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PREFACE

This study was undertaken from July 1971i to September 1975 by

Kirschnet Associates, Inc, for the Office of Child Development,

Department of Health, Education, and,Welfamf-shington,D,C under

Contract No HEW-105-74-1112 (formerly HEW-OS-74-246). The purpose of

the project was to assess the .overall effectiveness of the Project

Head Start Training aid Technical Assistance (T/TA} Program,

.
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4
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Chapter I: Introduction
4

This Final Report has been prepared for the Office of Ch'ild Development
in order to provide them with a comprehensive accounting of the conduct and results
of KAI's project to evaluate Mead Start Training and Technical Assistance activities.
It is divided i_nto four chpaters:

,

Chapter. I - Introduction

Chapter II. - Methodology

Chapter III - Findings and Conclusi'Ons

Chapter IV - Recommendations

This introductorq Chapter contains two sections,'one on the descriptive

setting of the project and another on the purposes of the project.
rA

A. DESCRIPTIVE SETTING OF THE PROJECT

Project Head Start began in 1965 and in the past decade has played, in

/the words of the fourth Head Start Director, James Robinson, "a.major role in

focusing the attention of the nation on the importance of early childhood

development; it has served as a model for many other programs; it has

1pioneerf6 the delivery of health services; it has had a major impact

on community efforts on behalf of low-income families, and perhaps above

all, it has demonstrated the vitally importarierole 'that parents play in

the early years of their children's development."

Today approximately,4300 local grantees serve over one third of a

million.children, including many with handicaps, in nearly 10,000 centers

located the country. These centers depend upon almost 70,000

professionial orrpara-profesiional perionnelald approximately 95,000

volunteers to carry oue their maridate to enable children of poverty to

'become socially competent.

A budget of over $400 million dollars annually is allocated to the

DepartMent of Health, Education, and Welfare for the Office of Child'Develop-

ment which administers Project Head Start. Of this amount of money, approx-

imately $20 million was set aside in FY75 foriHead Start Training and

Technical Assistance Programs. OCD'Headquarters spends about one-fourth

'14
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of this sum ($4.8 million),. -the eleven Regional Officers receive the other

three-fourths ($14.3 million)._ One part of this regional money($4.1

subsidizes the Head Start Supplementary Training/Child Development Associate

(HSST/CDA) programs which serve to provide academic credentially opportunities

for partnts and staff. The remainder ($10.2 million) is used by the regions .

to'fund'all their other T/TA efforts. This could mean funding regional

providers, e.g., Regional Training Officers (or their counter-parts) or

private consultants, etc., or distributing monies directly to local

programs tovenable the grantee to purchase its ow9
-

"T/TA
1

In FY 75 the Nat Iona} Office decided,-to spend part of its SO

milHon budget to conduct an evaluation of the total T/TA system .(excluding

the HSST/CDA programs) operated by Project Head Start. The focus of th

evaluation was to be on the management, delivery, and excellence of /TA;

the scope'was to include the national, regional, and local levels. No

study had yet been undertaken of this kiqd or dimension during the first

decade of. Head Start's existence. No concerted and comprehensive effort

had ever been made tb evaluate how much value Head Start was receiving

for its annual investmerit of nearly $20 million for training and technical

assistance activities. 'Hence this project was funded.(HEW Contract 1447

74-HEW-OS.)

Mrschner Associates Inc., hopes this report contains the kind of

data, i.e., findings, conclusions, and recommendations, that will benefit

ProjectHead Start and.faciltate its efforts*to expand and improve its

various T/TA activities.

B. PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT

4'

The purpose of-this project was to adsess the overall effectiveness of

the Project Head Start Training ,and Technical Assistance Program (T&TA) in

assisting national and regional office staff and Head Stgrt grantees in achiev-

ing Head Start objectives and ,improving program7quality. KAI has examined the

various components of the T&TA system at the national, regional, and local

levels. Our analysis in this repOrt focuses on the ol4erall management process,

delivery system, quality of training and technical assistance provided, and

its effects. on the program.

15
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71..,study was-to address three major questions:

1. How effective is, Headquarters in the formulation of policy,

.management and guidance for the Regions and in the management

and utilization of its own T&TA resources?

Assessment of the Headquarters role encompasses:

determination of the effectiveness of OCD Headquarters in formulat-
ing and communicating policy and guidance related to ti;e'Head

Start T&TA.

determination of the extent to which the needs asses,went

'function is being performed in relation to filling gaps and

serving special national needs on an efficient basis.

determination of the extent to Whith Headquarters is meeting its
7

own-goals- in providing training and technical assistance with a

particular focus on the delivery system structure and management

of the system.

2. Are the Regions providing effective leadership and management that
results in tp%/tdelivery of appropriate, high quality TSTA that accom-

plishes the purposes for which it is intended?

,Some of the areas being covered in the assessment of the role of the
_ .

RegiOnal 'Office, its relationship to local grantees and the overal.l.
-

effectiveness of its T&TA system are:

procedures for detewlining T&TA needs (regional and local)

loCal assessment of ISTA needs and its effectiveness

procedures for evaluating and monitoring of T&TA grants

alteenatives'available for local grantees concerning T&TA

overall management system including planning, perceived and actual

local needs, T&TA provider selection process, fiscal and administra-
tive control of MA delivery, and monitoring and evaluation pro-

cedures for services deliVered.
X.

3. Is the-T&TA provided appropriate and if so, of sufficient'qua)ity to

accomplish its intended purpose?

16
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The following areas were to be imiestigated:

intended purposes of designated MA as related"to,actual needs of

grantees

appropriate use of available TETA

alternatiye forms of T&TA avaNable

delivery of T&T;A and effectivenegs of various system components

quality oftTETA and effectikieness of various system components

quality of T&TA delivered to local grantee in relationship to

effectiveness of T&TA provided as perceived by the local grantee

recipients.

relationship of T/TA to national, regional. and local objectives

t
.c

These basic questions were refined and condensed in order a) to

facilitate the conduct of the evaluation and b) to make it easier for the

reader to abstract the results ofthe study presented in this report. .All

of the questions and subquestions were regrouped according to three major

subjects:

I

o M1nageme4Apf T/TA

o Delivery ;f T/TA

o Excellence of T/TA
I

4

Then all the questions and subquestions were further organized according

to topic under each of the three main subjects. Care was exercised throughout

to ensure that every important question was included and well-integrated

into this basic topical fbrmat.

The results of thins process can be seen on the following page.

17
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Statement.of Purpose of the Project
(in terms of T/TA topics & questions)

M. -Management of T/TA

Ml. Are appropriate and effective Head Start objectives formulated?

.M2. Is appropriate and.effective policy and guidance developed?

M3. Xre appropriate and effective processes followed to assess needs
and devise T/TA plans accordingly?

M4. Is an appropriate and effective T/TA provider selection process
in place?

M5. Are appropriate and effective quality controls exercised, e.g.,-
reporting and monitoring?

M6. Is an appropriate and effective evaluation system being imple-
mented?

1.

D. Delivery of T/TA

D. How satisfied are:the consumers with'T/TA dollars available?

D2. How effectively are resources used'-in T/TA service delivery?

03. HOweffecfivelyare otherlsupportive resources being utilized?

D4. How equitably is T/TA distributed among target groups?.

D5. How effectively are content areas being covered?

D6. How effectively are special content areas, i.e.? nutrition, psy-
chological services, and handicapped needs, being addressed?

4

E. Excellence of T/TA

El. Is the T/TA of high quality?

E2. What effects does the T/TA bring about?

Special Section

DF. Are there advantages to directly- funding local programs so

that they can purchase their own T/TA?

18
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One other related questions surfaced, "What are the advantages

of direct-funding local programs so that they Can purchase their awn

T/TA services." Hence, this issue was added on to be aboil list of items

that constitute the purpose of the project.

This topical arrangemnt greatly aided KAI staff in the conduct
. .

ofthe study, as it permitted the integration of like isuis across t'e

various levels under analysis. It is hoped that this topical arrangement

will also aid the reader. For example, it should facilitate the.task

of OCD HQ executives in studying all aspects of T/Ta at the regional,

national and local levels. It should also make it convenient for a

Regional Office staff person to study only the regional level aspects

of -T/TA.

6
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Chapter Ili Methodology

A. OVERVIEW

This project was \ndertaken during the periodJrom July 1974 to September

1975. Described in the previous chapter were the main T/TA subjects and the

'various topic51 questions under each that constituted the purpose and scope pf

the study. A brief synopsis of the evaluation methodology was given in that

chapter to help orient the reader. What this Chapter will present is a

detailed explanation of .all facets of the methodology employed, including

such- things as certain assumptions and limitatiOns that impacted the conduct

of the study, sample criteria, and selection, instrumentation, data analysis,

and problems pcounter'd.

Since this study was geared to addressing. the three main T/TA subjects of

management, delivery, and excellenCe in comprehensive coverage at the national; ,

regional, and local evels,'some preliminary remarks are in order on the inter-,

relationships involved.

1. Management of T/TA

The primary emphasis in the data collection effort on this subject was
at the national and regional levels. That is why key officials were inter-

.

viewed.on-site at OCD HQ, the ten geographic regional offices, and IMPD. With
two topics, the setting of H.S. objectives and. the devising of policy and
guidance, it seemed appropriate to probe'only with these two levels ofiespondents
and not with local level respondents. With bhe other topics, heeds assessment .

provider selection, provider control, and evaluation of T/TA, it seemed appro-
piate to survey not only fictional and regional level respondents but local
level ones as well. In all cases an attempt was made to ask identical or

compatible questions on the different levels. The scope and depth of question-,

ing was tailored to the level of respondent as much as possible.

2. Delivery of T/TA 4

As it happens T/TA is delivered to Head Start at all three levels and so
questions on thls subject were addressed to interviewees at each level. How-
ever, the emphasis was placed largely on the local level, given the fact that

-,
A
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a great deal of the total T/TA package available to Project Head Start is

aimed at local grantees. At all levels' the topics addressed, were satisfaction

Kith T/TA dollars available, T/TA resources utilizea, other suppqrtive re-

sources, target groups, and content categories of T/TA. However, as with

the subject of management, questions asked were varied somewhat depending

on the level and category of respondent.
4)

3. Excellence, of T/TA -

$

ExAllence consists of two aspects: quality of T/TA and effects of T/TA

and was stressed mostly at the local program level, since it is there that

the bulk of all T/TA is received. questions on the subject, as with manage-

ment'and delivery, were geared to the levelCand category of respondent.,

B. ASSUMPTIONS,AND LIMITATIONSGf THE PROJECT

There were several assumptions or limitations that constrained the con-

duct of this evaluation. We would like td discuss

.going furIther into this report.

f them briiifly before

A necessary background for this discussion is a preliminary overvieyi, here

of the project methodology. The basic methodology of this evaluation was the

analysis of information gathered on the Head Start TtTA program at the

national, regional and local levels from both H.S. staff and T/TA

providers. This strategy was employed because it wls deemed essential

for the study to have the most inclusive data sources and to enable

the identification of differential perceptions, attitudes, and knowledge

between and among the levels.

Information-gathering efforts and voluminous data centered around

the three major T/TA subjects discussed earlier in"Chapter I-: Management

of T/TA; Delivery of T/TA; and Excellence of T/TA (in terms of both

quality'and effect). ,
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1. RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS ARE IN LARGE PART THE BASI1 ON' WHICH THIS
REPORT IS BUILT

KAI conducted nearly 1,000 personal interviews d ring this 15
month project. We also read numerous po4icy statements from OCD HQ, and
T/TA annual plans from the Regional Offices, local program T/TA plans,
and many other related] resource documents. theie have all been taken into
account to the extent possible.

However, the*bulk Of the findings and
conclusions contained in thi;rjeport represent the results of interviews with
selected respondents. Any intetviewee will have certain biases; no interviewer
can overcome or weed out such biases. They exist and must be kept in mind,
especially because this study is evaluation of the Head Start T/TA program
primarily based on perceptions of,those respondents chosen to be part of the
study.

Specifically this becomes an issue when trying to determine how much
effett-T/TA is having. Just because, hypothetically; 98% of all those inter-
viewed repor't thatT/TA is having,a,great effect doesn't guarantee that suchis the case. KAI realized this and tried to devise checks and balances through-

,

but the project that would ultimately result in a truer picture of the realityof T/TA. Nonetheless, this area is one in which complete success can never
be achieved, and presents a limitation which, to some extent, constrainsthis e ion.

e N.

2. RESPONDENTS AT DIFFERENT LEVELS WILL HAVE DIFFERENT
PERCEPTIOFiS-OF T/TA

Another assumption, related to the previous one, is that OCD HQ personnel,for example, will have a different perspective on T/TA than, say, staff involvedin a local program. Because Head Start's T/TA program is nationwide arickopera-
.

tive at the national, regional, and loyal levels, and because of the natureof the study design (i.e., requesting information on.the same three major topicareas from dissithilar study sub- groups.), it was expected that divergent view-points, attitudes,
perceptions, encl.-levels of familiarity would 6e projectedin the data. Thus, it was expected that certain limitations would have to beimposed in the extent to which study results could be generalized.

2.2
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The amount and completeness, of the data varies nversely with the levels
, .

within which data was.gathired. GraPhicaTly, our pectations for the quantity

of data productions would be pictured as follows:

One such limiting dimension is simply restricted knowledge or,informa-

tion on the part of-respondents, and lack of* dpPOrtunity/necessity to have

certain knowledge. For example, respondents aOhe 'national ,level, as ex-

pected, generally were relatively unaware of operational specifics of T/TA
. ,

service at the Iota/ program level. LikewigC 'focal program personnel'appear-
..

ed to,be knowledgeable of national office functioning only in a most tangential

manner.

3. DIFFERENTIAL ROLE FUNOTIOA of RESPONDENTS PRODUCE VARYING RANGES OF DATA

As is, usual with evaluation.techhiqUes'utilizing interview survey methods,

resultant data frequently does not yield definitive information thVougillout the

ehtirerarAe of specific and relevant dimensions of the_evaluation/study_prol

toss., A'primary constraint in the data analysis.process seems most related to

the differential role functidns and patterns of different interviewees within

each of the thw levels (national, regional, loCal) surveyed. It as expected

that an;,:individual interviewee,-ofcourse,.would.promrde more complete infor-
. 4

'nation in to those lAleiloew questions which most closely approximated

his own,s0tific areas, of responsibility and functioning.

r
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Thus, it Was expected that a financial officer could provide considerable

data on ,item areas concerned with the budget rodollar allocations to various

units; however; it was not expected that su h an interviewee would be able to

contribute a great'deal on .program plannj g, implementation, or evaluation,

processes. Likewise, project officers or selected'T/TA activities might not
.

be able .to provi'de complete informati o on the needs assessment activities and

processes at the local or even the regional levels. Thus, for any individual

interviewee it was expected that the study would obtain a restricted range of

'data.

Consequently, the data is regarded-to repre$ent thoughts, opinions, or

information (depending on the nature of the item area) which yield some'trends

and tendencies on the various evaluation dimensions rather than firm and defini-
,

tlye concensus information. To that end we urge considerable caution in determin-

ing conclusions on issues for which data was available only from a limited number

of personnel.

