle nature of the beast 

that some incompetent administrative and operational foul-ups will occur. 

A strength of sunnnary, over·-all measures of performance is that 

they will include the "accidentalll foul-ups with the "accidental" 

successes, the few bad administrators and teacners its ",ell as the 

few charismatic leaders. As a case in point, consider the success 

(according to prevailing opinion) of Reverend Sullivan's Operation 

Industrial Council in Philadelphia 'tolith the (as yet) absence of any 

evidence that the Ole idea has been successfully transferred else­

where. 6 

Small scale studies of pre-selected particular programs are 

most useful either for assessing radically different program ideas 

or for providing the administrator 'tv-ith information relevant to 

decisions of program content within the confines of his overall 

program. These are important uses, but the decisions at a broader 

level which concern the allocation of resources among programs of 
• 

widely differing concepts call for a different type of evaluation 

with a focus on different variables. 

It may be helpful to cite an example of the way in which the 

replicability criterion should have been applied. A few years ago, 
. 7 

a broad scale evaluation of the l~ork Experience Program was carried 

out. (The evaluation was of necessity based upon very fragmentary 

data, but we are here concerned with the issues it raised rather than 

with its own merits.) The evaluation indicated that on the average 
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the unemployment rates among the comp1eters of the program were·· 

just as high as those l'1ith similar characteristics who had not been 

in the program. On the basis of this evaluation, it was argued that 

the concept of the program was faulty, and some rather major shifts 

in the design and in the allocation of resources to the program 

were advocated. 8 Other analysts objected to this rather drastic 

conclusion and argued that the "proper" evaluative procedure was 

to examine individual projects within the program, pick out those 

projects which had higher "success rates," and then attempt to 

determine ,"7hich characteristics of these projects were. related to 

those "success rates.,,9 

The argument as to which approach is proper depends on the parti-

cu1ar decision framework to ll1hich the evaluation results were to 

be applied. To the administrators of the program, it is really 

the project by project type of analysis which is relevant to the 

decision variables which they control. The broader type of evaluation 

would be of interest, but their primary concern is to adjust the mix. 

of program elements to obtain the best results within the given 

broad concept of the program. Even for program administrators, however, 

there will be elements and personnel peculiar to a given area or 

project that ll1ill not be replicable in other areas and other projects. 

For decision-makers at levels higher than the program administrator 

the broader type of evaluation will provide the sort of information 

relevant to their decision frame. Their task is to allocate resources 

among programs based upon different broad concepts. Negative findings 

\ 
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from· the broader evaluation argue against increasing the l allocation 

to the program, although a conservative response might be to hold 

the line on the program while awaiting the more detailed project-by­

project evaluation to determine whether there is something sa1vag~ble 

in the concept embodied in the program. There tl1il1 all'lays be alter-

native programs serving the same population however, and the decision­

maker is justified in shifting resources tOl07ard those programs which 

hold out the promise of better results. 

The basic point is that project-by-project evaluations are bound 

to turn up some "successful" project somewhere~ but unless there is 

good evidence that that Ilsuccess" can be broadly replicated and 

that the administrative controls are adequate to insure such rep1i-

cation, then the individual project success is irrelevant. Resources 

must be allocated in light of evidence that concepts are not only 

"successful" on a priori grounds or in particular small-scale con-

texts but that they are in fact II successful" in large-scale, impleme:ntation. 

D. The Theoretical Framel'70rk--Some Statistical Considerations. 

The main function of a theoretical framework in cost-benefit 

evaluations is to provide a statistical model suitable for testing. 

A discussion of the economic content of the statistical model is 

taken up i~ the next section; here we. focus on mo!e general questions 

of the statistical design 'of the ~va1uation. Generally, it makes 

little or no difference whether the statistical method is analysis of 

variance, regression analysis, or simply ~l1orking l-1ith cell values in 

.. -
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tables, but we will adopt the terminology of the regress;ion model 

for purposes of this discussion. In this model, the dependent 

variable is the objective of the social action program and the par-

ticular set of independent variables of most interest to us are 

those that describe or represent the program~ or program inputs. 

In this discussion the independent variables will sometimes be referred to 

as· .. ll treatment variables." 

Usually our theory (which includes the body of substantive 

findings from previous studies) can tell us something about what 

variability can be expected in the behavior described by the dependent 

variable, and this information is necessary for determining the 

appropriate sample size. On the same issue, the theory can tell 

us l17hat independent variables may be included as statistical controls 

for the purpose of reducing the unexplained or residual variation in 

the dependent variable. Clearly, the smaller the residual variation 

is, the smaller is the sample size needed to attain a given level 

of precision (or statistical significance) in our results. Another 

way of making this point is to say that the smaller the residual 

variation the greater is the statistical Significance we achieve 

for a given sample size. 

As an example of these considerations, assume that the objective 

of the program is to improve the wage earnings of a group of low-

l'7age workers. Our dependent variable is some measure of earnings over 

a period of at least one year after those who were in the training 

program had left it. We can say at the outset that on the basis of 
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the existing studies of income var:'-ability, ~'re s1:lould be, prepared 

for a larte varia.tion in the earnings of our subiects--standard 

deviations in the hundreds of dollars 110uld ce typical. Horeover, 

these same studies coml:lined Hith ot!ler a priori infortr.ation can 

indicate Hhat independent variahles (l1l;-e t1-te HorT:er's ape, 

education, etc.) will account for some of this variation and thereby 

produce a smaller residual variation. ~·.ye lnight add that the 

existinB studies of determinants of earnings indicate that He 

should expect a relatively large residual variation to remain. Thus, 

we might still have to contend uith unexplained variability (or 

standard errors of estimates) in the hundreds of dollars per 

subject. 

Hot'1 serious is a large residual variation in terms of nreventinp, 

the detection of an effect of SOMe training program? This depends 

on hOyT large an effect He expect t'he training program to brint? about, 

or, in more technical terms, it depends on the size of the partial 

regression coefficients representing the programs. Here a~ain, our 

existing theory can narrOT:T the range of our i3norance. Thus, l~e 

might be able to combine our information on the amount of variability 

in the dependent variable, earnings, Hith educated guesses about the 

earnings effect of a training 1?rogram to permit us to decide hOH 

large a sample Hill be required to achieve some selected confidence 

10 interval on our estimates. Suppose that He nave, for example, 

relevant studies of the effects of investments in education or training 

suggesting that rates of return of 5 to 25 percent mir,ht be expected. 

Thus, on an investment of .$1,000 the annual earnings of a Horker 



22 

might be raised by $50 to Q250.ll 0bviously, for th~ p.i~en level of 

significance, a large sample 'Hill l1e 1.3quired and/or more statistical 

controls t-11ll be necessary to detect changes of this order of magnitude 

than if the 9rocram nere expected to increase earnings of the partic:f.pant 

by $1000 .. 

Indeed, it is precisely programs ':'1hich have large and dramatic 

effects l'lhich can be evaluated ~lith a loose design and an almost 

journalistic level of evaluation, but He l'1ould contend that almost all 

social action programs, and particularly those in the field of manpOHer 

training and education, arC! unlikely to bring about such spectacular 

changes.
12 

Regarding the reaut.ta of a program, the analogy betl'Teen 

a Salk vaccine for polio and a social action treatment for 1,'l0verty 

does not hold. The irony is that regarding the means of evaluation, in 

many l'1ays the test of the Salk v"'l.ccine provides an excelle!l,t model for 

soeial scientists to study, 

Up to nO~'7 ~'1e have discussed the role of theory in providing 

information on exoected vat'iability in the de1'ender.t variable renre-

senUng the goals of the program and on the expected effect of 

various independent variables--effects of treatment representin.g the 

program and of control variables Hhich help reduce the r.esidual 

variation in the dependent variable. Note that the failure to attain 

statistical significance of the effect of the treatment variable 

because of either a large unexplained variation in the dependent 

variable or small effects of treatment variables, can be overcome 

with sufficiently large sample sizes. But in our opinion, the most 

serious defect in evaluation studies are biases in the measures of 
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effects of the treatment variables, and this error is ut:J.lil~ely to he 

removed by enlarging the sam~le size. 

