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e An Dverview @fLE;Qject'Develépméhgglfgéntinuity (PDC)

The Office of Child Develapmen;;arlglnateé Project
¢ N rDevelopmental Coﬂt;nulty (PDC) in 1974 as a Head Start = '~
demonstration program "aimed at promoting greater continuity
of eﬁucatlon and comprehensiveechild development services
* for chlldzen ‘as*they make the transition from preschool to
~ . school." The single most important effect of this under-*
)" taking, it is hoped, will be to enhance the social compe-
" tence of the children served--that is, to increase their
everyday effectiveness-in dealing with thei#=environment
(at school, at home, in the community, and in sbciety).
7 P . . T
As part of the overall Head Start Improvement and:
Innovation effort, PDC &mphasizes the involvement of
administratcrs; classroam staff and parents 1n farmulatlng

Ihe obgect Gf thlS effort is ;o ensure that chlldren
receive continuous individualized attention as they pro-
“@%ess fr@m Head Start thr@ugh the éarly primary gradés.

school exper;encas w1ll be redu;ed, if the prag;am 15 7
successful by PDC méchanisms which encourége CQmmunicatiQn

s¢hool teachers, admlnlstratars,'and parents.

3

lish;ng the adm;n;st:at;ve St:ugtuze for aontlnulty In

b the Preschool-School Linkages approach, administratively @

o separate Head Start and elementary programs are brought - '\\
iogether by the device 'of a PDC Council, whose ‘membé&rship \
includes téachers, ,parents, and admln;strators from both
organizatiofs. ~In the Early Childhood.Schools approach,
Head Start and elementary programs are combined both admin-
Tstratively, by the Cdurcil, and' physically, in the same
building, cteating a new institution. In both approaches
a gualitatively different program is expected to emerge as

=, a result of the Head Start-elementary school QDDpEfathD.

A
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A
Continuity is éxpécted to be established in two -
contexts. that of the individual child and that of the
school® structure. 1In the first context, Tontinuity means, -
for example, that a child should not have to have™iis or

her personal nature and needs rediscovered zégggggar as he
:or she moves from one grade to the next; instead the child
should become a more and more fully .recognized ember. of

the school "family" as-time passes. In the context.of
school .structure, continuity implies cooperative pursuit

af :ommon'gcalg, ana this iﬁVGlVES artiéulatian of phil— A
énterprlse. It is exgectéd that structural c@nt1nu1ty'

will contribute directly to continuity in the ‘attention
given to 1nd;v;dual thldren.g -

School érganlzatlcns at fifteen sites around the
~country received OCD funding duripy 1974-1975 (Program
Year I) to design and plan implementation of the seven
prescribed components of PDC. The cqmponents-focus on:.

7 e Administration: admiﬁistrativevca@rdination'between.
b and within'Héad.start and‘éleméntary school; -

‘@ Education: coordin tion of cufrlculum appfoachés

na
and educational q l

&

~ .

Training: preservice and inserviceée teacher training

and childrearing traihing for.parents;

{5- : sérvices (medlcal, L i;tlahal and

o Developmental/Support t Services: 'q@mprehensive
soc

children and famili

R . ®. Parent Involvement: parent participation i
’ policy~- maklng, home-school act1v1t}es, andi?
’:lassr@am visits or volunteering;

’%

e j%EEV1CEs for the ng@;zapped services for
" "handicapped children and childr en with learning
ﬂlsabllltleg

® Elllngualfalcultural and Multicultural Educatlaﬂ
psggrams for blllnqualfblcultural or multlcultural

dren.

— Durihg Year II, 1975-1976, fowrteen sites (one with-
>w valuntarily), comprising a total _of 42 Head start
1ters and elementary schools, 1mplemented PDC according
the plans they drew up during Year I, testéd<lhe1r
idaptatiens of the program and made ad]ustm@ﬂts where

) necessary. At the ehﬂ of, Year II anather site dropped out

of the prqgram. v . ] -
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In Year ITI, 1976-1977, PDC is expected to be .in mature
form at the particig ating sites, ‘and a decision will be made

‘to maintain or modify OCD support for the entire demonstration’
‘pr@gram. The decision will be based in large part on con-
sideration df the f2351b111ty of evaluating PDC's effects -

on children's, development over a long te¥m.” If the .program
is continued, it will be for a five-year period, from 1976
to 1981 ﬁﬂuflng which its effects will be observed as the

chlldren pragress from Head Start thraugh qrade 3.

. - . T x

Purpose of the PDC'Evaluatiéﬁ“

The purposa of the PDC evaluation is to aid the folce .
of Child. Development in the dévelopment Df ‘effective
programs for early childhood education. It attempts t
"this by. documenting and 'analyzing the processAongrogram

‘0

do

development and implementation and by evaluatingfprogram
outgomes, -or the impact of thg program on ‘the sdcial com-
pe§§ﬁce of children, on teachers'and parents, and on the
institutions involved in the programs. .

}Th% proce SS‘Evaluation includes:

. ° DESCIlptlve data on the gracess of program planning,
devel@pment and 1mplementatlgn at each site;

Vel Assessﬁent of the degree to which, 1mplementatlon

occurs;
. . / )

. Assessment of program costs; )

e Analysis of compliance with Hgad Start performance

standards and PDC guidelines (Year I only);
i = A
e Formulation of hypotheses relating levels of
implementation with the process of program planning
and development.

The, outcome or -impact evaluation includes assessment of:
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e Changes in parent perceptions and attitudes;

Ty . o il : 1 s s L
e Changes in the 1nsg1tut1ons€?nd their relationships. -

Although the ‘evaluation is concerned with both the
implementation prdcess and outcomes cf thg_@fcgrém, during

" the first two years the emphasis was clearly on process.’

. - been implemented.

-

“discussed, and.

" liminary list of\ :
Year IIT #Pen systematic implementation data will be collected.

Even with the extensive testing of ¢hildren carried out

s

.in the third' year, the predominant flavor of the three-year

“effort is tHat of a process.evaluation that analyzes

Ié;iti@nship;‘bEtWEEﬁ process and impléﬁentatién statusy
and increases the potential for explaining implementation
successes and failures. A major impact evaludtion study,
if feasible, would be undertaken during the four years *
following this study, when outcomes can be assessed

longitudinally as children proceed through the ‘elementary
grades. - ‘ P

Purpose of this Report . | |
This interim report describes progress 1n tﬁree areas of
the process evaluation: C ' . '

. @ the assessment of programs' implementation;

- e the analysis of factors affecting program implemen-
tation and identification of hypotheses relating
lggel55®f implementation with local organizational or
sotial characteristics; :

e the assessment of pf@graw costs.

The overall ‘design-of the Implementation Study, described in
the last interim report, is outlined in’Chapter II,; along with
a summary of data collection agtivities for the current year.
Chapter III contains a description of the work done to develop

instruments for’ S

sessing the degree to which each program has
Thé results of a field-test of the data
Analysis instruments conducted this spring -are
évisionstsuggested by this experience are
described. Chapter IV reports progress in identifying the
local factors, levents, or characteristics which shape, or
detefmine the lkvels of program implementation. From this
discussion, and\a review of the relevant literature. a pre-
hypotheses is derived for evaluation in

collection and

1Y

Chapter V contains the results from Program Year II of the .
cost analysis. C
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' W IMPLEMENTATION STUDY DESIGN @3

oo Research ‘Questions

j : e . o i'¥”'ﬂ‘ — f - kﬁj.;:'

“designed to answer five

[
W
W

The implementation study
- questiong: —
e _What is the nature of the PDC program at each
- gite? : ' ‘ : .
G ) what extent has eash praqpam meZemgﬂtgd the
' zmplgmsﬂtafzaﬂ yéﬂr quzdgllnga for each component?

i ‘@ What trends are there aeross sites with respact
to levelwbof imszmgntQtign?. ¢ .
,' 3 . =
@ What factors have ﬁhﬂpéd or dfféftéd the melewgn=‘
N . tation of FDC at each site? .
. e What patterns are there across sites with Fé%pé&t
to the factors affecting or shaping fkg meZeméntatZSH
of PDC? ' , :
. . i . ’

C@n:luslans from- the Study about relatlanshlps between
program processes and implementation levels will be
necessarily tentative due to the small number of sites.

It will be possible; however, to generate a plausible list’ i
of testable assertions about the process of implementation
which can then be tested more fully in future empirical ‘
studies involving a larger number of Eltes. While tenta- ’
tive, these hypotheéses can nonetheless be of use to those

~,at OCD who must design and superVise the implementation !

of programs of educational change. ) _ @
- ‘ " ¥ = R ‘l
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r s ;ite which desgsibé'
t the manner in which OCD guidelines
bgén in terpreted and. 1mglement d locally.
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:h 51te relat;ve to the Qf ;
analyses of trends foun d mer
aéfosg sites.

L ’ r;hl E ‘ . ) s c - ] ?F'

o prgthESES;-which can bé teSted in 1ater'5tuiies,

zatlanal or process varlableg and assessed 7= .
1mpL§mentatlon levels. , '

EﬁtatL Ve statements about the process and organi-=-
atiﬁ%al factors which appear to determine the
uccess’ or failure of PDC 1mplementatlon (the
"lessons" of PDC) , reported 1n a format thh

access;ble and useful to groqram deglgners.

L
=

’LD M

a

;\» ie’i A fifth product, a repart on the rel tlonshlp betweén,
A - “implementation levels and measured program effegts, will be
- " prdduced& at "the end ,of Year III in’ tonjunction with the
" Impact Study. = -, x S hT e

[ SN

R o Dyerv1ew of the ‘Design

?ufi,'i " The study outlined in this chapter is a two-year effort
T ko develop procedures for answerlng ‘the research questions
outlined above. ' This chapter is, orgahlged according to the

s g 17  four types of tagks to be performed (see Figure 1):

- @ Id@ntltlcatlon of varlables. The creatlon of q
o tatlon study in Program Yeaf II. ThlS l;st deflnes
e NS the categories of information to be collected fraem
e each site in order to rate implementation.levels,
SR to evaluate explanatory hypotheses, and to produce
descriptions of each PDC program. The tasks in
- creating this list were a) to define the criteria by
which implementation will be rated, b) to formulate
a list of hypotheses to explainﬂlevels of implemen-
tation, and then ¢) to didentify additional information
needed. from sites in order to/describe them adequately.
This 1ist hds now been reviséd for Year ITI based upon
the field fest'of lnétrumén(ii?ﬁnﬂucted this spring.
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Implementation Study Activities

| o Conduct: 1iterature

1., eses (II, III)

o, )

CTASKT
Identification
of Varigbles

' Develggfgevise

~ Implémentation
- Instrument (II)

o Identifyfinplenen- |
tation variables
(11)

search (II)

) Eaimulaﬁe‘hygathj

o Identify hypothesis

related variables
(11, 111)

o Identify site
descriptors {11,

LI "

. Identify descrip-
tive variables

TASK II
Data Callectlan
Actlvltlés

4

o Idéntify data
source fer each
variable (II) .

e Design data -
collection
instruments (II) -

o Collect data (11,
I1I)

¢ File data

o Rate Implementation
levels (III)

i

’ relati[nshlpgi(lli

1 Op rafions

e |

andatmry Fluw;

*Reman numerals tndld%te the program years
in whliﬁ ‘the' ECtIVItIES WI11 occur.

| @ Formulate new

mentation success

- TASK III
Data Analysis
= Actlvltles

¢ Construct data
natrices (II, III)

e Analyze matrices
for pattemns and

¢ Determine extent off

support for hypctﬁ-
eses }II; I1I)
® L s .

# Produce descrip-

Mypotheses (II,III)

o Identify factors .
affecting imple-

(11, 111)

<A

TASK IV
Hegmrt
Product.an

tions of the,
implementation - °
status of each
site (I17)

@ Produce the
National Implemen-
tation Process .
Study, (I11)




,, collected regular
1 L1l1 contlnue to

be collected in Year III Datat’collection tasks
o . _ '1nc1ude, a) the selection of_-do lectlon strategids
T ~ suitable. for each variable, b) ‘the design of dat
I callectlon 1nstrume nts, c) actudlly collecting
' data from the sites, and, d), 6 using the data to
rate implementation levels of each site.

illictioni ‘Data have bee;

Lol ‘ :FJJ‘

ata
rom
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B\ \w\
S oa
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1,
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U.n
o
il
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o
LQ
.
m*
I"If]1
m
rf’
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Cu
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Ch

s e Data analysis. f%e data analysis tasks are -a
e Eian efficient strategies for Qrganlzlng and
. ces lng data,-b) to d551gn data® analysis pro
5 appraprlatg for answering the basié research
. questlons, and c) to aétually perform the ﬂ?ta
analygls, .

i
a

port @roductlon Two repbrts w111 be‘pr duced
:aﬁifhe end of Year ITI of the study: an-imple-—
mentation status report for each s;te, ccitaini%E
detailed - descriptions of each, program s implemen-—"
tation status; and a. natlanal 1mplementatlan
process study report,  containing implementation
ratings and hypotheses about factors affectlng

the levels of 1mplementatlon.

\ o
©

/ ' ‘ Task]l;‘ gdentlf;catlon of Varlablea' S

B While an ObjECthé for the %tudy is to 1earn as:much

’ . as p05qlble about the processef cf 1mplementat1an a4t edch
site, some ‘descriptive and analytic framework is necessary
if comparisons across sites are to be obtained. The initial
design task for 'the implementation study, then, is to con-

'struct this fpamework-by identifying the categories of 1nfor*" (
mation to be collected at all sites.. The steps in this =
process of variable 1&Ent1f1gatlan,:repreaented schematically
in, Figure 2, were completed in the fall of Year - II the '
‘1igt has n@w?been revised fallaw1nq the spring field test’

-

of instruments.: Three types of variables were included on
the list: v . " : J
[ lmplementatloh variables which must be measured in -

order to assess the’degree to whlch a program jas
1mp1emeﬂt§d the PDC quldéllnes

, ary hypathesas
ite processes

_:elatlné lmglementatlon levelw w1th
and characteristics are supported;’
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Identification Process for Variables | 3
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Analyas 000 Frang Ident | fy kdd ii::}x

raqui Faments :=> implemgntat ion :> implenentation varighles
and extract [T 7| rating items “7lvariables trom

Are thers any
questions |eft jo
T analyzl

. ta variable
* i? FoquiFements , {he next rating | , liz[=
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~ ‘" +.e descriptive variables which, in.addition to the
implementation and hypotheses variables, must be
measured _in order to produce an adequate description
~of PDC at each site.

-Implementation variables were -derived first from the
guidelines by :Dnstruct;ng an implementation .rating
instrument and exitracting variables from it (Steps 1-5.
in Flgure 2) . Hypotheses variables are generated
from a list of hypotheses developed by staff from field

’ experience, a literature search, and. consultatlons with - |
’ % 0CD (Steps 6-9). Descriptive variables were derlveﬂ by
examining the anticipated needs for degcr;ptlan of dites
and determining which of these variables are not already -
on the list (Steps:lo 13). These steps are described more
fully below.. ' :

&

[y

;ﬁenﬁifying,Impiementatio@iY@gigg;%gi( teps 1-5)

STEP 1: Analyze guidelines and extract requirements.
The PDC Implementation Year Guidelines provided the source
for implementation variables. 1In this first step toward
operationalizing the guidelines, the document was -analyzed
and individual statements of program requirements extracted.
In the guidelines, program trequirements are often imbedded
among program suggestions or clarifications. . The follewing
required element taken.from the education component guide- .
. lines is an example: '

The curriculum approaci must facilitate indi-

o - vidualized itnstruction., A diagnostic and gualu@tiﬁg(
’sgstim mi ve utilized to implement thzﬂ individ- . ]\
© . ualized approach.
This system ﬂQHZd faetlitate zﬂdz%LduaZzégd
\ by §H@QZLH5 the teacher-t& pinpoint the
' Wbﬂtﬁl level of each child in the vartous
\ 47um areas. The teacher should then depelop
" wzrtional program for each child based upon
g diagnosed s tf”ﬂgths and weaknesses.
A }&JJUbuQQZiEEJ program might pr@u155 @pp@r_
L g L zhildren to spend time in other class
rooms; g@gnggr*g“ vlder children, in order to
; meat ?héfflguﬂ specifio developmental needs. |
y N — S — E— - — S — e .
:_‘é;% ¥ : . =
H o . =
10
4
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Assuming that "must" here is synonym@us with "should,
ani that these are different from "might," four program
requirements and one optional program element can-be

~ extracted from this single "required .element:"

Regquirements

b
-+
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B 2. A diagnastlc and evaluative system must ,
_ * be utilized to 1mplement the 1nd1v;duallzeﬂ a.
. S ~ approach.
v . PP ~
13, Thi; diadnbstic and evaluati&ersystem sﬁgald
‘ inabllng the teagher to plnpo;nt the-. .
' ' developmental level of each chlld in ﬁhe
various curriculum areas.

. . 2 ) =
} 4. The teacher should then develop an instruc-
o T tional program for each child based upon
the c¢hild's. dlagnosed ;trengths and weaknesse%.’

ﬁgpfonaL Program Featuré

The 1nd;v;dual;ged program might provide oppor-
tynities for children to spend time in other
classrooms, with younger ‘or older children, in
order to meet thelr own spe:lflc ‘developmental
needs .

#

All basic pflﬁClpleS and required elemepts in the guide-
fé

lines were analyzed in this manner ahd disc

—

for each compohent. All nonredundant "must" and "should"

te’ requlrements
i.e., "must" and "should" statements) eﬁtra:ted and ,listed

statements were ineXaded .at this point in phrasings as close

" as possible to the erglnal without regard to their

p@tentlal for being opafatlgnallzed The EbjéCthé at this™
point in the anglysis was to 1dent1fy the’ requirements, not

to interpret oxr opérationalize them. ,




2: Frame implementation rating ms.
list ot " prpgram requirements had been identifie
next st %ﬁe design sequence was to devise a pr
for assessing systematically the degree.to .which
have implemented each requirement. The product of.
step was the Implementation® Rating JInstrument (IRI?

battery of rating scales to be applied to the data
each 'site. : k

in

1& Plan its own pr@=
nt. . Lot

"U

. /
gn ZQEQZZN kppPiFPLdﬁ§ methods or
hin each Qmpgn;nt ar£ﬂ§
¢ principles are addressed and the required

ineluded. Regardl;gg @f the strategies

con for full component coverage, the total
E¥ suitable to the particular needs of the
satisfactory to the community.
eultural and lﬂh}udjb charactepistics
into account.' (PDC GUldEllnE fDr'
the Implementatlan Year, page 8) - - j .

ntac oy

1ind. procedures for assessing levels of
, then, it was 1m§ortant not to impose mo
specificity—on programs than the guidelines
erefore, if the guidelines only stated that
have a diagriostic and evaluative system for
e
Y
e

must be

i ‘H‘
11/]

nust
1dentlﬁy1 g t educational needs of 1ndlv;dual children,
wighout spe cif
OS

could be im

ing features of that sygtem, no fedtures
d in assessing 1m91;jantatlan.

s of how an
spects, or
in the initial

i@;}‘ the prap@ftign of

equired element who
e

; n-o ,,XIRT: .;;
: y | .
o The extent of 1m2;ege :

the target populatiton for a r

. are actually affected by that
mentation,

e event or activity occurs.

s
L
m
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ion the amount of
. time that has elapsed since lmplementatlanfoi
v a paztlcular required element began. -

it
@ The dULatan of 1mplementatloﬁ.

graf the ;mplemented element, as
ldualg from the element's®'
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By applylng these ,dimensions to each extracted require-
ment, a series of_quezglonj wege derived which define the
lnf@rﬁhtidg needed from a dite in order to assess implemen-
tation. For example, the flour extracted requirementsy \
illustrated above, when g'bj cted to thlc analy51:,

produced the fDllOWlng quedtions
——e 7’7 —_ —— == —
Extent oi Implementation -

1. Have strategies been developed at Lh - (Head o

” S art/elementdty) level to facilitate individ-

. . valized ;ngtructlan? _ 2 '
. . 2. Have strategies beeﬁ implemented at the (Head
' ’ Start®elementary) level to facilitate individ-
o ualized instruction? 7 ‘

3. Has ?écommOn PDC diagnostic system been estah-
lished to identify the educational needs of
individual chlléren from Head Start/ th¥ough ‘
third 'grade? - _ v N~ ’

) 4. In how manys(iead Start/elementary) classrooms
has the diagn&:tic system to identify the
educational needs of ;nd;v;dual children been
1mpleenLedj _ )

S 5. On how many (Head St L/el&menta;g)'c ildren ’
has the diagnostic system been u;ed?‘
- 6. How many (Head Start/elémentary) children have/
~had instructional programs developed for them
based on their diagnosed strengths and weak-
nesses? {
- A

Duration of Implementation ‘

|1 7. When did implementation of the diagnostic “and

o .. evdluative system,begin at the (H ead\gtart/
P ,-eLemenEé@yLiIﬁvel? y ) .
.| Effectiveness of Implementation a
-‘ r':. ) ) - V T’
%” 8.. How many PBDC (H&gﬁsatart/elementary) teachers
) , £ that "the Eﬁsrﬂiagantlc and evaluatlve N
!

ey



Extracted regulrements from Step 1 for which gquestions
as these could™ot be formulated were omitted at this
po;nt from the study because they could not be operatlan—
alized for assgessment. —

Hav;nq identified the d;men51on5 and categories for
assessing. 1mplementatlon levels, a serles of four-point
rating scales were Mext created to 1n5ure a consistent )
framework for interpreting answers to the questions. For{
example, the sthree scales illustrated below were generated

_from questions 1-2, 5, and 8, respectively, in the abovey .

example.

A P — —: 7»7,- &”,L

Extent of Implementation

A PDC diagnostic and evaluative Systembtc identify
, the educational needs of individual children !

a) Has not been developed or selected.

b) Has been developed or selegted, but:'is not
“operational’
c) Has been developed or selected and is .oper-
+ atlional at the Head Starty level or elementary
level, but not at both levels. \
d) Has,.peen developed or selected énd is Of

o
=
D K
=
-
o
g

atioglal at both the Head Start and the
tary ischool levels. . K T
e): Data/insufficient for ratlng.
The PDC diagnostic assessfiént and evaluation system
a) Has hot been implemented in at least one PDC
- Head sStart classroom and one PDC elementary

classré@m.

‘b) +=Has been used with less than. 25% of the chil=
dren in the PDC Head Start program and with
less than 25% of the children in the PDC

.+ elementary program.

‘c) Has been used with more than 25% of the chil-

i\ dren in~both the PDC Head Start program and )

-the PDC elemenﬁary program, But with less than.

75% of the children in one of the two programs.
d) Has been used with more than 75% of the chil-
dren 1n both the PDC Head Start and alem&ntary
‘progrié . -
e) , Data nsufflclent fo; rating.

continued:




.

Eff%tt;veneggbofmimp;gmentati@n : ' N

P

in ;dontlfylng the educatlanal needs Df szt of
tQE children in thelr claks %

=

a) No PDC "diagnostic assessment and evaluatives
system was lmplémented '

b) Less than 25%.

c) Between 25% and 75%.

d) re ‘than 75%.

e) D ta 1n5uff1CLant fDr rating.

The intervals between the points on the scales were
- of necessity set somewhat arbitrarily for the Year .IT
ratings. The distinctions employed reflect stafyf expecta-
Q tions based on fie¥®d experience’ of the- intervals likely to
roveaﬂ differences between sites. Dne objective for this-
year's field test of the IRI at five sites (reported in
Chapter III) was to detarmlne the adegquacy of these dis-
'»tlnétlons. - "y

1 =

- the- Implementatlon Ratlng Instrument. These were then

‘ organized into Subcomponent" clusters w1thlg each component
containing scales which address similar aspegcts of the PDC
guidelines. Thé three scales illustrated edrlier, for
example, were all placed in the "PDC piagnoskic and Eval-
uative System" subcomponent within the education compohnent
IRI. When analyzed, scores on items within the subcomponents
could be averagedft@ produce a single subtomponent :score,,
‘which,could in turn be averaged with scores from other sub=

BN CDmpODEﬁtS within the cducation component to produce an E

dverall companegt score.! .

— ——— e

Cl,st ering 1tem5 into subcomponents also helps insure that
‘Hﬁs each e%tracted program requirement will contribute equally-
-~ to the overall implementation rating for a given component.

If this clustering were not done, an extracted reqUirement
which happened to generate eight IRI scales would have a
greater impact on the component fatlnq than one whigh had
only generated four. While it can be argqued that all program
requirements - should not be given cqual weight, until there
arc clearer criteria upon which to base these weightings,
there is no alternative but to weigh each equally.




Afé}aft version of the complete IRI was submitted to -
.OCD program staff for review in January, 1976 to assure
that the dimensions along which sites were to-be rated SN
"conformed to OCD intentions for PDC. A revised version-
of the instrument ‘incorporating their suggestions was
field-tested at five sites this sprimg. Results from
this fiPld test along with the changes madg in fhe IRI

are réported in Chapter III. -
STEPS 3-5: Identifying implementation variables.

- The task in these steps was to identify the 1nfarmatlan
needed to destribe and rate each program's implementation.
The' list of: lmplementatlan variables was constructed in
two stages:  first, the IRI rating scales we:e e%amlned tD )
determine the information réqulréd to perform the ratings. M
Next, this initial variable list. was reviewed and items
added to insure that data necessary for dEa&flblﬂg the
implementation as well as rating it were included. whgain
referring to the earlier example, applying this procedure
to the total set of IRI scales produced from the imple-
mentation gquestions, the following variables were ident-
ified and added to the varlable list

o

1. A description of the PDC diagnostic and eva
uat1ve syétem devélOPEd or selected.

2. The number of PDC Head Start-and elementary
classes in which it is now operational.
: : 3

3. The number of PDC Head Start and elementary
children upon whom the ﬁystem has been used
for matching children wi h a particular
instructional plan. :

4. The number of PDC Head Start and elementary
~ teachers who said that the gystem used this
“yéar had been effective .in identifying the

educational needs of most of the children in
their glass -

began

Ide ntlfylng Hypothese s-Related Variables (Steps 6-9)

Varia@les to’ be measured in order to determine whether
an initial list of explanatory hypotheses is supported were
. -derived following the procedure illustrated in Steps 6
/ - through 9 on the flow chart in Figure 2. ’

£
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STEP 6: Pormulate an initial

hypotheses.

im plémentat;@nelatlnq Lfltéll procedures, agd
variables had been identified, the next design: activity
was thé formulation of &n initial l; t of Jhypotheses

» Trelating site organization and process chBracteristics
to rdted levels of implementation- This initial list has
' 7~ been, and will continue to be refined, pruned, and

A Aft

w
H‘

m - 1
a

m
R

L"u

- . expanded throughout the ;mplémentdtlan study, and will'

x . Cﬁlmlnatg in" (a) a list of testable hypotheses for

! " future rESEﬁICh, and (b) .a set of stateWents ;ummariz;ng
the "lessons" leatned from the first three years of PDC

ab ut the IejathﬂShlpS between process and @rganlzatlanal
] tD;;/and lmplementatlon success.