4, THE'LENGTH OF THE. LOCAL,PROGRAM INTERVIEW MAY HAVE AFFECTED THE DATA
RECEIVED AT THAT LEVEL

There was some initial'coticern by KAI staff over the length of the interview
Survey Form designed for use with local level personnel. The primary objec-
tive for the use of the instrument was to gather the most comprehensive and ,

inclusive data possible; meeting thissobjective necessarily resulted in an
extensive time requirement from each interviewee. Specific concern, then,

was over,the possible.factors of bordom,'fatigue,
and item irrelevancy for

some-respondents.. Our subsequent experience, in the administratiOn'of the
instrument with individual respondents proved our initial concerns to be un-

. founded for the most part. Interviewers repprted some instances in which
they perceived the data to be affected by item irrelevancy, primarily for
some parents Interviewed.

5. RESISTANCE FROM SOME RESPONDENTS TO BEINt.INTERVIEWED WAS EXPECTED TOSOME DEGREE

Likewise, in a study of this magnitude it was anticipated that resis-
,tance to respond in the interview situation might be encountered in some
quarters for various reasons. Although thilk pheno"mena was not observed by
KAI interviewers to any signiFicant degree, the

actual strength of thiI factor
..

on data results remains unknown.
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. BECAUSE THE STUDY EXTENDED OVER 1?HONTHS,4PROGRAM AND POLITICAL CHANGES
MAY HAVE OCCURRED' WHICH WOULD AFFECT THE RESULTS OF` THE EVALUATION

KAI. has remained aware ehat, to a large extent,-our efforts were a
.

study of processes- in which change is likely to occur' over time -- or even

'w yduring ihe life, of this evaluation contract. When we 'have been appraised .

of changes which have occurred since our data gathering period we have made'
.

. 7.

appropriate data adjustments. However, the pdssibflity remains that

i

unreport-

ed chahgeshave transpired -- n fact, it would seem likely thatthe conduction

of this study itself has prompted certain change producing actions particular- ;

4' ly at local and regional levels which are not reflected in this study.'

KAI was also acutely attuned to-the fact that varying changing political .

determinants and organizational structures -- particularly as they are operative

at regional and local levels -- would carry, the probability of differential

responses on various items and issues. Included here would be those postures
.

of vested interests' which directly affedt the nature of the information pro-

vided. Thus it was anticipated thatin certain cases respondents would Pro-
.

vide data or information which would be-in the best interests of the,respon-

dent, and consequently might not be reflective of an actual situatkp...i1.15.____.___

impossible to ascertain completely the degree to which this phenomenon has
o

been reflected in the data.

C. DEVELOPMENT OF SELECTICH CRITERIA AND IMPLEMENTATION OF SELECTION PROCESS

. KAI staff received assistance from several sources in the development,.

of selection criteria and implementation of the selection process. This help

came from the Project Officer, OCD personnel, and KAI's Technical Panel. The

lattel: group was structured to assist us in the development of approaches to the

content of data needed, the sample selettion, end the data analysis. The.

Technical Panel members constituted a group of experts in study design,

methodology, analysis, evaluation, and knowledge of Head Start programs and t

training and technical assistance activities. (See -Exhibit I for panel membership.)
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EXHIBIT 1

KIRSCHNERASSOCIATES, TECHNICALPANEC

HS/T/TA EVALUATION CONTRACT .

.

Dr. Richard Benjamin

Lansing Public Scnools
Lansing, Michigan
(Evaluation)

Dr. George B. Bricker,
Washington, D.C.
(Management and Evaluation);,

t-

Dr. Geraldene Felton

Walter Reed Army Institute of Research
Washington, D.C:
(Research and Evaluation) --

Dr. Carol Rubow Foster
Decatur, Georgia

,4tvaluation and Training and Technical

Mrs. Erika Landberg
Was

(Program and ,Community merit)

6. pr.Betty'Ruano
Baltimore, Maryland .

(Research and Evaluation)

a-

Assistance)

mel 4

Mrs. Airier Sale 4
1 ' 40

Los Angeles, California
, .

(program and Training and Technical Assistance)

6.
. Dr. Carol' Seefeldt

Millersville) Maryland ,

.

. (Child Development and Technical Assistance)

26.
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or'

t

N
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The criteria were selected' from a number of alternatives studied bY KAI

staff and the Technical Panel. ,The criteria as they are presented in'this

methodology section are ranked by relative importance; however, insome instances

the criteria are in fact co-equal. The ranking of the criteria'was done through

the use of a "Compbrator". The "Comparator" is a device designed to allow

`respondents to rank each criterion with every other criterion individually.-

In this way, all criteria were matched t.y a minimum of 12 persons (Three KAI staff

and nine Technical Panel members).
us.

From these 12 sets of rankings, the relatNe

rank for each criterion was then calculated. In this fashion it was possible

to derive a list of criteria, ranked usually in order, of importance,.for each

sample group.

I

27:
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. .
., . .

The Comparator was-tised as an aid to arrive at the necessary criteria for

choosing interviewees at the.national, regional, and local levels. What follows

next is an explanation of both the development andythen the application of the

4, selection criteria at each level. .
-

'1

1. National Level

a. 4N- Wilersonnel - After early discuSsions with'eheProject

Officer and the Chief of the Career Development and Technical

Assistance (CDTA) Division, a list of appropriate personnel to

interview at OCD Head4rert was evolved. These 'personnel were

recommended because of their familiarity with and/or involve-
,

ment in T/TA,activities. They included staff in OCD from CDTk

- and the Program Management Division (PMD), the director of

Head Start, staff from the Program Development and Innovation

(PD&I) Division, from the Child Development Services. Bureau, from

the Regional Support Division (RSD), and from the Grants and

Contraets and Financial Management Divisions of the Office of

Administration and Management. (See Exhibit It for display of

interviewees.)

A-total of 24 staff were interviewed in person individually

at Headquarters. As has been mentioned before, the questions

asked o(these respondents were extremely comprehensive and

were diP4erentially administered. That is, not all respondents

were asked all questions, because their functions and knowledge

varied. At the onset of each interview a determination was made

"about which questions to ask the respondent based on the nature of

.that inlivl-Wal's expertise.. gnleqs contradictory information

was revealed during the interview, the areas of questioning follow-
,

ed the original plan.' These interviews averaged90 minute.s in

*length.

It is germane at this point to explain briefly that two pro-

ject staff conducted all interviews at the national and regional

office levels. By confining the number-of interviewers to thes.e

two, inter -re Piability of interview techniques and approaches

were increased and conflicting or confusing responses among

olt

15
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responde nts were more eeadily probed to ens-Lire more accurate

and cOmpreheniive information.

.NATIONAL OFFICE STAFF INTtRVIEWS'eliRPLETED

Ge)

L.1
X
1.a.1

Exhibit I I

F-0

OHD

OAM

Grants and
Contracts

Gen. Serv.

Budget and
Finan. Man.

Finan: Man.

OCD

Rsp

CB

CDSB

Head Start
PMD

CDTA

(Hipp)*

PDT I .
1

INF.

1

3

2

6

5

1

2

7

A

* Counted in
R.O. Table

5 2

INF.=

INFORMAL

DISCUSSION

16'

-2 9

5 24

INTERVIEWS

COMPLETED
(KAI T/TA
EVALUATION)
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b. National T/TA Providers

The criteria for selecting isati.ona1 providers (funded from

Program Account 20 monies) were developed by KAI staff and the TechniCalNie
Panel. The Comparator was used to establish a rank order. In order to

establish a link between case study regions and local programs where

on-site interviews were conducted andto have a representative group

of providers across type of organization, range of dollars, and

kind of T/TA given, the following criteria were used,to select

providers:

1. Operative in all case study regions;,'

2. Includes largest contract for T/TA;

3. Represents mix of typg of provider organization (university,

agency, private corporation).

Using documents and information from CDTA staff, a comprehensive

list was drawn up to all T/TA expenditures for FY 1974 and 1975. Those
prSviders who gave services i'n some form (direct 1-services, materials, etc.)

to our case study regions were identified. According to our information,

the providers so identified included not only organizations with the

largest T/TA budgets but also, some with the smallest (the range was

over $1 million to 431700). Various types of provider organizations

were represented as well.

Then a list of these proOders was included in the telephone interviews

conducted with Head Start directors in the seven case study regions

in order to determine level of services delivered by these providers

to local progfams. From this list of 15 providers, 10 were selected

for interviewing based on the frequency of responses from these Head

Start director interviews. (See Exhibit III for a list of the 15

with the frequencies of positive response as regards utilization.)

*An explanation of what is meant by "case study regions" will

be given in the regional level section (2b) which follows next.

17
'
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EXHIBIT III

Percent of 70 HeadStart Directors Utilizing

Each National Provider OrganiTation

National Providers Selected for_
Inclusion in the Director Telephone

Interview

Percent of Directors Indicating

UtWization of_lath Provider,
Organization

American Academy of Pediatrics 71.4. *

United States Public Health Service 30.0

American Psychological Association 14.3

American Dietetic Association 4.3 *

Council for Exceptional Children 17.1 *
.

Technical Assistance Developmerft
System 2.9 *

1

Communication Research Lab , 0.0

Modern Talking Pictures 31.4

- Educational Research Information
Center 32.9 *

Inter-American Research Association 2.9

High Scope Foundation 12.9 *

CDA Consortium 40.0

UNIDOS Management Association / 0.0

Social Dynamics 14.3 *

Transcendental Corporation 1.4

* Selected for telephone interview

The national provider Interviews were conducted by telephone. For

reasons which will be explained in the Problems Encountered section of

the Methodology discussion, only nine national provider organizations

) were finally available for the conduct of interviews. A total of 34

staff members in these nine organizationswere interviewed via ,telephone

for approximately 45 minutes each. These interviews were conducted

bytrained interviewers from the KAI office staff.

-4,

18
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The makeup of positions that these national providers

held in regard to T/TA activities was:.

Directors 6pf organization or project) 9

Assistant Directors (of organization Oriproject) 3

Psychology/Mental Health Consultants 6

HSST/CDA/ Education Consultant
1

Private Consultants
3

Health/Nurse/Nutritionist Coordinators 4

Education Coordinator
1

Information Specialists
2

Total 34

2. Regional Level

a. Regional Office Personnel

In concert with CDTA and RSD Headquarters personnel, a list of

key regional staffin each Regional Office was drawn up. As with

Headquarters staff, those persons were chosen because of their familiar-
ity with and/or involvement in T/TA activities in the region. Once in a
Regional Office, our interviewer expanded the core list with=other

personnel recommended by the OCD,Director or his designated contact.
Those people interviewed generally included the OCD Director (although

not in every instance); the PR&R Specialist (or those persons with the
equivalent functions); Supervisory Community Representatives; Community

sirRepresentatives; Component Specialists; and Grants Management Specialist.
Sixty-four (64) regional office personnerwere interviewed using the
regional office interview guidelines. (See Exhibit IV for display of the-
number and function of respondents in each region.) Not all respondent

were asked all questions, due to the differing job functions and know-
ledge of each person. As with the Headquarters personnel, the same two

interviewers conducted these personal interviews in the regions. The

average length.of time per interview was 90 minutes.

f
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. EXHIBIT IV-

REGIONAL OFFICE STAFF IUTERVIE\4S COMPLETED

Region
Personnel I 1.1 III IV V VI VII VIII IX X'

4

IHPD

.

Assistant Regional
.Qirector

.

INF. INF., INF. _

Assistant Assistant
Regional Director

1
_ INF.

.

Regional
Program Director

1 1 1 1* 1 1 1 t i 1

Deputy Regional-

Program Director

. 1*

,

Program Review and

Resource Specialist 0

1 I 1 1 1

-

1 1 1 1

Program Operation
i.,

1
1 INF.

1

Supervisory Community

Representative
1 1* 1

f . b

1

Community Representative 1 2
1 .1 1 2 1 2 2

(Area Coordinator) ,
.

2

Program Inspector

SPECIALISTS: .

. .

Parent Involvement/
Social Services .

_

.
.

i 1

Child Developrrent
1 1

IMentai Healthf
I' Career Develoament .

,

.

.

.

1

Head Start.

SuOplementary Training
, .

1

Grants Management
(0MD)

1 1 1 1 1

Program-Development

P0
INF. 1

SUBTOTAL; '

Interviews'
.

.

4

.

5 3 5 4

.

6 5.

. ,

,

7 7,

.

6 6
.

Informal
.,

.

1 1 1 1 1 1

Tota1
. . 4

,

5 3 6 5 -7 6 8 7 6

V

11
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b. Case Study Regions

As our proposal stated, the case study approach was chosen

because it was not possible, within the scope of this effort, to

structure a survey sample representative of the entire system. The

case siflii4Y regions comprise a variety of systems models which encompass

the range of significant characterisitcs of the existing T/TA sT5tems.

In evolving this purposive sample of regions, KAI staff and the Techni-

cal Panel developed alet of criteria to assist in the selection task.

Through the use of the Comparator, these genera) selection

criteria for the case study regions werfinal..ly chosen:

1) Includes a distribution of several types (ndtional,vegional,

direct) and a number of T/TA providers.

' 2) Includes largest and.smallest regional office T/TA budgets

3) Representative of other non-selected regions

4) Representative geographically/cross section of pbpulation

5) Includes regions viith State and Regional Training Offices

6) Includes regions with autonomy from1Headquarters (as evidenc-

ed by development of own instruments, guidancep etc.)

7) Includes regions with competitive bidding for selecting pro-
.

viders.

Some of these criteria made part of the selection process relatively )

easy, e.g., Region IV has the largest T/TA budget. There were other

considerations that made it desirable for inclusion, however, and they

will be presented shortly. Through careful use of theie criteria, the

selection.of the case study regions was made. (It should be noted that

originally only five regions were selected, but during the project the

contract was expande\and extended to permit the inclusion of two addi-

tional regions.)

21
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Based,On the general criteria just listed, the staff of Kirschner '

Associates, Inc. *selected seven case study regions. The following is

a listing of the regions selected along with the specific criteria used

as a basis in each instance. IMPD was preselected by terms of the con-

tract.

Region II

1) mix of state, regional, and directly funded providers

2) RTO system'

3) average amount of T/TA Lllars4

4) An/ritral mix

5) racial/ethnic mix

6) northeast location

7) development of own assessment tools.

Region III

1) unique provider system with the existence of the Regional

Resource-and Training Cente'r

2) STO system and directly-funded providers

3) average amount of T/TA dollars'

4) urban/rural mix

5) racial/ethnic mix

Region IV

1) mix of state and multi-state providers

2) STO system

3) direct-funded programs have been defUnded

4) highest amount of T/TA dollars

5) southeast location),

6) urban/rural mix

7) racial/ethnic mig

35
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.10

Region y

mix of regional and state providers

2) existence of directly-funded programs

3) high amount of T/TA dollars

4) north/midwest location

5) change in provider system

6) urban /rural mix

.7) racial/ethriic mix

Region VI

1) state providers only except for Leader.ship Development

Program (LOP)

2) largest number of T/TA grants

1, 3) middle range of T/TA dollars

.4) racial/ethnic mix (black, 4)enistrspeaking)

5) south /midwest location

6) development of own assessment toOs and.guidance documents

7) computerized system of aggregating data from local programs

Region X

1) unique provider system with centralized administration of
T/TA dollars through one state office

2) states tend to set their own priorities"

3) low range of T/TA dollars

4) northwest localtion

c. Regional Providers

1) Group 1

Regional Training pffice (RTO)/State Training Office (STO)/

State Technical Assistance and Train?. Office (STAT0) /Office

'.of Indian Child Services (OICS) /Migrant Educational Develop-

ment Center (MEDC) Personnel

RTO/STO/STATO/OICS/MEDC staff were chosen in all regions for inter-

viewing to gather informan about the T/TA management and delivery_ .