One source of bias is inaccurate measures of the treatment 

variable, but a more pervasive and more serious problem is the presence 

of variables, not included in the statistical mode1~ \-lhich are 

correlated \-1ith both the dependent variable and the treatment 

variable. Had the assignment to a program been me.de on a random 

basis, the 1al18 of probability ~lou1d have assured a lOl'1 correlation 

(zero in the . limit of a large enough sample size) beb·reen participation 

in the program and these omitted variables. In the absence of 

randomization, l'le must fall back on statistical controls. At this 

point our theory and a priori information are crucially imoortant. 

+he requirements are obvious: to identify the variables 't'1hose 

omission leads to biases in the measured effects of the treatment 

variables and to include them in the model. These variables may 

be objectively measurable, such as age or education or previous 

work experience. Or they may be such difficult-to-measure 

,,13 
characteristics as ambition, motivation, or an "appealin~ personality. 

As 'He know too uell ~ hOHever, our theories a.re Hop-fully ~\reak 

in providing us tvith the correct list of variables for explainiug 

such dependent variables as income change, em~loyment experience, 

health, status 5 or educational attainment 5 and ONe often do not have 

IneZSl.lres of those ue do knm·J about. The latter vrohlem freque,;~tly 

ar:5e3 because of the unfortunate practice of inviting the evaluator 

in a,f·,i.:{Jl" the proBram has been run and the data have been col1ected~ 
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Even in the best of situations reaarding the availability of 

objective measures of important variables, if l.;re do not have random 

assignments ~1e must still admit the possibility that self-seteativity 

or the seZectivity procedures of the prop,ram administrators 118S 

introduced a systematic difference between the participants and the 

nonparticipants. He do not claim, as the purists t'7ould, that non­

random procedures invalidate all evaluations, although there are 

cases when they undoubtedly have, but the advantages of randomization 

are immense and He can do a great deal more to achieve this procedu&:'e 

if we can only convince each other of its importance. It is clear 

that those responsible for the tests of the Salk vaccine l·7ere convinced~ 

Another important advantage of randomization should be mentioned. 

He have noted that variables v.71:dch are correlated 'Nith both the 

treatment variable and the dependent variable must be included in the 

model to measure treatment effects 't\1ithout bias. Ho~·:revet', since. our 

information about the effect of the treatment variable necessarily 

depends on variability in treatments, and since the only variation 

t'1e can observe 't'1ithin the framev10rl~ of the statistical model is the 

residual variation in treatments--that is, variation 'V1hicl" remains 

after the entir~ set of independent variables is included, greater 

efficiency is obtained "1hen the treatment variable is uncorrelated 

with the other independent variables. In the opposite extreme, if 

the treatment variables were perfectly correlated "7ith some other 

variable or combination of variables, ~'1e ,1Ould be unable to distinguish 

betweel'1 v7hich of the t·uo sets of factors caused a change. It 

follows that even in the absence of randOmization, the 
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programs to be studied ~7ith as ,dde a ranee in levels and t~es of 

ntreatments" as possible ~·yil1 serve to maximize the information 

we can extract from an ex post analysis. 

There are reasons in addition to those of statistical efficiency 

for planning for a \-,ide range of values in the treatment of programmatic 

variables. One is that social action programs have a tendency to change, 

rather frequently and radically, during the course of their operation. 

Evaluations designed to test a single type of program are rendered 

meaningless because the proeranl-type perishes. But of the 

design covers a wider variety of programs, then a built-in hedge 

against the effects of change is attained. Indeed, there is an 

even more fundamental reason ~'7hy a wide range of innuts and program 

types should be planned for, and it is simply this: l'Te seldom knoTtY 

enough about uhat ldll vTOrk in a social action program to justify 

putting our eggs in the single basket of one type of program. This 

evaluation model for a single type of project, sometimes described 

as the analogue of the ":,?ilot plant," is not the apprqpriate model 

for social action programs given our current state of kno'Vlledge.
14 

E. The Theoretical FraroevTOrl::--Some Economic Considerations. 

For operational purposes lV'e l'1ill assume that the evaluation of 

each social action program can, at least in principle, be cast in the 

statistical model discussed in the previous section, complete with 

variables representing an objective of the ~rogram, treatment 

variables representing the program inputs, contro} variables, and 

. 15 
control groups. nm'Tev~r, the substantive theoretical content of 

these models--the particular selection of variables and their 

-~----, ---
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functional form--IDUst come from one or more of the traditional 

disciplines such as educational psychology (e.g., for H~ad Start), 

demography (e.g., for a family planninu program), medical science 

(e.g., for a neighborhood health center), economics (e.g., for a 

manpo~ler' training program), and so on. 

Sooner or later economics must enter all evaluations, since 

"costing out" the proerams and the setting of implicit or explicit 

dollar measures of the ~'10rth of a pro~ram are essential steps in a 

complete evaluation. And this is true even though the most difficult 

part of the evaluation may lie in determining uhat the specific 

program effects are in terms of educational achievement, health, or 

some other nonmonetary benefit. 

In making the required cost-benefit analYSis, the part of 

economic theory that applies is the investment theory of public ~inance 

economics, Hith its infusion of ~lelfare economics. The function of 

investment theory is to make commensurable inputs and outcomes of a 

social action program which are spaced over time. t>1elfare economics 

analyzes the distinctions bet~-leen financial costs and real resource 

costs, betv7een direct effects of a proeram and externalities, and 

bet'>1een efficiency criteria and equity (or distributional) criteria. 

lITe will say very little on the last mention.ed distr::f.hutional or 

equity question of who. pays 'and who -receives.., even thouCh t-7e "stronp,ly 

feel that accurate data on the distribution of benefits and costs is 

essential to an evaluation of social action programs. However, the 

task of conductine a "conventional" benefit-cost analysis (ll7here 

the criterion is allocative efficiency) is sufficiently complex that 

we believe it preferable to separate the distributional questions. 
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Progvam Inputs. In the investment theory model costs are attached 

to all inputs of a prozram and a single number emerges "Vlbich measures 

the present value of the resources used. Although the purpose of this_ 

procedure is to reduce the potentially infinite variety of program 

mixes to a common dollar denominator, ~'ye (economists especially) should 

not lose sight of the particular quantitative and qualitative mix 

of inputs, w'hich, after all, defines a program and '-1hich provides 

the information necessary to determine the ineredients of a program 

success or failure. On the other hand, program administrators should 

recognize that the notion "every program or particular project is 

different" can be pushed to the point of stifling all evaluations. 

Evaluations must be relative and comparative. 

~1Dst of the technical problems faced by the analysts on the input 

side are those of traditional cost accounting. He t-Till confine our 

remarks to the t1il0 familiar and some~>1hat controversial problems of 

opportunity costs and transfer payments, '-1hich arise in nearly every 

manpOl-1er program. Both of these proolems are most effectively dealt 

with if one starts by asking: l\lb.at is the decision context for which 

these input measures are defined? 