H‘l

4

= /ﬁ make thls ini

Fal- 115t as campfehenS;v
’mat;c data COllECthﬂ ;Q§§E begln

o knowledge %f PDC programs Db;aiﬂéd by staff
members during planning year and fall 1975 site
vigits: % . ‘

o, review of the literature in the fields of educa-
tional and organizational change and innovation;

with PDC program staff.

These hypotheses have been revised several times in the
, course of the study. 'Chaptax IV of "this report CDntalDS
a a discussion of those formulated to date

Bat!

STEP%;lgs%/ Identification of hyg@theg;s r@l@tg@ )
vatriables As hypotheses were identified, the information
needed to Pvaluat& each at all sites was next identified.-
These hypothesis-related variables were then added to

the 'variable list.

v—w

The analytic procedure for this step was the same-
as that used to identify implementation variables:
S\EEE%» hypotheses were examined and the dependent and 1ndepéndént
T ﬂagir;ableg identified. ~After the variables had been 1déntE
ified, those not already améﬂg the 1m9lémentatlon Varlabl
were added to the list.~ :

=
o

I




‘1{: - 77;’ . - 7 7 - ) ;}7; | .’ : !7v; : F’)'%E - Lo ‘ ° “-
'gg;ntlfylng,Descrggﬁlve Var;ables (Stegs 10 13) ,-i R S
¥ sTEPS10: Ident;f;cat;an of desarﬁptlve variables . |

fﬁéédéd to Qrcduce a -descriptive repart~fa; each Hite. Not
‘@l]l information needed about each site will be Identified
through the. above, d231gn activities. Impleméntaﬁlon LA
variablps only 1dent;fy information needed to éegcrlbe
each PDE’'site in terms- of the.PDC guidelines.  Hypothesis
ariables Dnly 1&ént1fy site characteristics suspected Df .
exertinyg spme influence over a site's implementation-of - ., 7 < -
, . the guldél’nes. SDme,addltlanEl descriptors are needed
F in Dider to ‘produce adeqhate repcrts descrlblng each Slté.‘i

1 The pracess a'“ldentlfg;ng d%scr;gtlve va;;ablesils

.4’.§ésé';ptlve ageds “For slté ;ePcrts, a Fist of
B iptors was” identified:” This list included suci ,

"as the demégraph;c chara:terlst;cs of the cgmmunlty served’
- by the PDC program, the -events ;eadlng to."the introduction ) -
-0f PDC in the community,  the background of key program -~ o
personnel, etc. Some- items werk included in the- dist . T
_because staff members Suspeated that futuze hygathéses

" might be farm@lated from them.: The ;15t¢was -next analyzed
-and variables ldentlf;ed thﬁge varlables a}ready'an the.

. Variable List were removed, ana ‘those zemalplng added tc
‘the -Variable List. - .

2
i

S *  Task 2: Data Colla@tlan o
- : . 7. IUPEENE A U .
The ba51c data collection tasks are, Ka) to determine -
" \the optimum methods for abta;n;ng each Gategq 'y of infor- o
mation identified on the variable'list; :-(b) tb design T e
o instruments to collect the data; (c) to colllect the data; -
-, and, (d) to complete the IRT rat;pg scales fDr each 51te.a

"1§a11y in Flgure 3 S ) . -

. . In the” Drlglnal deslgn (Interlm Repart III) full-scale . - .
- data collections and 1mplementat1an ratings were to- have : S
accurred*thcé——Dnce at the end of’ Ero iram Year II, and .

‘again in tHe spring of Year III. Delays bysthe folce of
Management land Budget in approving the data CDllECtan

forms, howgver, forced a reduttion-in these pléns for Year II
to a field/ test of the 1nterhlew forms and IRI ‘at. fiye
sites (see Chapter III), and a reduagd CDlléEtlDﬁ effart'

at the remaining nine. - \ : . )

My

, Iﬂiall phases Df thé data EQllECtl@ﬁ praaess an_x
effort Has been made to 1mPGSE a minimum burden on Sltés

} @f thg ;mplementatlan study and Dth%r parts Qf the t@tal
:;evaluat;cn effort: This will bé accomplished in part by
utllizlng an 1ﬂtegfated data callectlcn pr@cedurg in which

;YF. ) -

o 18
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X . data EQllEEtiEﬂ activities for 311 campgnents of the.
Y. evaluation--the Impact Study, the Implementation Study,'
: : and the céstfanaly51s—=are caardlnated. - Some data
collectedids, part of the Impact or Cost Studies w1ll
algaﬁbe uséd Eqr the Implementatlan Study. - #

o STEP l Dec;de on: apprapr;ate data CDllEEtan ClaE
st:ateglés fgr eadh vaz;able. aln this step each varlable:,

. made.
N ‘ ® Have tl} L1
e If the data for a varlable have already been.
/collected, is more recent 1nfermatlan needed?

//If more recent 1nfarmat;on is regu;reﬂ or if -

. , fde; data for the variable have never been colle Ed : o
: ‘'what is the most apprgprlate strategy for ft

collecting it? .

Ea s

= O 1. :
Elght data :allectlgn strategles have been éeveléped,
either for the Implementation Etuﬂy specifically, or- - : S
for the Impact or Cost Studies in conjunction Wlth the e LS b
(imalementatlon Etudy ‘These strategles are: S

Structured 1nterv;ews to be canduated w1th PDC .

; admlnlstratlve -and teaeh;ng staffs during site -
SR . ™ ' visits by teams from the contract@r and subcon-
. tractor; . ) s - .

& :

. . PR ;Ethnagraph;c (1 =Ty non—lnstrumented) abservatlans e
T " " of PDC classes and activities performed by

T ngg/Sccpe staff dur;ﬂg s;te visits (Year IT @hly),

éf . - o o’ Systematlc observations of EDC classes perfarmed v
Ty %j_i‘ by local teste¥s trained by. High/Scope using an - - .
’ \) i{',ii, -observation instrument dESl‘B‘DEd by ngh/smpe
) _J-L (Yeafs II and III),
L C. . ;!‘.“ s ’IT !

Fa'

;, ta calléétlan from the sliasabegaﬂf n the'?lang;ng Year,
;th the gathering of irformation for’ the case studies. ‘
i ghe figst collection guided by this désign was not untll

"i the; w nﬁéf Slté V;51t af Pragram Yea; II T

e

’r‘}‘ .

[ ,‘ s .
o - . £

-

- 2l v : i
. . i coe -~ -
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A
LY

_ - . Core e t . e

sample of PDC and cmmparlsanischacl parants_és
- part of thé Impact evaluatlan (Year iII only) &

eac her Surveys Eaﬁductea with a sample of PBC - %
nd- comparison schodl teachers Wear III Gnly),

L ]
W H\

'1éf Dééuments (1.&., pr@pasals,_curzlculum Etatements

“ete. )!Eallecﬁed frcm sites (Years I- III), . ,

‘@: Data callestéd ‘as parg Qfﬁthe ccst an3135153?7
(Years II- III), \

*Dn PDC meetlngs, tralnlng actlvf 254 égdrdéilvery
of requlreﬂ health and social SéﬁVLG%E-

Data for mast Dfﬂthe variables Wlll be obtalined - thraugh

the étrUEtuzgd interviews, with the other strategies sup-

plying® aux;ﬂ;a:y or.verification information. Site dccuménts,

" the record-keeping system, ahd Cost Study data will, howéver,

be a primary source for certain highly quantitative data
(for example, average monthly volunteer hours) which would
be difficult and time-consuming to collect in interviews.

- The parent surveys will be used primarily to obtain:

opinions -from paggnts about the effectiveness with which

various parent involvement requirements have been implehented.

Data on the actual number and kinds of parent a:t1v1tles
will be obtained fr@m the other .sources. 1 B

STEP 2: Des;gn data collection instruments. Afte
the procedure for addressing each variable was identified,
instruments were des;gnad to, ;nsure that the neadéd infor

Hh oF
0OoKR

I~

;‘matlon would be ﬁollécted. T . P EAE é\\f

5",
Cs

o STEP 3:  Collect data., Data collectlon act;g;ties

have beentoccurrlng and will continue to occur “th ﬂghout |
the study. A schedule of collection times for each)* L

" methodology is, provided in Figures 4 and 5. Most
llected

of the data §§£ the 1mp;amentatlan study will be gbll
in"interview#: and ethnographic observations performed .
during one-week .visits to each site in the fall, winter,

~and spring of Program Year II, and in Janua:ysFebEgary;

of Year III. Site documents will also be ﬂallectei¥?uring

these v;s;ﬁs, o - A oy S e
. - S

"
3
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- DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE:
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DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE:

Fiqure 5
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Systematic c aserDm Qbsérvatlans will be- perfarmeé

f

cal tes%y{sf n-the fall and sprlﬁg of Program-Year IQ,

‘and in the fall and spring of .Year III, at Head Start
o aEQtérélanly, the Parent Survey will be administered in
T . spring of 'Year III. Cost data will be collected con-
_ gucusly throughout both. years, with site visits by cost

H

fs

cialists from the subecpntractor Dccurf;ng thEE in -
r II and once ;n ¥ear'&$£. ’

Data collected in 1nd1v;duaL ;nteerEWS aﬂd ethno- .

raphic observatlgns will be summarlzéd by site v151t®§§

v . at the end of the 51te v151t Bath tha summarles and
rai
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ra'lng of program implementation will not. Dégur until
f )SE

e ‘ ) -‘:‘w ’

-after the Year III site visit.] While data om al;r
data.collection periods will be used in the analylsis,

~ the primary source of data for the :at;ng of ;mpLemé,}atiDn
levels will be the structured interview condicted duilng T
that site visit. . i -

urces‘

z

At the end of. the site visit week, the s;te visit
teams will meet to'consolidate their information and.
fplete the IRI ratings; ratings will.be obtained -on all

sﬂales for whigh data were collected from structured
.interviews. Thé remaining scales will be completed by
the High/Scope site visitors in Michigan from other data.

Site visitors will alsc perform E;secand set of
implementation ra%ings at each 51téldeslgnéd to incor-
porate more latitude into the assessment process. Whereas

*  the IRI contain a battery of scales with clearly defined
criteria for rating (e.g., the number of classrooms in
WhlEh a given requ;rement had been implemented), this

second set of scales 1s less restrifted, less quanitative,

and more judgmental. ~

—

¥ I
%

At the end of each IRI subcomg onent, ’after the
v * specific ratihgs have, been. performeéd, raters will reassess
S ﬂimplamentatlan*alang'tha dime slans encauntEfed earlier.
Their assessments thls t;mswﬂh wevEr will be based upon
7 ’_s] MHBtEVEI information that rater can bring to bear on
the Slte s mpleméntatléﬂ experlence., Mltlgatlng circum-—

STEE 4: Rate 1mplementatlgn us;ng the IRI Full-scale

'w,_;-



/reported and analysed.,- e T

’ When analyzed the IRI scores will be c@mpared
with. the judgmental sca:es. Should substantial

discrepancies .appear, both sets of scores. will be

— L - 1Y

—— - - -

. STEP EjﬁhPDDl cgllected data in fllé%. Data fram-
aﬂ% sources will be pé*iéaflntc a.single file farqeach

sife at High/Scope offices in Michigan. Data in these . .

. files will be -of two types: raw and’ processed. Processed

data include monitoring reports for each site from Year I,

interim implementation statug reports from fall, 1975,

site proposals, interview summaries from each site visitg
case studies from Program Year I, and summaries of data

1callected by the Impaet;anil:Cost Studlés - Raw data kePt

in these files will ;nciuﬁe &nd1v1dual 1nter1éW respomses,
ethnographic observatié#.h6tes, and site documents such
as curriculum statements, meeting mlnutes, ané so ﬁcrth.

} o Task 357 Data Analysis - )

: f £ o \
Because of the dgseriﬁtive natufé éf much of the
information collected from the sites, and the largely
inductive nature of the study, large amounts of qualita-=
tive, uncoded data will be obtained using the methods
described, in the preceding section. Thgse data must be
analyzed Systematically and efflc1ently to identify
patterns in the implementation experiences of. the PDC
programs’, and to generate hypotheses for their exPLanatiQnu
Most of the data ana1y51s (Flgure 6) will occur in
Year III; the process is an inductive process beginning
with the Grganlzatlon of the files off pooled data from
€éach s;te into a’ set ‘of ﬁatfices which facilitate rapid
oomparisons of similar categories of information, from
different sites. These qatrlces will then be analyzed

b

for patterns. ' ¢

Organizing the Data (Step 1)

Data from all souxces have been or will be organized
into five matrices: thgre will be 'one matrix for each of
the three categories of wariables on the variable 1list,

a separate matrix. for the \IRT scores, and a final matrix
containing the explanation

obtained from sites for their

.levels of implementation.-in each component. Because of

the guantities of information involved, and the need for
easy juxtapos¥tion of- matrices; the ":ells" of a giyen
matrix will generally be represented by separate file
Eolders containing ékten51ve written descriptions,

\‘-g"‘;

[ (%]
[
L
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A

“-needed to complete the IRI ratings, Grganlzed,by site an

,s;te. .The information within cell

‘with each cell organized by subcomponents. Thus, each =~ -’
‘cell would contain an IRI score for each Subcampanént,

‘component organized by cluster. 'hus, a site may have i v

STEP la: @gnstruct a matrix of 1mplementatlan data

(Years II_and/II1). The first matrix contains data gﬁ;;;ggf“

guideline component. The c@ntents ‘of each cell are further
organized %y IRI subcomponent (i.€., variables addressing

- the same extracted guldellne requlzements) ~ Thus, for S s
" the’ edu:atlcnfgomp@nent there would be on the matrix a -

row of 14 cells, each containing information abeéut

education componeht implementation variables at a PDC

is crganlzed accardlng

to IRI subcomponents: there is, fotx _example, a deEéflptlQDi 4
of the diagnostic and evaluative system, a report.on the '
judgnients of teachers as to that systgm's  effectiveness

and information on the extent to which the system had

-been implemented at the site in guestion. Similar data.

are also included. for other aducat;an component clusters,
such as the PDC, plan for 1ndlv1duallzatlan of instruction,
devéeloprient of a coordinated curriculum, etc. This matrix

" has: been updated fDllaw;ng each site v;s;t

&=

=STEP'lb= Canstruct a matrix of implementation ratlngs
5 ¢ ). The" prev1gus matrix contained the infor-
matlan needed to completé the IRI ratings for each site;
this second matrix will contain the' actual products of |
those ratings--the IRI and judgmental rating scores. -

The matrix will again be organized by site and campﬂaent

a judgmental rating score for the same clusters, and an
overall score for the" entlre Qompoﬂent derived. fr@m each
ratlng gystem. -

STEP lc: - Censtruct a matrix of implementation’
éxplanatiéhs (Years II and III) - As part of the imple--
mentation ratlng pfacess, site visitors have been investi- | ,
gating and reporting local factors, conditions, or events ﬁii:\

‘which affect implementation. This explanatory information,

derived from several squrces; is organized in this matrix.
Like: the preceding matygces, the axes on the implementation
explanation matrix are sites and components, with each

been ‘'unable to implement its 'diagnostic and .evaluative, .
system because teachers had 'oted against using inservice -
training days for instruction™#n.its use. This explanation
would be entered on the matrix_ip the diagnostic and

_evaluative system section of the educatlmn component Céll 7 A

for that site.-

’ 2 7 ; o =iy ’ : ) ’ : : *‘ v |



STEP ld:

Constructrmatrlx of hypothesis- -related

'‘data (Years .11 and II1).

evaluate the extent of émplrlcal support for the hypatheses

The i1nformation neeﬂedﬁﬁo'

generated earlier is b31ng organized into a matrix. by

site and individual variable

-gomponent as in the preceding matrices).
. the data for a specific hprth2515 variable at a- 'given
A hypothetical example of a section of thlS matrix

is 1llustrated below: :

site’.

(rather than by guideline
Each cell contains

“‘ w‘\‘

Teacher Recruitment Téachérs compatible | No recruitment or
Procedure with PDC ‘philoscophy | selection .of
' actively recruited | teachers. Teachers
- by PDC staff from previously in
) ) all schodls in -dis- | school retained
=1k trict. for PDC.
- -— S — —
o _ , " ——
- Numbe f Bilingual o _ B
- ) CUmber of BLLInguatl 4 (100% of total) 4 (25% of total)
= | Head Start Teachers '
{
= 5-‘ - . iﬁ‘ !
Number of Bilingual e - . : .
Number of Bilingua 10 (50% of total) 0
Elementary Teachers
|
STEE le: CDnstruct matrix of descr 1pt1ve;va:;abLes

(Year I11 only)

The final matrix will organize data

collected to complete the descrlgtléns of' each program beyond
what has alreaﬂy been obtained as part.of the assessment

of implementation or hypotheses.
“variable matrix,-

- Like the hypothesis
.the descriptive variable matrix will be
organized by Vdflablés and sites, with each cell containing

;nf@rmatlcn on a specific variable at one site. Examples
é; of a few hypothetical cells from this matrix are illustrated
below. :
T TsITES -
_ e A B c
. % Population of . -
=3 Communi ty 25,000 .200,000 1,540,000
. g ~ B s - o L i
=
me. _— -
el Total Number of
~| Schools in District 4 14 25
=]
: o
- 28
o fR ‘ - A N
g i A

ERIC”

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ . Analyzing thngataA1$E§E§7;j§y

. Once organized, the data matrices will be analyzed
for patterns and relationships. For the most part these
analyses are done gualitatively, although quantitative
procedures will be used where appropriate and passlble
The analyt;c tasks are .as f@llmws-

e Step 2--Analyze the implementaticn data and: rating
matrices to discover patterns in 1mplamentatlgn

axperlences across sites;

[ 2]
\m

tep 3——Ana1yzé the hXPDLhESlS varlable matrlx to .
determine the extent ‘of suppért for ax1st1ng
. hygotheses, ) R

Step_é——Analyze the implementation explanation
matrix to determine whether additional unanticipated
causal factors emerge from the, data for which new.
hypotheses must ba formulated; P

T
]

e 'Step 5-%Analyze th dESEfLPthE variable matrlxg
" for patterns; g

Step 6--Formulate c@nclg;ignSiand findings for -
reporting. -

STEP 2: Analyze lmplementatlon rating and data,
mat;laes for patterns. The implementation data matrices
and implementation rating matrices will be analyzed for

"%\Laur types of patterns, or relationships, using statistical
= Oor qualitative analyses as apprap:iate: '

e P¢ ttexns in the levels and varieties of implemen-
tat;@n for each site, acrdss components* A

s\ '

e WPattern; in the levels anq_varletle; of 1mp1é£en=

~¥ation for eaah:zomponent across sites;
i
-] Relatlonshlps within sites between 1mplementat1®

scores in.one compohent or cluster and, those-in
anot''ar component Qr cluster;

=k PR

- ¥ 4
.. . , = *
‘A portion of this analy51s for the five field test .sites, o é

is reported in Chapter lII ) : .

.




L S . - .
. Y . o .
¥ & -

v O e Relatlonghlps between degrees and' features.of
1mplEméntat1an success and degrees of measured
program impacts. . ] o =

*

Patterns of the first type will: be 1dent;fled by
reading. down each column in the ;mplementatlon matrices;
this readlng w1ll produce an implementation ." 'profile" '
- for each site.' These composite profiles can then be
e gampare& across sites to identify regularlt%es 1n general
et implementation levels at all, s;tes

v Patterns @f the secohﬁ var;ety ab@ve 'will be ident- -
. ified by readlng acrass edch row of the two-matrices.

Such an. examlnatloh could, for example, reveal that "o~

= . gt

" .several sites had equal dlfflculty lmplementlng the
s . parent involvement component, whatever the reasons, It
’ could also reveal that the best implemented sites used -
the same commercially available. diagnostic and evaluative
system, while sites which DPtEd to design their own
systems wefre- unable +to achieve substantlal lmplementatlon I
(the” examplés are hypothetical). " Depending, upon other
_later analyses, - these pattegns might suggest a hypothesls
to be exglared in- the study for ‘Year. III of the prDjéGt.

The third variety of pattern w;ll be dlscavered e B
through stdtistical manipulation of the component and '
factor'scores in the implementation data matrix. Each

N ‘component and cluster score will be correlated with all
- * &ther component -and cluster scores to 1dent1fy relation-
‘ 'Shl?E between. 1mplementa§g@ﬁﬁsuccegs in' one program area
‘ and succes?® in others. .This analysis can also reveal
valuable information about the Implemenﬁatlan‘Ratlng
Insgrument itself. by identifying the relative contribu-
tidns, 6f 1mplemantat1@n ratings for sites.. '
.i
Pattern: of the féurth variety will. be identified by
reldating 1mplementat10n .rating scores with outcome data
btalnadsthréugh .¢hild tes?&ng and surveys of parents aﬂi
teachers. S -
" STEP*3:° Analyze the hypothesis varlable and 1mple=
m?ﬁtatlgﬂrratlng matrices for patterns. The objective in
this next analytic step is to discover patterned relation-
ships hetween, hypothesized independent variables on the
=« % one hapd, and implementation rating levels on the other- /
e fTwo’f&pa;,éE‘relatlanéhlpf are predléted in the hypatheées-

é%_l
oF ; <F s ol : o
[ - - S A -} N * =7
' . N Fe -

j L .30

a™ e

et



¥ ‘ ]
Relationships between-implementation of two / =
-, . guideline requirements (e.,g., "sites with a
* functioning PDC Council will have higher ‘imple-
mentation ratings for the parent involvement.
" component") ; _ o»

| 3

-'?‘['

s

Relationships between independent process \
factors or organizational Characterlstlcs and
1mplementat1@n r%tlngs for ‘'given components or
clusters (e.g., ites with voluntary teacher .
participation W1ll\have higher, %mplementatlon Lo
.- for the. eduzatlan campcnent") '

. !1

L+ ., Analysis for relati@nsﬁlgs Sf* the flrst type described
*;uabﬁﬁé'”lll be based on the implementatipon rating matrix
“only;.ranalyses for the other types of relat;anshlps will
use .both the implementation rating matrix and the Hypo-
thesis, varlable matrix. All three analyses w;ll involve
.three Steps*i

N ® Review each hypothesis to détermiﬂe the nature
. ) ‘ . and direction}of the predicted relationship
between the ?ﬂé2pendent and dependent varlables,

w3

e ’ ® Locate the dependent ind 1ndegendent variables
from the hypothesis off the appropriate matrices;

L o R N

ﬁsupported by the data. _ ;o

u ¥:

STEP 4: A alyze the ex planatlan matrix for patterns

‘; : The esplanatlon matrix 1s a prlmary source for new

hypotheses for- 1nvest1gatlan in Year III. Thus, this
'_analy51s ‘has already begun and is fEP rted in Chapter 1IV.
Explanatlans supplied .by 51tas for .tl eir, implementation
succeSses and failures were examined for patternakacrass
sites. Where such pattérns were fouhd, they were examined
* to determine whether the éxplanataly faétcrs involved
L had already been identified in existing hypetheses.
"5 those iactors not affready included in the hypothesis
inew hypotheses ‘have been farmulatad and added to the

r~If the data necessary ta avaluatg any néw hypathesls

4
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matrix and the hyp@thESlS will be evaluated at all sité%

following the procedures outlined for Step 4. - If the’
necessary data have not been collected at all SltES,
the independent variable (s} from the hypothesis have
been added to the variable list fér Year III data

~‘c@lléctlan.

STEP 5: Examlne descrlptlve matrix, iDr patterng. : The .

prlnclpal funatlan for the descrlptlve matflx 15 to

of each Slte. ThESe data will also be anaLyzed for
patterns so .that summary statements alout trends among
characteristics of ‘all the programs:cah be included in, the
annual report. If it appears that any of these patterns °
are related to implementation success,§the variables will
be transferred . to the hypothesis variable matrlx and
hypotheses formulated for them. {~ -

STER 6: Draw conclusions from the analyses. After \
all data have been analyzed ang patterns and relationships
identified, answers to the orig 1na1 research questions will
be formulated for. inclusion in thef Imglemanﬂatlon Study

.interim report for Year III. ! i -

Task 4: RLpDrt Production: ” {

'TWQ types of reports will be‘gfepafed.f@r OCD. from
these analyses:. Implementation Status Reports and the
National lmplementetion Progess Study.

2

Implemén atlan Statu;iﬁgp@rts

THSmeiSSLEﬂ&QétES March 1, 1976 - o

Augu%t ,1977 © - : o B EEN
v = a8
The Implementation Status Reports will contain
descriptive accounts of fmplementation activities at each
of the sites for each program year. They are intended-
to supply answers to the first research question raised
rat the. baglnnlng of this ghapter. : /f
R :

nature of the, PDC program df(si R -3

R N



.+ Thdse reports, .whigch are based upon inf@fmaéiéﬁ )
organized within .the. implementation data matrix, were o
) prepared for each site following the fall 1975 site visit, :
and a ‘second set will be completed after the spring,’'1977
visit. o -
' s’ & . .
- L owr [ B - .
’ ’ Natlcnal Implementation Process Study - J

Submifgign Dagéz Augusf 1, 1977

.- Whereas the Implementation Status Reports ‘are
desciiptions of the PDG program at each individual site,; ,
the. National Implementation Process Study will contain : ¢
analyses of that descriptive data Spéq},;aally, the o
- report will contain answers to the following research

que;tlQnS'-

How. & each program implemented the

/ guidelines for each program component?
- thz @pgida are there across sites with respect .to
) v Qj implementation? ;
shaped or uffe ﬁed the implemen-
at gggh gite?
w / =
: ; i1tes with respect ot
& aping the melgmén; :
3 i
L[]
Al =
— E
B . .% ) -
2 1
' K .
4 - LP ¥ =

M F ¢

"= . = 3x = . s ! &

. . , .
. é 4 = , K
< . £
i » %
: - ; 3
- _ = N # = f
. 3 s - , : L
B e .
- oF = i
. : .33 470 }
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The orlglnal Plan for the sprlng 1976 site visits called

fo¥ continued data collection activities and initial” assess-

ments of program 1m91%méntat;@n at eagh.PDC site. This visit
, was to have resulted in a set of individual reports descrlblng
‘ : program prograss at each site and a single national report

analvzing trends in implementation across sites. These:

analyses would have provided baseline data for evaluating

chariges in programs' implementation of the PDC guidelines .

at the end of Year IIr. A delay at the -0fficé of Management

. and Budget in approving the spring . data collection 1nstrument$[
¥ however, forced a modification of those plans. ~ .