23
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,systems. At the time the interviews were, conducted, there were

approximately 73 such offices 4n all regions (with staff ranging from

'one, to four,or five people, in some instances). Our Criteria for choosing offi-
.

ders from this list were two: onel geographic representation across the

states in Region S-1 II - X and across the areas served by 1mP14 and two,

th'e most senior, experienced officer in the state or IMPD area. Each

regional T/TA specialist 'was contacted to determine which officer would

qualify. Three factors influencing the final, selection should be mention-

ed. Since Region I has a systeMixf State Training Centers with a variety

tsf consultants providing T/TA, it constituted a variation from

the conventional RTO /STO/STATOIOICS /MgDC network and was not included

in the survey. A second factor was that;'in a few instances,

the most senTo.r person was not available, so another experienced

officer was substituted. A third factor affecting the selection

%process was that, in some instances, a training office serves two

states. Thus, for these reasons, plus non-availability of a few

.
respondents, not al states are represented in this sample. (See

Exhibit V, folio' ng this page).

A total of 42 training officers were interviewed via telephone by

trained KAI interviewers: _The average length of interview was 45

minutes.

2) Group 2

State, multi-state and region-wide provider organizations and

representatives of the RTO/STO/STATO/OICS/AEDC network.

,A variety of regionally-funded providers were also selected for

telephone interviewing. The primary criterion for their selection was

that each provider serve the local pregram where the on-site interviews

were being conducted. This information was known through the local

program interviews discussed in the following section. The following

criteria were met, if not totally (#6 being the exception) in each

case study region, then across all-case study< regions.

24
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RTD/STOYSTATO/OICS INTERVIEWS COMPLETED

REGION STATE

II New York
(RIO) New Jgrsey

EXHIBITN

III Washington, D.C.
(STO) Maryland

Pennsylvania
Virginia,

West Virginia

IV Alabama
(STO) Flordia

Georgia

Kentucky
Mississippi

North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee

V Illinois
(RIO) Indiana

Michigan
Minnesota
Ohio
Wisconsin

VI Arkansas
(RIO) ---- Liwisana

New Mexico.
Oklahoma
Texas

VII Iowa
(STM) Kansas

'Missouri

Nebraska

VIII Montana
(STO) South Dakota

Utah

25
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REGION

IX

(RTO)

STATE ,

. Arizona
California
Hawaii

X Idaho
(RIO) Washington

Oregon

XI n ,Minnesota
(01CS) Arizona

Texas

26
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'1. Provider to site where program-interviews are conducted

2. 1,ncludes largest contr4ctigrant for T/TA

3. Provides comprehensive (as opposed to specialist)'T/TA

4. Represents balanye of serving management, staff, and pare"nts.

5. Includes providers with varyihg modes of evaluation

6. .-Represents mix of type of provider (university, agency,

private C orporation)

The process for determining which providers were interviewed

consisted of using the data from the director telephone .and on-site

interviews at the local program. Our interviewer at the local
%.

program site would confirm the names and functions with KAI central

staff and then conduct the interview (s) with the appropriate

provider staff.

4
The size of the gran ts or contracts to these provider groups

ranged from $7,350 to $465,400. The number of interviews in a

particular office ranged from one to five depending on the size and

availability of the staff. Across all case.study regions 77 regional

providers were interviewed for approximately 45 lninutes.eaCh. These,

providers included personnel from state T/TA grantees, LDP, HSST, CD4,
-1 I

and organizations serving region-wide as well as the representatives

of the RTO/STO/STATO/OICS/MEDC network: The positions that these

regional providers held in regard to T/TA activities were categorized

as follows:

Director (RTO/STO/S
4e

nicsimm) 22

Assistant Director o Officer (RTO/STO/
STATO/OICS/MEDC) 22

Teacher trainer 1

Administration/Fiscal Services 1

Program/Planning Manager 10

Executive Director or Supervisor 6

Health Coordinator 1

Education Coordinator 03.

Parent Involvement Coordinator

Special Services Coordinator if

HSST/CDA/Education Consultant 2

Private Consultant 1

Secretary/Fiscal Assistant1
0 3'

... 4 ,

Total 77

2'7
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a

4'

3. Locat Level MIP

4

a. Prgrams

In order to conduct interviews at the local program level, the

proposal called for, the selection of ten prografit in each case study

region. From,this initial .g.royp of ten prograbs, four programs were to

be chosen for on-site interviews. The criier=ia developed by KAI staff
. .

and'the Technical Panel for the selection of the ten programs in each

case study region follows:

1)i Amount df Head Start grant money (High - Medium Low)

2) Geographically represAtative

. As "the exp

70. psograms wen

(97, 8, 9, aniL

consultation IA

was judged to b

much time from

was notavailab

and' third, such

3) Size of Program (Large - Medium - Small)

4) 50 selected as agroup are representative's:3f theOthers

not selected

5) Largest of groviders'of T/TA are represented

6Y Urban or rural location-
7) Rate of turnover of Staff/children

8),-qasisof acceptance13f local T/TA plan by RO

9). Status of Grantee (Agency/School)

10) Funding increases or decreases

S

loratorywoa to accomplish the selection of these

t A, KAI staff discovered that several of the criteria

'f6)'could be,utilized only if extensive and arduous

th Regional Office staff was maintained. This proCedure

e inadequate for several reasons. One, it required too

Regional Office staff; second, the information sought

le in all Regional Offices in readily collectable form.;

a procedure subjected the sample selection to possible

bias. Therefore, project staff choie'another aVenue for getting the

lafarmation needed.

4

4.1

28

S
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The4election of local programs was initiated by .utilizing the
resources of the Division of Financial Operations and Fiscal Procedures
in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. i.batdivision
maintains a microfiche record of all grantees receiving monies dis-.

tributed through the DHEW. Using their microfiche records, and a
publication called Financial Assistance by Geographic Area, Fiscal 4
Year 1974, DHEW (Publication No. (OS) 74-12), put out by the Office'
of the Assistant Secretary, Comptroller, Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Finance, Division of Financial and Management Reporting, a'master list
of all Head Start programs in every county in each state was compiled
for the case'study regions. This.mastelist included the amount of
each Head,Star.t program's grant. Because two primary criteria, the

4arrpunt of Head Start grant money and geographic location, were esta-
blished for Selecting the prdgrams in the sample, the programs were
ordered within each state in each case study region by amount of Head
Start grant, ranked from lowest to highest amount.4 There were two
excepyjons to the use of these records. One was for Region 11. ,An
examination of microfiche-and the Region il.nuhlication revealed ti;at

not all programs were listed. Therefore, a requtst was made to the
Region II OCD for a-complete list of programs and the'llst was Im-
mmediately forwarded to'us. The second exception was for the Indian
and Migrant Program Divisidn. In the records these programs were in-
cluded within each state rther than as a separate region. Our
request for a complete.list. of IMPD programs was promptly met and we
drew our sample of IMPD programs from it. It was necessary to be sure
that ,these IMPD programs were excluded from all listings in the other
regions. This step was'carefully followed in drawing up the list for
each 'state. :

a

Three jurisdictions were excluded. Puerto Rico in Region II and'

Alaska in Region X because we did not intend;to to those two

areas for the on-site interviews, Delaware in Region 111, be-.

cause it had only four Head Start grantees and the total monies,

in other states in the region were several times greater:

, .

29
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Once the list of program's in each state (and IMPD area) in a

region had been developed, six programs in each state (and 1MPD area)

were selected for inclusion on a second list. These six programs in-

cluded two in the.low range of Head Start grant money, two in the

middle range, and two in tbe high range. Once this second list had

been evolved for each state (and IMPD area) in the region, an initial

purpos ive sample of ten programs in the region was drawn. The basis,

for selecting the ten was to have representation across all three

levels of grant money amount (low, medium, and high) and geographic.

representation. We should mention that we usually chose to select

one more program in the middle or high range than in the low. We

felt-that given the 4imited number of prograMs in our sample our best

use of the time and money expended fqr interviewing would be with

those programs with larger numbers of staff, parents, and community

'leaders.

In deciding how many programs from each state (or IMPD area) would

be chosen for incidsion on the list of ten programs, the number finally

selected depended first, on the number of states in'a region, and second,

the total amount of Head Start monies present in each state. For example,

in Region IV there are eight states: With:a total of ten programs

needed, the sample was drawn to have at least one program from each

state to ensure geographic rePresentation., In looking at the total

amount of Head Start grant money in each state, it was found that the

state of Mississippi had over $380 million in grants, while all the

other states ranged from approxiffiately $6 million to just over $12 million

in grant money. Therefore, three programs were chosen from the state

of Mississippi,, and the other seven from each of the remaining seven

states. This formula, picking the number of programs in each state

(and IMPD area) jn proportion to iheamount. of Head Start Money, was

utilized throughout the selection of program's in each region.

After the sample of ten programs in each region had been drawn,

contact with the Rrgional Office PUR Specialist (or the person with

equivalept functions) was made. The purpose of this contact was to

43
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apprise the Regional Office of our initial sample, check to ascer-

tain whether any exclusively summer programs had been ipcltided, and to

deterthine if there was any overriding condition present in any of the

programs chosen which would make it impossible potentially to conduct

an on-site visit (e.g., intensive management and /or programmatic

evaluation which required successive visits by Regional Office or other

personnel that would conflict with the time frame for our visit; internal

program reorganization or disputes which would negatively affect our

data cotlection; or inaccessibility, such as a two-day horseback trip.)

In some instances, a substitution was necessary in our initial sample of
ten. When_this substitution had to be made, an alternate from our se-

cond sample was drawn, keeping within the criteria of amount of Head

Start grant money and geographic representation.

It should be noted that, had any regional office attempted to swing

the selection toward a better program by suggesting th't the original

program had problems, this hypothetical bias would tend o favor opr

findings, not-agiract. The results from our study on 4, 0Limber of key

variables show surprising negative variations from the' presumed norm.

Thus,sif we have somewhat better than average programs in our sample,

it means that results are more positive than those that would have .

come from"average" or "below average" programs. And concern about the

more "normal" conditions would be increased, not decreased. As a general

rule, regional office personnel were most cooperative and appreciative of

maintaining ehe integrity of our sample. We had to rely on their iofor:-

mation once the initial sample had been drawn according to our criteria

and, for the most part, have no cause to presume selection bias. We

are satisfied that our final sample of selected programs met the critical

criteria; regional office check -off was an addendum. Once this final

sample was in place, the actual telephone interviews could be begun.

Every selected program was sent a letter informing them of their selec-

tion, the intent of the study, the method by which thdy had been chosen,

the p ose of the telephone interview, general content of the questions,

and req sting their cooperation in the telephone interviews. All pro-.

gram directors consented to participate in the telephone interview. In

44
31



www.manaraa.com

44.rr try

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES, INC

toto, 70 program directors were interviewed across the seven case

study regions by trained interviewers from the KAI office.

In order to select the final number of local programs where on-

site interviews were to be conducted, the telephone questionnaire for

.Head Start directors was designed to give information on most of those

criteria to be utilized in that final selection. The criteria for

this selection were:

1) Amount of money (High Medium - Low)

2) Degree of director's satisfaction (High - Low) with

T/TA received

3) Utilization of large cross-section of providers

4) Size of program (Large - Medium - Small)

5) Distribution of TiTA dollars vis-a-vis

management/administrators

teachers

- parents

support. taff

6) Largest.of providers of T/TA are represented
1

7) Geograpl-iically representative

8) Cross-section of staff (i.e. no unusually organized programs)

9) Final check -off by CR and/or PR&R of 30 selected(based on

Directors' responses

1\0) Urban or rural location

The questions included in the director telephone interview asked

j
f ;statistical information about the number of children served; number

of different staff members; total program and T/TA budget; type of

, grantee agency; percent of T/TA receivefrom each source (national,

regional, and directly-funded p"roviders, and non-Head Start free resources)i

ranking of T/TA received by administrators, teachers, parents, suPpOrt

staff; satjsfaction/dissatisfaction with T/TA received; and impact of

..t

45

32.



www.manaraa.com

IIRSCHNER ASSOCIAT S. INC.

T/TA. From the responses given by the director, the final selection

of programs for on-site interviews wash made, based on incorporating

programs reflective of the range and frequency of responses in the

telephone interviews. (See Exhibit VI for matrix showing key criteria

for each program in the 70 sampled which were utilized to select the

final 30.)

Every program director was-asked if he/she had any objections to

an on-site visit. Out of the 70 directors interviewed, 5 said they did

have objections, and three or more said they did not, but that that ans-

wer was given with reservations. The objections were primarily because

the program staff was'extrernely overloaded with proposal-writing and

grant-application activities. In one instance the director stated that

internal reorganization of T/TA services was creating such instability

that a visit would, be counterproductive to the purposes of our study.

All programs whose directors indicated objections to an on-site visit

were eliminated from consideration of the final sample. The rationale

for this procedure was based on the contractor's belief that efforts

to interview local program personnel required a substantial block of

time from program personnel, and if those personnel were not available,

were too busy to give proper attention to the requirements of the inter-

view, or were uncooperative, the information gleaned would be inaccurate

and negatively skew the data base.

A 'total of 30 programs were chosen for on-site interviews. As a

validation of our sample, we divided these programs selected for on-site

interviews (i.e., the 30 who comprised the final local program sample)

from those interviewed via telephone only (i.e., those 40 who were

not included in the final local program sample) and made a computer run
with this split 'an every variable in the telephone interview. Since most
of the.criteria utilized for the, selection of these final 30 programs

were incorporated in.the telephone interview, this validation would indi-
cate the presence ofany biases.

46
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One one of the six variables showing statistically significant

variations between the two groups is worth noting, and that is population

size.

Population Size On-Site Sample Telephone Contact Only

Below 2,500

2,500 to 10,000

10,000 to"50,000 --

50,000 to 250,000

Oyer 250,000

Combination of two or
. - ,

more sizes

1 0

3

6

13

6

2

5

6.

14

4

10

.

1

TOTAL 30 40 .

It-can be seen that representation from cities under 50,000 and

over 250,000 population is lower in our onsite sample than in the .

telephone sample. As has been mentioned, we chose one or two more

programs with middle or high amount-of program dollars (depending on

the region's total amount of .program dollars) than with.low amount of

program dollars in each region. Programs with larger budgets would

generally reflect larger child enrollment, more likely found in

urbanized areas. So this distribution of on-site programs according

to population size is not unexpected.

(The.sother variables in this group of six included several

relating, to number of full- and pant-time personnel. The .fact --that

14 programs in our on-site sample had from one to nine full-time

bus drivers compared to 20 programs in the telephone - contact -only

group, or that five programs in the an-site sample had only one part-

time administrator compared to thirteen programs in the telephone-

contact-only group, reveals at most that our on-site programs

tensed to be larger in size than smaller. This selection was purposive.)

39
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Since none of these variables in and of themselves were critical,
and in fact were for the most part irrelevant (given the type of variable

and the variation from the "norm"), our sample of on-site programs

measures up very well against the criteria developed for the purposes

of this study.

b. local Program Personnel

At the local program level several categories of respondents were

interviewed. Those categories of respondents included the director,

staff, parents, and community leaders. The diiector(s) at each program

were initially selected on the basis of having been interviewed by

telephone as part of the sample of 70: On-site, some of these directors

recommended that other directors (e.g., of delegate agency, individual

program or center) also be interviewed. When appropriate, this procedure

was employed.