The most general decision context~-and the one to l'1hich economists 

most naturally refer--is that of the pr.oductivity of alternative 

resource utilizations in Bociety or the nation as a whoZe. In this 

case, one ~7ishes to measure the cost of inputs in terms of the net 

reduction in value of alternative socially productive activities caused 

by the use of the inputs in this particular activity. Not'l, the value 
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of most inputs in terms of their alternative use will be more or less 

clearly indicated by their mark.et price, but there are some inputs for 

t'7hich this Hill not be true. The most troublesome cases often concern 

the time of people. A ~l7ell knmm example is the value of the time 

spent by students in school: since those over 14 or so could be in 

the job marl~et, the social product (or national income) is less; 

therefore, an estimate is needed of what their earnings t·7Quld be had 

they not been in school. (Such an estimate should reflect uhatever 

amount of unemployment Hould be considered "normal. ") 

Sometimes the prices of inputs (market prices or prices fixed 

by the government) do not adequately reflect their marginal social 

For productivity, and "corrected" or "shado1'7 prices" are necessary. 

example, the ostensible prices of leisure or of the house't'1ork of a 

~1ife are zero and obviously belol-J their real price. By contras t a 

governmental fixed price of some surplus commodity is too high. 

For manpo~-J'er programs the best evaluation design Hould provide a 

control group to measure the opportunity costs of the time spent by 

the trainees in the prosram. Or, in measuring the value of the time 

of teenagers participating in a summer Up~Jard Bound program, at least 

the question of market earnings foregone would be ans\'1ered ~1ith a 

minimum of conjecture if control groups were available. 

The definition and treatment of transfer payments also depend on 

the decision context of the analysis. From the national perspective 

money outlays from the budget of one proBram that are. offset by 

reduced outlays e1sel-J'here in society do not decrease the value of 
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the social product. 1'fuen these outlays are in the form of cash 

payments or consumption goods, they are called transfer payments. An 

example is the provision of room and board for Job Corps trainees. 

Since it must be assumed that someone (their parents, themselves, 

or some ~1elfare agency) "1Ould be meeting the costs of their room 

and board if they 'to7ere not in the program, the provision of these 

services by the program reflects no net reduction in the value of 

alternative socially productive activities. "t<]hoever l-7aS paying these 

costs before l'1ill be relieved of that burden and will spend tbe 

money thus saved on other goods and services. If there has been an 

actual in~ease in the value of food consumed by the trainee or in 

the quality of his housing, the net increase can be counted as a 

program input--a cost. But in general, it ~'1Ould be equal to the net 
. 16 

increase in the value of food and housing consumed--a benefit. 

To summarize, if these input costs are simply being transferred from 

one individual or agency to another individual or agency they either 

represent no real cost of resources of this program or they are a 

~ost which is immediately offset by the benefit it yields to the 

recipient--remembering that the decision context is the general one 

which includes all members of society, ldth no one mem'ber receiving any 

different weight in the calculation of benefits. 

In a narrOloJer decision context, the accounting basis may shift; 

some input costs counted in the broader context are not counted in 

the narrower one and vice verssc One example of a narrow decision 

context--a favorite of people in government, but repugnant to most 

economists--is the vae;uely defined "public budget." Alternatively 
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the decision context m:tght be considered that of the "taxpayers' 

vie~1point" if the program participants and their families are 

excluded from the group considered as taxnayers. In this context 

the only costs that are to be counted are those that come from the 

public budget. Some of the examples ue discussed above are nou 

reversed. Presumably, most of the opportunity costs of a student's 

time spent in school is of no interest to the taxpayer since it is 

a "(')st" which is not directly imposed upon the public budget. (A 

qualification is that the taxpayer should he interested in the taxes 

the student ~-lould pay if he 't:yere l-lorking.) By contrast the payments 

for the cost of room and board to a Job Corpsman, which was considered 

a transfer payment above, i<7ould nm'7 be considered an input cost 

from the "taxpayer' s vie~'1point." The fact that the trainee or his 

family is relie'led of this burden Hould be of no interest since 

it ~vould not be reflected in the public budget. HOv7ever, if the 

costs of room and board had been met previously be a public v]elfare 

agency, then from the "taxpayer's vie't:1point, II the costs Hould not 

be charged to the Job Corps program. 

It is not uncommon to see several decision contexts used in 

one analysis, and used inconsistently •. For example, the post-training 

ea.rnings improvenlent from participation in a Job Corps program are 

considered benefits. He all recognize, of course, that the earnings 

will be used mostly for consumption by the Job Corps graduate. But 

in the same study, his consumption during training (room, meals, 

and spending allol'Tance), is not viel-J'ed as conferring henefits to the 

17 corpsman. Or is it tha,t the benefits should not count because 
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';'7hile in training, he is not considered a member of "our society?" 

He leave this puzzle to those who prefer these restricted decision 

contexts. There are other such examples and still other and more narrOH 

decision contexts, such as that of a local government or of one project 

by itself. But it is probably clear that our preference is for the 

national or total societal perspective. 

Program Outcomes. The problems of measurement on the outcome 

side of the evaluation problem are tougher to handle, and ex post 

evaluations of social action programs face particular problems because 

these outcomes are likely to involve behavioral relationships uhich 

are not 't:Tell understood. It is particularly difficult to predict lonr, 

run or permanent behavioral changes from the short run indicators revealed 

by the on-going or just completed program. 

The outcomes lV'e Hish to measure from many social action programs 

occur months or years after the participants have completed the proBram. 

He can use proxy measures, l-lhich can themselves be measured durin?, and 

soon after the program, but follm·y-up studies are clea.rly preferred 

and may in many cases be essential. A good deal depends on the 

confidence 't:ye have in the pm7er of our theories to link the proxies or 

short-run effects (e.g., test scores, health treatments, employment 

experience in the short-run, etc.) with the longer run goals (longer 

-run educational attainment, longevity, incomes, or all of these and perhaps 

other "softer" measures of "Hell-being"). It is a role for "basic 

research" in the social sciences to provide this type of theoretical-

empirical information to evaluations, but we can also ho))e that the 

more thorough evaluation studies v7ill cOI·~tribute to our stock of "basic 

research" findings. 



32 

o a program and of The problems of measuring lonc0.,er run effects f 

conducting follm'1-up studies make u!> a 10n8 list, and most at'e 

familiar to administrators and analysts of social action orograms. 

Some of these arose in our di . f scuss300n 0 control groups Hhere l-ie noted 

the critical importance of id if i ent y ng characteristics of respondents 

l>Jhich \oiQuld be related to the ff f e ects 0 the prosram and "yh1ch may 

distinguish participants from the nonparticipants acting as a com­

parison group. 

The problems of inadequate measures of variables and those 

of errors in the data are per . vaS1ve, particularly since the participants 

e F.mployment histories in the programs are often disadvantaged a,roups. 

are checkered, making it difficult to determine the respondent's normal 

income, normal occupation, and other variables. Years of schooling 

completed may be a poor measure of d e ucational attainment. police 

o employment difficulties, and records may be an inro.ortant source f 

so on. The above are but a feT:7 el~amples of the problems encountered 

in determining relevant data. 

1'1easures of the status of a participant before entering the 

program usually come from the data gathered as part f 0_ the program 

intake procedure. A bl pro em arises when potential enrollees are 

aware of criteria for program admittance f h ~ or t ey may report inaccurate 

data in order to meet these criteria. llerely by sampling the data, 

the amount of inaccuraci~s can be approximately determined and 

appropriate correction factors can be devised. 