I Instead. of full-scale éata collection sat alil s;tes, a - :
Elélﬂ téstlnq of the Implementation Ratlng Instrument (IRI) ’ \\
and accompanying interview forms was carried out at five .
sites, while a restricted data collection plan was carried
out at the other sites. ' It was anticipadted that through: ..
this ‘revised strategy some ihterim information on projects’
implementation could be obtained for all sites. It was also
eagectéd that the exper;encé galneﬂ thraugh thé field tests
lmptove th81r sen51t1v1ty to dlfferences in lmplementatlaﬁ
levels, and to reduce the data collection’ burdan fpr the

 sites. ~ . : ,

Visits to the nine sites not‘pagticipating in the field
test included brief summary 1nterv1ews with the persons most
knowlédgeable in éach component area. These interviews were
. semi-structured guides to conversation designed to- pr@v1de
E ,«;nterlm data on the progress .of program implementation at
Bach site. Visitors also réviewed avallable_alte decuments .
and conducted ethnagraphic observations of 'various site &
actjvities. (Results from thls nine-site data collection "
activity will be .incorporated Ifito the Implementation Study

final report in Augﬁé£§if77 ) The Deﬁ%lapment Associates
. . =
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N

member of each of . these n1n§ fleld teamg gathered information

"' 6n one. specific aspéct ‘of #ach program's 1mpleméﬁtatlan in

order to provide additional suggestions fof hyp@thES;s for- ,
matlon and ;nstrument design. , S
. ! :a'.,‘\«fin\’

. BT - .
This chapter rep@rts the results from the field test
of the interview-forms and application of the IRI at five
sites. This field test had thfee purposes: .
e To determlne the su;tablllty of the data calléctlon
str .tegy- for collecting information n%edeﬂ for
fat 1g levels of implementation;
L &
@ To determine whether evaluatlon staff could ccmplete /
-the ratlngs on the IRI; ' :
N b
e To examine the capaalty of the IRI for measuring ’
program implementation. | 1

The activities carried out and the lnformatlon gained relative.
o each of these purposes are discussed bélaw, following )
deseription of the field test procedures. L

Mo

i
e,
.
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Flé § Test Pracedureg ]

Sampling
= ® A
When seléﬂtlng the five sites to part1c1pate in the
field test, an effort was made to obtain a sample that was
geagraphlcally, demographically, and organizationally repre-
sentatlve of the entire population of PDC sites. Sites
i iluded in the sample also represent something of the range
pragram foci:* Site 5, for example, was known to have
focused considerable effart*on fhe implementation.of the
ﬂevalapmental support serv;ceg c@mp@:ent while Site 4 con-
centrated on implementation in the edqucation component. The
" sites were as follows: i

o
=
=
e
"J

) ;lt? 1--Small. city; EEL mode
s, - project

gual QEmcnstratlon

own; ECS model; bilingual demonstration
e @ Site 5--Urban area; PSL model - *

Instrument Design

"The process by which the interview forms and IRI were
@ - designed was described:.in-Chapter II. Briefly, this processs,
involved extracting a list of program regquirements from the ‘=
guidelines, and devising a set of rating. scales that could-
s be used to assess the extent, intensity, and effectiveness,
* (as perceived by partlclpants) of implementation of each
g " .requirement., Interview forms and other data collection Y
strategies were designed to insure that all of the information
nheeded to complete the ratings was obtained from each program.
Two types of interview forms were developed. One was designed
to be admindstered to the person most knowledgeable in each
component area. In this fbérm specific questions were askéd -
abaut aspgét af 51teg im ementat;an experience in each of » |
the l reasons for whatever successes - °

or Eallurea had been egperl nced. o “
[

\.«_’ o
L - .
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oo . In addition to these seven component 1nterv1ews, a SECQnd

type of interview guide was developed for use with PDC teache:
at each site. Questions in this form fecused upon the teachef'’
perception of effects of the program on his or her classroom
endeavors, and the extent of their personal participation

v in any PDC activities. Unlike the component interviews,
questions in the teacher 'interview were derived from all
‘areas of' the IRI which related to classroom activities.

Intdrview Procedures

. " Copies of the 1nter§lew forms were sent to each_site
"prior to the field test, o g with ensauragement that the
Qoordlnators distribute the forms prior to the v131t ‘80
that the pgople to be interviewed could gather requested
o informati n before the actual interview 52551ons.
Originally, it had‘béan‘intended that three teachers
would be interviewed from each grade level at each site (a
total of 15 teachers per site) because many IRI items dealt
with percentages of teachers who indicated that particylar
program activities took place and that they were effective.
Without DMBﬁ%}éarance, however, a total of no more thanpnine
teachers could® be interviewed. Therefore, three teachefs—--one
each from Head Start, kindergarten, .and third grade--were :
= interviewed at Sites 2, 4, and 5, and no teachers were inter-
viewed at the other sites. T :

" Field. teams consisting of two (at four sites) or three
(at the largest site) visitors from the High/Scope Faundatlon
and Developmertt Associlates visited Eachgglte for one week
in April or May. Efforts were made to send to each site
- only staff who had previously visited that site. Efforts
~were also made to minimize the collection of redundant infor-
mation by completing information for each interview questi@n

cnly questlon: for WhlGh lnformatlcn was not 1lready ava;lable,

onducted as on prev1cus slte visits:

v Int erviews were c
‘ coordinatdrs designated the staff and teachers to be inter-
viewed and scheduled times and meeting places for them.

ary dOcuantq Lomplled the fléld téam met on . site “and
C@mplé%ed the IRT"item and judgmental scales for_ each COmponeqt

~

“
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‘team commants the IRI

area (see Appendix A). Rating procedures actually employed

by the teams varied, but in each case visitors were instructed
that the ratings should reflect the consensus of the group
based on all available information. Generally, the procedure
followed was for one team member to read the individual IRI
items, while the person who conducted the relevant interviews
consulted notes and suggested ratingg. If other team members
had supporting or contrasting information, the team would
discuss. the rating further; if no consensus could be reached,
the component intervieéwer.!s rating was used, and an explanation
of the differences of oplplcn was recorded next to the IRI

item. After the separate item scales for each subcomponent

were rated in this fashion, teams assessed the implementatio
for the entire subcomgonent using the judgmental scales.
AN :
e\ .
If the informatdon hecessary for completing a given

rating was not availdable, raters were instructed to code an

=4£em\"Data insufficient for rating." Similarly, if for some

reason. d particular item was not applicable to a given
pfudram, "Not" applicable" was recorded. Team members were-
1nspfh;ted to be conservative in the application of this
latter coding category. The field teams were instructed to
make notes of any difficulties encountered either with the
interview forms or with the Implementation Rating,K Instrument.

Data Analysls Brocedures o ‘

‘Following the site-visits, the .ratings and_gite(&isit@r
comments were compiled and tabulated. The first step in the
analysis was to computesmean ratings for each subcomponent
by averaging the ratings.of each item in the subcomponent.
Component means were then derived by averaging. the subcomponent
scores in each”component. This computational proceduze
prevented any one. subcomponent from contributing more heavily
to the component score than others simply because it might
have more IRI items within it. While it could he argued .
that subcomponents are not of equal 1mpDItanCe, in the absence
of clear criteria for WFlghtlnq! it was decided to weight
each subcomponent equally.
F
Negﬁi the component and subcomponent means were plotted
ané;analyz iﬁfar patterns. From these analyses and field
1d interview forms were modified.

BN

N

Vs .



!

 Eield Test Results and Proposed Insﬁrument Revisions

The results are arganlzed around the three general -
. purposes of the field test, and are presented as discussions
' related to the three ba51c questions:. :

£
1

e Was the data éélléCtiDﬂ stfategy.suitabla for
, :o;lecting informatian needed to complete thef;Ri?

. ® Could evaluation staff assess implementation using
. the IRI? .

. ‘
e How| well does the IRI measa:e program implementation?

ILn each of the sections below, experience gained in the .
field_test is synthesized and presented to answer these and
relat¥d questions. Since for each question the answer is
not anfunequivocal "yes," steps have been taken to modify
lDStfu:EﬂtS,APIGCEdUIES, or analysis plané to improve th%//
overallgﬁuallty of the Implémentatlan Study.

: e

lnfafmatlon Neeﬂéd tc Camplete the IRI? o

For the most part, thé interviews went smoothly thrqugh-
out the- field test. ecau er they Mad been given the forms
prior to the visit g wer interviewed by visitors who had .
been to the site be re,-most site personnel seemed to feel
that the interviews were more comfortable, if not less
demanding; than those of prigr visits. The most recurrent -

, comments by interviewees and *visitors concerned the length

g and occdasional redundancy .of the interview forms. At one’
‘site, for example, the developmental support services inter- -
view requlred six hours to complete; interviews 1in. athég
:ampcnent areas generally required at least two hours, and
frequently more. Judging from the responses from those
interviewéd, local personngl did not object to the length
of the lnterv;ew, per se. Staffs gererally realize that
their's is a complex program at hd complex pragramg take time
to describe.. Frequently, in fact, interviewees seemed to
welcome the opportunity. to deszfibe their programs, regardless
of how @nq this took. Mgﬁt site visgitors found that by
segmenting the 'interviews so that no one person was 1nterv1ewed
for more than two hours in a single day, project personnel
were not unhappy with the demands upon their time.

s ‘ » - !:,H o
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When lnterV1ew§ did @caa:fﬁﬁally become onerous,
cause generaliy was not length so much as redundanzlez
~asionally encountered within them. 1In deriving the
1des from the needs of the IRI, specific questions were
n sk@%? and sometimes the dltferences between some oOf
quest;@ns were not obvious. Thus, lntervleweeg some-
~imes found themselveg giving the same answer to a series

, of gquestions. The most salient example of this type of
r .

dundancy occurred within the developmental support
IVLCES g@mponant lnteerew.‘ ln that gulde a Serieg of -

”tion comy nent_ Slnce the guldelln%s,§ .
d therefore the IRI, specify several types of nutrition-.

' ns ion /[which must occur in PDC, there was a

in the guides asking whether and how
lished .on-site. In most interviews the
tion in théaiﬁrlés ekicited a complete description

's nu fltloﬂ instruction program; the subsequent

arily
e

nd type of redundancy also added unneces
to the leﬁ’ th of interviews. Another artifact of t
instrument develop ment process was that each inteérview -
guide tg%lowed closely the IRI *component from which it was
derived; thus, there was often considerable redundancy across
interviews in ¢he kinds of information requested. Information
about parent training activities, for ~example, was requested
both in the parent involvement and in the training interview.
In some cases this redundancy added useful supplementary,
perspéctives on sites' activities; in others; however, it -

simply added tp the overall respondent burden.

U ‘lf.ﬂ!

In revisions of the interview guides for Year I4I,
both types of redundancy have been examined closely and
removed where unnecessary. Consequently, ‘several o¥

=3 » ortened considerably with 1li tle s

An 1n§}éation of the adequacy of the interviews for
@bta;n;ngﬁ;n orlation needed for completfing the ratings can
be seen in the number of IRI items for lrich the field teams
could not complete the ratings. The per¥centages of 1tems
rated for each subcomponent are listed fin Table 1 at
the end of this chapter. Although the Jpercentage of items
rated varied from component to component, it was low for
a number of components (ranging {rom % of the items in
the parent involvement component:to % of the administration
component items). When the percentage of items rated is
examined within subcomponents, thg 1ge is from 0% to 100%.
Only 51% of the subcomponent scales d more than 75% of the
items rated, and 15% of the scales fewer than 50% of the
items rated. ; '

41
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4 1n part these low percentages can be explained by *

the unexpected: absence of data from the parent survey
and multiple teacher interviews at each site. When :‘the
IR was originally designed it was anticipated the raters
( ‘& be able to use data drawn from each of the sources

described in Chaptér II. Thus approximately 20% of the
item scales in’the IRI reguire data on the percentages
of parents and teachers who gave particular responses
to interview or survey questions. Since neither the
parent survey hor extensive teacher interviews were
conducted in £he field test, these items autématlcally

cauli not be rated "in thévfléld test.

Additionally, some items-in the IRI could not. be
rated because of difficlilty encountered by interviewers
in obtaining some of the specific information requested
~about such greas--as the number of training-sessions held,
lpdftlilpants in training and meetings,, the number of
children r3221v1ng the various diagnostic assessments,
etc, Sltes records in these domains were often absent.

- 8ince the adequacy of scale scares (sums @f 1tems'
within com@onents or Eubcamponents) depends on the humber
_of cémpletad 1tems, ;t is crltlcal that pr@cedures be
passlble. ?Three typés of reylslans have been :ompleted
to accomplish this: flISty a suggested system:for main-
taining certain site records has been designed for pres&n—
tation to sites this fall. The suggested system consists
of several model forms which outline the specific varieties .
of’ information needed for evaluation. These forms can--
be used directly by sites, or existing™local systems might
be revised to accommodate the necessary categories of
information. Specifically, the system will 1nclude (a) a
model form for recording pertinent informatioh about each
PDC training activity (illustrated in Figure 7); (b)

a model form for maintaining attendance records of PDC council
meétings; (c) model forms for recording assessments and
service deliveries in the area.of developmental support
services; and (d) a suggested form for recording the amount

amid types of parental involvement in PDC classrooms. In
addition to insuring more complete and consistent 1nformatién
abdut programs, the suggested system will also contrlbut

to‘an overall reduction in the- length of ;nterviews.

R
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T S Fiqure 7
S o ' sample Form From the PDC
K . L “Optional Record-Keeping System’
. . Tralnlng Report .
S PPN '
Instructionss PZease fiZZ out thzs fbrm for each PDC- traznzﬁg
session or activity held. Please attach the PDC tratning roster
, Sheet containing znf‘ormatwn on the names and positions of session
t. partzczpants. : . : : T,
. “ya. Date of. Training Session: ' : T T : s
o R ] I y - . ) . . s . . .
5 | B o » - Q‘ . B . . ) - ) ' . v .. -. \
.+~ |, »b. Who condpcted the training: (Specify title and posjition) A
S . . e : ‘ - E -
R - L - . !
-ég_' B - €. Number of hours session was held: '/Vﬁsg .o

d. Number of persons who'recéived.trainingé

Head Start teachers ~__Head Start parénts

___ Elementary teachers Elementary parents
" Head start aides or associates : PDC Council members
‘ Elementary aides or associates . PDC Program staff
Head Start administrators Other (identify)
—_ . e :
. Elementary administrators : o
. E ~ — 9
e. Content: Below'are.listed'training topics described in the
Vo PDC Implementation Year Guidelines. Please check which of

these topics, if any, were addressed in the training activity.
L - philosophyy goals, basic priniples and required elements
' ) of PDC program as stated in OCD guidelines.

N local goals and objectives, as staed in FY 76~77 proposal.
nizations, phllosophy and goals of the local Head Start

' - o ' decisions and pollcy-maklng (check specific cdategories)
_roles, responsibilities and goals of PDC Council

' :::foles, responsibilities and goals of Head Start Policy Council
J ’ ' roles, responsibilities and goals of local Board of Education

o / . = _ K o
T : CONTINUED: 

(-
-
T
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- . . Figurxe 7 *
' (edritinued)

.

tra;n;ng for parents in how to wark with téachlng
and administrative staff’ )
tra;nlng for staff in how to work w1th parents

classraam -related training for volunteers

%

- Ehlld grawth and develangﬁt (check specific categorles)

L éagnitiva’ﬁeéds of chiiaren o
1anguage needs of children ) T
___social-emotional needs .of children
physical needs of children
nutrltlcﬁal needs of ch;lérén
medlzal needs of children
==E§Ental needs Df Ghlldréﬂ

community resaurces available t@ meet children's needs

(check- 5pec1flc category) ) - N
med;eal EEEVLCES ' #
T dental services ’
psychalgglcal :services
social services. o
;;_putrltlanal services

. iy
use of the PDC diagnostic and evaluazive system . "
methods of ;nd;v;duallglng instruction : ’ Y

“teaching develspmentally = apgraprlate basic .skills

__integration gf health education into classroom activities

gfeVentat;ve health, emergency first ald and safety

gractlces : 5 : ‘

-skills needed to prDV;de speclal individualized help to

hand;sappedqgh;ldren (check 5§§c;f;; ;ategar;as)

baékgr@und information on hand;capp;ng candltlans'

T ___special techniques helpful in working with hanalﬂappad
" children , -,

___use of special materials L S

sensitizing staff to the needs Gf b;llngual/blcultural and/ox

" multicultural children

other (specify topic)

£. Des

=

cribe 1 haw the training addresged ea:h ~of the _above. cantent areas:
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Second, . where possible the eubeemgoneﬂte have been
combined or reconfigured so that there are . ant
" item scales in each. . In the field test instr
some of the subcomponents had but two or three items
while others had up to 29; if ohe or two of the items.
in the smaller subcomponents were uncodable, the )
reliability of the resulting subcomponent score would = ¢
- be highly questionable. The révised IRI ¢Appendix A) .
has more than f;ve items in almost every subcomponent. '

Einelly, in the revised IRI scales have been redefined K\
to reduee the 1netrument s overell dependency on the
1nterV1ewe@ Ineteed ei eeelee deflned by pereentegee .
of responses, the new IRI contains only scales which asl
'the rater to use available information and rate al
"none...some...most...almost...all" dimension.

valu: Implementetlen,U51n§ the IRI?

“The IRI contains two sets of scales derived from. the
PDC Guidelines (see Chapter II for a detailed description).
One scale requires an assessment of implementation-along
carefully defined, relatively restricted, quantitative
dimensions% the other asks the rater for a more glcbal
'-judgment about an entire subcompogkent. - Since the IRI
is central tos the implementation’ assessment process, it is
important to ask whether it could be successfully used by
evaluation staff. This question’'can be divided into two
parts for the purposes of discussion: ' '

® Were procedures for review andfenelyeie of
information by raters adequate?

® Could raters enderste‘ and rate the IRI items?

According to, the fleld procedures, the review and
analysis of 1nformatlen pertinent to each item was
out by the field team as a group before completing a rating.
‘The presence ef_geverel evaluation .staff each with a set
of information obtained from different reepeﬂdeﬂte, permitted
.Cross= eheeklng end eerreboretan ef eeeh othere

carried

eeeeesmente.

each member of theiteem to ehellenge “the lnformetlen of the 2+ #
others and to substantiate his or her own data.
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The majar prablem encquntered in attemptlng ta co lete
the ratings could be traced to the definitions of- SOme fgr-
. the serms. A number' of guideline areas did not’ SPEElf¥
- specific activities that had to eccur. . Since the site

were encouraged to adopt local varjiations in these are

.the definitions provided to the field teams were purpasefully
- flexlble‘enaugh to ;nc@rparate the -local definitions.

Problems in judging a site's implementation- arose when the

local deflnltlan was clearly in conflict with the best judg-

ment tof > entire field team,. An examplle of this jis in

the tr ining area. One site's ph;l@scphy was ‘that "training"

was a continucus process occurring whenever parents, teachers,

or other staff were engaged in program activities. Thus,,

by this definition almost evary ‘meeting and conversation

could be considered "training,' While this is certainly

true in the broad sense of "training," it is not a useful’

definition for alstlngulshlng levels of actlv;ty in a

number of different areas. : : o i

E) L Dn;thégbasls of the experience gained in:attempting
to rate all IRI items in the seven components, a number Of
cases were found where it seemed desirable to clarify -
definitions. An attempt was made to restrict the meaning '
of certain terms, but to retain OCD's original intent
of permitting local variation; it is hoped that the refined
- definitions provide a :keafer framework within which some
. varjiation is permitted.! These definitions will be further
reviewed by the evaluation staff, OCD, and by -the local
prograns to insure clear and consistent usage during the .

Year III data collection.

L3
!The revised definitions are included in Apgendi& B.. The
! terms that were redefined are Academic Year; Aides and

Associates; Assessment of- Nutritioconal Needs; Diagnostic
and Evaluative System; Head Start Center Committee;
Individualized Instructional ‘Approach; Internal Assessment
System; Joint Conferences, Meetings and/or Workshops;

Major Role; Member of Group; Mlnériible* Maderate Role;
Parents; Provision for Regular Communication; Supplemental
Funding; Timetable; Training; and Warkshaps, Classes and
othgr Activities for Parents.
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-In.general} Tthe field experience suggests that with -

some modifications the 'IRI can be a useful, albeit time-

consuming, QEchnlque for obtaining systemat;c fatlngs :

based on Spén-ended 1nteru1ew aata. . .

2om ‘ 1 T . .
How Well Do éé;ﬁhe IRI Meéssré??;ggram Implementation?
arj ;-% - =
In preparatloﬁ for Year Iil asséssment cﬂ ;mpLgmentatlcn

I3

from the IRI. Their adequacy would be indicated by a ,
cgpacity. to differentiate levels of implementation across --
S¥ tes - and, across cDmpDnants within sites. Another tesgt

of §he: adequacy of scores is obtained - ‘by comparing the two
methods of ‘rating implementation (summing all items within
subcomponents or' comporréhts te obtain a scale score vs. the

single judgmental rating of entlgé’subcampénents).; The two

key parts to. the questlan, then, are: .

® Are scores obtained frgm the IRI sens;tlve ta differences

| at all sites, the five-site field test was des;gned to provide. -
. evidence of the adequacy of implementation scores obtained

in implementation levels at the cﬂmpénént and Subcamponent

levels? . ]

e What is the relationship between ratlngs obtained usir
,the item IRI scales and thDSE using the judgmental
s:ales?

Ed

-~ The'data that pertain'ta thasa'questiaéésithe number of

items in each component and subcomponent, the number and,

percentage of items rated, the mean rating, and the subjective

(judgmental) ratlngs—are tabulated 1n Table 1. Flﬁufes 8
SltES. Flguré 8 csmpares the mean camp@nent ratlngs on the
item scales for dach site. Figures 9 through 13 pl@t ‘the
item scale ratlngs (sélid lines) for each site 1ndlv1dually,
by subcomponent, 'along with the judgmental ratlnqs (dashed
lines) for th@se same subcomponents. -

Sen51t1VLt¥ to dlfferences in evels. The cistribution

of ‘mean component and SubCGmpOﬂEﬁt scores suggests that the
IRI is distinguishing between components within sites as well
as d;ffereﬁtlatlng sites, although some caution must be
exercised in 1nterpret1ng scores where fewer than'75% of the:
items were rated. .Within Site 1, for example, the mean .
cémponent ratings ranged from 3.1 on a 4-point scale  (admini-

‘stration) to 3.9 (handicapped and BL/BC demonstration) .
. Site 2 showed a much greater variation between components--

mean scores ranged from 1.5 for the bilingual/multicultural
component to-3.3 for administration Within-sité differences
in the subcomponent mean ratihgs were even dgreater.
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;problem Df hlgh :atlngs, the 1tems that tended to r2221ve

-
-
L3

k3

e ‘The ‘IRI ratlngs also sh@wed substantlal d;fférenceg S

between sites 1n.same components. The great&st varlatlonf

was'in edugat;gn, where mean ratings ranged fram 2 2 ln- '
Slté 3 to 3.8 in Slte 1. 2 _ A

A potential concern raised by these data is that
some' components. have relatively high.ratihgs in several
sites. In the support serviges component, four of. the
sites have a mean fatlﬁg of 325 or above.” To the.extent.
thau,:at;ngs tend to be hlgh the IRI will be less sensitive
to changes in levels of implementation over the.next year.
In addition, the ability of the IRI to detect dlffefenéés
between sites.is. reduced. % though some differenceks ‘between
sites were detected in'all components, in order to reduce the

be hlghly struztured EEltEIan referenced items’ 1n ‘a. multlple

,:hélcg format’ or less rigidly defined scales which could

measure the raters' subjective feelings about the success

-0of program implementation. Scales o¥both types were 1ncludaf

- on the IRI to permit an lnvestlgatlcn of the value of each.

Fiv e judgmental scales were c@nstructed to assess

characteristics of program: 1mplementatlan.

\W\

Breadth offimglementation/

[

e Intensity. of Implementation

e Duration.of Implementation -
e Organizational Acceptance

® Overall Level of Implementation

-

Members of the evaluation team rated the judgmental d;méns;gns

¥

on a 5-point scale after completing the multiple choice items
on each subcomponent. Judgmental scale scores are available
at the subcomponent level on all five dimensions, and can be
comhted at the component level by obtainithg the mean of the
subcomponent ratings.