The criteria for selecting staff and parents were as

follows. Ineach program, if a choice of respondents was available

becauie the total number was large, people who had familiarity and

experience with T/TA activities were selected from among the staff,

parents and community leadet: groups. We wanted asmany respondents

as possible who had been recipients of T/TA within the three categories'

of respondents, these people were to be chosen:

0 Staff

a) Coordinators (or Specialists)

EduCktion

Social Services

Parent Involvement

Career. Development

Health (including nutrition)

b) Teachers

In those programs where the minimum number of,coordinatorsand teach-
ers receiving 7 /TA did nottotal five to seven, teachers' aides and

support staff who had received T/TA were concluded in the staff

category. 53
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2 ) Parents

This category of respondents included parents of Head Start

children who are active in the program as a:

a) Policy Advisory Council Member

b) Teacher Aide
. .

c) Volunteer'

These respondents could not duplicate those selected from the
staff category.

3) Community Leaders

This category of respondents varied considerably, butgenerally

it intlu4ed leaders who were active in the program as a:

a) Grantee Agency or Board Member

b) Policy Advisory Council MemberPolicy

c) ,Community Agen4,Person

Thee people could,serve in an agency that actually provided

'services to the local program. The criterion for their

selection.wai familiarity with the T/TA given to the program.

The categories and number, of the 428 director, staff, and parent

respondents interviewed are:

) Administrators

Executive and Head Start Directors for

Grantee or Delegate Agency 38

Head Start Directors for Center 6

Field Coordinators/Supervisors l2

Administration/Finance/Per,sonnel-,

Directors 6)

Other (e4.,Assistant (Jlead Start

Director) 5

67

41

4-4
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4Ir2 ) ,Staff

-Component Coordinators

2
1.1

Education 17

Parent Involvement/Volunteer 9

Social /Family' Services 17

Caree4r*Development 5

Health 15
.

Handicapped 3

Nutrition 5

Mental Health 2

Medical.
1

Dental

Assistants in One of Above Comporeat's
. 4

79

Teachers

4 Lead/MasterTeachers' y 2.3
. .

Teachers 50

Teacher Andes 29

Teacher/Coordinator Combination 4
1(:7----

3)

Support Staff'

Nurses
3

Cooks 6

Bookeepers .

Clerical 1

-.Combination yfithin.Staff Categories
1

12

Parents
---__,

Pdlicy/Parent Advisory Council/
i , CoMmittee Membership 61

,

Teacher Aides
...: 9,

L..Volunteer 30

Combination within above Parent Categories - 7. ... ;

Combination Pdrent/Staff Categories .

'20
,

Parent Only
437

de
-,

)
.

I O
t :::1-

D 164
1 .

Grand Total A28
. 42
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You will note that, for the most part, these interviewees had.a
high degree of involmement in the program. Since familiarity and exper-
ience with T/TA activities were prfmary'criteria for their.selection,
they 'constitute a valid sample for the purpose's of thia. study. While
it IS true that some respondents in each category were not knowledgeable
about some'topics le.g., J/TA planning and needs assessment processes,
provider selection, or percent of T/TA from each provider type), overall
this sample group provides reliable and valid data.

Among community leaders, the number and categdries of the I62
respondents are:-

School Superintendents-and Principats_ 5
School Teachers

5
.

rectors/Administrators/Supervisorof
G ntee, Agency,'or. Resource Organization 78
.Soci 1 Warker5

Nurses
6'

Psychologists.
2

Medical. Doctor's
3

Secretaries/Clerks
5

Specialists

Curriculum Development

Early ChildhoOd Education/Development
5

Health
. 4

Nutrition
2

Student Placement
3

Other
9

Others (Tribal/School/County bard Members,
Ministers, Red Cross workers, -etc.)

23

Grand Total 162

56
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All interviews at one site were conducted by a trnained.KAI'tfield

interviewer who lived in or near the program site. Tile interviewer

made telephone Contact with the director to get a list of people to be

interviewed and set up appointments before going ow -site.

Our field interviewers were drawn from KAI's extensive file of"

consultants and were-selected because of their experience as an inter-

viewer and professional qualifications in the social science research -

ffeld. Each interviewer was given a detailed, comprehensive field

training manual and other,materials relating to the tasks to be accom-

plished. Close control over the interviewer's activities was maintained

by KAI central staff to ensure that each thorou6hly understood the

nature of the project, the specifics of interview instruments, and the

interrelationship of program to community leaders and te4rovtiders.

0,
c. Local Program Providers

In those programs that receive Program Account 20 funds to buy some

of their own T/TA services, interviews werd conducted with those directly-

. funded providers. 'The names of these providers had been revealed in the

course of the director telephone interview and were confirmed on-site.

Then, each provider was contacted by our field representative for a

telephone interview. The, total number of directly-funded programs

included in the sample of 30 programs is nine. (This number was

larger than anticipated because Region V has converted completely to

direct-funding of all programs this past year, and Only one of the

four programs selected for on-site interviews had not yet been ap

recipient.of those:funds-at the time of our telephone interview.).

Only seven of the nine programs had directly-funded providers who could be
.

interviewed. At one PrOgram no local providers had been hired in the

past year, and at the other program, non-availability orthe local

providers and our time limitations prevented interviews frombeinT

conducted at these,two sites. At still another program with a rather

large T/TA budget, only onb T/TA provider who had served the program in

the past year could be found.
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Our total of I al providers interviewed is 24.
The categories and

number of each type a

Director/Manager (of organization or project)

Assistant Director (of organization)

Administration/Fiscal Services

Psychology/Mental Health Consultants

Dental Consultants

Medical Consultant

Nurse Consultants

Speech Pathology Consultants

HSST/CDA/Educational ConstIftant

Education Coordinators

Health Coordinator

Aide

Total

k. Summary of All Respondent Totals and Type of Interview

6

1

3

3

1

2

2

1

2

1

24

This list presents a numerical summary of all respondent cate-
gories and type.of interview:., ,

CATEGORY OF RESPONDENT

1. OCD Headquarters Personnel

2. National T/TA Providers

3. OCD Regional' Personnel

4. kTO/STO/STATO/OICS T/TA
Provider Network (Group 1)

5. Various RegionalWTA
Providers (Group 2)

6. Local Program Directors

q. Local Prog.ranf Personnel

(Directors, Staff, & Parents)

8. Local Community Leaders

9. Local T/TA Providers

TYPE OF INTERVIEW TOTAL

In-person 24

Telephone 34

In-person 64

Telephone

Telephone

Telephone

In-person

In-person

Telephone

58. 0

45

42

77

70

428

162

24

925
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D. THE INSTRUMENTS

For each phase of the study, appropriate interview guidelines or

formal instruments were designed. The primary focus of the in ial

interview guidelines devised for OCD Headquarters and Regional Offi per-

sonnel was to elicit information which would enable KAI staff to analyze

the management and delivery of T/TA at those levels. However, the primary

focus'of the formal interview instruments devised for Head Start local pro-

gram staff, parents, communit leaders, and T/TA providers was to enable

KAI staff to analyze not only the man7Igement and delivery of T/TA, but also

the excellence of the T/TA delivered at the grass roots level.

The instruments designed for the Headquarters and Regional Office inter-

views were very comprehensive and contained a number of open-ended questions.
.

. ,

i

Those instruments used for local level personnel and 11 providers were high-

ly structured. These instruments include the direct° telephone interview;

thg director, staff, and parent interviews (the same instrument .for all with

proper branching instructions); and the national, regional, and local

provider interviews (the same instrument for a1 with proper branching

instructions). All instruments were field-tested.

KAI's Technical Panel had input into the designing of instrumenta-

tion.' On special request, numerous OCD personnel, e.g., CDTA staff,

OCD Directors, also contributed to the task of perfecting'instrumenta-

tion. All instruments for use at the local program level were approved

by OMB January 23, 1975. The appro;ial number was 085-575001 and expired

June, 1975.

59
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E. DATA ANALYSIS PLAN

The data analysis plan evolved for this project is relatively,

straightforward. Based on th"FP and, our proposal, we had divided issues to

be explored into the three major subjects - management, delivery, and excel-

lence of TiTA - and had developed the topics to be treated under each subject.

So, to analyze the data, we organized the questions from the instruments ad-.

dressing each of these topics into the appropriate order.

All data from the interviews were coded and categorized by level

national, regional, and local - and by type of respondent. The primary

method of analysis was simple frequencies of response on every variable, with

appropriate interpretation, for each category of respondent. A bivariate analysis

was also done on selected pairs of variables from the director, staff, and

parent instrument to test potentially significant relationships.

Once this basic analysis was completed, the next task was to interrelate

the data sources. Thus, at the national level, we had data from OCD headquart-

ers personnel and from national providers. Not only did we have to organize

the information to permit a flow from one gorup to the other, by topic, we
had also, and most importantly; to interrelate the comparable data into an

accurate and comprehensive piece detailing the findings. Now this same pro-

cedure occurred at the regional and local levels as well. And when all this

was,done, the final step was to examine the level-by-level findings and inter-

relate the cogent results as appropriate.

Because our approach to the presentation of data was altered during the final
two months of the project, an explanation should be made to clarify the

shift in format revealed in the report. Originally, part of this fi,hal re-

port, that dealing with RO personnel responses - was submitted earlier'

with both frequencies and ndrnatlye comments for each topic not only oh

an aggregated basis across all regions, but individually by region.

Because we felt it would be of value to both national and regional OCD

personnel, this information has been retained as is (in both formats)

for this total final report. When it came to analyzing the data from the

on-site interviews, the original` intent to continue this approach

60
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item-by-item for each case study region was changed.. Our sample

of fiye case study regions had been enlarged to seven through a contract

modification, thus our sample of local programs extended to 30. So a mutual

decision was made by OCO contract personnel and KAI staff to aggregate the
-IR

data across all regions, and highlight those variables for which individual

regional variations occurred. These regional variations in data obtained

from T/TA providers as well as directors, staff, parents, and community

leaders associated with the local programs have not been pulled together into

a single piece on each case study region. 'But because the variations from

the "norm" have been pointed out and discussed when ey exist on a variable,

it is possible for the interested reader to look at particular variable or

series of variables for the information desired.

Early on in the course of the study, KAI staff had felt it was important

to review some of the data from the standpoint of potential differences be-

tween directly-funded (Program Account 20 funds) and non-directly-funded pro-

grams. Therefore, we selected certain variables and proceeded to do an analy-

sis, the results of which are.presented in a special subsection at the end of

Chapter III.

Now we would like briefly to discuss each instrument utilized in connection

with the interviews at the local level. First, we have not included in our

analysis the results of the telephone interviews conducted wits 70 program

directors. A synopsis of critical variables by individual program appears

in Exhibit VI of this methodology chapter. The reason we did not'present an

analysis of these data is because these telephone interviews were used primarily

as an aid for selection of our sample of 30 programs to be visited on-site.

Since most of ;he variables in thisoinstrument (of a total of 90) related to

our selection criteria, which have been preserved and discussed, an analysis

of'this data would have taken valuable time away from the more important pieces

YA-.
and added little information as well as more volume to the report.

. ,
--.

hs.dkcector, staff, and parent instruments have 249 variables, the com-

munity leader= instrument, 52,_and the provider instruments, 219. To the ex-

tent that it was appropriate, like questions were included en each instrument

61 .
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to permit comparability of the data. in the analysis process, these simi-

lar variables were compareds.in each within each topical section and different
or equivalent results noted. When variables unique to a particular category

of respondent occur, they have been treated in the proper topical position

and interrelated as appropriate.

With the director, staff, and parent instruments, a multivariate analysis

utilizing 63 variables and containing "87 pairt was made. The independent .

variables commonly used were overall T/TA satisfiction and T/TA impact on

improving the program.

With all the interviews conducted with OMB-approved instrumentation,

appropriate tests of relationships and significance (e g.,Chi-square) have

been made to ensure proper analysis. With all the interviews conducted with OCD,
HQ and RO personnel and representatives of the RTO/STO network,important

narrative responses and comments that were made by the interviewees have been

carefully weighed to ensure proper4 analysis. This qualitative material has

been integrated with the quantitative data, to provide a descriptive, analy-

tic report based on'the total body of data collected.

F. -PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN THE PROJECT

There were several problems, encountered in the project which should
be discussed. In our telephone and on-site instruments we asked the

question: "Does your program receive money directly_ from the Regional

0ffice to buy some of its own training and technical assistance': Our

referent in this question was Program Account 20 (T/TA) funds,. We dis-

covered that many respondents from the director group interviewed by

telephone answered "Yes" but meant Head Start program,_or grant, money,

part of which was used for T/TA, as opposed to Program Account 20 funds.

We were able to separate these two groups by cal -ling the Regional Office

PRO Specialist for confirmation about the program's funding. All our
fief 'interviewers were alerted in the training manual and byAphone about

the distinction between these monies and our definition of "directly-

funded.programs."

62
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Two other problems relating to the parent interviews s'urfaced during

the on-site work. One was that a number of programs did not have parents

involved in the capacities we had defined for selection: Policy (or

Parent) AdviAzpry Committee, teacher aide, or volunteer. Therefore, it

was difficult in some instances to get parents who had any familiarity

with T/TA. For this reason the total number of parent responses was smaller

than anticipated.

The 1311 I ifflplem with the parent interviews was that some parents,

since they were not involved in very direct ways with the program-activities,

were not familiar with some of the language in the questionnaire. 'Parts of
8

the instrument were somewhat "technical"tand parents' lack of, involvement

prohibited knowledgeable answers. In addition,, a number of the Parents were
not highly educated. Some of our field representatives repotted that the

parents felt intimidated or stupid, which was certainly not the,intent, but

a consequence, of the design.
-

.4,
A final problem inyolved the sadection of national providers. The

information we had collected from Headquarters about the amount and des-
.

'criptions of each T/TA grant or contrast formed the basis for oar selection

of national, provider organizations, that were included in the director (both

telephone and on-site), staff, and parent instruments. From the director

lephone responses, we s ected as our sample of national providers ten

organizations that had ser ed the local programs in some capacity. Subsequent

contacts with these Rrovi r organizations in the course of the telephone

interviews revealed that our information about the T/TA delivered by

the national organization was not always accurate, and because that infor-

mation did not match the p4pvider's activities, objections were raised about

their(i.nclusion in the sample.

For instance, the contractor with the larges.t T/TA budget, the CDA

Consortium, had to be excluded from the original sample. A number of

directors indicated they did receive some'kind of assistance from the

Consortium, but the Consortium representative.we spoke with claimed they

did not operate at the local level, and that.they do not give any type

63
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of training and technical assistance. We could not ascertain if the director

respondents, when heacing the nate "CDA Consortium" from_the list of national

providers, were picking up only the "CDA' portion of the name and responding

in that context. We had several conversations with the CDA Consortium repre-

sentative and Headquarters personnel abou't this entire issue of the Head -

, quarters description of the Consortium's activities, the Consortium's 'ex-
.

planations, and our data. A niutual decision was finally reached 'to drop

the Consortium from the sample.

An altei-nate selection for the tenth provider, Transcendental Cornnratinn

was made. After many contacts, names of special consultants on that expired con-

tract were finally submitted to us. Because of the delay impoged by the choosing

of an alternate provider and their search for consultants, no interviews

were conducted with this o'rganizatiod.

One further comment should be made about the national provider'selec-

tion and responses. Some of the organizations selected were funded.in Fiscal

Year 1974. Therefore, respondents from these organizations were being

asked about T/TA provided some time ago. The extent to which this aspect

calls into question the data collected from these respondents is unk6own.

But the evaluation of the several processes in management, delivery, and,

excellence of T/TA required that we take a cross-sectional group of people

at all levels, and "stop the clock;" as it were, recognizing that some

changes had occurred even before parts of the data collection effort

began, and additionally, that some changes would occur between fhe time

some of the data was collected and then analyzed.