The major obstacle to f01l0~1-up measures 3o·s the difficulty in 

locating people, particularly those from dis~dvantaged Dopulations 

.--_ ..... -.-
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who may be less responsive and who have irregular living natterns. 

The biases due to nonresponse may be severe, since those participants 

who are easiest to locate are likely to be the most "successful," 

both because of their apparent stability and because those ~lho have 

lIfailed" may ~'lell be less responsive to requests to reveal their current 

status. One way around the costly problem of tracldng dmm respondents 

for earnings data is to use Social Security records for participant 

and control groups. The rights of confidentiality may be preserved 

by aggregating the data. 

Another problem in measuring outc.omes, '\o1hich also tends to be more 

talked about despairingly than c01)ed ~'7ith positively. is the category 

of external or third-party effects of the program. As a typical illus-

tration consider a youth training program, v7hich not only increases the 

earnings of the youths, but also reduces the incidence of crime among 

these groups~ ''1hich benefits the community by vray of less damaee and 

through lm-Jer costs of prevention and rehabilitation programs. 

Another source of third-party effects are those accruing to the 

participant's fnmily memhers, including those yet to be born. It 

is an open question, hm'7ever, l-?hether the problem for concern is the lack 

of measurement of these e~ternal effects, or the tendency by 

administrators a.nd others (pa.rticularly friends of the programs) to 

exaggerate their likely importance and to count as external or 

secondary benefits those effects ~lhich, 'I;-]hile benefiting some people 

18 
do so at the expense of others. 

Concerning training and education programs, in particular, 

two types of effects that have received scant investigation are 
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structure or in various community institutions are assumed to be 

important because of the benefits or costs they ultimately provide 

for third-?arty individuals in the community. Thus, lTe are not 

proposing that the "community" be v:i.elJed as an "entity'V seryarate 

from the individuals Hho compr:.i.se it. !:Im·rever, a separate focus 

on measures of community institutional changes ap?ears necessary 

since the present 'state of our theories of community organization 

permit us little scope for anything except qualitative linkages 

betHeen institutional changes and their effects on individuals in 

the community. He can, for example, consider better communication 

'between the neighborhood populace and the police, school offici.als, 

or the employment service as "good things," either in their OHn right, 

as expressions of the democratic ethic, or because l'le believe that 

such changes will have tangible effects in safety, school achieve­

ment or better jobs. 

Evaluations of social action programs may ~lell have to deal 

with the problems of measuring variables that represent community 

effects even "7hen such effects are not significant outcomes of a 

program. This need ~]ill arise ~7hen \>7e have reason to believe that 

community institutions or aspects of the community structure are 

important independent or "control" variables that affect the program's 

objective. t·Je have relatively ~7ell developed measures of some 

variables of the community structure, such as the components of a 

transportatiort' system, but ~1e are far less able to measure, for 

example, the degree of trust and rapport be~qeen the local branch 

of the State Employment Service and the poverty population in the 

community. 

36 

One major barrier to an adequate account:.i.ng of "cot\WlUnity 

effects" is the scarcity of data pertaining to the community structure, 

althouBh here "re might argue, at the risl":. o!E revealing our r.>rejudices 

or ignorance, that there is an overriding primary need for better 

theories of community structure and behaviol~. Hithout theory it is 

hard to knm.y what facts or data ltTe should be~ collecting. 

The discussion of program outcomes again raises the problem 

of how to ~'1eigh and combine multiple objectives. Assuming that the 

separate objectives have been validly measured, the analyst might 

present the decision-makers ~qith an array of multiple "effectiveness" 

measures and let them apply their O't'ffi tveights, explicitly or 

impliCitly, to arrive at an over-all assessment, or he can use his o~vn 

expertise and judgment to reduce the dispar.ate outcomes to reasonably 

commensurable terms. The latter approach may be rationalized on the 

grounds that some such "'1eighting scheme is inevitable and that an 

explicit method is better than a subjective one. For at least one 

aspect of commensurability--that of comparing goods and services that 

are identical except regarding time--the investment theory of economics 

provides a highly systematized method. 

The Discount Rate. In general, society is not indifferent about 

whether a given outcome of a program is realized tomorrow or fifty 

years from nOlo], and some attempt must be made to put outcomes and 

inputs on an equal time footing. The discount rate does this, and 

the controversy is over T:lhat the appronriate rate is. ~\Tithout 

pretense that 'toTe are contributing anything original, ~7e ~'lOuld simply 

like to report what ~le hope will be some clarifying vie'tvs on the 

subject. 
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Since we argued earlier ~·rhen d.iscussing opportunity costs and 

transfer payments that our preferred perspective was that of the 

total society, rather than that of any single agency of the government 

or of the public fisc, \-fe do not ae;ree that the appropriate rate of 

discount is the cost to the agency or to the government of borrowing 

funds. This rate is unquestionably lower than that which stems from the 

societal productivity of alternative resource utilization. 

It has often been argued that discount rates used for projects 

and programs in the public sector should be lower than those in the 

private sector. The ba~is for this argument is usually that people 

have a different rate of time preference for public than they do for 

private investments. If a dam or a health project in the public domain 

provides an effect 10 years from nON rather than 5 years from 110W, 

we are less "unhappy", it is claimed, than "'1e ~70uld be if a private 

investment in, say, a ne"l apartment house pays off 10 years from 

nOti rather than 5 years from nO'{.1. This argument is misleading because 

it confuses a difference :tn time preference t07ith a difference in the 

value placed on the benefits. '~ether the project is carried out in 

the public or private domain is surely not an important difference; 

it is rather a difference in the nature of the benefits. If we 

really believe that 'He make social judgments with a different (lo~1er) 

time preference than private judgments, then we should use monetary 

and fiscal policy to force the rate of interest in the market dOlJn 

to the level of the social time preference and allol.J' private and 

social projects to compete on an equal footing -:dth respect to the 

rate of discount. The discount rate is, after all, simply a device 

which a110"18 the time dimension of efficiency to be taken into account; 
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it rend.nds us that a project ~'lhich can 1 De completed in five years 

can yield a return during the next five years that He may reinvest 

and from \'7hich t·re realize further returns during the second five 

year period, t'7hereas the 10 year project uil1 only begin to payoff 

at the end of the second 5 year period. If we use different (and 

lmver) rates of discount i th ubI n epic sector, ue attenuate this 

informational role of the discount rate and thereby give time-

inefficient public projects an advantage over more efficient private 

activities. 

A difference in the valuation of certain public as opposed to 

private activities is more accurately handled by giving a higher 

weight to the benefits of those public activities than they would 

carry if they were valued at the strictly equivalent market rates. 