— = - = : = =

lsince implementation trends from Year II to Year III areﬁnot
being assessed, changes in the basis for rating will not
affect our conclusions about sites' degree .¢f success at
implementation. ’ )
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Because field staff had difficulty Wwith the definitions
for all the Jﬁagmental dimensions except the overall rating

" of program 1mpleméhtat1@n, it was decided to omit -the first

four dimensjons- from data analysis and to Study only. the
relationshi between the ‘item scale ratinggd aw®d the Gveral%
judgmeéntal ratings ./~ On the basis of ,this experience, the: ' ¢
number of scales will “be reduced t6 four by omitting ‘the
Duratlcn" dimension. To further’ clarify the task f@r,%
next ear the judgmental scale deflnltlans w1ll be reflned
and éi
of~ the§§udgmental dlmen31gn5. .
% .The component and subcomponent %tem scale scores and the
judngﬁtaL ratings of overall implenmentation are, presented S
in Table 1. Graphs of the relatibnship between the
subcomponent itém scales apd the judgfiental {atlpgs are -
presented by 'site in Figures 9 to 13. To make t
two types of ratings comparable, it was néaessary to callapse
the "very high" and "high" cAtegories on the judgmental
scales. This affected the gcores of 9 of:the-subcomponent
ravings and 4.0f the component ratings. Next year, this
problem will be avoidéd becajse the judgmental scales have
been reﬂuaed frDm 5-point-—$#c€ales td 4-point scales. 1t

% 4

4

As the graphs reveal, the 1%§$rmatlan obtained in the
field test indicated that there is a close relationship between
the judgmental and item scale ratings at both the component
and subcomponent levels, but that differences in the two
technigues do exist, The average difference in the ratings
for the total sample for all subcomponents.is 0.6 The
average differgnces in the ra*tings at the 2@m§onent lével
vary from 0.1 ta 1.3, indicating that the differences in the
scale ratings is not unlfDFﬁ; Both component and site
I fferences are apparent in the rating differences at the
cofpon2ﬂt level. The lange in rating differences at the

v The judgmental ratlng scale has a higher score than the
item scale ra¥ings in 65% of the subcomponen t comparisons ande
is lower in 37%. At four sites (Sites 1, 3, 4, and 5) th
judgmental ratings are higher than the item scales in mo%g

4

than 50% of the subaompmnent camparlzans. This trend

— )

subcomponent IRI item scales were unstable, due to the
fact that some of the items could not be rated.

'Again it should be emphasized that ratings on.some of the

2, . 3 4
y
. e
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 3¢ ivities on a fairly guantitative basis, .the aberage : :
Ievel of implementation will be lower than when raters [ v

- Summary and Cans;usidns

ST T ;
»q
- . PR '1. .
- ‘ = » *
indicates that, when asked to rate~ SPEGlflC subcamponent 5

make a global judgment of “Qverall level of ;mplemeﬁtatlan

for an entlre subcampc nt. A ¢

- Qommentg from s;té v151térslsuggest twaffeasgﬁs ‘for ,iw;‘;Z

these discrepancies: fi¥st, the item'scqles in the IRI

permit ratings based only on certain defined pieces of
1nfarma$1gn, if a program _had gone outside the scales
in.its 1mplementatign, .there was no way that these devia=
tions could be accommodated in the ratings. Second, s;te
visitors did not we&igh each element of impleméntation

j‘equally when prsduc1ng their 'judgmental ratingss® The
item scale subcomponent scores were simple means of; the = -

individual ratings within the fubcomponent, with.-each item

_contributing equally to the scdre.- The~judgmental scales

allogwed the rater to weight ceptain factors.more hkavily ¢
than Gthers if they wished. ' , . e
Since there is some evidence that the judgmental
scales are measuring program ;mplementatlan differently
thawerthe item scales, the judgmental scales will be e
included in the IRI next year as part of the full-sdale
evaluation¢ At that time),» an effort will be made to
determine whether these differences are attributable to
method variance or aspects of program development that
are not adequately meagureg in' the item scales.

k]

The field test pr@qldeg some encocuragement that it is
possible to measure systematically the degrees to which
the various PDC programs have implemented PDC. With a.
few exceptions the field teams were able to. collect the
information needed for the ratings of 1m§lementatlan using
the interview guides. Teams were then able to use the
IRI with little difficulty and pradu:e ratings that revealed.
differences. between test sites in th81r implementation of
the various PDC components.

3

Some changes, ﬁ@weve:, were suggested by the field test.

The interview forms were often too long, with freguent
redundancies. Further, certain types of highly quantltatlve
data were not easily cbllected through the interview format.
In the revisidns of the instrument, redundancies have been
removed whereveX possible and the instrument streamlined
generally by the addition of’a suggested record-keeping

system into the repertoire of data collection strategles

for Year III. This record-keeping system will also minimize ™

‘the need for CGllEthﬂg quantltatlve information through interviews.

B ] " . 6;:
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The ,field test also

‘ the IRI.' Many items have

suggested some needed revisions in

been rephrased for next year,
either tb make them cleare

Aiﬂstrumentis dependence

. teacher interviews. Item
.into new subcomponent

s to
Jtens ratled in each s

While thé item arid

ubcemponent to yield" me
judgmentdl
similar ratings in the field
.differences to

r to raters or to remove the
pon the, barent survey and multiple ﬁ

, C A
5 were also regrouped{in some areas

_imsure "that there would be enough*
aningful results.
scales denerally provided

test; there were enéugh

_ warrant,.retaifhing both in théera; IIr~
instrument., . . R ' '
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*Ju&gméntal ratings scored "5%s on original scales,

EMC; data.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

‘ Fileld Test Résults
‘ b IRI and Subjective Ratings
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IV
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o

INTERIM ANALYSIS OF FACTORS ENHANCING
OR RETARDING IMPLEMENTATION

4

A principal purpose of the p:oceés evaluation of PDC
is to provide information so that the success of future

. programs can be better assured. This means that it is not

individual programs have implemented PDC, but also to identify
the factors which account for the different levels of imple-
mentation. As described in Chapter II, this process of factor
identification will be one of continuing observation and
analysis of programs concurrent with efforts to measure and.
describe levels of implementation. Hypotheses relating
factors to implementation levels began to emerge following

the first planning year site visit; the list of hypotheses

has been reexamined and revised continuously since then.

It is expected that by the end of Program Year III some
statements can confidently be made regarding the relationships
between sites' organizational and process characteristics on

only necessary to. assess and describe the levels at which

The objective in preparing this chapter is not to test
or even evaluate each hypothesis systematically. Instead,
an attempt has been made to assemblé a collection of factors
apparently contributing to programs' implementation, to

a list of plausible hypotheses based on this discussion. This
list will be distributed and reviewed by others in the months
ahead; a revised list, based on this review, will be more
thoroughly evaluated following the site visits in Program Year
IITI.

All hypotheses presented here identify influences on
program implementation which could potentially be accommodated
in future prdgram designs; hypotheses not satisfying this
criterion have been omitted. Thus, there is no hypothesis
here which posits a relationship between teacher support
and program implementation, although such support surely seems
critical for successful impleméntation. One could not
incorporate "teacher support" into any program design or
guideline regquirements. It would be possible, however, to

ES



incorporate the factors shown by experience to contribute

to the creation of that support, /such as involvement by
teachers in planning,“and voluntary participation in program
activities. These latter, more operational, factors have

been included here as hypotheses. v
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’ Method

sources of Factors and Hypotheses

The factors and associated hypotheses described here
were derived from four sources: the experience of High/Scope
and Development Associates site visitors; a review of the
relevant literature on educational change and innovation;

PDC program staff at both the national and local level;
and "hunches" by staff. :

Site visit experience. Each PDC site was visited twice
during the planning year and three times in Year II. Wherever
possible the same High/Scope visitor has returned to a site
each time to facilitate data collection and to insure that
one staff person would be familiar with the development of
each prdgram.' Using inferviews andyobservations a variety
of information was obtained from these visits, both about the
status of implementation and the factors and events which

account for it. .

Visitors on the fall 1975 site visits interviewed
parents, teachers, and key program staff to obtain their
assessment of implementation to date and perceptions of ;
notable problems or successes encountered. The winter 1976
site visits focused on observations of the actual operations
of the various programs, both in and out of the classrooms.
Interviews with key staff members concentrated upon the
de facto organifation of PDC at each site--who talks to whom,
who gives directives to whom, and how decisions are made
about changes in the day-to-dpy operations of the programs.
Additionally, each PDC staff fember was asked about his ot
her background and training, and about the aspects of €is
background which contributed most to preparing them for their
current roles in PDC.

Emphasis in the spring 1976.site visits
implementation of specific guideline element
at the K five field test sites were described
and asked what had happened in each subcomponent ’
why it had or had not happened. While High/Scope staff
were interviewing staff at these sites about the gene
progress of program implementation, Development Associa
staff pursued selected aspects of each program in some depth.
For example, at one site the Development Associates team
member investigated the site's ex¥perience in developing

and implementing a PDC curriculum. Teachers, parents and

]
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s
staff were interviewed to discover their perceptions of
the curriculum, its effects, and problems encountered
in its implementation. At another site, the role of the
PDC Council was similarly investigated through observations,
interviews and examination of meeting minutes.

From these diverse encounters with programs, a
relatively 1nt1mate acquaintance with the process of program
-lmplementatlcn:at each site was obtained. These perceptions
have been the principal source of hypotheses about the
relationship between local fact@rs and program implementation.

Review of the l};grature. Concurrent with these analyses
of actual PDC programs, a systematic review of the literature
pertaining to institutional change and innovation was under-.

taken. The purpose of this search was to discover factors
which others have identified as contributing to the success
or failure of planned innovation efforts. The sheer volume
of this literature is lmpre551ve——HQVﬁ1@ch et al. (1971)
identified approximately 4,000 references concerned with
the change process, and a large portion of this literature

addresses change and innovation in school settings.

Not all of this literature is equally applicable to
understanding the processes of change in PDC. As Lieberman
and Shiman (1973) concluded from their own review, much of
the current literature describes general models, or what
the changé& process should look like rather than how it
actually operates. Practice, they found, is frequently
much different and more complex than the logical sequences -
of changé outlined by, for example. Havelock (1973) in
The Change Agent's Guide to Innovat “ion in Education. There

seems to be a growing Tealization, .n fact, that the change
process 1is highly variable; each institution must grapple
with its own unique probleits and erfect change in 1ts own
manner. General models are useful only to the extent that
they permit specific site variables to be analyzed and pro-

vided for.
]

a B
No attempt will be made here, therefpre, to fit PDC into
any model found -in the literature; the PDC experience \is too
diverse for that. Instead, the literature serves as a resource’
for identifying factors that may have been overlooked by site

visitors, and as a context for interpreting those factors which
site visitors have identified. Factors from the literature
which seem plausible within the context of PDC have been a
source of additional hypotheses that will be examined in the
Year 111 data collection,

=f . .(‘;“"
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Consultation with local and national PDC program staff.
Thfuughout the current year efforts have been made to 1Dvalve
: project staffs in this Study Both on site viélts and at
national - conferences, coordinators and their staffs have
been asked to contribute suggestions which might 'help the
evaluation contractor identify factors shaping PDC. Many
of these suggestions are reflected in this discussion.

Individuals from the national PDC pqurlm staff have
also been involv el 1n this process both formally and infor-
mally Thlb p It ici Eat;@n will continue in Year III, ds

"Hunches." As in any research endeavor, some hypotheses
presented here emerged from sources not clagrly identified.
As guidelines were examined, certain factors which could
g lausibly affect implementation of specific program elements
re often suggested. For example, one ILadér .speculated
/ Lt ;mplementatlon of the handicapped component would
"aps be higher at sites where there were PDC Council
ers with direct experience with handicapped children,
her professionally or as parents. Hypot theses of this
ire are lncluded here fDr evaluation in Year III.

Rev15w1nq dnd Eleuatlnq Hypath ses ‘a

As stated previously, the hypotheses generated in this
study cannot be truly tested with the limited sample of
programs found 'in PDC; the most that can be hoped for is
that the hypotheses will be evaluated systematically using
available data,” and that a methodology for testing them 1n

J

a larger context can be devised. Both of these objectives
require that there be a technique for measuring the
dependent variables (i.e., the levels of implementation)
in each hypothesis. Such a technique has in fact been
developed in the IRI, and that inktrument will be used at
all sites to assess levels of implementation in the ;prlﬂg
of Year [IL.
7
Prior to the wi. =r 1975-76 gite visit, hypotheses
, formulated at that time were aﬂflyz;d and independent
' ldgngi’ied following the procedures outlined in
here the data necessary for their evaluation
on fllLF quﬁﬁtimng waere added to the site
' 2 nee formation
s ed following
formation.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘The list was agal'n reviewed ?ll@w;ng the SPL‘;I’LQ 1?75
~site visit. Development Associat&s visitors to the nine
non-field test sites were asked to evaluate the hypotheses
‘related to the selected topics which they:had just explored
in depth on- site. The results of the reviews are réeflected
Is the discussion presented in this Ehapter=g =
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. Interi im Analyses and Hzp@ ;5§es v e
In the remalnder Df thls chapter,reaah factor 1ﬁent1f1ed |
%as 1nfluen21ng prograf. implementation will be digé’ssed in. .
detadil.’ 'These speclf;c factars are gggan;sed he:e inta six ot
'~ general areas: -
i e. The nature and. interpré t,tién of the\PbC'guideliﬁés;
- , 7
e e The Iaéal educ%flanal and :Qmmunlty qcntgxt!
- iv.ClrcumStanEes and eventE surr@ﬁgdlng the 1ntras _
R i ductlan af PDC e CL : .
® ?;ra,flng chara >te 'ticséz;? L;i::.A __ : v
. L ’ x e ' L .
igiEeaturas af pragfam organlzatlan - L ”
2 . . . . Lo
\? - @ The rale: f @CD aﬂd thégevaluatlan :ontractar.

_ Abgent f:@m thls llst of general Eactafs shaplng pragram -
. 1mpleméntatlon is any specific mention of the two alternative
.- . approaches developed by OCD for implementing the project- -the
Preschool~3chool Llnkages (PSL) -and Early Childhood Schools
(ECS) models. Inltlally, it was suspected that substantlal
- dlﬁferenﬂes in program implementation would be found among =
) pfégrams using the two models.  lowever), examination of the
‘various local manlfestatlans of PDG has suggested that-.the
ECS-PSL ‘distinction’is difficult to maintain; differences
‘within models are as great as those betweeni At one .ECS
'51te, for example, Head Start and elementary classes are
-+ located in the &ame building, but’ administered separately,
%i’;'% while at another the programs got-only are housed in the o
same stru;ture, but are alsé 1nlstered jOlntly Theréfore,,{

[

be best understood im termg @f thélr actual féatures, rather
than,thélr pres;r;bed model.. Cansequent;g, phys;cal proximity. .
‘n@f PDPC Head Start and eleméﬁtary classes™ and "organizational
structure of the PDC program,” both Eamgonént features of the
;. «. two modelsq, have been 1dentlfléd and . dlscussed as’ separate _
e faators. co : : -ig! oo . :
scussion of each factor and the evidence
'staéle hypmtheses (appearipg‘in italics)_

_ " Following thegld
; whHicH supports’ itT8
Y. . will be detrived.fof
"+ in Year ITI. TWO typez of hypathgses w111 ‘be farmulatad.

R

.




R T VL0 :
3 ® Hypgghases relatlng 1mplementatlcn in one guldefine
ot - - area with implementation in another. The guidelines
: e, outline‘a comprehensive program of educat;@nal
- change whlch affects multiple features of schools’
A . -organlzatlcn and curriculum. One would expect that
Vo - ~ implementation of certain program features’ woq}d
R facilitate implementation of other features. For
example, we might hypcthes;ﬂg that sites which have
i;ﬁabllshed a funétlanlng PDC Council would have
gher implementation in the area of communication
"between the different part;c;gant groups in PDC.
Both the independent and dependent variables in
this hypothesls re requirements contained in the .
* guidelines. WhiZe impbrtant, hypotheses of this
“type will be examimed here only fleetingly, singce h
such intra-guideline relationships can be identified.
< and evaluated more readily from an analysis of the
amatrlx 'of implementation rating scores to be constructed
in %Ear III (see Chapter II) :
' Relat;anshlps between program 1mplementatlon and one
= T or more,features of the program's- organizational”
) : structure, historical background, or community .
é' : _ context., Each PDC program has to canteﬁd with the
R - ‘"culture". of the school and cammun LY within which
it is to be implemented. Certain- these regula;;tles
may s;gﬁlflcantly enhance or retard the implementation
. of PDC. ¥ Further, the particular implementation.
P ' «plans .ahd dECl51GnS made by local program staff may
" - also affect the 1mplémentat1cn of PDC. Hypotheses
of this second type, which will be the central focus ¢
of this discussion, . attempt to specify: tpese '
relationships. .

ey

k.

" s

‘The ﬁatwfe of thé relatianéhips hypcthesized here may
be either perva51ve, i.e.,_ affecting implementation across .
all ;ampgnents, or Spé:lflc, i.e., identifying relatlanshlps

~component or subcomponent areas. » Vi

‘The Nature and . Interpretatlcn of the PDC Guldellne

i ‘As Sarasdn (1971) pOlntéd out,- each schogl is a cultural
system; change efforts, if they are to succezd must be
adapted to ‘the %iﬁgtlng regularities of .that system. ,
Experience: also ggests that for innovations to be sucgessful
it is essential that the goals be clearly and operationally
defined for all participants in the effort. Reynolds (1973)

i N F .
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descfibes one project in which the formal pr@gasalléraved

' to be so vague as to be unattainablé. "Key.phrases tended
, to be couched in évccatlve language ('infusing the arts into
the curriculum,' 'cooperative teaching and planning,' 'involving

teachers in decision-making') whose meanings were sufflclently
amblgucus to permit widely varying 1nterpretat1ans.

) In d351gn1ng a program for 1mplementatlén nationwide,
OCD had to contend with this dilemma;: the guidelines had
to be general enough to allow 1nd1v1dual programs to adapt
them to existing regularities and, local ‘needs, but specific
enough~ so as to be operational. Conseguently, the guidelines
as written outlinesgengral’ réqu;rements that can be specified
lécally - :
%
. w , . o,

A may design 1@25115 P ﬁ@riaté methods or activities, _
within each component are , provided that the basic principles -
ure addresged amd the reau;red Eléméﬁtg lncludﬁd Regardless

M .

o

a

the p@tal plan must be Qultable té the partlcular needs of
o ocale, and must ‘be satisfactory to the communi®y. Local-
f.i ultura&,grﬂ.language characteristics must be taken
into c@unt (PDC Implenfntation Year Guidelines, p. 8)

To assist programs in devising 1acally appropriate _
methods for implementirig the guidelines, technlcal 3351s§ ants .
rw were provided for eaah pr@gram* o Coos

. The rifld spgcialists will be responkible for working with

;;g;gct Developmental Continuity staff as iac;l;tatarﬂrr
Aimplementation of the projects as outlined in the-

lentation year pIrjppos als and these guidelines. The

L
=
oo

[0
ot @
&b
m

l st; will assist .Project Developmental Continuity
1mplem&mt1ng the goals and objectives defined
nd -help them to maintain an overview of. .
ecialidt will work with site personnel
"técnn;,al assistance and_Jalntly agree

WL e T

b T e

al pér aanl and thé field
the specialist will review
d i Antg; The

1t
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Given the expressly-undefined nature of the guidelines and
the need for specific'statemeﬂts of operational jectives,
the technlcal assistant's role as facilitdtor wodld seem -
to be plvatal Lo ‘

Information to date on the actual roles and activities
of the various technical assistants is spotty. Enough is
known, however, to indicate that these activities vary con-
s;derably from site to site, with some assistants actively
engaged in the c@mprehenglve mdhltérlng and facilitating
"process described by the guidelines, .and others restricted
to relatively specified domains. We would expect, however,
and state as the first hypathes;s, that as more data becofie

- avvailable on these roles in Year III, the fclléwing‘rélatianﬁ
“ " ship will be found between technical assistants' activities

and implementation levels- " . -

the Tﬁ?A fLEZd specialist monitors

n.of the, quidelines and facilitates local

m of general guide line requirements will
hﬁUt hbgh;ﬁ imp lementation levels in all component areas.

4

Another feature of the PDC guidelines differentiating
them from other innovation efforts found in the literature
is that they are directed toward systemic changes in the
local schools. Project Developmental Continuity represents
more than a grafting of a new curriculum onto an existing
school program, such as described by Sarason (1971); it
is an attémpt to effect basic changes in the structure and
content of school programs. '

. T o : T
DESpitE the scoge and ccmplexity @E PDC the guidelinés

ba fullyAlmplémentew as of the fall Gf pragram Year II.

asses in the demonstration
iﬂd ELPmPntary g:h ols participate in
Continuity. Implementation is total

vels and for dll component areas as
ementation - year. FProject

not a phase-in program whereby

ted on the Head Start level the’
vel the second year, and so-

one or two components are

. 1 thHe first year with other
in gradually. (FDC Implementation
: : T
a
¢
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Most sites have found this impossible to do, even with
a planning year. The rejsons lie partly in the inherent
complexity and scopg¢.of the task, and partly in the fact
that. sites were limited-during the planning year in the
demands for time and-effort that could be placed on future
PDC staff. Often, key staff were not even hired or
identified until,well into the planning year. ‘Teachers
generally had classroom responsibilities to fulfill throughout
‘the planning year; their availability for additional work
was severely restricted. : ' ' .

Other programs recoghized quite early that total imple-
mentation in the first year of all guideline requirements
was impossible, and formulated plans for a sequential
phasing~in of program activities. ' In one program, which
purchased a packaged curriculum, staff recognized-early
in the fall that requiring teachers to implement the
full curriculum was creating frustration and resistance
among the teachers. They decided instead to concentrate
this year upon implementation of the language arts curriculum,
and wait until next year for-implementation in ‘the other
subject areas. = | o J s . ‘

Because insistence upon implementation of all require-
ments seens so often to lehd to a general paralysis of the
program, it*is possible’ to suggest the following, apparently
paradoxical hypothesis: S ’ '

L

Sites which adopted a'plan in the first two months of Year II
for sequential implementation of PDC requirements will have.

higher implementation levels overall than those which attempted
achieve, full implementation immediately:

i

wWhile all sites found it impossible to. implement
immediately all guidelipe requirements, those purchasing
major components of their programs, such as the curriculum,
the diagnostic and evaluative system, or- a management system
seem to have had less difficulty implementing more component
areas.. The'reason for this 'seems to be that, since PDC
represents such a massive undertaking for project staff and ’
teachers, sites électing to adapt outside systems are able to
free staff to work in other component areas, while at the same
‘time providing teachers with a tested approach toyschool and
classroom activities. Generally, the purt¢hase of existing
programs alsq brings outside consultants and trainers’ to the
site *to assi%t in the impiementatign——aéain'fréeing staff
for other activities. Staffs d?si”ﬁing their own programs




often staggered by the burden .of the task; ‘teacher
frustrated aﬁd in some cases. aLlenated by_ the

While it is entlraly possible that later ev;ﬂemce
"will indica®e that self-designed programs are better
;mplemented in the long run, for now the data Suggest the
fgliaw;ng hyp@th%ng'

Sites which purchased and adapted existing program models
and approaches (e.g., curricula, diagnostic systems,
mﬁﬂagémgnt systems) MLZZ have higher levels of zmplémgﬂtatiﬂn
in all eomponent areas. .

The Educat;@nal and Ccmmunlty Context -

. No effort at change occurs within a vacuum; "change"
itself implies that existing regularities are to be altered.
Yet Sarason (1971) contends tha existing regularities within
schools are usually. ignored when innovations are attempted.
The’ 1ntr@ﬁpctlon of the new math into the elementary schools,
he says,. i% typical of the usual process: the attitudes,
conceptions and regularities of administratdrs, téaEhEESQ
parents and children were glossed over in the planners'
enthusiasm for curricular change. Consequently, the attempt
to change that cdgriéulum independent qf changing the
characteristic sodial and psyCthDgliaigiﬂStltutlﬂnal features
of the schools was doomed to failure from the start. Lieberman
and Shiman (1973) similarly concluded that typical descriptions’
of change in educational organizations failed to consider the
"school as a culture or the individual teacher and the values
and demands of his job." Others (Bidwell, 1965; Griffiths,
1964 Watsonf 1969) have also noted the ffequent failure of

bgth Ecgmal and 1nf@:mal of the schools within “which- change
is to occur.

" Just as the school is a culture, with existing patterns
of organization, belief, and behavior with which innovators
must contend, so too daes the school exist within the wider
context of theé.c unity, which also has existing norms- of
‘Drganlzatlon and?ggt;on.

_ PDC, as an attempt to alter the very fabric of existing
Head Start and elementary programs, is particularly vulnerable
to the effects of these existing conditions and regularities.
Program staffs as well as site visitors remark repeatedly
on the effects these contextual factors have had on the shape
of PDC. :

/ -
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_ ' Some of thHese factors are discussed herej”alaﬁq with -
resulting hypotheses. The many. specific factors sort into - “
three general CatEnglES' - Y # .

e Prior Head Stazt—Elementary relat;gnshlps,

® Pre-existing laws, policies, priorities, and
programs of the district and schools; -

¢ Demographic and socio-cultural features. of the
Eommunlty and sahaols R :

If one were to derive a 51ngle implication fram this
constellation of factors, it would perhaps be that, wifth the
possible exception of the developmental support services
component, the PDC guidelines are éxceptlcnally difficult to
implement in large urban settings. ' This is because several
deleterious factors tend to be characteristic. of urban SChDDl
systemsi Large cities are more likely to have complex
administrative structures which inhibit communication.

Head Start and elementary schools are more likely to be

. situated and administered separately in urban settings.

. Local teachers$ in 1arge cities are more likely tqQ be organized
into effective unions or associations which actively regulate
the demands which .ean be placed on- teachers for time and - T
energy. Large cities are also more likely to have. cher
federal programs present; the. communlty and teachers are -
accustomed to such programs and are’less likely to become
excited by participation in PDC. Further, the funds provided
by PDC are often the proverbial "drop in a bucket! relative '
to the total budget in districts were other programs. :
proliferate and salaries are higher. 1In short, the mablllzatlon
of the necessary enerqgy., enthusiasm,~nd resources is mucl
more difficult in a la:ge urban ‘setting, promptlng this initial

- hyEch251S

5

Implementation of the PDC JHLdsZLHES will be higher at
eites loeated outside of major metropolitan areas (less

than 100,000 population). ,

One éfteptian to this general relationship between
levels of implementation and urban settings might be the
developmental support services component' of the guidelines.
This compopent, in fact, appears to thrive in urban
contexts. The discrepancy might result in part from the
fact that the activities and =ervices required for this
component can be grafted rea .ly onto existing programs
without serious displacement of existing regularities.

It might also be due to the considerable assistance reguired
. from -existing agencies and service persons--more abundant
%; in urban areas--for implementation of the full range of
required services. Appropriate hypotheses for this
relationship are formulated below.
s
il
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. Prior Head Start- -elementary school. relatlangblps.
The success or failure of PDC dépends upon a site's -
: success at achieving coordination and egmmunlcatlon between
T . tﬁe Head Start and element@ry programs. Not surprisingly,

' - this success or lack of ‘it seems closely related to the’
nature of the local administrative relationships which
existed between the two programs prior to the introduction
of PDC. Where such relations were routinized, programs- -
have been abple to concentrate upon 1m§lementatlﬁn of the
substantive elements of the guidelines; sites lacking
this history have been forced to expend considerable: .
effort at achieving a relationship, or haye had to
settle for separate but similar programs.