This concludes our discussion of the Methodology used in this evaluation.

What follows next, Chapter III, is a presentation of the data we collected and

a discussion of our Findings and Conclusions.
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11.

READER'S GUIDE

TO UNDERSTANDING

TABLES IN CHAPTER III

'114
-

2
TwO types of tables appear in this report: simple frequencies'of

response by type'of respondent, usually cross- tabulated by region, and

bivariate data, crossing two varia8les by type of respondent Without'the

regional breakdown. .The pres'entation of each includes 'tables taken directly

from the computer printout. For those who may not be familiar with

rea ding tables.in that format, we will briefly explain exactly how the

data is presented and utilized.

Our model for the simple frequency table is the variable overall T/TA

satisfaction broken out by the percentage and number of director, staff,

and parent respondents in each region. Let's look at the table. In the

'left hand'column (vertical) are listed first the variabl'e name TTASATIS,

and then the rating scale'utilized for this variable, VERY SATISFI8D,

SATISFIED, DISSATISFIED, VERY DISSATISFIED, -DON'T KNOW, and NOT APPLICABLE.

(The numbers after each - 30, 31, etc., are simply our coding designations

for each response.) Across the top row (horizontal) are listed first the

variable name REGION and then the number of each region in .our sample.

The far right hand column, labelled ROW TOTAL, presents the total

number and percentage of our sample giving each particular rating across

all regions, e.g., 135 persons, or 31.5% of the 428 persons interviewed

(see bottom right corner), said they were "very satisfied" overall with the

T/TA provided in' the past year to their program. The bottom row, labelled,

COLUMN TOTAL, shows the total number and percentage of our sample across

all ratings and answers within one region, e.g., in Region II (first
_-column) 48 persons, or 11.2% of the 428 persons interviewed, constjtuted

our sample there.

In the top left corner is an explanation on the figures that appear

in each cell (the individual box in th(ktabulation11. To be specific,

the top left box presents the figures fOr respondents in Region II who

answered "very satisfied" to Ole question about overall T/TA satisfaction.
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The COUNT is 16, meaning that 16 people gave this rating. The ROW PCT is

the figure immediately below 16; 11.9%, and this percentage represents

the proportion of 16 respondents who answered "very satisfied" to the

total 135 who were "very satisfied." These ROW PCTs add up to 100.0%

across the row, since the base figure utilized is the ROW TOTAL

appearing at the far right.

3elow the ROW PCT is the COL PCT, 33'.32, indicating that of the

48 respondents in Region II (COLUMN TOTAL), one-third said they were

"very satisfied." The last figure, 3.7%, is the TOT PCT. These 16

respondents represent 3.7% of the total sample of 428 respondents

(bottom right corner). These COL PCTs add up to 100.0% down the

column, since the base figure utilized is the COLUMN TOTAL appearing

at the bottom of each column.

In our use of these simple frequencies tables, we have first

discussed the ROW TOTAL figures, aggregated across all regions.

Then, using each ROW TOTAL figure as a "norm," we have compared each

region's COL PCT against the "norm" to see if a variation of 10.02

(an arbitrary figure we decided was the minimum percent acceptable

to indicate variance) or more existed. Thus, looking at the COL PCT

for Region II On "very satisfied," we see that it is 33.3%, which is

very close to the "norm" of 31.5% of all who answered "very satisfied."

Only two regions, V and XI, manifest significant variance. Both regions

show a much lower percent of "very satisfied" respondents compared to

the other regions. This process has been employed for all the data

tables.

Turning now to the bivariate analysis, the process changes somewhat

and becomes a little more difficult, The model for this bivariate

discussion is the cross of overall T/TA satisfaction with effectiveness

of the process-utilized to assess T/TA needs and devise the T/TA plan.

The region-by-region breakout does not exist because it was too

complicated to incorporate in the computer programming. Therefore,
..,
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.4

across the top ar=e the ratings scales Tor overall- T/TA satisfactibn

(with Dissatisfied/Very Dissatisfied responses collasped into one

. because of the small number) and down the left column are rating scales

for effectiveness (with sr-air/Poor responses collapsed into one beILcause

of the small nurber). For both variables,on'E KnoW and N9t Applicable

nesponses.have be&s..-"In-tect15-fr they tell us nothing about the relation-

shipbf satisfaction to effectiveness_of, the process.
.

2

For the bivariate-analysis, we use the ROW PCT, and can see that .164

among .those-who were "very satisfied" with overall T/TA, the highest

pecentage rated the.process effectiveness as "excellent" (50..9).r

The 'P'ercentage is somewhat rower for 'Very good" (43;7%) and then

sharply declines.. Among those who were "satisfied"; the percentages

increase. from "excellent" 01.8%) to "good" (61.2%), and then ctecJines

.Among "dissatisfied/very dissatqfied" respondents; very few rated

proAst effectiveness "excellent" and "very good"; many more said

"good" and "fair/poor". The synopsis of this data can be put thusly:
.

percentageAs satisfaction increases, the perceniage rating process effectiveness

at the higher levels (verylgoodiexcellent) increases.. As satisfaction

de'creases, the percentage rating process effectiveness at the lower

./levels (ood/fayripoor) increases. A positive relationship exists
qb

between degree of satisfaction and extent of_process effectiveness.

r 4

1 69
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A. MANAGEMENT OF T/TA
'

The central question being addressed here is this - -'' Head Start.

training and technical assistance being managed effectively?" This major

question has been subdivided into six topical questions to insure compre-

hensive plus well-integrated coverage of the questions rais in the orig-

inal Request for Proposal, as well as any others that arose uring the

conduct of this evaluation. These six topical questions are:
Jr

Ml. Are appropriate and effective Head Start objectives formulated?
112. Is appropriate and effective policy and guidance developed?

M3. Are appropriate and effective processes followed to assess
needs and devise T/TA plans accordingly?

M4. Is an appropriate and effective T/TA provider selection
process in place?

M5. Are appropriate-and effective quality controls exercised,
e.g., reporting and monitoring?

M6. is an appropriate and effective evaluation system being
implemented?

What follows now is a discussion of KAI's findings and conclusions
on each of these questions. A summatio n will be presented at the end

of each of the six sections.

71
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SECTIO'I Ml. Are appropriate and effective Head Start objectives formulated?

KAI staff believed-the starting point for this evaluation of T/TA was

"at the top" where Head Start goals and objectives are set. Goals for Proj-

ect Head Start were asseed to be rather constant, i.e., those specified in

the enabling legislation in the mid-1960'5..3nd reaffirmed when re program

was transferred over to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Objectives, however, were assumed to be ever-changing, i.e., set on an an-

nual basis to reflect current mandates and thrusts. Hence, in the early

stages of this evaluation study, anemphasis was placed on examining how

Head Start objectives were set. This examination was made because the
A

process for setting objectives were bresumed to be a major indicator of

the way Project Head Start is managed and, by extension, of the way train-

ing and technical assistance is managed. That is, the procedures and per-

sonnel involved in determining objectives and in 'eplementing them are

critical management concerns that impinge on T/TA budget and manpower al-

locations, not only in the national Office of Child Development, but also

in the regional OCD offices.

In this section, the topic of the setting of Head Start o jectives

will be addressed from the vie4oint of OCD Headquarters off cia s and

Regional Office (RO) staff.

a. National Level (OCD Headquarters) ReSponses

Project staff interviewed:a total of 24 officials in OCD,iHead-
.

quarters in Washington, D.C. See Chapter 11 for a breakdown. of types

and levels of Officials,interviewed.)

Initiai,ly Headquarters respondents were asked to describe the

way in which objectives for Project Head Start get Set:' .All of the

responses received have been incorporated :Sthemati4r1y.in Exhibft VII.

This summary diagram indicates the variety of factors involved in)the

setting of Head Start objectlyes. "ehe left hand detasps the:

factors influencing the content of 'Head $tart objectives, rhnging from

. consumer needs to mandates from Congress or the Executive Branch to

DHE,.t thrus: The ,right hand:04e lists the factors fi-Winging on the.

,. rn: .
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process of formulating of objectives, including involvement by person-
nel within and without the Office of Child Development.

The respondents were requested to comment on who exactly par-
ticipatesin formulation of Head Start objectives-. We were concerned

about determining which officials within Head Start were perceived as
closely involved in this objective' formulation process. Not surpris-
ingly the individuals mentioned most frequently were the Director of
Head Start and his superiorl. The results of this question on who

participates in the setting of objectives can be seen. in Table'Ml:

Table mi. Participants in Process of Formulating of Head Start
Objectives (National Office Respondents = 24)

Officinal Number of Responses*

Director, Project Head Start (H.S.)

Direttor, Office of Child Development

Associate Director, Child Development
Services Bureau (CDSB)

. Chief, Regional Support Division'

Chief, Program Development and Innovation
(PD&I)

Chief, Program Planning and Administration

Chief, Children's Bureau

Chief, Day Care Services

Chief, Progrtth Management Division

Others

9

7
5

5

4

1

1

Total 36

*
Multiple responses permitted; and not all respondents were asked this
question.

This question, and the series before it, revealed a disparate set
of perceptions. Table Ml shows that up to ten different individuals

were names as participants in the formulation of Head Start objectives.

Although directors and division chiefs tended to agree on the principal

participants, the response pattern manifests a lack of consensus.

7 5"
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.,:

As to exactly how these various individuals integrate into the

entire objective-setting process, xaried comment was offered by the

HQ respondents. Their dig ussion, subjected to the contractor's re-

,view 'for accuracy, have been ummarized schematically in Exhibit VIII..

-.-

EXHIBIT VIII. Interaction of Par'i-olipants in Process of Formulation of
Head. Start Obs.jeKtl-y,es-...

ACTING,
11111tCTOR -

-55
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Further data was requested from each HQ respondent on how the for-

mulation of objectives process at the nationtl level meshes with similar

processes at both the regional and local levels. What emergedf despite-

once more widely varying answers, was a series of events that can fairly

well be sequentially deliheated. The President's annual proposed budget

submission to Congress 'serves as a catalyst for the DHEW-wide MBO cycle.

In OCD, each major division submits proposed objectives to the Director,

who in turn reviews,them and, if they win approval, passes them on to the

Division for Planning and Analysis.

Regional cffice input was described as occurring through a variety

of channels.including the on-going and informal dialogue necessary to

program operations, staff meetings ("retreats" at Warrenton and

Williamsburg, Virginia specifically were mentioned), and Task Forces

related to special issues. Several persons remarked that the regional

offices are asked at the appropriate time to react to draft national

objectives.

Local level input was described as occurring indirectly, i.e.,

through the regional offices. The perceived implications of this in-

direct input varied, as evidenced by these types of comments:

local impact is not much since demise of national conferences;

local input is filtered through the Regional Offices

Regional Offices may be asked to get local input.

This entire three-level process (national, regional, and local)

has been described schematically in Exhibit IX. The squares represent

the sequence of events--based on the information given to us--and the

circles represent previous, ongoing, or implicit flows of information.

For'example, the initial discussion of Head Start objectives occurs

in an environment in which contact with Regional Offices has occurred

through Task Forces, on-going dialogues, etc., so that Regional Office

input may be informally or implicitly .included even at the initial

stages.

l7
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The sespondents were asked to comment on the priority given by

the National Office to regional level input into the formulation of

Head Start objectives. The answers varied but included these comments:

"4 "top"

pretty high

depends on how relevant and valid input is

rather heavy

clo priority

"lip service"

The significance of the local level input was harder to come by.

Those comments which were made tended to either describe local input

as incorporated or represented by Regional Office input or to indicate

that local' input was of less priArity.

Headquarters respondents were asked about possible improvements

in the process for setting Head Start- objectives. Answers given are

displayed in this table:

Table M2. Improvements in Process of Formulating Head Start
Objectives (National Office Respondents = 24)

Improvements Number of Responses*

More Regional Office Input 7

More local input 5

Better timing 2
4 Better feedback 7 1

National conferences

16

'Multiple responses permitted; not all respondents were asked this
question.
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Clearly, most respondents on this subject were concerned with increas-

ing Regional Office and local inputs into the process of setting na-

tional objectives.

Headquarters respondents were sh6Wn a list of the FY 74 Head Start

Objectives and asked to give their opinion and how successfully they had

been achieved. The results are displayed in Table M3:

Table M3. Success in Achieving FY 74 Objectives (National Office
Responses 24)

,

FY 74 Head Start Objectives

Categories and Frequences of Responses

Excellent

Very

GOod -Good Fair Poor NA

.

Performance Standards by 6-30-74 1 3

.

2 4 2

Needs Assessment System (local)
by 6-30-74 1 6 3

T/TA Needs Assessment .

2 2 4 3

Cost Management Guidelines by
Fourth Quarter FY 74

. 1 4 2

Process for.oreview and support

of 000 RO of Head Start objet-
tive policies

,

2 5

10% of enrollment opportunities
for handicapped 2 4 7 .

.
.

Screening and diagnostic tools
'by 6-30:74

..
.

2 2 3 2

TOTAL 3 11 13 18 20 4

Go-
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'In'app.raising Head Start's success in achieving its national objec-

tives, the most frequent category of response at the Headquarters level

was that achievement had been "Poor" or "Fair." The only exceptions

to th-is general appraisal were objective one on implementing the per-

formance standards (in which 50% of the responses were "Good" or

higher) and objective six on providing ICA enrollment for ha dicapped

(in which all responses were "Good" or "Very Good" or "Excellent.")

A variety of problems were cited by HQ respondents as interferring

with the attainment of National Read Start objectives. Staff shortages

(five respcinses) and insufficient funds (three responses) were the most

frequently cited responses, but aside from "low morale" cited by two

persons, each respondent-had a virtually unique diagnosis. In general;

however, all other comments fell into two categories: (1) organizational

dissatisfaction comments, reported variously as poor communications,

fragmentation among staff, need for more staff meetings, Regional Office

confusion about goals end objeCtives, lack of leadership some HQ

divisions, conflict in functional and administrative responsibilities

at the Regional Office level, etc.; and (2) management processes or

systems comments, reported variously as lack of.a managementinfor-

mation system, tardiness' inreviewing Regional Office glans, need for

earlier initiation of planning Process, etc. It is hard to even

separate responses into these categories because the diversity and

lack of consensus makes the process. of categorizing very judgmental

and arbitrary.

b. Regional Level (Eleven Regional Offices) Responses

Project staff interviewed 64 officials in regional Offices. (See

,Chapter II for a breakdown of types and levels of officials interviewed.)

81
59 4-
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Regarding the processes followed by OCD Headquarters Injormulating

objectives, officials tended to report -- much like the natioaaj officials --

divergent opinions on how much input they had in the devising o the objec:

tiveS.

On the subject of possible improvements in the process., these re-
,

grional respondents also tended to mention most frequently the need for

a better system for regional input and for local program input-into..the

process, This pattern matches that which became obvious from the OCD

Headquarters responses.

Finally, as happened with the Washington, D.C., OCD officials, all

of thesetregional office staff were shown a list of the FY 74 Head Start /
Objectives and asked to give their opinions on how successfully they had

been achieved. The results. are given in Table M4:

Table M4. .SuCcess in Achieving FY 74 Objectives (Regional Office
Responses = 64)

ArN

FY 74 Read Start Objectives

Categories and Frequencies of Responses

Excellent

Very

Good Good Fair Poor NA.

Perform nce Standards by 6-30-74 4 7 8 7

Needs Assessment System (local)
by 6-30-74

, .