If for example, a preventive health care program for a certain group 

of poor people raised thej.r expected lifetime incomes by $100,000 

tll'e might v7ell argue from the social point of Vi~H that this is t'1Orth 

more to us than the simple value of the increase in their private 

market productivity and multiply the benefit by. I 2 • say, •• This 

would leave unaffected the question of hOH to obtain such benefits 

most efficiently. Perhaps the basic objection to this procedure is 

the fear that if such weighting of benefits is made explicit, public 

administrators and decision-makers t-1i1l not accept it, l.J'hereas 

manipulation of the discount rate gives them the desired result by a 

sufficiently obscure procedure which allm'1s them to ,')Verlook the 

implicit 't-leighting scheme. Using a lO't~Ter discount rate is, in fact, 

strictly equivalent to multiplying benefits by some factor greater 



than one, but there are !>ractical re.asons for. escheuing the device 

of manipulating the discount rate. ~fuen a lm'7er discount rate is 

used rather than a t'7eighting of benefits, then there are arguments 

for usine it for att public activities, and a subsidy is thereby 

provided to a 't'?hole host of activities which fall in the public 

domain merely by chance, tradition, or non-time-dependent efficiency 

considerations. Furthermore, differences in the social nremium (or 

subsidy) ab~ve market valuations t'lhich t'1e might agree to apply to 

the benefits from different types of programs call for many different 

discount rates, oHing to the different durations and time patterns 

of the program. Either t-Te l>7ill be juge1ing hundreds of discount 

rates, or l'le will fall back on a single rate for public projects 'Hhich 

't-lill fail to reflect the differences. Unfortunately, even if our 

comments up to this point are all correct, 1;'le are still unable to 

specify the correct discount rate, for this depends on lo7hat the 

appropriate governmental viel'] of the risk element in its investment 

should be.
2l 

The market opportunity cost of capital is an obscure 

guide because of the mUltiple rates that exist in the face of varying 

risks. But even if a heal thy allm'lance is made for the limi ted risk 

premiums involved in e;overnmental investments, 've &hould expect to 

be using rates of, at least, 7 or 8 nercent. (Rememher, that the 

perspective of the "total society" implies that before-tax rates 

of return on investments are the relevant measures of the opportunity 

cost of capital in private markets.) And if certain publ:tc ventures 

are especially t\1orthy, 'He l'JQuld again advocate that this should be 

reflected in the value c~ the benefits, not in any artificial 

suppression of the discount rate using the benefit-cost calculations. 

.. 
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In the face of discount rates Nhich appear ''high'' by traditional 

standards in benefit-cost analysis of governmental programs. it 

may be ~1Orth pointing out that the force of these higher rates may 

be lessened in programs 'Hhich involve investments in human capital, 

such as manpouer training programs. If He take account of the "guaranteed" 

grm'lth in per capita income in the economy--or, more exactly, in the 

increase in the "price" of "labor" (for a given quality level) the 

projected benefits to such programs as manpo,,,er training programs 

will increase--say at a rate of 2 percent. A short-cut allonance 

for this increase is to reduce the rate of discourt used in the 

analysis by 2 percent and then project the constant levels of benefits 

't-7hich are available to us from the current data on t'lages and prices. 

22 
This procedure has been used and defended elsev!here, and here l'le 

should only like to point out that the basic source of this favorable 

treatment of human caoital investments resides in part on the 

reasonable assumption of the relative flexibility of hum~n beings 

to adapt to the diverse technological demands in an economy in Hhich 

the quality and quantity of capital l>er ,·yorker is groHin~. 

F. Organizational Problems 

Timing and the Ability to HoZd to Design. The effectiveness 

of evaluations of social action pro~rams are highly dependent on 

the manner in l'1hich a number of organizational and administrative 

problems are handled. Although a thorough review of these problems 

is properly consigned to the literature of public administration, we 

feel it is important to discuss a feu obstacles that can block even 

the best intentioned evaluator armed Hith the most s01'histicated 

statistical and economic design. 

--------------------------------" 
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In the beginning stases of planning an evaluation 'there are some 

?3 important questions about the timing of the evaluation.~ As social 

action programs are often innovative. it is not surprising that 

there is often a great clamor for an evaluation almost immediately after 

the program is begun. This is unrealistic since it takes some time 

for any program to settle d01im into "normal" operations, and !>rogram 

administrators are "7ell avJare of their tendency to progress along 

some kind of learning curve tm·mrd their maximum performance. In 

response to these points, it is sometimes argued that a "fair" 

evaluation of a program concept can only be undertaken a couple of 

years after a program has begun. 

Hm·rever, when the program to be evaluated is lar~e scale and 

wide-spread, the organizational problems of setting up the evaluation 

can almost equal those of setting up a major project in the program. 

This means that the evaluative mechanism 'V1ill need to be develo!>ed 

concurrently t-lith the program organization. A failure to generate 

adequate information for analysis has been largely responsible for 

the paucity of meaningful evaluations of social action programs. 

A related problem is that of insuring that programs hold to 

the initial design concept long enough to a1lo~] an evaluation to be 

completed. It is not uncommon to hear administrators complain that 

the evaluation they receive is l-1ell done but irrelevant, since the 

data used Here taken from a period before certain fundamental changes 

were made in the program. The problem for the evaluator, then, is 

to complete his evaluation somet'1here in the period betHeen the 

"settling d~:mn" of the initial organization and the beginning of 
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fundamental shifts in the program process. (To some analysts this 

h b t o appear to be of about a v1eek' s duration). 
optimum period las egun 

1 . i to become an effective element in decision If program eva uat10n s 

h tho ere be an increased aT'1areness both of making it is important t at 

the time it takes to set up and carry out an adequate evaluation and 

of the necessity of holding a program to a given design concept a 

sufficient 

completed. 

length of time to allow such an evaluation process to be 

And if ~'7e assume that the deslgn of the evaluation 

d ran~e of variability in treatment variables, it 
provided for a ,·11 e {;> 

is not likely to be irrelevant. 

InternaZ Data Systems. The modernization of the management of 

1 d to an increasing interest in the internal 
public programs has e 

da~a systems (sometimes called information systems) of programs. 

These systems are designed to facilitate the management of programs, 

h i ds tin. rocess including those functions we have c aracter ze a 

b h can also be a great help for 
evaluations" in Section II, ut t ey 

benefit-cost evaluations. 
There are several reasons, hOHever, ~'7hy 

an evaluator should not rely totally on an internal data system. 

Administrators, especially at local levels, tend to place a 

d 1 i d the result is that 
Im'1 priority on data collection an ana ys s, an 

bl t d l iver on schedule the range 
systems operators are seldom a e 0 e 

of .data "1hich they originally promise. 
He have to recognize, also, 

that project operators sometimes have incentives to provide biased or 

simply manufactured data. Finally, internal data systems are 

notoriously inflexible, since the systetI1.s are usuaJ.ly designed Hith 
. , 

a limited set of users in mind. The result is that the analyst finds 
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it impossible to obtain disa~Gregations of these data or reaggrcgations 

by different sets of classifications. The importance of conserving 

micro-data has still not been generally appreciated. 

For all of these reasons, the analyst is Hell-advised to supple-

ment the internal data system l1ith other information sources, perhaps 

by sampling from the system and perhaps through an outside source, 

such as the Social Security system. This procedure has the further 

advantage of liberating the internal data system from the burden of 

collecting for every participant all sorts of information vaguely 

believed necessary for "eventual" benefit-cost analyses with decisions 

about the selection of variables made by some one other than those 

wh('l 0T,P. pJanning the evaluation. For the pur!,>oses of the analyst, 

an internal data system 't"7hich permits stratification and sampling 
,..~ 

may be all that is required.~ 

IHTENTIOHAL EXPERUtEHTS: A SUGGESTED STR,t-\TEGY 

Underlying the gro~ling interest in evaluations of social action 

programs is the enlightened idea that the scientific method can be 

applied to program experience to establish and measure particular 

cause and effect relationships w'hich are amenable to change through 

the agents of public policy. llowever, traditional methods in science, 

whether the laboratory experimentation of the physical scientists, 

t~e testing of pilot models by engineers, or field testing of drugs 

by medical SCientists, are seldom models that can be directly copied, 

helpful though they are as standards of rigor. 

In particular, evaluation designs patterned after the testinB 

of pilot models, which correspond to "demonstration project~" in 

the field of social action programs, have been inadequate for both 
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theoretical B;Ild operational rea.sons. The present state of our 

theories of soctal behavior does not justify settling on a unique 

plan of action, and we cannot, almost by definition, learn muc~ about 

alternative courses of action from a single pilot project. It is 

somel'1hat paradoxical that on the operational level the pilot model 

has failed to Bive us much information because the design has 

frequently been impossible to control and has spun off in different 

directions. 