The nature of the antecedent spatial and administrative
relationships between Head Start and elementary programs
varies considerably. At 'one end of the continuum are those
sites where .Head Start had always been an integral part '
of the school district program., Head Start was housed ; -
in elementary schools, administered by the building principal,
* and staffed by teachers with backgrounds and certificates
indistinguishable from their elementary counterparts, At -,
- one such site, Head Start had been fully integrated with
s VI a preschool program the district operated for all children;
teachers could not tell which children were Head Start-
, eligible and which were not. At an@ther, there had for
years been an Early Childhood Office in the district whose
job it was to coordinate and 1ntegrate all federal and
W ! local programs for children from ages four to nine. These
-sites have had the least difficulty implementing the guideline .
requirements for linking Head Start and elégentary school. -
At the opposite end QE this ‘continuum are sites where
“historically there had been little or no contact between
- the Head Start and elementary school *programs, either
~ administratively or socially. Such conditions have praved
partlgularly difficult for PDC because they have generally
. resulted in situations where the PDC coordinator has little
! authority or - legltlmacy at one or both levels, and has had
to.rely upon charisma and the gogd will of partlc;Pants
to effect changes. :

ween these two Ehtfémes are sites where Head Start

Bets
and elementary programs have historically been administered
by the local school district, but by different offices. At
one such. ;1te the two plaqrams were housed in the same building,
, but because of their separate directors little cooperation or
) \C,:D,rmnun ication between staffs occurred. At another the Head
~ Start program was administeYed by a director hired by the
district and’ rev§aﬂblble to the superintendent, but housed
on a separate campus. Commurication and coordination between
4 the two programs at this Slta pflaf to PDC was also mlnlmal




Finally, there are programs where the administration ~
of Head Start and elementary programs has always been
independent, - -but have had a history of :aogerat;@ﬁ and
joint act1v1ty. :

These antecedent: relat14;shlps between Head Start and
elementary programs appear 1mpartant “for two reasons. First,
if' coordination and communication have always occurred)
- . . a number of 'the guideline requirgments are implemented
- ‘a Erlcrl, .Secondly, and perhaps most important, the clase

the historical administrative relationships between the two
programs, the more liklihood there seems to be that the

- PDC staff can be given actual status with real power within

the organizational structure of each. This authority seems
) critical for successful implementation of most of the PDC
guidelines. The following hypotheses, then, seem apgrégr;ate:

Sites ”sth a hzst&ry of joint Head Start aﬂd §Z§m§ﬂtifj school
administPetion by the school district will have higher levels
of implementation than sites at which Head Start and elementary
programs have beeﬁ administéréd geparately.

Sites where par*ingatLﬂg Head Start and elementary scﬁ§§§

programs have historically been housed in the same builddug
_ will have higher levels of implementation than those where
. tﬁé two programs have been housed separately.' . S .

Sites mhéfs the &&ntinuity of leducational eéxperiences has
bgén stressed from Head Startfclasses through grade three

will have higher implementation levels in all areas than
site

s where such continuity has .not been stressed.

Pre-existing prlag;gégs, lelClES, laws, and programs. - .
Besides the local. history of Head Start and elementary relations,
PDC must also contend with or Sap;ta;lga upon the. local
activities, emphases, and legislation of the state, district

" and schools in which it is located. These factors exert a

" significant influence’ upon the shape and -character of PDC
.implementation. : . : S

EY
sometlmes maﬁdated by State 1aw At no 51te are all Elements
of the guldellnes embraced with -equal enthusiasm; Some are
always accorded higher priority than others. At one site, .
- for ekample, the blllngual/blﬂultural azt;v;glec'are perceived
to be the pivotal features of PDC, whereas other guideline
elemantg are bhut necessary Con:@mltant;, At anét er site

-,
.
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the reverse is true: individualized instruction and the
opportunity to restructure the curriculum J§re pivotal,
and bilingual activities are peripheral. - Parent involve-
ment provides, perhaps, the most recurrent example of Lo
the effects of local priorities on program implementation.

- At several sites the involvement of parents in school

-~ agtivities has traditiénally been absent, and educational
leaders see little reason to begin., Cansequéntly, the

'Entlre area af parent 1nv§1vem2ﬁt has received @nly

Althaugh these lﬂcal prlcr;tles are sometimes sim ly
values permeating local educational activities, they often
translate into actual program features which can either;,
facilitate or impede the implementation of celtain PDC

“alements. At one site, for example, the state has made a
massive commitment to the malnggreamlng of handicapped

children. Consequently, there has been an infusion of staff
and funds into the PDC school. ‘Another district has made
< - ' a 51mllar commitment to multicultural education, and will
next “year place a multicultural education coordinator
into the PDC schools at no expense té PDC. In both cases |
the priorities and consequent programs of the state and %gj
district have greatly facilitated impYementation of *PDC.
The reverse is also sometimes true: VA district-wide-
emphasis Qn‘éompéﬁency‘baseﬂ education at one site
siphoned almost alL inservice training time from PDC;
resulting in practilcally no training for partlc;patlng
7 teachers in. the areas required by the guidelines; handicapp
! - childreri at another site were removed from the PDC classroo
' to participate in special centers for the handicapped.

ed
ms

More important even than prior or concurrent district
- programs or priorities seem to be the particular programs ,-
or philosophies which prevailed in the PDC s¢hools- prior . -
to the program's introduction. Since to succeed PDC mus t
change the existing regularities in the attitudes and =~
activities of participants, we would expect that programs
would have .more success where prior commitments and activities
most resembled PDC. This is especially true in sites where
stdff had no volce 1in the selection of participating teachers
and teachers had no Dptlon but to participate in the program;
levels of impiementation in these contexts seems greater
the less the teachers are required to change.

Probably the most striking example of the benefical
effects of compatible previous approaches is one site which
just prior to PDC had participated in the national Follow
rhfough program. The sponsor model utilized in that earlier

1
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program incorporated an open classroom framework with
individualized #nstructional methods, resource staff,
parent involvement, and ongoing tra;nlng for teachlng
staff. Parent groups preceded PDC in the scha@ls, many

of the teachers were already comfortable having parents

in their classes, As a result, many features of ‘PDC were
already implemented and the trans;t;an from Follow Thr@ugh

ta PDC has been relatlvely painless.

Dther examplés of the effects, both pQSlth and negative,
.~ of previous approaches and pr@gt!‘s on the implemr
_ '~ of PDC abound. : More frequent than the above exam
. sites where teachers who had not valunteered to pj
in PDC and who were accustomed " to more “tradltlan,
- instrugctional methadalcgles,'were required' to adc
consuming ‘individualized curricula and diagnosti¢ s s,
to Mstructure their classrooms into learning centers, :
. to participate in ‘teaching teams, and .to acsammadate parents
within their classes. Not surprlf;ngly, resistance in
- such-situations was common. : ~ I T

'Evidence such as the above suggests the following,
hypath251s- .4 \

Sites with pre-existing or concurvent philosophies;
legislution or programs |\similar to those required by PDC
will have higher implemantation in the component areas
involved., \

P

Less amblguaus than the effects of other prégrams in

- the schools is the effect on implementation of the resources
and programs which exist in the wider community. Successful
lmplementatlon of the Eraining and developmental Suppart
services components, "especially, depends upon programs
successful mobilization of existing resources in the

community. Staff at gites with active devélopmental
support’ services components repeatedly attribute thedr
successes to the contributions of local ghys;clans dentists,
and social service agencies. Similarly, sites near univer-
sities were often able to obtain tralﬂ;ng from interested
fa:ulty members . : !

In céntrast implementation in these areas was retarded
in locales offaring few such resources. One program reported
that little in the area of nutrition-had been done to date

"because they had been unable to locate a nutritionist in
the community. : : i

~l
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The fallaw1ng hypothesi then, seems plausible:

Sites where a high number of existing ggmmunity resourceg;
*are avatlable will have higher implementation in the
- develophental support services and training components. J

Aside from the programs, prlDf;tlES, and resour€es
'of local school districts, implementation of PDC also seems
to be affected by the policies and regulations of the system.
Programs, in small districts with aentral;zed administrations
are lessﬂ%ulnerable to these factors, since policy decisions
can be made by supportive district administrators which
are tailored to the needs of PDC. PDC in larger districts,
however, is often confronted by a NWaze of policies and
regulations, often conflicting w1;§ithe needs for'effeétive
implementation. In one suﬁh distritt, for example, it is
illegal for teachers to ‘use a curriculum other than the one
provided by and sanctioned by the county. PDC staff-and
teachérs were unable to des;gn a- curr;culum specified by
sthe guldel;nes.
fﬁ At several-sites dlstr;ct policies toward tralnlng
Dmpllcate the implementation process. Teachers at two
‘sites could not be required to attend training (although
Head Start teachers could). Similarly,- -at other sites
teachers could not be kept after school for training purposes.
In all .of these sites, staff felt that the training QémpDBEnt
of their program had been hindered considerably, Iesultlng
in. lower 1mglementatlan in other areas as well. Other
sites ‘provided teachers with release time and ﬁompensatlon'
for training.
Closely related to the -issue of. dlstrlct regulations
‘and policies is the role, if any, that the local teachers'
sunion or association plays in the regulation of teacher
activities. In several sites unions regulate the amount of
time teachers can be kept after school, or the amount and
kinds of activities in which teachers can be involved.
At sites without teacher unions, decisions regarding
program staffing and policy could be made readily and
implemented without delay. At one such site compatible
teachers were recruited for participation in PDC, and
teachers moved from the school to accommodate the program.;
PDC teachers were ‘expected to work long hours toward the
lmglementatléﬂ of .the PDC curriculum and apprdach; stories
- of teachers warklng weekends were not uncommon. At ‘another
site with an active teacher union, ‘teachers had to be asked

- B - -

76

% L L \l} 5

P

~



tralnlng tlme £o PDC- relatéd tralnlng. . The teachers VDtéd
agalnst this, and as a tresult there has been almost no PDC
training for teachers at’ thls site. Thus, the following
hyp@th251s. : s

L

Sites at which there are no teacher unionsg or associations «
MHIEh réguZats thé ﬂét&ﬂltlég @f tgashers wLZZ havg hmghér

=

, Demggraghlc and socio-cultural  features of the loga;
community. As important for the implementation of PDC = =
as the characteristics of the educatlanal setting is the
CDmpGSlthn of the population to be served. Aga;n, the
most recurrent examples of this factor are found in the
area of parent involvement. To achieve the type of -
"involvement demanded by the guldellnes requires more ‘than
the good will and pézslstent -efforts of a parent involvement
coordinator; a reservoir of avallable parents and cultural
traditions of partlglpatlan are also important.  Where
single or working parents predominate, parent involvement
efforts geem to be seriously hampered, while sites with
primarily non-working mothers or traditions of parenx
activity in church and schogl appear to haVéﬁeEEériénced

+considerably léSS dlfflcult : _ .

Impleméntatlan in other component areas seems often
to be affected by the den51ty of the various target popu- .
lations (i.e., blllngual/blcultural handicapped, or Head -
Start children) in the PDC schools and community.. One -
"bilingual demonstration program has experienced d;ff;aulty
because’ less than two percent of- the local population have
Spanish as their dominant language, another bilingual T
demonstration ‘project, on the other hand, is located in ’
a. thoroughly b;llngual/blcultural border city, and both
staff and children are, largely bilingual.  Analogously,

Head Start children in another project are distributed
throughout the’ school district, resulting in, at most,

*three or four Head Start children in any PDC elementary
classroom.  =zachers in such settings are understandably
less preoccupied with the problems of Head Start-elementary
school continuity. ; :

Finally, the status and attitudes of bilingual/bicultural
populations vary considerably across sites, even among the
bjilingual demonst¥ation programs. From the limited data
qvailable, it appears that implementation of the

9
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. &
~ bilingual/bicultural componentf of the guidelines is greater:
- ‘at sites where members of thig§ population‘'are represented
in dacisiénsmakiﬁg positions An the schools and community,
and where there is an active movement. w1th1n the Gommunlty
to malntalnr thé laﬁguage and 'heritage of, the group. .

T

, ,’ )
~ The following hypotheses, thén} seem apprggr;ate;
¢ ) ‘ , | LA

R Sites mzth a high EOHéeﬂthtLQﬁ of the tgrget p&pulatzons i

o . <n the PDC schools (Head Start childven in’ elementary clasdes;
" handicapped children; speakers of a Language other than

. English) Wwill have hzghgf meZEWSHtﬂtiﬁn in the éampﬁﬂgﬁts v

- involved.- . ’

Siteg withl a jP?QtEP number of szmnguaZ/bgéuZtaraZ or

an§r7ty perEOHS in pasatzonu of auth&rafy within the

t (e.g., principals,-supervisdrs, ete.) will ‘.

. hiave haghgﬁ implementation of the bzlznguﬁl/bzaultufaz and/or :
£ rulticultural components. .

Sites with a lower pr&p@rtz@n oj gmpleygd mothefg or Sbnglg—;
- par sent homss will have thh§P‘meZ§m§ntEtL§n in thé gompﬂng t
areas involved. s L f _ -
Sites where mLﬂ&Plty .ethnie groups are actively gégkzﬂg to

" maintain their own language and/or ‘Miltural traditions will .

_have .higher tmplementation in The btltﬁguaZ/chuZturaZ and/or

multiouliural comvonents.
)

i ‘ - L

C%r umstaﬁceg andﬁgvents Surraundlné the Intr@ductlﬂn Df PDC

Y

. The llterature ;uggests strongly that the manner in ‘ .
whi&b an innovation ‘is introduced to an ‘institution is -
-¢ritical to its future success. Griffith (1964) contends -

v that since the tendency:  of @rganlzatlans is to maintain a
“+ '  steady state, any major change impetus must come from
outside rather than inside the otganization. . This is ‘

& qéspeclaliy true in the case of educational Qhang%’prcgrams‘ “
such as PDC, where the initial impetus and funds’originate ’ )
in Nabhlngtgn, -and are then meshed with local needs. Given,
then, that this initial stimulus for the change program
comes from outside the schools involved rather than from the
felt needs of teachers, it seems'imperative that school staff

- and admlnlstrdt;on ;dentlfy with the effu¥Fts, and not feel . -
that the* pragram 'is being. lmPOSEd frof above. ° As Watson'
puts_it, "the major groblem in introducing sotial change
EE to secure enough’ local initiative and participation so that.

- . . : e i
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3 the enterpflse will not be vulnerable as a féfélgn—;mpartat;, "o Vif

(Watson, . 1969, p..496) . _Lieberman' and Shiman (1973) *hrédve = _.» -
scribe® the heiculean effort' required to- persuade a school - . P
aff to-'accept:an innovative program after it -had been TS
emdturely "adopted" by the administration. w1thm&§3the o _—
- staff having been notified. Group hostility was so strong .. . "
_that faculty‘ﬁémbers voted nDt to be dnvelved 1n t Jpraposed
éhange. . . )

% : s :
: Fcr;PDC these concerns facus attentign .upon the ev%nts
leadanMﬁ”?;a “the fundlng of -th& individual programs, - and‘ , ‘
upon activities dur;ng the planning, year: the' amount and L e
nature of involvement in the decision-making and plannlng - C
p:acesses by. reprgsentatives from tie groups to.be involved -

“in 'the 1mplementa ‘fion aﬁpears to have had c@ns;daré%le éfﬁegt

upcn this yea: 's implementation efﬁarts.' o _ - s .
.+ partiaifation in. initial decis%ggs. lnitiéily apparent.” .
o in an"analyéis of "dites’ '1mplementé£lbn experierice are dlfferences Lo

in .the: prgceaures followed prior to the. planning year for
(a) - déciding whether to purszue PDC fundlng, and (h) actually
p:eparlng the funﬂlng gropcsal

=

I ‘At almost every .g#fe the 1n1tlal céntact céﬂggrnlng the « . R ¢
avallablllty of funds. for local PDC projects was made by :
! the. regional OCD‘offices to local Head Start officials.
Following these contacts, however, the involvement by persons
autside of Head“-Starf in the decision process was variable. ¢ -
At some Sites c@nSu’tatlans were extensive: school district '
~officials, teacher 'supervisors, principals, and teachers were -
.involved in the decision to apply for PDC funding. At- one 7
site the actual proposal was prepared by four teachers and )
. the supervisors. The involvement by potential participants
2L at a second site was limited to prlﬁc1pa s and district .
- . officials, while~ 0nly officials "e highest. levels .
of the school. district and Head gntee were involved
- in the draftlng of Egaposaig at

« In general, there seens to be.a Ielatlénshlp between
the extent of: ‘consultation and involvement by partlclpang =

in these earliest stages and subsequent levels of lmplamentatlon
'in the start-up year. This seems esP321ally to. be true of
participation by principals. Sirte the primary . locus for :
the changes mandated by the guidelines is the elementary szhaol.
program, the success or failure of implementation effort
depends upon active support by the PDC elementary school
principal. The more these principals were invplved in
Jinitial decisions about the programs, the mareﬁghey appear.
"to have felt some "ownership" of the proposed endeavors

and w;lllngness to back the decisions and efforts of the PDC

coordinator. Thus, the following hypothesis: ~. : L.

G

.
p
Ll
~J
[
R




c &
A

"'dlff;culty in the implementation process;

. fo
Jwould be ‘an effective method for Ereatlng ‘change in a rigid.

© side and:samewhat alien force in the gchool seriously

. progrkm requires, and was provided with, consdideralhl

. g . 2yt -
. R S L » - : - é ;’V
. [ - 1;;‘ . Z

N hr é’ _'_ 3 = . . . i
o Sites wherg sgh@al dlstfigt foiaihgs, pfz 1pals . :
. Head Start and élementary,school teachers wgre in QZﬁed A L

) in initial decisions about the nature and c ntgnt STV o
' PP§pQSaZS for PDC" funding will have higher L ngméﬂtﬁﬁlﬂﬁ E .

—

_levels in all component areas. <, ; SR
) 'L ke . 5 3 ? = . . R .

’»: - oo L3N S . ﬁ-—
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D251gnat1@ﬁ Df.the delegate agency. The second critical

' juncture in the ImpJlementation Of PDClappears®o be the

des;gnatlon of the da@egate agency for the prggram., Again, .
-since most changés described in théégu;dellngs must necessarily - <
‘occur within the. elémentary school the dé%lgnatlcn of the

= 1

éf/ﬁelegate agebcy ‘has$ wide-ranging 1m§ficat1§ns for the" futuré of 3
TP R

DC Sites at which the school district is the delegate g

. dgeRncy .appear in ‘general ‘to have expérlénced the leaast - T !»é'
éészwhgfe the .

school ‘district is neither grantee nor delegate agency
seem contrastingly to have experienced considerable difficulty.
Whife. in the abstract. it might seem that placing IESPDDElbllltY
ﬁkthe admlnlstratlan of PDC Q9t31de of. the local district

&

Educat;anél structure, the limited experlence of PDC indicates
-that the prospects far real change in. such contexts is rather
bleak.. The. case of one such,PDC site is instructive: becausf
PDC wasgﬁﬁ%ggﬂe the control Gf the local administration, 4
teachers an princlpals at the participating elementary
school tended to perceive PDC staff as outsiders trying. to
"take over." . This perception of PDC staff members as an Q't—
diminished the ability of PDC to effe,t any real changes
'ﬁhe elementary school pragfam_ ; '

.1Ng

' Experlence to date, then, suggests- the follow

PO T .
. v s A . o
Sites where ﬁﬁé‘lgcaz school dibtrict is in the Head Start/delegate

ifs a
n partlg;ﬂ
h, the - -

. The :f;nningprgcess. As stated earlier, PDC

complex pr@gram directed toward widespread changes
pating schools' organization and activities. As su

for the planning of implementation activities. The nature "13
of these planning activities and the manner in whijch. they - e

are :arrleﬁ Qut seems to contrlbute s;gnlflcantly to the
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‘less if participants have lalned in diagnostic effarts

arganlzatiﬁns to " change states that 'résistanée wili be - ,

. leaélng them to agree on what the basic problem is and’ :‘ﬁ, -

‘to feel its ‘importance." Other writers have commented
on the" 1mPQr§ance of partlclgatiﬂn in the plann;ng

: =apchess by members of groups to be-affected by an lnhovatlan.

0 -

%

Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein- (i§7l) researchad the . EJ o
rlltérature and summa:;zed these f;ndlngs.' N

— 1) partla%patléﬂ,léaas tg hlgher staff morale, and I,
777 "high staff morale is necessary for EuCCESSfui .

. implementation (Eennls, 1966); - &

. - . 2)" participation.leads, to graatar commitment, and B
e a high .degree of c@mmitment is. required: for T e
:effectlng change (Gﬂadlad and Anderscn,‘lSEBH

© -+, Oliver, 1965); ' .. 7 —
~ . 3) - participation leads to gréatar ciarlty abQut an L
Ce e ,{;nnavatlcn, and clarity i¥ necessary far 1mple= -

““mentation (Anderson, l96§%vGale, 1967);

- 4)-  beginning with the postulate of basic.resistan
‘to ~change, the argumant is that. partlclpatlon
will reduce’ initial resistance and thereby
facilitate guccessful implementation (Argyle, .

~“_11957, ‘0liver, 1965; Petersan, 1966); and . "

'5) *"subgrdinates will tend to resist -any .innovation
tha%?fﬁey are expected to implement if it~ is ’
initiated solely by their supezsrdlnates (Agnew

and Hsu, 1960; Wigren, 1967). S | S

- In ganeral the c@nclusian _seems té’be Ehaﬁ whélé"

mcreave:, the bést wag tc Obtaln ‘that st part is tg _insure
that all participanpts have some "stake" in the 1nn@vatlon.
Some Ev;dence from PDC of this need for w1desyread involve-.
mént in plannlng ha%t already been dlscussed in other -

. contex Ultimately, the products of much of the plannlng

=process must be implemented in individual classrooms Dy
*individdal teachers. EsPeCLally .at*the elementary level
these changes will require some effgrt by teachers; the °

data are repleté with exampleseof the difficulties that can ' »f
~. arise when teachers do not feel commitment to the change.. ‘

Slmllarly, exgerlence suggests that PDC c&mpl;;ates ipmensely
the life of the average principal; existing regulariWies

and conventions are disdupted, and additional staff must be
accommodated. The chances that auch disruptions will be
“tolerated seem enhanced if the principals have Partlclpated

in their planning.

L)

M, / ol )
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: Thls plannbng 1nval¥ement seéﬁs alsg to craate mare
reallstlc -expectations in- teachlng and radministrative’ staff
about exactly what PDC will and will not do and pravlde,
“and about the?preelse nature of partlclpants obligations.

" Several sites have EKPEIlénC%dAdlff;Culty this year becaufse -
- teachers and pflnclgals did not expect the level and

Variety of demahds which the program would impose on them

£ -

_and their schools. At ggﬁfélte, for example, taachers

participating 1’;PDC belfeved initially that the program :
was primarily a device whereby ‘they would -receive additional

aides and materials; they did not anticipate that thay wauld f£A

. be asked to 1mplement a':ufrlculum and diagnostic system

by -PDC,

e

radically differént from what they knew, nor did they
anticipate the amount of time and ehergy that thig would
entail. ggicnSEquently, they were confused and frustrated

nd r251staﬁt té its attendant’ demands. " Similarly,
at- anathar site, members of the PDC,council thought initially

“that they would occupy' the role of final decisdion-maker for
/. PDC. As experience indicated that the grantee was in fact ’
in this Pés;tlan,vlnterest and aativ;ty dWlEdléd ‘

P
-

. This ﬂEEd ‘for clér;ty of . g%le expectatlans is alsa
mentioned’ répeatedly ‘i the literature. Jones {(1973) commented
on the 1l&ck of understanding of one projeet.by, he faculty

_ members ikvolved. They were forced to develop ﬁrganlzatlonal

-

?éedures and write job: déscrlpt;ans with only limited
knmwleﬂge of what the planners had in mind, so that no one
at the im lementatlan 1evel saw the p:cgect as a totality.

: !

. Sites at whzeh teaékgrs§ parents, vl admznastrat@ﬁs were
involved in the plaﬂnzng year activities will have higher
’WEZEW?Rﬁﬂ&LEH levels in all. component areas. :

&

4 &

endeavor, implementation seems also related to the simple
quantity of time and energy ‘devoted by sites .to ‘the planning
of specifie program activities and agpraaches. The initial
accomplishment! for -mast sites during ‘the’planning year was

the establishment of_ a plannlng organization (hiring staff,

-

Aside fgﬁm the represan;étlsn of groups in the plann;ng

‘formings committees, -etc.,). :Some sites which had had a l@ng

-~history- of Head Start=elementary school cooperation and

joint administration established this organization w1thf§ﬁg
the first two to four m@nths, aid later activity Concemgrated
on actually designing the, substance of their prgframs. At
other projects--generally larger.ones with limited Head =
Start-elemeptary cooperative experience—-the organization ,
of the planning effort itself became a major activity;

other, more substantive planning activities wera delayed,

sometimes until the start-up year.. Unplanned: activities
'ODV1D%é%y have little praaﬁect for 1mplemeq§%t;on, a%ﬁ

!f

) -
- o

thus tHe fallaw1ng bypoth351;.

-

"
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' Sii 3 at. 1 which thé pZanﬂzng of thg FDC pragfam begaﬁ éarlyf*
83k in lhe planwing year will have higher levels of imple- ;
mentatxsn than sztes whéfé suéh plannzng'bggan later.