3

..

2 8

T/TA Needs Assessment' 3 3 6 5

Cost Management Guidelines by
Fourth Quarter-FY 74 v 1 - 5 6

Process for review and support

of OCD RO of.Head Start objec-
tive policies ,

1 2 3
-,7,

'1 7

.

.

10% of enrollment opportunities
for handicapped

.41

.

.
.

4

r

6 4

Screening and diagnostic tools.

by 6-30-74
2 , z 7

TOTAL 17 21' 36. 36 161

82 .66.
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I

Generally, the regional respondents'tdAded to note the success

Head Start had in achieving. its FY 74 national objectives'more posi-

t3vety than national OCD respondents. Specifically, they also gave

'Op highest marks to*the objectives'regarding"the performance standards

and Opportunities for the handieebpped.

:

vo

.5

4,

1
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'Summation of MI Findngs: Head Start Objectives

The question about whichNinformation was sought was "are appropriate, andr
effective Head Start objectives formulted?" -

A key finding that emerged at the national level is that a multiplioity

of factors affect loth the process and the content for formulation of.objec-

tives (see Exhibit\fil). Among the factors cited were cpnsumer needs, legis-

lative mandates, Executive Branch thrusts, and DHEW concerns. Withiri OCD HQ
4

a lack of consensus existed regarding exactly which officials were involved

in the reacting to these factors and settjrw_methe objectives.. .Thoe.of-

ficials perceived to be rnost.closely involved in the- decision- making process
. -

were the Director-of Project Head Start,'the (Adting) Director of OCD, the

Associate Director of the'Child Development Services Bureau, the Chief of
,

the Regional Support Division, -and the Chief of Program beVelopment and tn-
.

novation (see Table M1)... But. stiff at the National Office appeared nOt to

understand consistently who the "key players" were when it,came to setting up

objectives, nor were they as clear rarding the exit process that Was fol-

lowedn'thef Ulation of objectives.

llm

.

At the regional level the basic finding was. that "regional input ihto the

national procest" for formulation of Objectives varied greatly, and that local

input into the process, when it occurred, usually was through the channel of

a particular regional office. A number of respondents at both the national

and regional levels reported that the objective-formulation process could be

improved with more` regional officer and rocial prog.ram input. This phenomenon

tends to support the other finding from those interviewed that the current

overall level of input from regional and local" sources is less than substairtive..

Both national and regional interviewees were asked to rate, how-success- ,

fully they thought Head Start had achieved its FY 1974 objectives (spp Tables

M3 and M4). Generally more OCD HQ respondents gave lower ratings than did RO

respondents. On each point of the ,rating scale across all ,the objectives, the

-#\ 8 4

62



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC -3

percentage of national responses compare to those of regional responses
as follows:

National Regional
Excellent 12'.5% 26.5%
Very Good 45.8% 32.8%
Good 54.2% 56.2%
Fair

75,0% 56.2%
Poor

83.3% 25.0%

41111rThe percentage of national office respondents increases as the rating measure
declines on the scale. With the regional office respondents;:a similar pat-

(tern is evident until the lowest r , poor, is reached, at wnlon point .the
percentage decreases dramatic. 1 National office respondenti indicated most
often that staff shortages and insufficient funds prevent the attainment of
greater success in achieving Head Start objectives.

To two objectives receiving the greatest proportion of high ratings (ex- .

cellent and very good) from bath groups were performance standards and 10% en-
rollment for handicapped children, although for the latter objective, a higher
percentage of'national than regional staff felt success was high.

These findings on' the-FY 974 objectives suggest several things. One,.

there was, an enormous amount of ignorance exhibited triboth national and re-

51
gFonal respon ents on the meaning of some of'the objectives (most notably-;

.
i"cost mpagement.guidelinet" and "process for review and, support of 00:410

of Head Start objective policies ") Two, thos objectives. which have the.

.force of policy behind them performance s dards, lO enrollment fore
handicapped) receive the greate attention and eff rt at .impleme tation; ;..

those which do not have_such authority behind them achieve,elt r a modicum
,

of or-. vehl little success. Three, those objectives for which regional of-
_ .

. ,.fices have .primary responsibility in implementation (again, for eomple, the
performance standards and 10% enrollment opportunitiet for hiandicappe011end- .-,

85
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to be rated more highly successful by both national and regional respondents

than do objectives for which the national office has primrN responsibility.

Overall, one major problem area emerges from these data on objectives.

That problem involves organizational communication issues, both within the

national office.and between the national and regional offices. At OCD HQ,

knowledge of the process used for objective formulation tends to be diffuse,:

vague, and sometimes inaccurate. Staff members throughout the Head Start Di-
,

vision (CDTA, PMD, IMPD), as well as in other OCD divisions related is 0,/

T/TA program (RSD, P061, etc.), indicated either conflicting informatpin on

how national objetItives were formulated, or were totally unaware of pow they

were formulated. This formulation process is also now...part of the wider pro-

cess of setting objectives for the Office of Human Development. This

system apparently has not been clearly defined so that all OCD staff,

especially those who are involved in T/TA activities, are aware of it.

This situation has ramifications in the Regions as well. Regional staff

iDtervtewed generally were unaware oftthe process followed in OCD HOlf.or

objective formulation. The end result is that input froiiconcerned staff

at either the national or regional levels into the formulation of 'national

Head Start o tIves is not facilitated. Ultimately, this will hamper

Project Head Start informulating the most appropriate national objectives..

further it Will make it more difficult for'Head Start to achieve its ob-

jectives, since-the process for-formulating thrIWErlott as inclusive of

various national and regional officials as it might have beeri.-.Thrtiore
.

people at both levels who understand the fotmulation pcocess and h6t:4r1

opportunity_to participate in it, the more who,Vopsequently will .havf1,44-

stake in the.objectives that result and who,therefore will be more highly.

motivated to7implemen.t them:
.

.
. .

, .
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SECTION /12. is appropriate and effective policy and guidance developed?

ti-
Just as it seemed importSnt to 6:amine the process followed to formulate

Head Start objectives, so too it seemed essential to investigate theway in

which Head Start policy and guidance is devised. As with the objective fordf-

ulation process, KAI staff presumed that the development -f appropriate and

effective policy and guidance is a major indicator of the -way in which Project

Head Start is managed and,-* way of extension, of the way training and tech-

nical assistance is managed.
e.

In this section, the topic of development of policy and guidance will be

'discussed from the viewpoint of OCD Headquarters and regional .t.ffice officials.

a. National Level (CCD Headquarters:; Responses
.1

Project staff asked each of the respondents at OCD Headquarters td.'.

define policy and guidance. there was considerable consensus among all

interviewees that the weight of authority distinguishes the,two: policy

is authoritative or directive and auidance is erectiveand optional.
4

For example, definitions offered for "policy1! included:

mandatory
A

regulations, requirements, rules

objectives to be achieved

procedures, conditions,- requirements

"must do"

And definitions offered for "guidance" included:.

discretionary

"how to"

methods to comply'with policy

Mips people implement (poney)

about policy

"take it or leave it"

8 ..,
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a.

c.

Jhe.process by which policy and/or guidance is developed generally

involves first, a determination of what needs to be done in terms of

program matters, and second, the actual drafting,of the appropriate

issuance. The Head Start director a !vision chiefs usually bear

the responsibility of formulating at is required, and frequently

delegate the drafting to a staff specialist. Regional Office per-

sonnel and/or particular contractors may be consulted at times through-

out this process.

Several staff members indicated that, within their particular

divk'ion, there was little opportUnity for input into the development

of policy or guidance. Since these individuals had some contact with

. Regional offices and familiarity with concerns at the local level, they

felt they could make a valuable contribution to the process:but did not

have an opportunity to do so.

As to types of policy and/or guidance which need clarifying, some

respondents mentioned that the definition of compliance with the per-
,

formance standards is not Well-conceived or uniformly known. There-

fore, much variation occurs among the regions in whbt constitutes com-,

` pliance. Another area needing attention is the Head Start manual.

Several Headquarters respondents made references to the soon-to-be-
.

completed revised Head Start Manual but no one knew exactly when the

finished product would be available.

Next this group of respondents was' requested to describe the pro-

cess.used by Headquarters todisseminate policy and/or guidance after_

it Was devised. There was general agreement in the answers given that
.

the process employed for dissemination appears. to be related to the,

nature of the content involved. Important communications dealing
.

*-7with major issues`or significant changes mayrequire exansive'ex-

planations and the interactions of a cOnference or workshop,' while

89-

66

p



www.manaraa.com

/ 4

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES -INC

other less weighty matters can be handled in standardized written

instructions or memos, phd. ,i.ri others may require only a telephone

call or verbal exchange:

# =
Finally, anti' k$ subject, the Headquarters interviewees wereA

qberied on what processcs are in place to get feedback regarding

- policy and guidance fter it has been distributed from. the National

Offi,ce. Among the Teseonses received were:

.a monthly reporting system flom Regional Offices which

handlesl?i,e?tain types of information
r .

on-sixejnspections by Headquarters persdnnel;

''

.
teleObrix tonftrMattons

i',. ,;

, ,

In short, aritrwers:to'thil$ question varied, till't collectively indicate
..1, ,j

that the respOndents understood the numeroAvPosSible feedback
A 4

mechanisms that Tight. be appropriate in var us circumstances.

4
b. Repi$1144 Level (11 Regional#0,es) Responses

.

ln most regions poliy is developed, but it tends to be operational
it

policy within die particular region. guidance for both providers and

programs is developed in most regions also. The content ef this guidapce

relates to_budget, administration, planning, needs assessment, agd,mis-

cellany (staff salaries, transportation /safety, parent_committee involve-
-

ment, etc.).

Ag to the process by which policloand/or guidance is formulated,.

the issue usually arises from'questions or problems.from11,6&-field.

Regional office staff then disCuss solutions among themselves, and may

consult with Headquarters and local program directors and staff about

the draft. Those people on the regional st ff most frequently involved

are the OCD Director, PR&MSpecialise(or t e equivalent), Community

9 0
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c
Representatives, ad hoc groups, and occasionally, the Assistant Re-

gional Director.

In terms of.policy and/or guidance needs, respondents mostly lie-

quently mentioned the following items. The T/TA planning guidance that
-

changes yearly shot.* be revised to'permit an early, and knowledgeable

accommodation to consistent national office requirements. In the past,

each year has brought not only new content but new format which has

placed excessive burdens on regional office staff. The time frame within

which the- regional 'office T/TA plans have had to be formulated has been

short. And the basis for acceptance of each region's plan has not been

understood.

Performance standards compliance was another' issue frequently men=

tioned: -Of particular. concern was a definition of what is meant

by compliance with the standards.

Other.areas needing up-dating included policy:4n renovation, sus-
.

pension/termination of grantees, seasonal work issues, and nepotism.

,

Regional office staff- were then requested to spec.ify how objectives,

policy, and-guidance were disseMinated from the national office to. the .

regionaloffice; and from the 'regional office to the local program.. The

most commqp approach was mailing of draft materials with follow-up
.

memorandums. Mdst mailings to each grantee detailing specifics were

mentioned by several respondentl as the means of getting the information

air on the local level. Feedback. from the local programs about a particular

issuance tomes through phone calls, letters, provider meetings, and

visits by.the Community Representatives.

'68
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Summation of M2 Findings: Policy and guidance

The question addressed was whether or not appropriate and effective

Head Start policy and guidance is being developed, As mentioned:at

the beginning of this section, it is a topic whi 1 transcends but-also

directly effects T/TA.

Changes in the past months have lessened some of the problems expressed

as to appropriate and effective policy-guidance development. The publica-

tion of the performance standards in the Federal Register makes them

have the force of.policx -6-h-d clarifies that major issue in terms of

implementation. Definition of compliance remains nebulous however and
should be clarified:

New procedures in regard to the yearly regional T/TA plans, initiated

for Fy 1972, may reduce or eliminate the problems of yearly changes in

content, level of specificity and format of information,"inadequate

amount of timein which to develop the plan, and unclear predetermined
,

'basis 'for acceptance of each region's plan expressed by regional respondents.
".The current reorganization of 'national OCD divisions and responsibilities

will 'impact not only on this issue but on other policy and gdidance issues

as well, so it is not possible at this time to forecast,with any certainty

whether the changes incorporated in-the FY 1976-1/TA regional planning

procedures liji be maintained, refi'ned, or altered again..
Ir-

.

Up -datf' of-the-HeaaStart Manuat is, according to many national

respOndentsi,s in process. When this prOcess is:completed, and if the-cfiangesN4 *
Ancorporatirefiect present realitiei and resoiye current issues, a number,

of policy 04 guidance problems surfacing at the local and regional 'revelsCt

will be reMed.

j'f
...- ....t.'

in short, several steps implemented during the past year by the' ational'

OCD staff hive brought Head Start policyand.guidaoce much closer to being,c

both-appropci
.

ate and effective.
-

92 .7.
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Implicit in this disuasion on Roljcy anpl guidance, as well as in

that on objectives, is the larger issue of a system imposing its will

from the top 'down. Through direct requirement (e.g., T/TA 'planning

guidance and performance standards policy) the national office compels

not only the regional offices but local programs also to go through

complicated and time- consuming activities 'withOut proper guidelines to

promote high effectiveness. Through indireCt requirement (e.g., out-dated

J, Head Start Manual and lack of.assessment tools), the national office forces

the regional offices and local programs to operate.in-areas where voids

exist or to generate their own'guidelines to fill the gaps, Now, while

the latter encourages regional office autonomy and many in fact increase

responsiveness to local needs in some areas, overall it appears to hamper

the conduct of the HeadLStart program because valuable time and energy

is spent searching for ways to fulfil] requIrements.not thoroughly prepared

for or clearly defined. Bearing directly on this issue also is the fact

that local level input into the forMulation of policy, guidance, and

objectives filters up from the regional offices to the national. It is,

unevenly incorporated into regional offices, and appears to be minimally

incorporated at the national office level- Some regidnal office respondents

spoke of the lack of national office awareness about how much effort local

programs -have to expend' "just' to keep the doors open". It appears that.

this entire issue oirnationajiy-imposed requirements, some of which critically

affect T/TA activities at the regional and local levels; warrants closer_

scrutiny to effect solutions that promote heightened effectjvess of

operation at all levels.

70
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SECTION M3. Are .appropriate and effective processes ipl.lowed to assess
deeds and devise T/TA,plans accordingly?

This is the first of these topical questions that relates directly to

training-and technical It is assumed that, by definition, T/TA

is intended to supplement or fill the'gaps in what a given local Head Start

:program has available a.. resources to achtieve objectives .arid to serve its

child and families. Consequently, it follows logically that some sort af

effort must be expended in order to ascertain the strengths and weaknesses are

in need of overcoming through T/TA. This is tdhat meant by "assessing

needs and planning for T/TA accordingly." This activity is presuMed to be

'a major indicator of the way in Whic Head Start T/TA is managed.

11 In this section, the topic of assessing needs and planning for T/TA.

accordingly will be discussed at the national, regional, and local levels.

a. National\Level' Responses

National level resporpes on this topic of needs assessment and

planning, and all other sueceeding topics in this chapter on find-.

ings are.discussed first from the viewpoint of Oro Headquarter of-

fici is and then from.that of national T/TA providers.

1. oca Headquarters Responses

Initially, inquiry was made of the 24 National'Officere-

.spondents as to needs assessment activities'at local; regional,

and national levels. The fnformation*gathered:frohi National Of-

ficellead Start staff strongly indicates-that the 'central offices

has little'or no direct responsibilities or duties in any needs

assessment process. Some central office personnel see their

responsibilities limited to the construction of relevant needs'

assessment data gathering forms, and to centrally'tabulate data

as it is, gathered from the local and regional levels.