The combination of, first, loose administra~ion of and rapid 

changes in the operation of individual projects and second, a large 

scale program with many heterogeneous projects (different administra-

tions, different environments, different clientele, etc.), has led 

to the interestinp, vietor that this heterogeneity creates Hhat are, 

in effect, "natural experiments" for an evaluation design. For 

economists, who are used to thinking of the measurement of consumers' 

responses to changes in the price of l'7heat or investors' responses to 

changes in the interest rate, the idea of "natural experiments" 

has a certain appeal. Certainly much of this paper has dealt 'o1ith 

the problems and methods of copine Hith evaluations ~7hich attempt 

to take advantage of "natural experiments" within a pror,ram. But 

what should be clear from this discussion--and others before us have 

reached the same conclusion--is that a greatly improved evaluation 

could be obtained if social action programs Here initiated in 

intentional experiments. 

Hhen one talks of "experiments" in the social sciences "7hat 

inevitalJly comes to mind is a small scale, carefully controlled 
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study, such as thos~ tradiUonally employed in J')sychology. Thus, 

when one suggests that social action programs be initiated in 

intentional experiments, people imagine a process 1:07hich ~'Tould involve 

a series of small test projects, a period of delay while those 

projects are completed and evaluated, and perhaps more retesting before 

any major program is mounted. This is very definitely not t07hat 

we mean ,·rhen we sugeest social action programs as intentional 

experimentation. He ~]ould stress the nord action to highlight the 

difference bet~7een what we suggest versus the traditional small scale, 

experimentation. 

Social action programs are undertaken because there is a clearly 

perceived social problem that requires some form of amelioration. In 

general, (,V'ith the exception perhaps of the area of medicinal drugs 

where a counter tradition has been carefully or painfully built up), 

we are not willing to postpone large scale attempts at amelioration 

of such problems until all the steps of a careful testing of 

hypotheses, development of pilot projects, etc. have been carried 

out. The practice, particularly in recent years, has been to proceed 

to action on a large scale ~,Jith ~lhichever seems--on reasonable, but 

essentially superficial, grounds--the best design at hand. He 't'1Ould 

suggest that large scale ameliorative social action and intentional 

expet'imentation are not incompatable; experimental designs can be 

built into a large scale social action program • 

If a commitment is made to a more frankly exnerimental social 

action program by decision-makers and administrators, then many of 

the objectives We have advocated can be addressed directly at the 

E ---- , 
I, 
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planning stage. If ue begin a large nat:f.onal program tdth a frank 

awareness that we do not knou ~7hich program concept is more likely 

to be most efficacious, then several program models could be selected 

for implementation in several areas, "7ith enough variability in the 

key elements t-1hich make up the concepts to allow good measures of 

the differential responses to those elements. If social action programs 

are approached ''lith an "intentionally experimental" point of vieu, 

then the analytical pmV'ers of our statistical models of evaluation can 

be greatly enhanced by attempts to insure that "confounding" effects 

are minimized--i.e., that program treatment variables are uncorrelated 

with participant characteristics and particular types of environments. 

A less technical but equally important gain from this approach 

to social action programs is the understanding on the part of adminis­

trators, decision-makers, and legislators that if we are to learn 

anything from experience it is necessary to hold the design of the 

program (that is the designed project differentials in treatment 

variables) constant for a long enough period of time to alloH for the 

"settling dmm" of the program and the collection and analysis of 

the data. A commitment to ho~ to design fop a long enough pepiod 

so that we could leaPn fpom experience is a centpal element in the 

experimentaZ apppoach to sociaZ action. 

The idea that social action programs should be experimental 

is simple, but .1e cannot be sanguine about the speed Hith lV'hich the 

xull implications of this sim)Jle idea l'lill be accepted hy decision­

makers and the public as a 't-lhole. The viel'1 that programs can be 

large scale action programs and still be designed as j.ntendonal 
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experiments has not been easy to get across, even to those trained 

in experimental methods in the social sciences, with its tradition 

of small scale research. 

The emphasis on ex post evaluation is evidence of the fact that 

at some level legislators understand that social action programs are 

"testing" concepts. But it ~Ti.ll require more explicit acceptance of 

the i0ea that some aspects of programs "tested" in action will fail 

before the full advantages of the intentionally experimental approach 

can be realized. It takes restraint to mount a program ~-1ith a 

built-in experimental design and wait for it to mature before deciding 

on a single program concept, but we enh~oasize that restraint does 

not mean small scale or limited action. 

It is not unfair, we think, to characterize the approach to 

social action progran~ that has been taken in the past as one of 

serial expet'imentation through program failure. A program is built 

around a single concept, eventually it is realized that it does not 

work, 60 the program is scrapped (or allm1ed to fade a'-1ay) and a nel.,. 

program and concept is tried. Certainly ~erial experimentation through 

failure is the hard 'Hay to learn. An intentionally experimental 

approach would allov1 us to learn faster by trying alternative 

concepts sirrruZtane.ousZy and ~'Tould make it more likely that l'7e could 

determine not only that a particular concept failed, but also hlhy 

it failed. 

THE ACCEPTABILITY OF EVALUATION RESULTS 

It does little violence to the facts to state that few decisions 

about social action programs have been made on the basis of the types 

of evaluations ,(ore have been discussing thus far in. this paper. A 
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major reason for this. we feel, is an inadequate taste f9r rigor 

(or an oven-reening penchant for visceral judgments) by administrators 

and legislators and excessive taste for the purely scientific 

standards by academics. It often seems that the scholars conspire 

with the legislators to beat do~qn any attempt to bring to bear more 

orderly evidence about the effectiveness of alternative ~rograms; it is 

not at all difficult to find experts l-1ho l~ill testify that virtually 

any evaluation study is not adequately "scientific" to provide a 

sound basis for making program decisions. There is a reasonable and 

appropriate fear on the part of academics that sophisticated techniques 
\) 

of analysis will be used as deceptive wrapping around an essentially 

political kernel to mislead administrators or the public. This fear, 

however, often leads to the setting of standards of "proof" which 

cannot, at present, given the state of the art of social sciences, 

or perhaps never, given the inherent nature of social action programs, 

be satisfied. The result generally is that the evaluation is dis­

credited, the information it provides ignored, and the decision-

maker and legislator can resume the exercise of their visceral talents. 

A first step tO~lard creating a more favorable atmosphere for 

evaluation studies is to recognize that they will not be final 

arbiters of the v70rth of a program. A positive but more modest 

role for evaluation research was recently stated by Kenneth Arrow 

in a discussion of the relative virtues of the traditional processes 

of public decision-making (characterized as an adversary process) and 

the recently developed procedure of the Programming j Planning, 

Budgeting System (characterized as a rationalistic or "synoptic process ll)2S 
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26 Arrmq advocated an approach in bet~'7een forensics and syno!'tics. 

He illustrated his argument by making an ana10ey l/7ith the court 

system, suggestin~ that ,-rhat 'l;1as happening through the introduction 

of the more rationalistic processes l-ras the creation of a body 

of "rules of evidence." The use of systematic evaluation (along uith 

the other elements of the PPBS) represents an attempt to raise the 

standards of what is admissible as evidence in a decision process that 

is 1.nherently likely to remain adversary in nature. Higher standards 

of evaluation ,,7111 lessen the role of "hearsay" testimony in the decision 

process, but they are not meant to provide a hard and fast decision 

rule in and of themselves. The public decision-making process is 

still a long 'way from the point at 't.lhich the evidence from a hard 

evaluation is the primary or even the significant factor in the 

totality of factors t-rhich determine major decisions about programs. 