" as staff, teachers, and prlnC1pals. .The manner %

"~ staff.in a process to identify principals congenial’ to

= tagg at mhiéh 1 a higher ﬂumbgp of PDC planniﬂg tasks ‘E:‘-Ff‘ﬂ - jw"’g
L were e@msztsd during the planwing. year will have higher e ,:f
Zéusls of meZéﬂéHtatLﬂn in thg Q@mpengnt areqs znp@lved '

—

e my

t f ng<§haracterlstlcs

5 A majar task for eabh pragram prlgr to Yhe implea@entation-
~ year was the selection of individuals who. would pa’:igipaté;&
which these

‘;nd1v1éuals were chosén-and the varieties ‘of backgrounds-

selected, sgem to have had a 51gn1fléant impact on the,

- later develapmeﬁt of PDC at each site. The attention '
-accorded the selection of staff however, seems to have ,

g Varled CODSldEIably across programs. o ’ S o /

Selegtlon procedures.' The prgcedures‘féf selecting . <
panéapals were similar at most sites and involved OCD ‘ '

‘ the planned 1nnovatLon The selection procedures for PDC i
staff, on the other hand, were quite variable, but =analysis B
to date suggests no clear relationship between the manner 7
“of” seleatlon and fuBSEquEﬁt implementation exPEflencé.-

The procedures used for selecting. teachers, -if any,
_appear both variable and significant. -The Amportance of
" teacher support for PDE or any planned innovation has been
emphasized repeatedly both here and’ in .the literature
(Sarason, 1971; Watson, 1969). While many factors contribute s
to the creation of this support, voluntary participation by ‘
teachérs appears to be among the most pivotal. Sites where
teachers-were actively recruited or given an- @ptlon to
- participate in the innovation seem'regularly to experlence‘
the least difficulty in implementing PDCE—espec131ly in the:
afeas of training and education.

The. nature and extent of choices qlven to teachers
varied considerably across sites anﬂ was determined in part
by EXlStlng district and union policies and regulations.

At ‘one 's)te, which had* a strong central administration
.and no tedcher union, the entire teaching staff was hand-
picked from. schools throughout the distrigt. The director
of instruction, PDC coordinator, and in-.some cases the
instructional supervlsor for PDC identified teachers they
felt would be amknable to the radical changes proposed by

PDC. Eagh tEQQhEL was identified, then interviewed separa Elj

=




*the. teaching staff.at this site; from Head Start through
_third grade, has 'in general *been enormously suppartlve of .

and given ﬁhe @pt;on to part1c1gaté in PDC. _Consequently,

. presented. It appears. thaft
—Yeast impact on existing,
. site the PDC. coordinator is perceived by staff as a resource

"person much like several others who can k called upon

In Eantrast to thls s;te, several chers 51mply ;ﬁfarmed

qéxistlng teaching staffs that PDC would be coming to their

schools and-impleménted in their classrooms. No options wefe-,'
ay these sites PDC has had the
“las®room practice. At one such

for prGV1dlng aides, assistance and‘m;ter;als.'

= . =

Between these two extremes are several sites where

teachers were informed that PDC was to be implemented n

their school and given the option to transf%££1f they found

vthe p;anned 1nnavatlons cbgectlénablé At several such

'fram a scha@l where they had been teaahlﬂg for yearsh

consequently, several teachers opted to remain in PDC to
avoid moving even though they were lass than committed to
the planned changes. - ' ‘ '

=

. Four SpElelE hyp@theses can be derived relaﬁiﬁgi
selection procedures for PDC teachlng sta ff ,nd levels of
1mplementat1an' e .f

5

‘:

Sltes gith formal uglggtgaﬂfreafuztmgﬂt pr@&sdufgs fbﬁ PDC
§§%§ﬁgp: will have the highest levels @f meléméﬂtEtZQﬂ in’
1 Lﬂmﬂﬂﬂbﬂt areas.

® & "i

’ngas where teachers could opt for or agaznst pariicipating
within the FDC program while still remaining im the school -
i1l have 'slightly lower Lavel @j }mpléméﬁtatLgn n all s
eomporient daradas. . ) . :

ites where teachers were given the choice of'partzczpating
PDC on trgnsferring to another school will have lower
levels of 1m@1em§nLatzgn in all ;Omp@ﬂéﬁt areas.

Lfa

c::'j zmplgmeffzfﬂ:tmrz il aZj

"7PDC "and has warked long and hard for succéssful ;mplementatlan.f
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Backgrgunds of staff teachers and prlnclpals,. Much
has been written concerning the 1iﬁp?5r€anci of skillful
ieadershlp for the- implementation of ‘planned. innovations.
Attempts; however, -to identify the intellectual - and . . .
personality traits necessary for successful leaders have
'generally pravad unsatisfactory. Novoingy (1973), for

example, rapafted that only five percent of the traits listed

- . 1in 106 studies: a@peared in four er more of the studies; while

Havelock (1971, 'p. J-22) asserts-that -"there awe *ho charac- |

“teristics of leade:s that hold up over dlfferent tygés of

T'51tﬁatlons. :

a

projects represent a variety of backgraunds and skills.
The'guldellnes specify. only that PDC .coordinators shall be
experienced in admlnlstfatlan, knawledgeable 1ﬂ’the fields °
of child development and- preschool and pr;mary education,
and famll;ar with teacher - training,and comminity services.
Most c@orﬁlnators satlsfyithage fequ;réménts to varying
degrees. : - : o

o . =

EY

7 The" data suggest, however, that these’ characteristics
alone-are not sufficient; sta £f and especially- cagrdlnaﬁars

need éléé be. skilled and expezg enced agents of ;nst;tut;onal

he coordinators "and key staff members of. the varlcug ng

change The difference between an administratQr of Establ;shed

programs and an 1mplementar of innovative programs is one
- frequently noted 1n the literature (Bentzen and Tye, 1973;

‘Havelock, 1971). The change agent must be especially conscious

of: the Sﬁstem}withayh;ch he or she is interacting; he or she

"must know and understand existing' regularitties \in that

s

system, and be able to plan appropriate steps to alter \the
Because PDC is so frequently outside the established l;nes
of authority in the schools, coordinators often rely upﬂn
‘the informed devices &f charisma, ‘influence and persua51an
to effect changes. At several sites the seeming inability
of coordinators to understand the existing system and to -

. manipulate it through these informal channels has resulted :
inr active antipathy toward PDC by teachers and administrators,

and a gansequént paraly51s ‘'of the total implementation effort.
Further, since E@D:dlnatars and staff must so often -depend
on these informal devlces thosg intimately familiar with the

. scha@l system aﬂg péfs@nnel from extensive prior expefience

in the district seem also to experlence greater success at A
1n5talllng PDC,

L

¥

Three characterisi;;% then, seem important for PDC

staff and coordinators tolfpossess: ' (a) technica}l

experience as agents of change; and (c) familiarity with the -
local educational :yst&m and personnel. . Thus, the followmng

‘/hypatheses . ‘. . .

i ; .lJ

) ¢ skilils in .
“the areas specified by the guidglines; (b) skifl¥s and

=

o

-



" Sites at whléh ksy staff haug had previous gxperzéﬁeg
successfully implementing programs of educational change
will huve hzgher 1mplemsntatzan Zsusls zﬁ aZZ aampénéﬂt areas.
7° 4 "
. Sites with key, staff members drawn from’ and familiar with, '
- : the ‘local community will have higher. zmpZEWEﬂtatzén Zeusls
U in all 3@m@aﬂ§nt areas. ' _ -

Sites mzthfkgy staff membéfs_yzth extensive emperzéﬁce and
‘teehnical skiltl in the\varioue guideline areas (e.g., special

2 education, s prlingual education) szZ have highgf melementatzﬁn

. ZQUEZS in the gémpangnts involved,. - . o . o -

o= zldentlfylng the cptlmum backgreund for a parent 1nvglvemEﬁt
coordinator has proved partlcularly vexing to.some sités. '
_ At some,. parepts long active in schools, ag ‘PTA presidents,
) ... etc., were hired; at others outreach workers from the local
o Head Start progrdm were selected; one site hired a former
school nurse to be its parent involVemen®=coordinator:’ ’
In general, 'it appears that the parent invol¥ement coordinator
' , - position regquifes -experiences and -skills not generally acquired
Teoa simply th:ough—,rev1aq€5act1V1ty in the eleméntary school PTA;
- because it is .¥t the interface between.schodl and -community,
intimate. knowledge of the community alone does not suffice.
The parent involvement coordinator must be equally adroit
at deallng with parents, administration, teachers and social-
. - service agencies. In most PDC communities it appears that ,
Y Head Start is the best source for individuals possessing :
such skills and experience; sites’ w1tq parent involvement Lo
:caardlnatars from Head {8tart appear to be having greater
success in the area of parent invoivemerit.. However, fhe
one site with perhaps the most active parent involvement.
component has as its parent involvement coordinator a
former school nurse. When asked what aspect of her tra;nlng
or previous experiences had helped most in her current -role
she replied that her years as a school nurse had done the
o most because the school nurse is the only person in t#kditional
‘ - school settings who has to learn to deal not only with -parents,
but also with ‘teachers, admlnlstratars,'and the Eﬁaal so:lal K

service agencles.:: :
5 . —— ‘ : . i

Charaétérlstlcs of pérticipating teachers in-PDC are ———
equally variable. "he evidente generally suggests that
¥ younger teachers with fewer years of teacher experience have
e less difficulty ‘adapting to the sometimes radical changes

wrought by PDC. At one site where teachers were handpicked-

for "PDC, several older teachers were included because the

distri§§ director of instruction felt strongly that if PDC
“ . were to provide a model for district-wide restructuring of




" schools it would have to succeed with a representative
population of teachers. To date, this site has exgerleﬁbed
more difficulty with the more experienced teachers than

. with those with fewer years in the schools. The e;perlénced
’téachers have had more difficulty altering their bwn = .
"existing regularities" (Sarason, 1971) to conform to the
demands of ‘PDC. The following hypothesis is sugggsted:

Sites with tgachiﬂg staffs mzth the fewest mean years @f

téﬂghlﬂg experience will have higher zmplementatzgn levels . »
in all eZassrﬂﬁmerglatéd component areas. '

Prior experience by teachgrs in the technlques of 1nstru§—
tion advocated in the guidelines seems understandably to .
chntrlbuﬁE as well to successful implementation. Most of the
staff of one PDC program had EEéVlstly participated in‘the
f‘natlonal Follow Through program; their: transition to PDC
has ‘been relatively painless. Similarly, the ‘teacher in
anoth e program.who has had least difficulty with PDC had
earlier taught in a British Infant School. This leads to . B

“the following hypothesis:

- . I -

- ° [

Sites %ith the most teachers experienced in instructional
approaches analogous to those of PDC will have the highest
zmplemgntatzon levels in all elassra&m—reZatsd éémpénéﬂt areas.

Céﬂtinulty of PDC staffing. Once selected, it seems

- important that there be a continuity of staffing; sites

at which PDC staff, teachers , or administrators have been™
replaced appear to have experienced -some difficulty at
-maintaining. implementation progress. At one site, the
injury of the parent involvement/developmental suﬁpczz
_services coordinator, and. her consequent absence from the
program seriously hampered implementation efforts in those
components. Staff at other sites have also been réplaced, -
either because of death, termination, retirement or transfer.
In every case implementation seems to have been impaired.

Sites at which there has been a continuity of. thfjbng
will have higher nglgmgntatzan levels than sites at whzéh
-Qf] have been Pﬁplﬂgsd

l
*

e
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7 The manner in which the various PDC programs were
organized--their articulation with the exlstlng Head Start
and el%mentary schools, the roles-and dutles assigned-to-
different participants, the lines of communication’ and autharlty
established, and the clarity with which participating groups -
understand each- -provide the structure within which the - '

substantive PDC act1v1tles occur. Numeraus featurés of this

vFégtgfes éf,Prbgfam Grganizati@ﬂ’

man;festatlons of these bas;c ﬁeatufés were. left for sites
to develop locally. Thus, for example, the- guldellnes reguire
that "a formal system for 1nvolvement of PDC staff in the
administrative structure of the school must be operational" .
{p. 10); they do mnot, however, speclfy what this. £ormal A
system -should loak like. - _ -
) Pr@grams were constrained in their seigctlan Gf organi-
zational structures by the structures which pre-existed in
the schools ‘and community .priepr.to PDC. Some of these
. constraining factors have been described already. Sites,
for example, where Head Start and PDC had traditionally been

under separate administrations had fewer options than those

" where both had been administered from the same office.

In the former cases the lines of authqrity were generally
less clear and whatever authority the PDC staff had was
generally derived from the Eharlsma and 'influence of the
~individuals 1nvalved :

In any event, whether the pf@duct Dflﬂlrcumstance
'or design, the manner and clarity with which local sites
delineated these lines of’ authority, communication and
responsibility appears to have cpntributed greatly to the :
overall iwplemantation effort on¥site. ‘ ' ¢

Lines of auth@rlty. .As mentiohed several times previously,
PDC as outlined in the guidelines nfandates substantial changes
in existing school programs. At mpst sites -the 1mp1ementatlén
of the required educational approagh alone necessitates -
substantial modifications in existing classroom structures -
and an altering of entrenched teaching behaviors.  The
evidence suggests strongly that, to sudceed, those charged
with the implementation of those changes--the PDC coordinatok
and staff--must haVe the organizational "clout" necessary
to deal effectively with sometimes recalcitrant teachers.

Auth@rity can, it seems, be derived in a variety of ,
ways, and sites vary considerably in the amount of attention P



staff, Lines of authority and communication were carefull
- drawn by the district’ director of instruction, the prln31pal

.classroom actiyities in PDC; the principal is concerned

devqtéd to its dEflnltth. At one ECS site, for exampl
where Head Stgrt ahd elementary school programs had long
been administeéred jalnt;y by .the bulldlng principal, the
PDC coordinator was farmally appointed @s the équivalent
of an assistant principal in charge of he PDC teaching

of the ECS’ school, and the PDC coordinator; each clearly -
understood the extent and limits of their own and others'
authority. The PDC coordinator is fespén51ble for all.

only with building administration related’ o the laglstlca;
support of PbC. All decisijions. cancernlng staffing and"

.educational act1v1tles in the PDC ‘classes are madé either

by or in consuitation with the PDC-coordinator. Auth@rity
to implement change at this site, then, was farmally besﬁowed

'rby placlng ‘the PDC coordinator within the hierarchy- of the

1001, The organizational- structure of tHis and 51mllér
,;Dg:amsvcgulﬁ be mappedAas ﬁDllDWE‘

Director -
.of . _
ﬂ Instruction. -

] ECS
' Principal

PDC
Staff

PDC, HSy and | : | _ " |* Non-PDC, . s
. elementary HS. and
Teachers : , elementary
—_ ; + | _Teachers
"
A 4




-+ At most %itas, and partlcularly at ESL 51tesg the 1li
of autharlty seem' to have been defined much less carefully

. ';zrequently, ‘PDC- occupies .a kind of organizational limbo.s

ith respect to either or both the HEad Start and element
school programs. When teachers and PDC staff were asked -
during the winter site visit -how PDC staff would proceed
if they observed domething they wished hanged in. a PDC
class, at most sites the reply. ‘was that the staff could
‘make suggestions to the teacher involved, or go .to the
prlnclpal (SI Head Start director)’ and ask that” “the teach
directed to make the changes. In some . cases, dépendln
‘their background and previous acquaintance with a, Jgive
prégram, the PDC coordinator could go directly .to the tea
.at either the Head Start or the’ élémentary level and give
directives, but with few exaeptlons such as the ohe ,
described above; the PDC coordinator could not move with.
equal authority in both programs. Organizationally, then
the structure of these programs was sameth;ng llke the

faléﬁw1ng-= o 7 .

=

%ch@@l : -
Dlst:lga

Yead Start
Director

nes

Y- :
»

ary

8r "

g
n
cher.
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Non-PDC . | . FDC : PD
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. In some cases slﬁes Eompensaté f&gﬁthis lack of
farmally:deflned auth@rlty by enthu 1ast1c ana a§t1Ve

At ‘one guéh Elteg thékprlnClQal thréugh his supp@rt, ,}_ s 31537;
. provided the coordinagor with substantial de facto - e
k authorlty over act1v1tles in PDE ciasses, the coordlnatar ' ,

- Vgtea:hers knew that- the ; Vlsahle _ "
- .. . support,and commitment-from dlStfle*OfflEl&%gg;;,l arly ’ i
A 'jbalstered thatiautharlty’* ‘ o ’ i o

\M—“

Where admlnlstratlén support ;s aaklng or less than T
~enthusiastic, 'the. PDC caardlnatér is’ severely restricted -

= in the amount and types of changes that can be made in the _
‘classroom. At one site, for example, the coofdinator is
peICElVed by teachers as esgentlally ‘a resource perscn,

. distributing aidés and materials to Supglement ongoing -

¢ "~ ~classroom activities but lackinhg any- authorlty to insist

upon real changes by the tEachers. -

»
w

o At sites where PDC staff lack real authority or | S
- influence over téachers implementation efforts seem to havE; SN
focused ,on the ‘parent involyement and devel@pmental supporkt 4;? :
'servlzes component ‘areas whilch do not require substantial 3 -
. . alteration of classroom practice, and instead provide, R .
T additional--and often walc@meE=serv1ées and volunteérs to-~ .~

' the schocl & - 7 : 1ﬁyfi S

“From these é@hSidé:ations;~ﬁhen; come' the following . _ a,
hypotheses: L - S, T o

the PDC coordinator has formdlly defined
ufhorzfg within the organizational structures
Pt and ﬂthFHfdPy nprograms will have higher

1 ‘on in all component aréas. Implemen-
ly high in fhp education,. baZznquaZ/r

el hundb;ﬂppgﬁ areas.'

o ol {Zhﬂ’ulj

R . . o . Ca g g
-5 at which fhﬂ FD@ nr@qpum dﬂi staff enjoy the full and
i 9 Letals, +the elementary school N
dLP?ff@ﬁ m7LZ have higher

qupp&#ﬁ

i

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



" Division of labor and IasEonSibilities. While the PDC
guidelines specify certain staff positions which must be
filled and responsibilities which musgtmadelegated the

S “actﬁ%l staff;ng patterns selected by sites to comply with
B ' these requlrements vary considerably. At severdl sites the
PDC coordinator has become the key pg;ggng'whén site visitors
ask to spgak with the person most knowledgeable about
activitied in each component aréa, the coordinator is the .
.principal person interviewed. . At other sites, duties and '
responsZbilities are dlstrlbuted widely among paid PDC
staff, cobuncil committees and teachers.. In general, it
appears that implementation ppogresses most -rapidly when
tasks and responsibilities in“the various component areas
are asitgned to different individuals, Wi%h no one person
. being, Pésponsible for more than two components' 1mplementat;@n
- and many people involved in the actual work.  Besides o
: distributing the tasks necessary for implementation, such
decentralization ‘also seems to spread identification’ w;thq
PDC and uncerstana;ng of its goals more w;dely among
! Head start and elementary school teachers, parents and
+- -administrators. At one site, for example, where a single
' person assumed sole responsibility for the preparation of
a multicultural curriculum, teachers and administrators
- were hesitant to implement it, and lukewarm in their
- support for it. Interviewed /later, the author of: the
' curriculum stated that a far better prOceﬂure would have
been to involve teachers ‘in the writing and review process
early, and then prezent the Eurrlculum to the school .
f{ : prlnalpal for review and approval. ’

Several s;tes“have opted for divisions offlabar .
differenmt from thase descrlbed in the guldellnes Two -~
sites have esﬂentlally coecoordinator organizations,
accampllshed by expanding and redefining the:roles of
subordinate PDC - staff{ persons. At one such sSite the
co-coofdinators are each associated more closely with e;t}e
the eldmentary or Head Start programs; at- another, one  ’

~_co- caordlnator adminiisters the program while the other
‘a;sumgs the r@la Df 1nstruatlgnal leader Dther sites hgyg
dnt;clpated in the guldellnes. eFor example, the devel pment
~©  support services component at one”has been apportioned{ so, th
_ the school nurse coordinates.the health-related aspects of -
> . implementation, ‘while the parent involvement :oardlnatox
: directs® the delivery of social services. While these
different divisions of labor are perhaps adapthg at these
particular sites, no plauslble hypothégeg relatlng such
= jf - divisions to 1mplementat;on 1n genera] are appafent at
T ‘this time. :

< i
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the lmplementatlan of PDC across s;tes is. the a551gnment
of component responsibilities to a Slngle individual for
bcth the Head Start and élementary level At SEVEfal sites

L

- the Head;gtart level and to another atf the elemantary.

— ' Implementation at such sites seems almost invariably to .
suffer: the two programs rémain. discrete. w;th very lit v S
commun;cat;an or coordination occurring. . - iJ

r hypotheses, thén, seem plausiblé; O

1 * - ! =
£< . - ' ‘K 33 . : f:_'\

s at which the <mplementation éf eqeh component 18
ssigned -to a particular individual will have. higher
im@l;meﬂfqt&@n§bn the eomp0ﬂ§ﬂt 80 as ELgned, /

es at which no single zﬂdLuLduaZ 18 P§§p0H sible for the .,
Inplementation of more than twe c@mpongntﬂ will have hzgher
iij?Z?HtQt’Oﬂ in the component areas so assigned. .

‘he greater fhé ﬁumbeﬁ of individuals iﬁquDed in the
planning of component implementation Stratédng, the:

higher MLZZ.E& the zmplgméntatz@ﬂ levels in those component.

areds. B . oo B .

- 2

Sites at which a spg&zfae individual is gesponsible for th
1 plsmentaézon of a given component at both:the Head Start
and zlementary.-levels will have higher implementation in the
component areas so assigned.’ .

1
-

Lines of communigatifon. Asi dé from establishing lines
of authority-and rééﬁonéibility, sitgs must also in their

. organization address thé formal-or informal lines of communi-

. cation that will prevail durlng PDC More attention is . .

‘devoted in the guidelines to thifs i'ssue than any other; : -

the negessity foxféstabllshlng thgse channels 15@:Qntlnually;'

reiterated. Gross, et al. (1971) (in- their review of the '

researgh aaha these concerns. . The }émphaslzed the crucial

21gn1flcance of ,full communication and understanding betwaén

teachers and admlnlétrators at every stage’ of qhangé- ‘ }F
. . Z

.

= ] *

Administrdtors, fhED§ need to be aware of the’ importance .

of @m+lvlpat;ng the dlfﬂl;ﬂltlég that are bound to develdp : —
in the course of [plannlng agd ;mplementlng] change EffDrta§
and the nec**zity'gi Preatlng feedback mechanisms that will

y blems being encountered are aired and heard;

5 work with their staffs to analyze and resolve
(fross, et al., 1971, p.212) ,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The evidence from PDC seen q@nsiderabl&i
concern expressed by OCD in th most-every -
site which has experienced dif pé alytchnatu:e ‘

in the 1mplementatlon pro:egs, a f 1lufe Df ;Qmm'nlcatlon lS

Of part;Clpatlng rograms. %ometlmes cammunlcat:on fa;lure&

are a‘result of LHCDmPatlbllltlES between key individuals on

the project caused by differences in personality, subculture, 4
or social class. Oftén the dlfflcultﬂgza:ebult from 51mple v

@VEISlghtS by pfdject staff. o

T \k

In génerdl 51tes at whlch?a formal System f@L fegulaf-f

'

~=been éStabllShEd have encauntered the féwegt pr@bléms in .~

.

this area. . One ;lté, for axamplé, at.which a commerc;al
‘curriculum model irs®utilized has weekly meetings of a )
"program rmprovement committee" composed of representative Q%
teaihers and pafentb, the ECS prlmg;pal the PDC staff;

"All a;pacts “of the PDC pragram are dlscusaed in these L s
meetings, ;ﬁﬂd each representative is expected to r3p@rt égﬁ?f
.issues and decisions to their constituents the following - e
day. Further, specific channels of: communication between C o
teacherr and staff have been established at this site and
‘others teache£5 w;t difficulties otr concerns know precisely
with whom they JhoulA3speak This evidence suggests the

next hypothesis: i , : : : ’ Lot

. Ted SRR -

ent and ve 2qular comminication

edures for frequ o
gathLb,h;d K . a

ating groups have been formal
“ﬁﬁZémeﬂ*afZQd LH all component

B = .
It should be noted, ‘however, that while the evidence indicatesg:-
the need for fOrmgl communication channels, informal channels
are not unlmpaptant- the evidence s;mplg suggests that informal,
communication 1§SmOLelfungtlonal when formal c:hannelE also.

have been established. , \ w o o

£ ‘F

Thé EQ;? of OCD and _the Evaludtlan CDthdEtBI . o \

B B o ]

As an E.E?Ilmental program,. PDC implementation efﬁé%ts =
have been exposed to constant- manltorlng and scrutiny”

the Office of Child Development-and the evaluation LOﬂtfﬂEtOl.r
Because most programs have experienced similar "demandd, and ..

lﬂLUﬁVEanng S however, few hypotheses relating OCD and

:, 5 il N
vities with differential levels of .implemehtatitn
wlated. = A :




These a¢tivities havelnot ‘however, been without impact

on program implementation. At severali51tes misunderstandingé
both minor and major have arisen with OCD over program and
funding requirements. ‘One site, “for example, gave up the

"substantial funding of an existing Follow Thtough program

in the belief that PDT funding levels would be comparable.
When this funding in fact turned out to b&{aubEtéﬁtlall& less
than ex@ected the administration and teachers at the school
"involved were forced to proceed with a program which to them
represented somethlng less than that to Wthh they were
aécustomed. ‘

Other sites Enaountered difficdlties W1th pértlclp ,gkfr’
~principals and teachers, préecipitated by similar misunde
.standings over the’ levels and allocation of fund
.Participants in several programs safid that they were led
‘to'believe that PDC would prov1de substantial money for‘_

“new materials and supplies, only to find-later that very
. little of the overall budget was aldlocated for such uses.
5 SEVPfal sites also éxpreszed concern over the lack of _
SpéCIflEatlon in theyPDC guidelines and the fallure of -
- OCD to make theSe requlrements more. clear.

s, “a The role of the evaluaiion ha5 been 51mllarly not1caable
' in the 1mplementat1@n of programs, although again because
evaluation aCt1VltLeS gefé much the same at all sites,

. hypotheses -are dlfflcult te formulate. Each site was visited
R three times this year for periods of ‘up to a week each g
’ by teams of from neﬁto four,V151tors During these visits_
-~ program: skaff often had little time for any implementation
_act1V1tles. Addltlonally, sites were asked on several
occasions during the'year to provide the contractor with’
-substantial amounts. of information about their site. Saveral
.site® have commenteéd: that-these demands afﬁgcted’the1r1(.?
&fforts at 1mplementat1@n somewhdt this year. LT

" Ohe area in which the evadluation does seeim to have
exerted a differential effect upon sites was ih the area of
sample size requlremants. Because the impact component of

_the evaluat/ion is designed to determine the feas sibility of
léngltudl%21 research involving PDC, it was necessary that
sites include sufficient numbers -of Head Start children to
-insure a sample of 30 children after five years. Tqo satisfy
this, requlrement some programs- hai ‘to enlist severak elemen--
tary schools in the program. Oné site, for exafiple, now :
has four elementary schools participating in PDC; ‘others
‘have two. With each schodl added to -the program, the,

E complexities of communication and coordination seem to
c e increase geometrically and the strain on résources is

mdgnified greatly, The following hypothesis, therefor

seems in order:

W e ; -

[T
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o : - .
eachers, children, classrooms, and schools .