71
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The central staff perceived few needs assessment duties for

themseNes because core needs assessment data must .be generated

primarily at.the local level. Thus, the function of the local level

is to initiate and conduct all relevant field needs assessment

procedures and subsequently forward such data to the Regional

and National Offices for tabulation, /analysts, and.establLshment
.

of future objectives.

,tentral ioffice staff regarded the Regional Offices' respon-

sibilities to be focused on a .'quality control" function to insure

comprehensive and accurate needs assessment procedures at the local

level. it was recognized that this quality control function is

necessary. to. insure uniformly. beneficial local needs assessment

data for'use .6y the Regional Offictt.

Ofs,the ten OGD headquai-ters staff who"Zjave specific responses

to questioning relative to the T/TA needs assessment activities

the answers were-distribUted as follows:

Table M5. HeadqUarters Role in T/TA Needs Assessment (National_
k

6ffice Respondents =10)

311espohses Frequency

N4ionAl'Office has little or no T7TA needs .

assessment tasks 10

Local programs have primary T/TA needs
assessment responsibility

Regiopal'Office must maintain a monitoring "--

syitem of local program T/TA needs'
assessment activities

Not enough time availablefr more Regional

10'.

6ffice involvement
3

National.Office might design T/TA needs
assessment format(s) andltabulare national
needs; etc.

.

(some respondents gave multiple answers.)

,2

.
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Next, OCD headquarters personnel who were interviewed were

requested to describe the planning process that is followed.at the

three levels (national, regional, and local) to,incorporate the

results of needs assessments into program planning processes,

several respondents in the central office said that they

perceived relatively little attention paid to the needs assessment

process in the setting of objectives or the devising of program

policies. it was recognized that the National (and to some extent

the Regional) Office heid_the responsibility to set natiorial Head

Start objectives and to engage in activities supportive to the

achievement of objectives through sound policy development.

However:the survey did,not reveal any established and concerted

plannirig processes internal to headquarters (or regional offices)

wnich would ensure that subsequent objective setting and policy

development would indeed be firmly rooted in a comprehensive needs

asseisment. Many respondents were emphatic to the point of saying

that no such internalgplanning processes occtrred at either,th e

national- or regional Pevels.

One significant problem noted' in this regard is "e disparity

between the Program Yeal End(s) and'the Fiscal Year End. The

different operational time frames for large numbers of the local

level programs and the activities of the Regiomel and National

Offices complicate the completion ofneeds assessment and planning

.processes in a timelysfashion.

OCD hebdquarters officials interviewed were asked to rank ,

the effectiveness of both the needs aisesgments and total planning

processesat each level (national, regional, local).of Head Start.

On a scale of Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor, the inter-

viewees showed a marked tendency to rate the processes at the three

olevels (-national, regional, and local) in the same scale category,

i.e., if a respondent perceived the national level of effectiveness

to be "Fair", there was high probability that he/she felt the 'regional

and local levels to be "Fair" also, The overall response pattern

reveals a skewing of the distribution of the data at the "low" end
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of the scale, with thejcentral tendency measures of the mean, median,

and modal points all falling within the "Fair" category.

As would-be expected from the above dicussion, the central of-.

fice staff regarded the overall quality and impact of the needs as-

sessment ana planning process to be an area in which substantial

improvement might be made.

2. National T/TA Providers Responses

Project-staff interviewed a total of 34 national`-r'Oviders of

'T/TA. (See-Chapter for a breakdown of these and other T/TA pro,

viders interviewed.)

Initially, as was the case with the OCD Headquarters officials,

the national T/TA providers were asked whether or not they were In-

volved in the T/TA needs assessment and planning activities at the

national, regional, state, and local leiels. ational providers re-

si-..onding "Yes" to this series of questions are,detailed as follows:

;)With the exception of "involved at the local level," the figures

show a declining proportion of national provider involvement in

T/TA needs assessment and planning as the level gets more removed
......--

from national. Involvement does rise again when the local level
i

is reached. This increase can be explained by the fact that the
.

health, handicapped, and'specific grantee (e.g., PCC, JNIP9) con-

. sultants work with /the local programs in tfle assessment and Plan-
..

ning acti4ities related to their particUlar.component.

. This data tends to indicate that the national T/TA providers
,,

are more involved in needs assessment andT/TA planning activities'

at.thefegional, state, and local levels than /are the OCD'head- /

quarters officials. AMong-lother things, this is probably attribdtable

Involved at national level 50.0% .

Involved at regional level 41.2%

Involved at'state level 17.6%

Involved at local level 29,4%
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to the fact that the national office role is more policy-oriented

than that of the providers which is more concrete and concerned

with the implementa on of policy via such activities'as needs

assessment, ept.

The nat 'al providers were askeA to indicate what'cri-

teria from he :following listing they'utilized to determine their

activit s as 13 Provider. The percentace of "Yes" responses and

rank'orderfor each criterion are given'iii'Table M6:
S

1,1* M6. Criteria Utilized to Determihe-Act ivities.of National
Providers

Criteria UtMized to Determine
FrOvider Activities

Percent of National
Providers (n=34)

!tational Head Start Objectives 85.3

,Regional Head Start Objectives 73.5

Local Head Start Objectives 70.6

Performance Standards 91.2

Community Needs 73.5

Staff Needs 88.2

Volunteer Needs 50.0

Parent Needs 79.4

Amount of Roney Available 70.6

T/TA Plan 58.8

Part of Grants Application 1 471

Contract Requirements 52.9

Other Contracts 23.5

Other 8.8

The three most frequently-mentioned criteria were perfor =nce

standards (91.2%), staff needs (88.25)., and national He -d Start

objectives (85.3%). Thus, two out of the three top criteria for

determining national providers' activities generate f om the,nar-

tional office.
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ational proVider respondents were asked to name the

to three criteriaiin order of importance, used to determine

therr-T/TA actiAies. Table M7 shPws the percentage Of respon-
-

dents ranking criteria in order -oVfirst, Second, and third

importance.

Table M7. Top-Ranked Criteria for Determining,T/TA Activities
of National Providers 6=34)

Criteria Named
for Determining

T/TA Activities

Percent of National.Providers' Response

First-

Ranked
Second- Third-
Ranked Ranked Aggregate

National Head
Star/ Objectives 26.5%/1 17.6%/1 5.9%/4 90.0%/1

Regional Head
5,..tart Objectives 8.9%/4 11.8%/3 8.8%/3 29.4%/3

'Local Head Start . .

Objectives 11.8%13 2.9%/5 2.9%/5 17.6%/6

Performance ' /"..-__.-

Standards 14.7%/2 14.7%/2 11.8%/2 41.2%/2

Community Needs --- 2.9%/5 ___ 2.9%02

Staff Needs 11.8%/3 2.54/5 8.8%/3 23.5%/4

Volunteer Needs - --- 2.9%/5 2.9%/12

-Parent Needs 2.9%/6 8.8%/4 --- 11.7%/8

Children Needs --- 2.9%/5 --AF 2.9%/11

Amount of Money

Available --- 2.9%/5 17.6%/1 20.5%/5

T/TA Plan ___ 8.8%/4 2.9%/5 11.7 %/8

Part of Grants

Application --- --- __- -3-.8%/3 8.8 %/9

Contract_
Requirements 5.9%/5 ___ 5.9%/4 11.8%/7

Program Needs -

Assessment &
.

Evaluation- 2.9%/6 2.9%/5 ___ 5.8%/11

Provider Self-

Assessment &
Evaluation --- --- 2.9%/5 2.9%/5..

Other 2.9%/6 2.9%/5 2.9%/5 8.7%/10

No Response or Not .

'Applicable 11.3% 14.7% 20.6% _-_
-....,
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Among the first-ranked criteria, national Head Start objectives

(26.5%), performance standards (14.7%), and local HeaeStart objec-

tives and staff needs (both 11.8") were tot3;ranked. Among the

second-ranked criteria, national Head Start objectives (17.6%),

performance standards (14.7), and regional Head Start objectives

(11.8%).were top ranked. Among the third-ranked criteria, amount

of money availal2e (17.6%), performance standards (11.8%), ard.reZ

gional Head Start objectives, staff needs, and part of grants ap-

plication (all 8.8% ) were top-ranked. Aggregating the "Yes" re-

, sponses given across leadh criterion shows that the top three cri-

teria utilized by national providers interviewed to determine their

T/TA activities were national Head -Start objectives, performance

standards, and regional Head Start objectives.

It can be seen that when these providers ranked the criteria,

the order did not change dramatically from the rank order of re-

sponses given when they were asked to indicate whether or not they

' used each criterion listed (Table M6). Although some variations

appeared when respondents were asked to rank importance of Criteria

most of these variations occurred outside of the top three most-., .

frequently mentioned in both questions.

7Z



www.manaraa.com

KthISCHNER ASSOCIATES iNC

National providers were also asked to specify which of thefollowing

types of resources they use to assess T/TA needs and devise the T /TA plan.

The frequency for each type is presented below in Table 0.
c

0

Table M8. Resources Utilized by National Providers for Assessic5-T/TA,

Needs and Devising T/TA,Plan (n .34)

4
Type of Resource

Percent of national g'ioviders

Utilizing Resoces

/

Formal needs assessment tools 55,9

Program Staff evaluation forms 3.4

Program Staff meeting. 41.2

Provider reports (RTO/STO/STATO/OICS)

Other providers, reports 14-.8

Staff evaluation forms 32.4

Staff meetings 38.2

National Office materials/guidance 67.6.

National Office staff (e.g., COTA,
PD&I, etc..) 50.0'

Regional Office materials/guidance 47.1

Regional Office staff (e.g., Community

Representative) 61:8

Other- 17.6
.

Not.Applicable 11.8

Uational Office materials and guidance were mentioned by mos respon-
.

dents (67.6%), followed by Regional Office staff, e.g., the Community

Representative (61.8), formal needs assessment tools (55.9%), and Va-

tional Office staff, e.g., Career Development and Technical Assistance

division, PrograwDevelopment and Innovation, etc. (50.0%). All other

responses fall below the 50.0% mark, of course, variations in the con-

tractual requirements and in Regional Office utilizativpn of specific na-

tional provider'cohsultants account in part for the data distribution.
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3
reS-pondents -ten asked if they prepare a written T/TA+

plan tr work.statement kr_r_iiiir activities. The frequencies of re-

sponse were:

Yes- 64.7%

tlat- Applicable., 11.8%

"''"' -

_About -t-waErhtrAIIaLtlatalatieh-ai1-Peed-Lderi interviewed did prepare a

-14-ritten plan or work statement. ..(The "44it applicable" responses are

. either from ERIC personnel or another provider whose contract had
- -

. _

expired.)

v.'''.

ThQae peoPle-whtz an-s-e.e-reil--"Y-es"--ziet-e. then asked to specify to

whom and how often the-written plan or work statement was submitted.

'Their responses are displayed-in Table M9 below:

/
%.c-

Table M9. Percent of National' Provider's Submitting'Written T/TA Work ---
Plan to Organization or Agency and Frequency of Submissr&h.
(n=34)

.
-Petc

Y
.,

Recipient ---.:Providers

of Written

T/TA Plan

nt of

NalOnal

Submitting
Plan

. .

Frequency of Submission

'

Monthly Quarterly
Semi-

Annually' Annually Other
-

Employer

Policy Advisory
Board

Grantee Board

State T/TA
Grantee

R g nal Office

Ufa ional Office

rt of Grants
Appliication .

.

Part of Contract"
Requirements

'

..

29.4

2:9

5.9

2.9

29.4

35.3
.

5.9

11.8

..

11,8

--

!

2.9

5.9

--

.

--

--

%

--

.

r-

__

--

--

2.9

--
,

--

.........

8.8

--

....

--

11.8

17.6

2.9

__

5.9

2.9

5.9

__

8.8

.9

2.9

11.8

2.9

.

-.

_

2.9

8.8

--

--

'I.

to

t 103
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(Note: Because this question was designed to permit multiRle responses

--fo-r-the-recipient part only, no item totals 64.7%, the number of respon-._

dents answecing "Yes" to the preceding question, which asked if they pre-
_

pare a written T/TA plan or work statement for their activities. The

percentages in the frequency colums are based on the total number of re-

spondents, and in every instanceetotal the percent liited in thi second

coibmn.) Respondents were allowed to give only one frequency; that which

represented the shortest interval.

-,This. table reueals,that/,a, low.number of national providers were re-

quired to submit written T/TA plans or work statements to anyorganiza-

tion or agency. Thp most common recipients of such plans were the Ne

tional Office (35,./3%), the individual's-employer (29.4%), the Regional

Office (29.4%), 4rid other,(11.8%). "Other" included such response as

"National lnStjtutes of Education," "other staff -members in t e pro-

vider organization," Or that the plan was simply made up by% the individual

for himself. The low.number reporting that plans were submitt d to the

National Office ,can be accoOnted for in part by these qUalif.cations: the

responses in' "pert of grants application" -and "part of cont act require-

.ments" do not reveal the possibility that those stipulati

porting ti7.the National Office; and, a few respondents ew that they sub:

mitted a,wrjtten T/TA plan but were not Sure who final

even allowing for these respondents who might have s

f.

ns included re-

fice,",the total percent at maximum
/

same nu fiber who said they did prepare

Regarding frequency of. T /TA plan

./
to e show that, most often, employers

could have been

y got it. However,

cified "National' Of-

no more than 64.7%, the

a written T/ A plan or work statement.

or work statement submission, the

receiv monthly T/TA plans (11.8%),

th Regional Office annual plans (11.80 , an

/pians 1(17:6%):. Under the frequent label

"as necessar)i," "after each site visit,"

of contract}

Overap, while

recipients/ and frequency

the National Office annual

"Others," responses included

before a workshop," and "at end

the majority of r spondenti did write a work plan, 'the

of submissi

104
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4r
The :as with the OCD headquarters cf,ficials, the question Wei>VSRed,

"how effective is the process you Use toAssess the T/TA needS and devise.

your T,/TA plan?" They were given five

good, good, fair/ or Poor."

ssible answers': "exoeIlent,very
.4

/ i

.;

)

Table M10. Effectiveness of T/TA Needs Assessment and Clat:inTrOrocess

(National Providers. n=34: )

Response

Excellent

Very 'Good:

Good

Fair

Poor.s

Not A plicable

Percent of Providers.

20.6

32.4_

26.5

11.8

Nearly/40% gave responses op"the positive side of the scale
. .

(excellent, very good,-go04). No one rated the processes
as "pOor."

ThWdata represents a dramatically difetent perception on this

subject, om,that of the CO headquarters officials who were interviewed
4r:

and wh4 'cended to rate these prOcesses at or near the ")'air" part of the
.

;

Ola, these national provtders 'were queried as to how much improve-
y.

4

ment4They thought was.necetssrY ,in. these
' p*/,,,,) .,,-

o

imprOeinent needed, the,?eSpOnseS Were:
:1/.f / '' ''

:i,,i: s i

/4 . . .
.

Ta15101 Extent 4f fipa'rovement in National Providers' T/TA Needs

Assessthentrid:'Planning Peocesses Jn=34)

processes. On this subject of

sponSe

kfrept.',D'eal

ite a,0it

. 0

A're,
b; ApOicable or'' No Response

81 1.05

Percent

5.9'
11.8 t

47.1
.14.7

8.8

11.7
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Tholse who perceived rather extensive improvements (a great deal/

quite a bit) needed fell below 20% of the totalnurriber of respondents;

those who indicated little or none totalled 23.5%, those who the rela-

tively middle position of "Some" totalled nearly balf the respondents.