Therefore, the fear of many academics that poorly understood evaluations 

will exercise an inordinate influence on public decisions is, to say 

the least, extremely premature. But if standards for the acceptance 

of evaluation results are viewed in terms of the "rules of evidence" 

analogy, we can begin to move tO~'1ard the judicious mix of rigor 

and ·pragmatism that is so badly needed in evaluation analysis. 

The predominant vie~'l of the role of "serious," independent 

27 evaluations (particularly in the eyes of harried administrators), 

seems to be that of a trial (to continue the analogy) aimed at 

finding a program guilty of failure. There is a sense in nhich 

this paranoid vietv of evaluation is correct. The statistical procedures 

used usually start Nith a null hypothesis of "no effect," and the 
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burden of the analysis is to provide evidence that is sU,fficiently 

strong to overturn the null hypothesis. t.s "1e have pointed out, hO~'lever, 

problems of data
ll 

organization, and methods conspire to mal':e clear-cut 

positive findings in evaluations difficult to demonstrate. 

The atmosphere for evaluations tmuld be much healthier if the 

underlying stance Here shifted from this old ~'lor1d juridicial rule. 

Let the program be assumed innocent of failure until proven guilty 

through clear-cut negative findings. In more precise terms, we should 

try to avoid committing what are called in statistical theory Type II 

errors. Thus, an evaluation 'tiThich does not permit rejecting the null 

hypothesis (of a zero effect of the program) at customary levels 

of statistical Significance, may be consistent with a findine that a 

very large positive effect may be just as likely as a zero or 

negative effect. 28 "'Rules of evidence" which emphasize the avoidance 

of Type II errors are equivalent to an attit'ude l-1hich 't·re have 

characterized as "innocent until proven gutlty." (He must frankly 

admit that, like court rules of evidence, this basic stance may 

provide incent:f.ves to the program administrators to provide data 

tiThich are suff:lcient only for arriving at a "no conclusion" evaluative 

outcome.) 

As a final conciliatory comment; "1hen 't·re talk about evaluation 

studies leading to verdicts of "success" or "failure," it should be 

recognized that 't'Te a.re greatly simplifying and abbreviating the 

typical results. Most social action programs are so complex in the 

variety of inputs and the multiplicity of objectives!t that simple 

over-all judgments are t~ot likely to lead to quick decisions to 
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dump programs. In combination "1ith more detailed studies, the 

purpose of the evidence provided by the analysts will instead 

usually be to suggest modifications.in tbe program--to shift the 

composition of inputs, perhaps to re-emphasize some objectives and 

de-emphasize others--and to suggest marginal additions or subtractions 

in the total scale of the program. It is "TOrch emphasizing these modest 

objectives because the trust and cooperation of program administrators 

are indispensable to an evaluation of the program. 

1 As examples of the benefit-cost literature, see Robert Dorfman, ed., 

Heasuring Benefits of Government Investments (Brookings Institution, 

Washington~ D. C., 1965) 9 and A. P .• Prest and ~,. Turvey I itCost-

Benefit Analysis~ A Survey," iconomic Journal, December, l!)65, 

v. 75 9 pp. 683-735. As examples of the evaluation research 

literature, see Edtvard A. Suchman, Evaluation Research (Russell 

Sage Foundation, N~'1 York~ 1967), Donald T. Campe11 and Julian 

C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research 

(Chicago, Rand-Hci4ally, 1966), G. H. Orcutt and f.. G. Orcutt, 

';Incentive and Disincentive Experimentation for Income 11aintenal1ce 

Policy Purpm~es 9!I American Economic r.eviel-1, September, 1968, 

v. 58, pp. 754-72, and Harold Hatts, "Graduated Wor.k Incentives: 

Progress toward an Experiment in Negative Taxation," Discussion 

Papers Series, Institute for Research on Poverty, University 

of Wisconsin 9 1968. For examples of the point of vie~'7 of 

officials of governmental agencies, see William Gorham, "iSlotes 

of a Practicioner," and Elizabeth Drew, "HEH Grapples with PPBS," 

in The Public Interest, Summer 9 1967, No.8. 

2 There does seem to be a developing literature in which the a 

priori benefit-cost estimates are compared with the ex post results 

for water projects. See llaynard Hufschmidt, "'Systematic Errors' 

in Cost Estimation in Public Investment," to appear in the Universities-

National Bureau of Economic Research Conference volume, The Economics 

of Public Output. It may be that similar follow-up studies are being 

. ·'undertaken for defense projects--one can at least say that Congressional 

committees are determined to carry out their own follow-up evaluations 

on projects such as the TFX. 

>- -'Ill 



3 The Child Development Group in i'lississippi (CDGH) was, for example. 

far more than just a Read Start program and the Tufts-Delta Ilealth 

Center is more than just a health program. Jobs were generated and 

incomes were raised which brought about changes in the power structure 

of the community. For two revealing journalistic accounts in 1!!! 
magazine) see: David Hevin, ~'Strugg1e That Changed Glen Allan," Vol. 

63, Sept. 29, 1967, pp. 108-112) and Richard Hall, "A Stir of Hope in 

Hound Bayou 7" Vol. 66. r'.larch 28, 1969, pp. 66-31. 

4 The characteristics of Community Action Programs and the problems 

they create for operating and evaluating the programs are forcefully 

discussed by Daniel P. Hoynihan, in his book, Maximum Feasible 

Misunde:t'standing: community Action in the Wa!' on Poverty" Hew 

York! Free Press, 1969. 

5 He are indebted to Thomas K. G1ennen, RAND Corporation, for his 

ideas on this point. 

6 Briefly, the OlC concept combines elements of training, job 

development (often aided by pressure tact.ics against employers), 

and a psychological up-lifting of the participants \-1hich is conducted 

with an ideology of militancy and participatory democracy. 

7 The Work Experience program consisted of public employment of 

welfare recipients and other adult poor under Title V of the 

Economic Opportunity Act. Only minimal training was offered, 

but it was hoped that work-for-pay would, by itself p provide 

a springboard to self-sustaining employment in the private market. 

S U. S. Congress, House Committee on Ways and Heans, Community Work and 

Training Program. 90th Congress, 1st Sess., House Document No. 96 

(Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1967). 
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9 "Horth Dateman, l'Assessing Frogram Effectiveness;," foTeljfare in Review 7 

Vol. 6 ~ l~o. 1v January··February 1')(,3. 

1·) One range for a confidence interval of special interest is almost 

ahlays that \Vhic~1 includes zero for its 1mver limit (t!1in:~ing nm<T of 

a social action program that has some positive effect), so that the 

investigator is able to test the null hypothesis that the program makes 

lino c"ifference. 1i This is conventional, and so is the practice of 1IlI!~-

suring the quantitative magnitude of the effect when the null hypo-

thesis is rejected. Fe should not overlook, hOHever. the information 

,,_ .". t 'f 

""'U5"" u;. "I.Uc1l1LJ.LCitive effects ot variables even when the 

their confidence intervals include zero and ~·!hen9 therefore, the 

null hypothesis of ;'no effect'; is accepted. Clearly, we "rou1d 

i<Tant to knou that the interval \'7as? say ~ ·-$5 to $455 rather than 

,-$455 and $5. Furthermore, there are any number of situations 

,{'1hen "7e should be interested in Neighing the seriousness of negative' 

effects t-lith the benefits from, possibly" very large positive 

effects. Put in other terms, zero is bracketed by -$5 to +$5 as 

~ve1l as by -$500 to +$50a ~ and there may be situations in which 

it is important to distinguish bet~'7een the two cases. . 