ﬁi?‘*i:;“;p g itn FOC, the chwe:;.ﬁ will be the levels of . o
mefgngnkatZUH in all component areas. . Cob T '

"It must be emphasized that the preceding discussion Y

' is necessarily tentative, and based on an incomplete analysis

of available data. pAs program Year III progresses, the
factors and hypothdses identified.here will no’doubt beg »

flmédlfleﬂ baséd_on additidnal ewvidence .and rev1ew by those .. -

hhawlgdgeable about the lmplementigion of PDC .on-site.
F ’ 5 Lt ' .
One focus in the year to come will be/the interaction

>-;Df the various- factors on this. 1;st It is unllkely that

any of these factors produce the same- effebts upon programs'
-implementation in all contexts. For example, it was
suggested: here-that 1mplementatlan efforts. are generally

- more successful at sites where’ the activities proposed by

PDC closely resémble those which preceded it in the schools.
This may not always be.true. There is some evidence that

in situations where teachers are handpicked, where &oordin-
ators have substantial authority, and the program enjoys

the full support of principals and district officials,
‘implementation is more successful if the program differs:
radically from what existed previously/. In such situations
the cohesiveness and enthusiasm of teachers seems g
magnified by a feellng that they are partlclpatlng in a
novel program that, for the first timejis in adcord with
their own philosophies of. education, ¥If true,. then, the
factors discussed hfke may’ not be additive at all; a given
factor may, affect implementation qulte‘élffegently dependlng

fupon ﬁhe other factors presént

From the ev;dence %CgUled thus far, however,;-it. can be
concluded that the implementation of PDC acreoss all:sites
\ls perceptibly and recurrently influenced by some identifiable
actars. To be sure, the relationships between factors and
implementation are not simple, and the presence or absence of
any one n21ther makes" nor breaks a program.. But it éoes

can be better assured 1f an attémpt is madé tD accammadaté
in its deslgn at least some of the factors that have been

suggésted here ..

o
I O



COST STUDY INTERIM REPORT N

An intégral part gﬁ;the evaluatlon of PIOjegt Develop-
- . mental C@ntlnu;ty is the study of program costs. Developmeht
SE Associates, 'Inc.r (DA), as thHe subcontractor to- the', High/Scope
' Foundation, has been féSpOﬂSlblE for the’ design aﬂdslmple—
mentation of the Cost Study.- The collectl@n of program
costs began at the lQCal site level July 1, 1975. The
-design.calls for program cost data to-be callected from
the experlmental ‘sites over a two-year peridd ending
June 30, 1977, and from comparison schools and centers for
the gerlod from July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977.

DA cost SPEClallStS have made two trlpE t0<§éch of the
experimental sites! The first visit was during the late
summer: of 1975 for the purpose of installing the cost
collection system. A second round of site visits was oy
conducfed in early 1976 to~pake sure the sites were keeping
proper records and to test out the procedures DA developed o
for the first implementation year cost. gplleatlgn, scheduled .
for the ~summer of 1976. €§§ . ;‘

. Thls chapter on the post system will: (1) review the
approach and methodology for the experimental sitesy (2) ,
outline the approach and methodology for the comparison schools
and centers; and (3) review the results of the second round

of site visits mentioned above. The only cost data that will

be reported- are, six-month data on actual PDC funds expended
‘during FY 1976. These data were collected as a byproduct

of the second round of site visits and are reported only as

an illustration of the cost system. The next rgdpd of site’
.visits to occur during the late summer and fall bf 1976, and

to be reported in November 1976, will inélude: the full range

of data being reported under the system for expérimental '
schools. Cost data on both experlmEﬁtal and comparison schools -
will be collected and reparted only in the flnal report Df -
the,PDCfevaluatLDn. , <
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- Approach and Methodol@gy for Experimental Sites

i .

g crltlcally cancérned with acceptable program costs as well

as effectiveness of the provided services. While there-is .
no upper . .limit placed on program effectiveness, there are
finite limits in acceptable program costs. Thus an important
aspect of:the evaluation is to develop estimates of the
additional: costs of the special features of PDC activities

for both early child development programs (principally

. Head Start)- and for school systems' regular programs.

. Further, an accurate estimate of what 1t will probably

cost t&replicate PDC in other areas thfoughout the country

is important for: OCD planning purposes. _ Indeed these
"replication costs" factors were an un@erlylng concern in

the design and 1mpleménta ion of thle Cost Study and strongly 7
influenced both jthe approath and mh&hodolagy for the cost
Collegtlon task 1n the -experimental’/ sites.

The appr@ach and methodology used in the cost collection
*for PDC are based on a similar. methodology currently being

used to axamlne another OCD experimental program, the Child

and Family Resource Program (CFRP). The CFRP cost data '
collection system was developed by Development Assgéiates o
"and provided two years of experience on which. the PDC Cost v
Study Could build. _ - . ‘

In the design of both studles, the difficulty of uniform
cost collection between diverse program sites has been a major

icssue. This is not unique to PDC and CFRP, but is also the
case for most other .social prdgrams that. strive to ascertain
the '"rtrue"™ st of program resources. In the case of PDC,

these resourcas not only include the grants given to. foster
EDC, but also include the resources of the Head Start and
elementary schools involved in the program. "PDC also has

a charge to mobilize communlty resources 1in supp@rt of the
-program goals. "Thus, in addition to the usual array of
public social service agencies, individuals in the PDC
communities--doctgrs, dentists, parents, civiec clubs, and .
bu;1nessyersans=—a§e also consldered to be contributing re-
sources to the PDC” program ‘and as such should be 1ncluded as
part of the "true" cost of the program. A; a Tesult, .a major
challenge to the cost collection system is to collect and
‘report as aacuratély as, pa551ble these "true" costs across,
COmmunltlES _ c ] s :

A final conslderatlon in the design approach was an
awareness of the limits of staff time that could reasonably.
be applied tD déVElDPlng and reporting cost data. Therefore,

¢ L
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. in designing the system, DA attempted .to be sensitive to
the "real world",sof the project site staff. The goal was
a Cost Study deiggn that would not plate undue hardships
-on site personnel to keep detailed records of every resource
used. To do so could seriously hinder the efforts of the
limited staff available to the program sites. While the
design selected does impose a reporting requirement on

“$ local site personnel, it is minimal and directed towards

collecting program cost data reguired by OCD as well as. .
being useful to each project. A brief outline of the ’
aprmach is presented Helow. :

In deciding upon an approach, an overriding procedural
consideration of the DA cost spetialist was the fact that
the experimental sites are all-different. Zhey have
different accounting systems, different ldeas about what
PDC is all about, and different resources to use ih reaching. .
their goals. This was expected because the spirit and ﬂature,‘
of PDC encourages the accammodat;gn of differences. As a
‘réesult, the approach to cost collection has to allow for
thezse differences and at the same tlmeimake it possjible to
record them consistently. 1In the end, “the apprcacz}must
permit comparisons within each pragram (i.e., betwééen program
components) - and between all programs. The approach taken,
therefore, had tp ﬂely on. two basic concepts:- L

© A

e Standard cost data=€olleatlan and fE?OItlﬁg, and

- : 3

® Standard definitions., 1

#

e S . ‘ . 4
Standard- Cost Data C ;l ction and. Rap@rtlgg

*Using CFRP experience, it: was Coh51dered fundamEEtali
that recording of project costs be done at the experimental
sité level. Only the persons operatlng the program on a .
.dajily basis sknow what resources are, being used. Therefare,
standard worksheets and forms develgped For the collection
of ?ata vere devised for use by site pe:sonnel ‘Further, to
meet the requirements of OCD, these férms and worksheéts
were based on standard line items, categories, programmatic
categories, and resources. ST 4

St andald DEflﬂlthnS -

In dgvgloplng and lmpléméntlﬂg a :ost collection pro-
cedure "in all altEE, stindard termlnolagy ‘was extremely
important in’ order to collect comparative 1Qformat1@? across

. : : , : 5




all sites. The m@fs detalled the definition of a term,
the easier it is to piace a‘cost factor in its proper
.category, because the judgmént required in each case is
reduced. Precise definition also aids in 1dent1fyhng items
to be collected. ThusAggﬁéndard definitions of components
were. develég,d directly from the PDC guldellnes and EQElelEd

as clearly as. p@SSlblE.

P - . P i

The basic methodology used to ¢ollect PDC'cost. data calls
for completion of ten tasks, each of which is outline@ briefly
below : ‘. : : S,

1

o - .
Ed = . . L 3
B

TASK l--Review DCD Requirements - _ .

cost data be ¢ollected by program component t dlso spe21fled

uuldan§% in th& contrazt work statémentJﬁgqulréd that
I
that the cost data collected frip-the experimental schools

r.and centers be comparable to costs collected from ‘comparison i

schools and. centers. . These two requirements set the stage
for the next task. ' - : : - -

/.

TASK 2--Design the Cost Collection Systém

Va:lous alternatlves were examined to. accompllsh the -
cope of work :Equlredj The approach chosen relied on local
ost data coard;natozc to,keep'recoras'of regsource donations
to the program, and to coordinate the weporting of staff time
utilization by pr@glam component twice each \guarter... The
dés;gn called for early training of these key'data G@PIdlﬂatOIE
as well as’ for the entire program staff at each sité  in the
cost collection principles. Maintenance of the system through
the regular review of records mailed to the DA cost specialist
staff and oh-site monitoring were also vital aspects of the
approach. The design then called for DA cost specialists to
collect actual program EypendltuLes directly from program- °
financial records at' the.end of each year. ‘The cost data

ollectlon athEm dEVElOped appears in Flgure 14

0w
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TASK 3- ~Field Test Deglgn

= ) =y

o+

During June- 1975 (the design was tested at two Elogram

sites’ to assure that expectations wére realistic and that ) -
necessary records would bé‘avalLable Checks were made “to -

make sure the procedures develQpEd were compatible with

'grantee .accounting systems. The field test raised no serious

pr@blgwi



Fiquré 14‘

_ COST DATA CDLLECTIDN
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tions nonthly 3d | DA and coordinate
collect and review | the correction
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DA as a quarterly
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DA Cost EPEGialiS£5'DA Cost Specialists
visit each site |V;Eit each site
(January-March ;'lanceleach year -
1976) to review the!t@ collect actual
record-keeping | PDC cash expendi=
procedurés and to tufES and fa

Igrcger prcgram
Ic@mpanent Also
IIEVlEW recard=
'keeELng PIDCE@E
dures and-provide
ladditional training
land technical .
\  lassistance as

| required,’

' ﬂtlllzatlcn logs,

‘site,

DA Cost Specialists
consolidate data
fron PDC non-cash
donation forms,
staff-tine

and actual- cash ~
Exgand;tuta records
on an annual basis,
The. cost specialist
then prepare cate- |
gorical cost sheetd
for each progran

. The data
are analyzed
Within and between
progeans and the
cost report is
prepared aad
submitted to OCD.
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TASK 4--Finalize Cost Qailéctlon Manual and Instr; aft, K

“wﬂ

To establish pr@cedures fDE lmplementlng the cost \
system at e#ch. Slté, a Cost Study Manual was prepared to ,
familiarize personhel at each site with the Cost Study, the -
basic types’of cost :@llectioﬂ invelvéﬂ randsthe pr@éedures
DA cost apeclallsts, ‘The cost Instruments were devel@peé
and included in the manual, which was designed to' serve as
.the backbone Df the sgstem and a ready resource for all :
1nvolved. ot . :

AS

=
B

5--Train DA Cost Specialist Staff . - . N

A three—ﬂay training progtam was held during August.
of 1975 for the DA staff members designated to install the
system at the local sites. Training included protocol in, '
dealing with personnel, the cost. collection manual, sample
training outlines to use on-site, and a review of grantee
financial record-keeping systems.

TASK 6——V151t §1tes for Qrientation, Tza;nlng and Implementation
of the Cost System ¢ :

During September and October of 1975, all sites were
visited for the purpose of orientation, training, and imple-
mentation of the cost system. Training was held for all PDC
staff with additional in-depth training for the cost data
coordinator appointed by the l@cgl‘siteg

[=

_ _ N v
TASK 7--Review of Quarterly Repérting [~ ) S ,

i
Sites afre re q uired to submit tb DA, f@r rev;ew quarterly Bt
reports of staff time-utilization logs’ ‘and! donation records. :
dent

i
The review id ifies any potential problems-at an early
stage The DA cost specialist reviéws the forms Submitted

=
!

TASK S——Traln DA Cagt Data Specialists

* Additional training for DA cost specialists was accomplished
before they returned to the sites for actual collection of diata
" - for the first six months. 'The training irvolved detailing the
progedures and types of .cost collection and documentation
4 being made by each site and/EEQlanatlons of how the cost
/ y specialists were to c:allect. and consolidate the costs according B
( to a standardized pLo:edure Additional training is scheduled "
before each field visit to inform staff of new developmentg //ffsg
since previous field visits.

= : ’ N .
£
-
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z "TASK 9--I Flemeht CDSt Data Collection

DA'conducted a trial‘of the data collectl@h pré&edures
in the first months of 1976. Each implementation visit to
-a site has twe purposes. The first is to, attually collect
~the program costss through a review of actual program expend-
~~ itures and &ost ‘system records; the second is to parform
on-site technical ‘assistance, in malntaLnlng the system.
The work flow chart. ShOWﬂ in Figure 15 indicates what
program records and DA ‘cost report form¥ are used im these
'¥isits. This chart. also shows how each of *these fits ;nta
. the total cost data colle:tlon pfOCESS. Lo

-

o - -

and Report Data'

All cost data ard returned to DA's Washington office

for review, summarization, and reporting. The first full

Cost study report will be:-compiled from data covering the
period July 1, 1975, to June 30, 1976 (Efégram Year II).

The actual reporting to OCD w1ll occur in November 1976. There
will be a similar report for the data from Year III. The =1
second report will also include data. from the cgmparlsan

Head St fts and elementary schools. :

E - - - - % - é E
E Tﬁisrconcludgs the discussion of approach -and methodology _
to be used with .the experimental program. Next, the methad@l@gy( '
for the comparison schools and centers will be- presented. ”

& 4 .
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v‘(Jul 1976 ta June 30, 1t
L. eXpé imental and comparlson alementary sencéls and&He%ﬂ : A
start centers. 1In determining,the basis for the CbﬂpaflSDn{
g §tudy, the analysls carried out by DA pointed out thé€ need
= ~""for defining’ fthe ijEthVEE of - the study, the issues, or.
s problem areas- to be treated, and the prcpaseﬂ métthD1ng
w. - . offered. These areas’ aré digcussed in deta;l?belaw.

=

Jg'?;'"is§ﬁ§§ 1n the Comgarlsgﬁ Cost Study _ I

a1 : H

hgsﬂbj%ct1VE of thig part gf the sﬁééy is tc aetermln’

!‘
Epréprlgtely cost-out the comparigdon group schools -
o i/ Genters on a comparative bagis with e experimental ~
P schzals and centers. Therefcre! thére is the need té clafify

to develcg an aggraprlate method of app:aachlng the camparls
son group costing requirements.; Three critical issues have

- been -identified as Partlcularly pertinent to thls/study.-
“the absence of “a comparison "program," lack of comparability
acrcss ﬂamgarlscn 31tes, and the Eastlng appzoa:h to be used. L

- Lack of a chPafable prggram 40 BDC :at comparlscn -

schaals and ceﬂters When money was provided to grantees by
OCD for a BDC program, the grantees were required to create
an organizatfonal structure. Thls structure.and budget -

iﬁg. ~ facilitates the cglleétlon of¥cost data.by PDC Programv‘l
® . " components. PDC c@mgarlson group institutions do not hav oL
' an otrganizational structufe or budget process that is S
comParable to the PDC treatment 1n5t1tut;gn5 Comparison . _
'grgup ;nst;tutlons engage in a variety of activities but do . . .4

° qot have a program teadily amenable to comparison’ w1th PDC.

T A review of the cost analysis literature indicates "in order ’

ey ko analyze the cost’of an educatlonal program, ‘the first

’ step is to-define the pragram. The sequence of events beg;ns

" with a description of what the program is, how the program
works, .and continues with a determination of the quantlty

. of res@urces agplled (i.e., personnel, ‘supplies, equipment). t
‘These resoufces are then translateﬂ into an estimate of the .
program dollar ‘costs"” (Haggart 1971) . Thls suggests that: e

before one can begin to assesg costs in ‘a EGmPaFLSQﬂ group
institution, one mustaflrst determlne the activity at™that
institution that could be zcmpared to the PDC pragram at a -
treatment group institution. Thls means essentlally
5 categorizing cost ;nfaf@atlan by PDC program components
(i.e., handicdpped, parent involvement, health, etc.). This
_appr@ach is further détalled in the methodalagy section.

¥ ]
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- Limited ab;l;ty far ,im@,g co mparlsan s;tes
PR In addltlgn to he 155ué col

second ccmparab;li
that 31ng able to make comparlsans among- cqmpar1=
,@up institdtions. ~The literature suggests that in -

-der to ‘compare one educationdl®institution with andther,
- §%andard gccgunt;ng Qf*CQStlng system must be used (Rcbérts
. and Llchtenbarger, 1973). Since tomparlsan group 1nst1tutlan5f

do not account for PDC-type COSts., much less a common=:
—approach, dit-will be difficult: ¥ sain an end—Praauct which
-compares ' cost data on CDmPaflSDn p institutions only on . :"wrﬁ
a dollar-for-dollar basis. The i yach will have to combine ’
a genepal discussion of Erogram;b,wis with the déllar campar;sans.

The use of standard ersus actual costs Once the program

- elements at a comparison institution are deflned the question

»=. - then Taised " is, "What costing approach is to be used?" -

- < Available ljiterature points out two methods of cgstlnggaut
A educatlanal programs: the actual and the standard- codt
ﬁ*methads The actual cost is that which the educational

%pét;tutlan actually paid for thé resources. < This. requlrés>r ;
_ use of sépafate teacher salary schedules for.each school.. . .
= dlStrlCt and specific price levels for individual equ;pment

and supgly costs. Thus, for the same resource, actual costs.

witl vary from school to school dependlng on local.salary

levels and economic: condltlons. Standard éasts,aaﬁ the other- ,

~hand, are based on natlgnal averages and eliminate local -&nd - . .

reglqnal Varlatlons in cost. (Flynn, Dlénem inn and Al- Ealam :

e xundated) ol - : : ' R - VR

4 Pe— .

The standard approach has at-lehst Dne advantagé_ GlVén iy L T
the Ilm;teagpartlclpatlan of .comparison institutions in. the - -
) PDC study, the,amount of time that staff from these institu- .
- T . tions would be willing to devote .to providing cost informatioh

7 would’ pr@bably be minimal. A standard’ system would thus -~ =~ = - :
« to the prob;em of l;mlted Etaff tlme and ﬂata .available

",é Evgluataridj : ) . __— . P ‘ |
- 1 X‘ 2 : N 5 - . BN

o HQWEver,ithe standard agpr@ach tawardq natlanal evaluat 1Qn,: ‘
also has some dlsadvantages. The literatu¥e describes at

least three sets oft variables that must be considered before

4 . et

; ~ernitering ‘intag a standard cost anaL351s.f“the loegtlom S _{ff,
(variagble, the tygeiof cammunlty véflablEJQaﬂd the;ty?e -of- - .
school, variable (Cahn, Hu, and Kaufman, L§725 1e- logation '

ﬁarfable*deals with the fact that the. gg@gral costg ofliving:

" in one reglon of thegcountryimgy be hlgher than those Lﬂ-py

. other regions of the country. fﬁus, sqlary costs probably

’ will be hlgher in the Northeast than in-the Southeast. This
is lmpor‘tant because- spersonnel costs repres: ent a Slgnlflcanlé“‘
percegntage of educational program costs. .The type-of- Cammunlty

‘jh
EA
h
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.- variable means that- ‘comparison institutions,are loeated in _
» a variety of physical settings, including metropolitan, city, - A
© 4skown, urban fringe and rural. As an example of the cost C

P mplications in ‘these variations,<a teacher in a PDC Project -~
A in .a large metropolitan area may earn more .than three times ..
: "~as much as a teacher in 4 rural area in the Southwest.. { '« . . .-
-The type-of-school variable signifies that different schools -~ * =
-May have. differént emphases based on the’student population
served. Therefore, "a" particular school might emphasize = o
o Lge;;al_edgcaticn@,bigultur?lisﬁjfcéunéeliﬁé,nﬁartfaég@; T LR

- Frégrams, or parent involvement. In essence, it isy. -~
difficult to establish,standard costs where there" i

' Standard program.

Ay . . = o f‘g“
Proposed Methodology O

Fy

“Comparison Group/Cos

ermine;which-elements of ,the control group's :
& relevant and comparable to,the cost data collected _ i
for thelPDE freatment institutions, PA has developed a cest - e
: colleétion instrument.’ This instrument will.be administere o
"\ t@:;értinentjcamparggcn group staff at both the .central :
- administrative and individual school and center levels to R
-_determina_what'agtivities the comparison. institution is
carrying out in the component areas comprising PDC. ' Specific
L . persons to b%:;nte;viéweﬁxmayfiﬂcludesprincigalsf federal
. -project coordinatd?s, educational support 'personnel, and = °
educational specialists. Thé instrument will elicit infor-
mation on the types of human and financial resoufces that
...  -are-being invested in PDC~type activities. In addition,
' the instrument is -designed to 'gain“ifnformation on, the, actual
cost for these resources. However, where -actual .costs are
unavailable or difficult to determine, standard costs will

g

d

be applied.. Thus, "actual ¢osts of "the-treatment \group in
) -the same physichl area «will be used, where possible, as the.
.+ stapdard costs.for the ¢omparison group in that location., =~ '~ - .
' If this 'proves unworkable, national- cost nofms will be : . '+ -t e
established and applied ‘across all programs. T gt Lk e
: The instrupent to_be used consists of 'seven sections--
.+ . ~one¥8ection fof each of the following components: +handicapped ;-
nut:iti@ﬂ?‘s&c;hl-Sérvicas; parent involvement; supflemental’
and specialized instruction; bilingual/bicultural; 4nd . e
~medical/dental. These particular areas-were .chesen 'because ;
they most closely réflect the emphasis of the PDC program.-
.. . Por 'each of these areas, appropriate staff-will be imterviewed
' tgkdéte:mine the activities the comparison group is carrying

Y

ouf (if any), how fany actual dollars Have "beer spent, and o
w many in-kind contributions have been received. - Actual ; v
dollar costs will he broken down by’ personnel and other direct
costs, while iﬂfkiﬁd,caﬁtzigutéans‘wilL be broken déwﬁﬁby the .
- value of volunteer efforts and'items donated. s :

fis




_--%5f,Ehuig?'G,gather;@g;aﬁhﬁEﬂﬁab a-l schook o, cemtef is

¥ - to be ih-kind -conteibutions. " However, for purposes -of:the - = - L

= - N e =~ '...b * - - L A=
. : : 5o Sy - R .. IR

ST . T ;f & ) . _' Tl P i

"'+ To indure that.comprehensive cost data are‘obtdined .
;Fhr each of these seven componerts, the DA cost:sspecialist

will meet with the PDC project coordinator, and Head Start _
7 and publi¢ schdol representatives o determine which - CE .
comparison ‘group “person (s). can. proviide the greatest amount JY o
of cost information on what the comparison group is doing in ...
each of the designated areas. It is conceivable that more

‘than one person will bé interviewed Tor each of the components
- PONE=ILES

- - doing in. the a;éa’of=bilingual/ﬁ;cﬁitq;al'educétiéﬁ,'it’mayj
be necessary td administer a bilingual/bicultural cost -
.collectiqn form to ‘a-federal program ®oordinator at the
schoo} district level, the local school principal, .and the
- locgl school bilingual/bicultural instructor.’ h
4 £ - . s

¥ . _? - ’

aneﬁéﬁﬁroériata%?ééple'haée“baéﬁiin%EEViéwei;fof

"_all seven components, -the cost data collected will be ccnséliﬂatéﬁ'4

.and summarized ¥dr eaéhys;ggﬁd»ihi;zsummary*will show how
‘much each sSite is investing in each’ ¢f ‘the seven components.
Data from ‘this. form can then be- compared’ to the. treatment =~
PDC sites in the component areas. L R

- / _ RN ,

 To insure that 4 standardized approach is.used in_
collecting comparison group cost data, it has been necessar
to arrive at certain definitions that will be applied by °
- 'DA cost specialists and understood by interviewees. In
addition, these definitions must be consistent with thé- -, N B
‘definitions used: in pexrforming /the cegt analysis ‘for, treatment.. |-
group institutions .so-that datacan b ‘comparablé.’” An. e 7w
example of this ig the“definition for in-kind:contributions. \
For the treatmgrit group, in-=kind contributions have beén: ':§
defined, as al¥.non-PDC grant costs. -That is, funds pr.vided
by local schools apd other federal programs were cénsidéred -

Lo

comparison group, funds provided by.<local scliools and federal :
programs. for PDC-type actgvities represent direct’costs: <« w4 | .
 and nét in-kind.contributions. In-kind contrijputions. for . -
* comparison group institutions’ would more appréggiatély be
the efforts of voluntetrs and the *value of goods donated to.
. - PDC-type activities. '

It .should -be understood that cost data from the comparison
. group institutions will of necessity be less detailed than
‘data obtained from the institutions\ involved in PDC.. Since
", these comparison group institutions €do not keep “financial
data in the same way, and are not organized as the PDC
institutions are, the ‘collected data can only be discussed ' /
|
|
/

in general terms. Therefore, rather than presenting the

" éi;-f : L éﬁ e 1o , B : |
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: AL
: Re;gl;g,af Trlal %lx*ﬂénth Data 77; ectlan

L 57 fzh ‘DA cost pec;a; st staff vistegd each of the 14 sites S
- ugty and early March 1976 to. ascertain that oo

thgilgcal.data acllectlgn system was Dperatlﬁg prgpérLy andfir

To accampl;sh
.af the grg—

Eélléct cozt data. These ;ncluded a review 4 d documéntétlgn
" of in-kind contributions tog. the ‘program, a detalled record’
of how PDC program funds hf‘.been spent, and a .review of the %
... .,  PDC’'staff time allocation Eéfm which shows how.much staff ;SE:“;
- + 7 gime is Spent in each“%f the prégram~ccmpaﬁents,, The ‘results = "*°
: -of the data gollection and system review were brought back: .
‘to-DA for analysis. © It is-not the intent of, this report tc
‘provide the detailed. c@stsbreakdawns that-the- Egstem provides - .-
as"outputs: That information will’ be provided in the November .
1976 report of cost data covering the perléd July 1, ¥975.  +to. '
- .June 30, 1976. Rathér, some basic data on" actual expendltures
.. .by site for the first 'six months is ;ncludeﬂ at the! end of T
this sectlon to ;llustrate the §y5tem. , ‘ - . 'sy;sfgg'
. - R - 2o
. F ff””;?;t . First, haweverﬁéﬁamé‘af tbe flnézhgs grom thé six-month
Poe ﬂgga collection are amined in terms of the qualltyéaf the . E
R data;~prodlems that have resulted and planned corrective ™ = .. .%
~ “actions are also dlscussed. : ST :

. Examlnaﬁlan Gf Déta

e s s Aégrepaﬁted*abave, all of the cost data callécted were
Y T e @eturned to the' DA Washington, D.C. folce "for analysis.” “The

quality of-the data, thaugh varying by type of site and data
collected, was generally in line with the expectations of the
‘gost system design staff. Data on actual PDC.funds expended
were easily available and accurate, because PDC funds are
.~ accounted for under normal procedures and accurately r%corded

- : tm meet Saund flnanz;al Practlces and federal requlfeﬁ%nts. -

accampllshed w1th the aSSlstance Gf the PDC program Staff
Most of the sites had VDluﬂtéflﬁ% coded ‘their vouchers by
component. The only area of concern was that the procurement .
procedures of- several of the larger graﬁtees’reggi:ed up to. .
four months to, actually pay a voucher. This means that it is -
sometimes ¢ ff;cult to ascertain the exact. amount .expended for -
“.an item bechuse the purchaseé order price may differ from the+
actual price paid. Thlq shaula b; less of a problem ﬂurlng '




£

w111 have made an effort to close. their books before the Site :
visit. Even if the pfoblem continues, "'the -actual dlfferenae
in cost . flgures are’ Sllght and ténd tG balance out. . .