11 In the absence of an ex post evaluation~ such a priori analysis 

"70uld be useful in assessing the general feasibility of the 

project. 

12 He may \ve11 have in mind attempting a number of different !>rograms 

that are radically innovative and for Hhich our a uri.ori notions 

predict either spectacular success or complete failure. A 
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Given 
i addiction might be such a p~ogram. 

program to cure narcot cs 

1 des igned evaluation schemes, we might 
the costliness of proper Y 

justify pushing ahead ,qith the programs without 't-1aiting on 

h even" casual observatil~.m" 
formal evaluation procedures in the hope t at 

will render a valid verdict of the program. 

b d i that for any given amount 
13 An important point to be remem ere s t 

of resources available for an evaluation studY9 there is a 

for increased 

measurement, 
trade-off between an allocation of these resources 

sample size and allocation for improved quality of 

f expanded set of variables, improved 
which might take the form 0 an 

measures of variables, or reduced attrition from the sample. 

14 

1 i d d attachment to larger 
Too often we have witnessed a sing e-m n e 

probably stemming from the analyst's fear that he 
sample sizes, 

will end up with "too few observations in the cells" of some 

This fear should be 
only vaguely imagined cross-tabulation. 

both of the rapidity with which marginal 
balanced by an awareness 

f estimates decline with increases in 
gains in precision 0 

and O~ the extent to which a theoretically 
"medium size" samples ... 

justified multiple regression model can overcome some of the 

limitations which cross-tabulation analysis impose on a given-

sized sample. 

defense of the experimental method in social 
See the vigorous 

action programs in: 
Guy R. Orcutt and Alice G. Orcutt, Ope cit. 

tJ 
i: 
il 
II 
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5 

15 This assumption will strike some readers as too positivistic, 

too restrictive to ilthings measurable,;' and too ob1i~ious to the 

unmeasurable and subjective variables. Let us say in defense 

of this assumption only that it is a ilworking assumptior,1I that 

permits us to discuss an important region of evaluation which 

covers the measurable portion, that it is desirable to expand 

this region and, therefore, to narrow the area left for subjective 

judgments, and that, in any case, the objective portion is 

necessary to an improved over-all judgment that spans both 

measurable and unmeasurable inputs and outputs of a program. 

16 When the program produces an increase in consumption of goods and 

services, the treatment of these transfer payments can become more 
'. 

complicated if we do not assume that the goods and service h~ve 

a value to the recipients equal to their cost. See A. A. Alchian 

and W. R. Allen, University Economics (Wadsworth: Belmont, California, 

1967, Second Edition) pp. 135-140 for an extended discussion. 

17 For just one of many examples of this type of treatment of 

transfer payments see, lithe Feasibility of Benefit-Cost Analysis 

in the War on Poverty: A Test Application to Manpower Programs," 

prepared for the General Accounting Office, Resource rianagemem.: 

Corporation, UR-054~ December 13, 1968. 

18 For a notable exception to the absence of attempted measurement 

of the type of third-party effects discussed above, see Thomas 

I. Ribich~ Education and Poverty (Washington, D. C.: lbe Brookings' 

Institution, 1968). Ribich's study also gives us some evidence of 

~ ______________________ ........................... ~I""".·.-~~Mt".t.' .............................. ; 
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likelihood of relatively small auantitative mar-nitudes of these . ; 

effects. A rather free ~'lheeling listin~ of third-party effects runs 

the risk. of double counting benefits. For exam:ole, althouph other 

family members benefit from the better education earnin~s of the 

head of the household, we should not forget that had the investment 

expenditure been made else~'lhere, even if in the form of an across­

the-board tax cut, other family heads ~~ould have had larcer incomes, 

--~~ 

at least, "tolith resultine benefits to their famll:.tes. In his examination 

of cost-benefit analYSis of "1ater resource developments, Roland 

N. Hcrtean gives an extended discussion of the pitfalls of double 

counting. See his Efficiency in Governmen.t Through Systems Analysis 

(Ne"1 York: John Hiley and Sons, Inc., 1950), especially Chapter 9. 

An exceptionally good discussion of negative external effects, 

including disruption to the community structure, is contained in 

Anthony Downs, "Uncomr.>ensated Non-Construction Costs Hhich Urban 

Highl'1ays and Urban Rene~'7al Impose on Residential Households ll t'1hich 

,,,ill appear in a Universities-ilational Bureau of Economic Research 

Conference volume entitled, Economics of Public Outout. The 

literature en urban reneual and public housinB is extensive and 

too ~'1ell kno~'m to require listing here. 

For an excellent discussion of many of these issues see Joel F. 

Handler, "Controlling Official Behavior in Helfare Administration," 

The La~', of the Poor, cd., J. tenBroek (Chandler Publish:tng Co., 

1%6). (Also publ:i.shed in The California T .. aH P.evie~·1, Vol. 54, 

1966, p. 479.) 
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21 Compare Kenneth J. Arro,." "Discountinr, and Public !nve~tment 
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26 

27 

Criteria, in Hater Research, etl., A. V. ;':neese and S. C. Smith, 

(Johns napkins Press, Baltimore, 1966), pp. 13-22, and Pirshcleifer, 

De Haven, and Hillirean, op.cit. on this point. 

Glen G. Cain, "Benefit/Cost Estimates for Job Co~ps." Discussion 

Papers, Institute for n.esearch on Poverty, The University of Hisconsin. 

I:·:tadison, Uisconsin, especially pp. 12, 17-10, 39-42. Sp.e also, Gary 

Becker, Uuman Capital, ~lational Bureau of Economic Research, Number 

80 (Ne~l York: Columbia University Press, 1964), especially p. 73. 

He are indebted to discussions and correspondence Hith Thomas K. 

Glennan, RAND Corporation, for many of the ideas itt this section. 

It has often proved surprisingly difficult to convince program 

managers that for the purposes of evaluation small samples of data 

are perfectly adequate and that, in some cases, data gathered on 
I 

the entire "universe" of the program are cumbersome or costly to 

manipulate. av~ notoriously error-laden, and generally add little 

additional useful information. 

For a more complete c1iocussion of this ter'minolop:y, see Hpnry P..oHen·, 

"Recent Developments in the Heasurement of Public Outputs," to be 

published in a Universities-National Bureau of Economic Research 

Conference volume, The Economics of Public Output. 

Remarks by Kenneth Arr0"i1 during the HEER conference cited in the 

prev:l.ous footnote. 

~]e mea.11 here to exclude the quid:: and casual sort of evaluations, 

mainly "in-house" evaluations, that more often than not are meant to 

provide a gloss of technical justiftcation for a prop.ram • 



28 Barold lJatts has stressed this point in conversations l·,it1:l. th.e 
1 

a.ut~lors. See Glen G. Caj.n and !:arold F 0 ~.latt9 t "The Coo.troversy 

about the Coleman r.eport: Comment,"Journal of l~uman r~esources, 

Vol. III, no. 3, funnner, 1!)50, pro 31::9-92, also, rarold t7. ~'!atts 

and David L. t~ot:'net:', "The ~ducational l!enefits of l!ead Start: 

" 
A Quantitative l'.nalysis," Discussion Paper Series, Th,," Institute 

for n.esearch on Poverty, University of Wisconsin, l1adison, l1isconsin • 
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