2

The staff tlme,; ili%ation ng was - fllLed out twice

qﬁarterly by- the=' iséﬁ%ffméﬁEérs w;th few pr@blems At

' ta&ascertaln ﬁhe accurazy of thé "data on tha farms._ Thé

1nterv1aws showed that the charging of staff time to compgments
is accurate and exceeds the expectations: of the system design.
Theréfore% llﬁtya additional eff@rt w111 "be expendéd in this

° area by DA castistaff. & . -

.
& 1 -

. The prclectu;gntrlhﬁtipgwrégggd;gf non-PDC donations Waf

-. the biggest problem at’lécal’sftesi;‘ThiS'recard form is to
" be completed for each component each month: - For each dgnatlan,-‘

required information included %the gource, .the fair market °

" value, and the quantlty. Bécause of thginature of the form,

" Sltuatlan.

all 'PDC staff members. ‘workjing .oh & program component must

< gﬁart .contribyitions to the site cost- caardlnaﬁor- This has-
c

used some dupllcatlan ot reporting.,. when the same item was
reported under two dlfferent comp@nents. ‘Th addition, staff,
memberiafe not always sure what should and. should not be
reported, ;esultlng infeither overffor under- reporting.,
" There seems to be no ready solution”to this problem, since’

patentlalsﬂonatlgns to a-program are endless and no amount éf -

tralnlng or prlnte§ lnstructlcns will ?ake into account: evefy

. - g ’ S S . .o
The problem of accurately reporting non-cash donations-

.~ has plagued, other Head Start-related cost studies. Standard

record-keeping of donated goods and services cannot occur-
until these costs are treated like grant funds, necessitating.
the same devotion to standardized accounting prccedures. “To -
1m9tave Gn the fECDfﬂlng Df danatlans, DA c@st speclallsts

‘to tlghtenlng up thé procedureg for re&@:dlng these costs.
Clarifications of procedures were 1ssued to site personnel and
in- gome cases new definitions were developed to reduce error
in charging donations to theée proper component. In addition, . .
DA cost specialists collecting data' for the summer 1976 cost
visits will be more specifically trained to determine allow-
ability under the definitions established through the study.
These improvements should reduce s;gnlflcantly the problems
axperleﬂced durlﬁg the trial data collectiom effort. As part
of the final ‘cost report for the flfStﬂff}f )DA wilI present
an update on non-cash donation recgeefr

‘rEfammEﬂdatlan; for lmeDVlﬂg accdracy oy am&ﬁdlﬁq the study

deglgn

3

. R '

i : . 7 .
summer 1976 data ca lection sincé: mmst acc&untlnqﬁépaztmehts::



FDI fthe fﬂrst six-month data ccllectlon cnly "PDC funds ' .
ate}repcrtﬁd&;~Table 2 shows the dollar value of all PDC. -
expendiktures by program component  for the time per;gd This =, -
table indicates that moest.of the programs were expending fuﬁ&"?;:”
‘at a rate that would be expected.’ There were several, howeve
which were not. With the absence of:implementation data to -
. provide explanatlgns, one can enly: speculate that the pragrams
spending much less than average might have had prcblems in
getting underway. ‘From this:table, we also see that the
components W1th the highest- lével of funds é;pénded at the -
time of the  data colléction werggEducation and Admlnlstratlcn,
"followed by P&rent Involvement a Training. Develapmental
Support Services has been divided into three subcomponents .
for the- purpose of d;splay. These subc';panents are. health
nutrltlon, nd social sarv1ces. - )

¥

. i .
x:'? = £l o=

_ Table 3. shows the PDQ pendltures for Staif by progr%m
component and-.site. 'The al?%aat;on of fuhds for- this -ehart .
" is based on reports filled out by staff on the amount of their
- time spent working in each of the components for specified
time periods.. The staff expenditures include both salary and
fringe benefits. The data show that most-.staff resources . = V
~are allocated to the Education and Admlnlstratlgn components.
Table 4 shows PDC staff expenditures ‘as a percentage of _
total PDC expendlturas This table shows that a large percentage
of all PDC funds is being used to support staff. Flnally,
preliminary data show striking differences across sites in
the cost per child of PDC funds. #Fable 5 shows that in
Site C -the amount of funds exgendeﬂ per child is almost $154
for the study period, whlie for!/gite N the amount-is approximately
one-seventh as much. . The difference in the total number of
PDC ghlldren at each site is the blggest factor here.
’ : L

These flndlngs are'only illustrative, but do indicate
‘the nature of the cost information that is belng collected. iﬁ
The complete report of Year II grogram costs will present
more eXtensive data fo the entjire 1l2-month period. .-
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TOTALS 28, 000 | 20,007 (39, 385 | 200, 841

9| 2,401

11,363
- 485
3,119
8,581
2,021
5,961

2,066
2,161
7,217

5,615(

| 12,772
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14,749
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;' .+ PDC STAFF EX’E‘EﬁDITUE‘ES BY PROGRAM COMPONENT AND SITE
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PDC Staff. Expenthh;ra as,a Pe:t‘:e.nt Eli Tgtal PDC Etpendlturea
' Fgr Périad July 1 1976 to Decernber 31, 1976 ‘

. ... PDCStaff | Total PDC' | % Staff
e ,5‘11; e. - ., Expenditure AE}EPandltuﬁ E::pendlture

~r=

o

2 A g 56,161 $ 68,171 82 .
’ S 7,417 . 27,322 ' L27 -
38,602 - 'v, 45,250 | 85 _ ‘
. 43,487 . 63,577 - 68 ;

26,674 - | - 42,899 62
; 36,290 37,586 | - - 97 .-
. 25,095 .| 36,807 . 68
43,131 . 0 | 47,924 - ) -90
| 35, 490 40, 260 88
{41,657 - 52,174 | 80
Do 36, 658 45,631 80"
C 44; 584 48,415 S92
! .« 8,574 30,811 . 28
'18,846 | 725,071 75

ZRECAUHIODOWEHOOW B

~
. "

. ToTALS | §462,846° | $611,674 16
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* ~ For Period July 1,

Cost: Per Child E)f PDC Fu:lds E@endeé ‘ i
1976 ta Decem’bér 31, }976

o ) Number

PDG c::iuldreﬁ |

t Per Chlld

Cos
PDC Fundsi :

983
450
294
, o 524
‘ 501
347
300
"345
,058
o 465
SR 299
_ g 376
333

1,102

ZEORUHTQ®WEOQ W

17,377
| (Total)

$

69,35

22,75

(Ave.) *

© 60T 71,

153,91
121, 33

., 85.62
- 108.31
U 1220690
. 138,91 -

38, 05
112; 20
152,61
128. 76
92,52

82,91
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Status of the Implementation Study

i‘- V 2 ‘ 1{9_}&) .
The Implementat;cn Study has had three majar tasks

’f@f“Year II:

. Develop a method for assessing the degree to
‘which sites,have been able to implément PDC;

Identlfy an ¥nitial list of factdﬁs which appear
to be shaplng that lmplementatlcn,hand

e Continue ’ollectlng data Dn the c@stf iature
‘and-prgcesses of programs' implementation.

The pr@dﬁcts from the first twa tasks have been reported

here; Year, II program costs will be reported in fall 1976;
actual descriptions of program implementation and Year III
costs will be reported at the end of Year III, )

The efforts to develop instruments for systematically
aSSéssing program implementation are progressing well. The
spring field test of the interview and rating instruments

at five sites revealed some difficulties with the procedures,
but also showed that using the instruments, field.teams

were able to assess and analyzé implementation with some

rlgor The test also 'suggested several ways in which both
the overall desfgn and the instruments could be revised for
Year III to make them both more effeztlve and less burden—
some on sites. S

" Analysis of sites' efforts to implement PDC also revealed
that a small set of identifiable factors seems to have repeatedly

- and pervasively influenced local attempts to implement PDC.

In general this analysis underscores what others have emph351zeﬂ
ture: any effort to introduce change into

existing schdpl programs is a complex and exceeﬂingly difficult
endeavor. PPC 1is trying. to effect systemic changes in both

Head Start and elementary schools. To succeed, the agents

of this change must contend with, and capltallze upon, the

recognize that schools are cultures with complex patterns A
of behavior. . ) .

exlstlng regularities of the schools and communities; they must

S
=k



, Some of the factors which seem to have either fadilitated
or impeded implementation have been identified here. -
‘'While this list certainly is not exhaustive’, it  represents

the salient factors shaping PDC locdlly. From this list,
hypotheses have been formulated which relate SPElelC

factors to program 1mplementatlan levels as measured by .
the IRI; these hyp@theses will be evdluated systematlaally

at all sites in the coming year. By way of-summarizing the
‘factors shaplng Project Developmental Continuity. (as well -

as for 'convenience of review) the factors and the hypotheses
discussed in Chapter IV are listed as the final EEEtlQﬁ

of this ﬁhapter . - ey 5

= s . .

i

Status of The Cast Study

The development of instruments for the Cost Study,,,
was completed and data collection beg guh at the beginning
of the 1975-76 fiscal year. Prelimfpary data from: ‘the

first six months of program ‘operation were reported to « .
provide an indication of the distribution of resources
across program components. In'discussing a proposed

métthGLOgy for the ‘study of «costs. at comparison
institutions, the difficulty of obtaining comparable data

was pointed out. If a closer examlnatlon of the-nature

of available cost data and cost- ~accounting systems shows the
_problems to be: insurmountable, the nature and purPase of

" the comparison group cost study can be modified. It may

be that genéral information related to program 1mplementatLDn
could be collected from the comparison Head Starts and,

schools thatwould be more useful than imprecise cost data.

. = ¥
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S : Implementatlan Hyp@th ses to be Evaluated in Year II]

- - . . i -]
- . - ) ati X

The Nature and Interpretation of the PDC Guidelines
. Sites at which the T&TA fiéZd péﬁialiﬂt monitors
. 1mpZ§m§ntﬂfLan of the guidelines and .facilitates local
interpretation of general QHId&ZLﬁS requirements will) .
o have thher imp lementation levels in all componént areas? ;
' : o '
ites which adopted a plan in the firs t tmo monthe of Year . ITI
or ﬂqueﬂtLﬁ7 implementatien of PDC ﬁéquzfementﬂ will have
1ig
to achieve jﬂZZ'zmpZemgﬂfdean LmﬂédzateLQ
f’?

;YT“ 4 ‘U]
2y

i

- Sites which punchag?d and .adapted exis fznj program m@dEZS N

and approaches (e.g., Eurrleylag ‘diagnostic systems,
- .. . management systems) will have higher levels of 7mp29mentatz@n
tin aill r;Qr?YpiITIE’HiL areas. - : .

. B ©
. - i @ 0 . N
&% b - . . : - N . .

. The;EdﬁcatiQnaf ,and Community Context = - Lo T

5 &

Implementation of- the FDC qu1d§22n€s will be higher af ;'f
i sites located outside of major metropolitan areas (less
s ' than 100,000 population).

b

- Pfi@f Headegtartrelementéry re 1 tionships

ot = B . = d

’ ,uzfyﬂ with a Wis s tory af Jjoint ﬂ%ad Start and elémentary echool
administration by the geﬁ@@z district will have higher levels
of implementattion than sites at which Head ﬁtart—ﬂﬂd elementary
Coe p?@grams have been administered separately. -

Sites where participating Head Start.and e lementary ﬁe?@az
- programs have historically been housed in the same building
‘will have higher levels, of implementation than those where,

S the two programs have bgsn housed apa?ateZy

7

L b : &
b . . - Sites where the Eﬂﬂtlﬂuity of . ?du?ﬂfléﬂaz experiences has
' JDeen atregcéd from Head, Start aZaseg through .grade three
" will ha sher zmszmerafiaﬂ ‘levels in all areas than
‘gheh C@Hfznutty has not bpensgtrejutd o4

O
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er implementation. levels overall than those whzch attempted “ap e
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" involved.’

" developmental Qupport services and training éomponentu.

areas 7Hﬁﬁ7p§?f A L e A s
B o ' L

. muth?uZtuPQZ ;af?%ﬂgﬂfs . .

4 i e i®
= B . 1 ¥

® Pre-éxisting priorities, policies, laws, and =/

Sites with pfe -eristing or é@néurfentéihflosophiégj
legislation or programs similar to thede required by PDC
will have hlqh&f zmplamgntafz@n in the component areas

4

Sites where a high number of existing :ommunzty resources . .
are available will have: hlghér zmp?ementatzon in the PR

[
&

- j . o
Sttes at which thez *ﬂré 1o téacﬁgr unions or associrdations

‘which regulate the’ aftzuzties of teacheﬁs will have higher

imiflementation than sites with such unigna or QSQO§IatL0Hu;
? - = F

De Qgraphic and socio-tultural’ featuges Gf the
1 dcal ccmmun;ty ) ' _ .

=

’ » W,

L

“Sites mzth a high L@ﬂf?ﬁtfdtl@ﬂ of “the t&rqet populations

in the PDC schaels (Head Start children in elementary, classes;
handicapped children; speakers of a Language other than .
English) will have higher implementation in thg Qomponeﬂts

znua?ugd .

1 R ) l bl =

Eitesfmitﬁ a greater number of bilingual/bicultural or o
minority persons in positions of authority, within the R
school distriet (e.g., principals, supervisors, ete.) will. u
have higher implementation of the sztnguaZ/bbeuZtuPaZ and/or’

multicultural components. ’
Sites with a lower FPOPEPtLOH of émplqyeﬁ mothers or single-
parent homes will haue hzqhér Zmpl?meﬂtatiﬂﬁ in the component

7

Sites wh§P€ mqnavity ethnic groups are actively ’gekiﬁé to’
maintain their own language and/or cultural traditions will
have_higher melp;e%tatzén in the biZinquaZszeuZtur&Y and/or

iE
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- ‘lecumgtances and Events Surrmuﬂdlnq Int:qdu’ ;gh @f Pbg .ﬁ' . o

) ) Pa:ticipati@g_ln 1nltlal decisions g - R

Head, Start and elementary school teachers were involved

in -initial decisions about the nature and content of \%%;s
“proposals for PDC funding wilt have higher implementation §
levels in aZZ e@mpon ent areas. s . :

o E . Deglgﬁatlan Df the delegate agen:y ;

' ’ | Sites where fhs YWSQL sehaal dis trict As ‘thé délegatg S
agéney for PDC will have higher implei antatzcﬂ levels in
w7 qll component areas. . x

N - Sites where school district officials, principals, and e

e The planning“pr@cass» . ' i S e -

Sites. at which teachers, parénts, and admin:
3@ involved in the planning year actinities szZ haue thhgr

mengentﬂf?@n Zgugzﬂ in aZZ ﬁOmﬂé&?Hf areas.’ s

Sites at whivh the pZaﬂﬂLHg of the PDC pPO}Pﬂm bEQQﬂ§§ﬁ¥Zy
in the planning, year will have higher 'levels of %mfiemgﬂs,
v tation thanssites whérve such plannivg began laters|

7 Sites at which a higher number of FDC planning tasks
s were completed during the planning year will have higher®
Zaug;% of implementation in the component areas involved.
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Sites with formal ﬂhZ&UfZQﬂ/PQQPﬂLfW&Hf pPQEEdHPQD for PDC

.  teache 11 have the highest Z&UE 'of'zmplsmsntatzan in
“ qll componknt areqgs. L .

£ . W o PRI -

25 where teuchers could opt fbr or against participating
in fh? PDL progran whzle tLZZ P?mﬂlﬁlng Lﬂ %h? ;LhOOZ

PDC Erriﬂg t@ gngthg?' FHOEZ MLZZ have gmwﬁr'r o
eles of inplemenitation in all component areas. } . fﬁﬁl

L3
1 wepe gLuen no mvtzun as to participating
: g ¢
lepels of 7mpZCWEHLdfT@ﬂ in all .

Q " y ) o — a
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) Baaqu@u nds of éﬁaff} teachers, and principals
Sites at which key staff have had previous experience.
successfully meZngnthq programs of educational change

‘will have hlﬂhﬁ? melemgntﬂt1§ﬁ Zauela LH all mep@neﬂt areas.

= ‘a,

. Sites with ey Dfafj'mémberﬂ drawn f?@m and familiar with -
the local community will have higher implementation levels
v -in all component areas. " .

Sites with key staff members with extensive experience and _}
technical skill in the various quideline areas (e.g., spegia
v education, bilingual education) will haue'hiqhép melementatlén

ZQU§Z§ in tha componente involved. N s E

£

Sites with teaching &taffs with the fewest mean years of
tea&hzng éxpgrzeﬁ%é will have higher zmp?eméntafian levels
in all clagsroom-related éamponént areas.

Sites wifh the most teachers experienced in instructional .
‘approaches analogous to those of PDC will have the hlgh@
implementation Zéuezu in aZZ elagsroom-related component d'
areas. i

. Cantiﬁuityiaf PDC staffing

Sites at mhzrh there has b@gﬂ ‘a econtinuity of ﬂtafflﬂg
will have Higher mezgménfatL@n levels than sites at, @hléﬁ
Lfajj hau# been r&pZaé?d [

=

Features Qf P:@qrag Organization

4

Sites at mhiéh the PDC &HOﬁdinatér“haﬁ’faﬁijZJ defined ~
p@siﬁLﬁn of authority within the quaﬂzﬂatL@ﬂakwgtﬁueturgn
of the Head Start and §Z§m§ntarj programs will have higher

levélls of 1mp[rmpﬂtat1§n in . all component areas. Implemen-—"*
tation-will be éspecially hzqh in the aduea%i@nf bilingual/
bzfulfurgz and haudicapped areqs.
= % P *
,Gites at-which the PDC program and staff enjoy the full and
“active support of district officials, the elemdhtary school
‘prineipal, and fhﬂ H@Jd Start director will have higher
: Zﬁ@ZEménfuflﬂﬂ : '7ﬂ all c@ﬁpénéﬂt areas.
AL S . R -, . i
. . I ‘ . . . ] -
I3
* . \
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[ (Diviéi@n of labor and fespcnéibilitiés

]

. Sites at which the implementation of each component 48
~assigned to a par#zaular individual will have higher
Implementation in the components so assigned.
 Sites at which no single znd1u1dual is responsible for the .

impZéTéﬂtﬂtiéﬁ of more than two F@mpahgnt will have higher
implementation in the’ FOMPOH?Ht areas so assigned. S

The greater the number of individuals involved in the

planning of f@mp@ngnt implementation strﬂteq1§g, the

higher will be the - implementation levels in those component
\' areas. :

meLngﬂfﬂdeH of a given component-.at both the Head Start
- and elementary levels will have higher implementation in
the compohent areas so a531§nad.

4

Sites at which a ,eazfié individual s fin’pcngiblg for the

, . / . -
e Lines of communication 7

o e

Sites at which pPﬂ&@duP&S for frequent and raguZaP communication
‘ o between all participating groups have been ,cfmalljrestab%lshed

m1ZZ have.higher implementation in all component areas. *
" ' J

The Ralf'gf OCD_and the Evaluati@n Cont gacta§

The more teachers, children, classrooms, and schools

participating in PDC, the prgf will be the levels of
implementation in all component areas. . ‘
f =] #
( ‘ /
]
a
- L
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-E\ ' ‘ Proposed Definitions s ‘ f
! for Terms Used 1
el )

\U T

The definitions below are propogéd for use with the IRT in
Year III of PDC. Unless otherwise noted all définztiﬂng were
generated by the Qnﬁraétor or gubagntraatOP 1 o

' T : , ' . oy -
1. ACADEMIC YEAR ~ ¢ s : c e
- ~ The time period beginning when teachers begin working for
® a new school year, and ending when teachers complete their
employment for the school year.
£

2. AIDES AND ASS@%;:S
: F;aid personnel weorking in the classroomjunder the Supervigion
of-~Ng _teacher. .

. % e ;;'} L
3. ASSES ENT OF THE NUTRITIONAL NEEDS é% CHILDREN
/ "can be identified on the basis of their hédalth records
{height, waﬁght, and hemoglobin or hémat@crlt) and
! information supplled by parentsi"*
4, DIAGNQSTIE AND EVALUATIVE SYSTEM "=~ . ;. ' ,
A system that "should facilitate individualized 1nstructlgn
by enabllng the teacher to pinpoint the developmental level
of each child in the various curriculum areas."* *
- 5. HEAD START CENTER COMMITTEE .
o K .sgﬁge**? 1
The committee, operating by OCD requiremgents,
made up of all parents of- Head Start chilaren a
Start center  Yevel. ; e

6. INDIVID UALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH - .

An approach that fa31lltateé "individualized instruction
by enablifng- the teaﬁher to pinpoint the developmental

level of each child in the various curriculum areas. The
teacher shauld then davelap aﬁ 1nstlu2tlanal program f@r

w@aknesseg."*

\

TS

'Asterisks iﬁdiiatéfgefixi\lﬂ ns taken dlrECtly from the PDC
Guidelinés.




79

' [

INTERNAL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

"Formal or informal, whereby staff' parents, and Council

<7 g%*pembers Eont;nually examine their own and the profect's

rogress in providing continuity in the educational

and developmental elements. It might include refresher
sessions In.the philosophy and goals of ‘PDC and in the
principals’ ‘of child growth and development:-and their
relation to the intellectual and affective develqpment

"of children. Such sessions should ensure the educational

—~—

"

" approacl¥’and curriculum and their own teaching in the

light of thes& goals,and principles. Exchange visits
between Head Start and school teachers and parents might
also be included so that they can assess the .commonality

‘and continuity of ‘approach. "E

JOINT CONFERENCES, MEETINGS AND/OR WORKSHOPS

&

" Joint means between Head Start and elementary Eeaching

s

scaff. The purpose of these meetings is to maintain
jg;ﬁt communication according the.program guidelines.

M

MAJOR ROLE

Indicates that a person or group had concentrated involve-
ment and participation in' an activity. PartiG1patiDn in
decision-making was frequent. The.end result of the
activity reflects the input of the person or grouph

In the case of a group, a large PGItlDﬂ of the group
partLalpated

MEMBER OF GROUP
\ person @ffl:lally serv1ng on a group and quearlng on

the roster of that group. Excludes persaﬂs who
ccasionally attend at their own “whim.

U

MINOR ROLE :
o

Indicates that a person or group had minimal involvement .
and participation in an activity, Participation in-
decision-making was irregular or almost nonexistent. .
The end result of the activity reflects 'little or ziﬁost
none of the input from the person or groupy - 'In the case
of a group, only a few persons participatec

=]




A I

512;

13,

MODERATE ROLE B .

‘Indicates that a persgn or group had some involvement

and partlclpatlcnﬁin an act1v1ty. Particlpatlgn in
Thé

partlc;pated

\m‘

PARENT: .

=3

adagtea?parénts'of a PDC child or the

The natural or ,
'gssiegal guardians' of a child, or the adults in a household

14.°

18.

V Any aitlv;ty that has.as an overt b

responsible for the child. When com§utlng percéntagas,
~assume. one parent per chlld

In this céntext zommunlaatlcn means meetlngs,-and
written dOEuments : B /3%

SHEEEEMENTAL,FUNDiNG'

In this. éontext’ funding other than that provided by
OCD dlreatly for PDC activities. v -

TIMETABLE

A schedule of the times acti v1tles or events are to occur.

INING

L .

; Dellberate 1nstru:tlon in order tc make a person more

proficient in an area related to the PDC program. A
training aEt1v1ty is distinguished. from a meatlng in
that the principall purpose of the gathering is the
increase of skill proficiency and not just the. lmpartlng

’Df program related information

WDRKSHGPS, é%?SSES AND OTHER ACTIVITIES FOR PARENTS

A urpose the attenﬂance‘
- of parents and is related "to the PDC work programs.