This finding also differs considerably from that uncovered when

interviewing OCD headquarters officials. They rated the processes

lower tban the national providers and tended to report that a lot

more improvement was needed than did the providers. Perhaps this

difference in perception can also be explained theoretically in that

.,the providers would be more directly-involved and hence havemore accurate

perceptions. However, it is also true. that they have more to gain than

OCD official's by.reparting on such T/TA activity in the best possible

light.

After having discussedtheir perception on various aspects of

n eeds assessment and T/TA planning processes, these national providers

, were asked to rate the effectivepess of .the coordination, in terms of

. planning fOr T/TA at the local level, between their organization and

each of the these offices: the National Office; the Regial Office;

the State Training Office (or its equivalent);.and the -1"Ocal grantee.

In order to offer a rating for any one of these groups, each respondent

had to be involved in the needs assessment process for T/TA atthat

0

particular level, and this information was_known because'of a previoui
-,

question asked. The answers from that previous 'lugs ion are presented

again here for convenience.

Level of Involvement by National
Providers in T/TA Needs Assessment

and Planning Process

Nitional Level

Regional Level

State Level

Local Leve)

Percen of National Providers
Involved

50.0%

41.2%

17.6% ,.

29,4% .

With these respondents who were involved in t T/TA needs assessment and

planning at any one of these levels, the appr priate _rating question was

then asked. 106
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Before launching the discussion of these'data, another point ,alust

be made. The exact wording of this series of questions was; "How

would you rate.the effectiveness of the coordination between the (appro-

priate office name appears here.-- National Office, Regional.Office,

State Training Office, or Local Grantee) and your Qrganization in terms

of planning for training and technical assistance at the local level?

Would you say it is excellent, very good,good, fair, or poor?" This

question was deliberately worded "in terms of planning for training and

-technical assistance,at the-local level" `(emphasis on local added here)

because of our belief that most planning for T/TA ultimately must affect,

local level Head Start programs, no matter where that T/TA planning

originates. (Note: The number of respondents giving ratings,onthe

coordination effectivenes,s of eke National Office, the State Training

Office, and Local ,Grantee -is one less than the numbel2; of respondents

who indicated they were involved inT/TA,needs assessment And planning

at each of those three'levels. In each:of those' instance, the respon-

dent.answered "Not Applicable" for the coordination' effectiveness

ratings.)

Table M12 shows the percentage of responses rating coordination

effectiveness with each office or agency. Of the 50.0% of national

providers who indicated involvement at the national leVel, 44.1% offered.

a rating (egcluding Don't Know and Not Applicable). Most respondents'

who gave a rating reported the effectiveness of coordinat'ibn between

their organization and the-lational Office "Very Good" (46.7%). In

fact. the positive responses -- excellent: very good, and good --

107
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totaled 80.0% of all ratings given. No one, rated coordination effec-

tiveness with the National Office "Fair," but 20.0% did give the rating

'"Poor."

Table M12. National Providers' Rating of Effectiveness of Coordinatlon
in T/TA Planning at the Local Level Between Their Organization
and the National Office, Regional Office.'Stati Training Office,
and Local Grantee

)4.

Percent of National Providers Rating Effectiveness
of Coordination With Each Office

National

Offica

Regional State Training Local
Office Office Grantee

Excellent 6.6% 7.1% 20,0 % ' 22.2%

Very Good 46.7% 28.6% __

Good 26.7% *35.7% 20l0% 33.3%-

Fa(r ' r- 21.4% - 20.0% 44.4%
. .

Poor 204% 7.1% 40.0%

1.5/34 14/34 5/34- 9/34*
. )

Not Reported 39 20 29 25

Substantially fewer respondents replied in these categories.

All of the 41.2% of national providers who indicated involvement in

the TirA needs assessment and planning process at the regional level rated

the coordination effectiveness between their organization and the Regional

Office. One-third of these respondents said "Good" (35.7%) Tptaling the

group of:positive reSponsq (excellent, very good, good) results in a figure

of 71.4%, slightly lower thah that fo;-,the National Office. The remaining

responses. were "Farr," 21.4%, and "Poor," 7.1%.

Nowsat tha state level, substantially fewer ratings are-found, since

only 17.6% of these providers indicated they were involved in T/TA needs

assessment,rand planning-Processes at this level. It can be seen that, of

.84
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p

the 14.6%.raling coordination effectiveness with the State Training Of-

fice (or its equivalent), 4Q.0% made positive ratings (excellent and
=

.

r

good) and 60.0%dmade negative ratings (fair ,

.
and odor)..

.
1

.- Finally, coordinatio effectiveness 64th the Local Grantee was .

rated by 26.5% of the 29. % who were involved wLth T/TA process at
.that level. Of these, slightly more responde'nts gave positive ratings

a

(55.5) than negative (44.40
:

% Another way to recapitulate these findings is to.compare the per,
. .

centage of respondents making_positive ratings (excellent, very good,
good) aiwut each office of agency. Of those providers kyho did rate.the

coordination Lffectiveness with each offcRe (excluding Don't Know and
Not Applicable), the'followingpercentages

were, positive:

National Office 0.0% (excellent, very good, good)
Regional. Office 71.4% (excellent, very goods, good)

State Office 4a.o% (excellent, ery good, good)
.Local grantee 55.5% (excellent, very good', good)

,
7:While positilve ratings of National and Regional Office coordAatiorq.

effectiveness:are comparable with each other, a sharp decline occurs

for theState Training,-Office
Positjve ratings for, the Local Grantee

fall in between, the high and -low percentages.

b. .Regional,, Level Responses

a.

RegionaLevel respontes on this topic of needs, assessment

and planning, and all other succeeding-topics in this chapter on. .find-
.

i
/ \. ings,'ard discusged first from the viewpoint` of Regional Office (RO)

.
t

4 .
t

personnel amt then from that of regional leuel T/TA providers.

:I

t'

1. Aegiong Office Responses
4

714

These (responses are further divided-ntti6iWo parts4 :4
an aggregated analysis of respdnse; from all 11 regions and

t
an individualized analysis of res*f pontes from each 'of the

seven case -Rudy regions. This format for presenting RO.

responses will be followed throughout this chapter on findings.

109 - .,
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a) Aggregated analysis of gala 11 regions

.#
(See Chapter 11 for an explanation of the selection process for

intervieweeg in the Regional Offices.)

Initially the 64 regional respondents were asked to specify the

criteria by which T/TA needs are determined at the regional level.

Of those who responded, the answers 'given, along with their frequencies,

were these:

_Table M13: Regional Office Criteria for Needs Assessment

Responses Frequency

Local Needs Assessment -10

Community Representative Summaries 8

,National Objectives 5° #0

! Reports of T/TA 4

Analysis of Reports 3

Regional Objectives 2

Other ' 18

(n = 64, not'all of whom answered; also multiple
answers were allowed)

Among the responses in the "other" category the most frequently

mentioned criteria were previous monitoring ,reports, previous'T /TA

prOjects, and locaVself-evaluation assessments. Additional criteria.

listed by only one respondent each included State needs assessments,

regiopalcdeficiencies, fiscal reports and audit results, State'plan--

ning group recommendations, RTO suggestions, and intuition.

r

r,
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As a follow-up question, the interviewees were asked to name the

participants In the determination of T/TA needs at the regional level.

Those persons listed include:

Table M14. Regional Office Participants in Needs Assessment

Responses Frequency

OCD Director 33PREP. Specialist'- 28
A v

RO Specialists 27

ARD 26

RTO/sTO 8

Providers 4

Program Specialists (e.g., component coordinator) 4

Grants Manager
3

eonsultarhs
3

(n = 64, not all of whom answered; also, multiple
answers were allowed)

Persons listed-less than three times included State Director,

State Head Start Association, Program staff, parents, community per-

sons, CAP Director, and tribal represerktatives.

The OCD Director, PR &R SpeCialists, RO Specialists, and ARD clearly

were perceived to have themost directand integral involvement in as-

sessing T/TA needs. Any others'discussed at all received considerably

fewer mentions.

37
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The regional interviewees were then asked to change their focus

and explain the criteria on which they think local T/TA needs are de-

termined at the local level. The responses given, along with their

frequencies, were as follows:

Table M15. Local Criteria far' Needs.ASsessment

Responses

National Objectives

Community Needs Assessment

RegiOilall Objectives

Other

(n = 64, many of whom did not answer)

Frequency .

Several respondents made the distinction between

assessment on the one hand and program or individual

on the other. Program or individual needs assessment

several respondents under the "Other" category. Also

the "Other" category were: Performance Standards, e

of compliance status on a component-by-component basi

and lastly, informal assessments.

AMC

4

88

.112.

5

1

7

/

.ommunity needs

eeds assessment

was listed by

mentioned in

., summaries

self-assessments;
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Again, by way of follow-up, regional st ff were asked to name

those they.thinklare participants in the de ermination of local T /TA

, needs. Pertons most frequently mentioned ere:

Table M16. Local Participantsin Needs 4 sessment

Responses

Program Director

Program Specialist

Program Staff

Parents

CAP Director

Community Person

Policy Council

Frequency

14

14

8

7

5

4

3

(n =*64, many of whom did not answer; also
multiple answers were allowed)

Also mentioned were, RTO/STO Community Representative4 Regional Office

T/TA.Committee, and tribal representatives.

After discussing the process and participants involved in deter;

mining T/TA needs at the regional and local levels, the respondents

were asked to rate the overall effectiveness of the process at both

levels. The resul ts of this rating were:

Table M17. Effectiveness of Needs Assessment Process: Regional Office
Responses

Level

Effectiveness of T/TA Needs Assessment PrOcess

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor I Total

Regional 8 18 9 6 2 43

Local , 4 20 9 ''.' 5 1
..-

1 39

(n = 64, not all of whom responded)

q,
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This table 5how approximately 81% of the regional staff who

answered ranker}-.d effectiveness of the needs assessment process

at the regional level as "Excellerit," "Very Good," or "Good": only

19% rated the process at "Fair" or "Poor" levels. Rankings of the

pr9cess effectiveness at the 1oCal level resulted in 84% of the re-

sponses in the "Excellent," "Very Good, or "Good" categories; only

16% of the regional respondents rated the local needs assessment

process at "Fair" or "Poor" levels.

These percentages, even though based on a different number of

total respondents at each level, reveal a strong consensus of opinion

about the process'effectiveness. It should4 be noted that respon-

dents generally either rated the regiOnal aAd local level effec-

tiveness in the same category (e.g., "Very Good") or two categories

close together on the scale (E.g., "Very Good" and "Good").

Just as the eespondents at the national level were asked to

discuss how identified needs were prioritized and incorporated into
a planning process, so too were the..regional office interviewees

given 6imiAar questions. First, .they were asked to explain the

process for setting prioiities among identified needs at the regional

level. Two bases for prioritizing needs were most frequently named: rank

order they are the performance standards and the national objectiv

The regional respondents indicated that performance standards
4

requirements are compared against local program performance. Those

needs most commonly shared amorig the local programs eceive the
c

greatest attention in the T/TA planning process. The national

objectives cover morethan just the performance standards and were

mentioned less frequently.. But the process for prioritizing the

needs is similar in that areas Of weakness or deficiency are iden-

tified to receive the concentrated T/TA effort. In general, the

process for setting-p-eidatiec'eriiongEheieed;itther=egional level

involves balancing out the common needs of local programs with the

regional offices' caPaility.to meet those needs. Other processes
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for prioritizing T/TA needs mentioned included use of prioritizing

reports, analysis of community representative summaries and T/TA

reports.

Once more, the regional interviewees were asked-to change, theilr,

focus to the local level and explain the process for setting

priorities among identified needs. By far the most frequently

mentioned process was the use of performance standards to determine

program component areas in greatest need of improvement. These

component weaknesses are revealed in a variety of ways: self-
,

.assessments, monitoring reports, and provider reports and recom-.

mendations. Other responses' included use of nationa and regional

objectives, current crises and local pressure.

Finally, after having discussed in detail how T/TA needs were

assessed and.prioritized'at both the regional and local levels; the

idterviewe

()

s were asked about subsequent T/TA plan development.

Among all he responses gathered at the Regional Offices, a.ratKer
.

onsistent pattern emerged n the suBject\of planning for T/TA at

the regional level. The res of these findings are priented

schematically "in Exhibit.X.) What this exhibit shows is a uniformity

among regions in the way they plan for T/TA

All regions responded in one way or another that they take

into account national objectives, regional priorities, state and,

local needs when devising their T/TA plan. Further they rather

regularly cited other factors, such as gaps in compliance with the

performance standards or special thrusts such as the hendicapped

policy, as being critical, considerationg. when developing T/TA plans.

Some also mentioned Plat, whensetting up their T/TA plans, they

weigh input (be it informal or fiormal) -from current T/TA providers,

such as information gathered through monitoring.

Such uniformity from one region to the next with regrd to T/TA

planning seems explainable in large part by the annual T/TA.guidance

issued by OCD Headquarters.' This issuance each year seems to
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streamline, from the point OT view of the National dffice at least,

the I /TA plans prepared by each region.
wa

Also evident when all regional responses are aggregated is that.

basically the same staff are involved in T/TA planning,_i.e., OCD

Directors (the RPD1, the PR&R Specialists, Us. and/or the Super-

visory Community Representatives, other Specialists as appropriate,

and the grants management officials. This pattern does have

variations from one region to another but overall this grouping

regularly seems to have ongoing and primary responsibility for T/TA
.

planning. Sometimes they are organtz1ed via task forces or committees.

Frequently they are aided by input from associations of Head Star1

Directors or parents.

By way of summarizing the data on criteria schematically, in

addition to Exhibit X, Table M18 has been drawn up for die conven-.

fence of the reader:

Table i18:. Overview
.>
of Regional Office Criteria Utilized in T/TA

Needs Assessment, Prioritizing, and Planning at Regional
and Local Levels (n=610

Crter,a
Level

Wemt4Gred or -eSDO,Oe

NEEDS ASSESSwENT NEEDS PalpilfIZIAG T/wA cLaNNINs

ae5.0nal Local Itegonal Local aevosal 1.0tal

I :OjeCt,yeS .

NatJenal x x x x x

aeg.onal

2 COS Cudel..es

x x x x

x

3 Needs Issessnerts

Local

Keeds Assess'ent x
.

x

Oefcefsc,es X

Self.eNaluaCon x

Conmo.tv Needs.
State Needs x

x .
.

x

atvonax def.cences x x x

l.. Perforynce Standards x x x x x

5 Xeyorts .

04,i(Or.n1 reports ' X X X

:It Sy,r4f.ti X 1

T/TX Prov.ders Past) x x X

Ta. P.0.4e, Present

XrdiSts of !eoor.s
x.scal reoor.s

X

s x

x

X X

x

X X

5 Oter.

Cr Os x

Socal oressee
S(.4,1. 4, .,,JS!S

rx."4,1.eee;o1

.

(

.

92.
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This table displays in an integrated overview the discrete items

discussed over the past several pages. It shows schematically the im-

portance of various criteria used in needs assessing and prioritizing

and T/TA planning on the regional and local levels. It can be seen

that, according to respondents, national objectives are considered

criteria on all but thi local T/TA planning Level, while performance

standards are indicated for everything but regional needs assessment.

(Performance standards are, however, a FY 74 national objective

and surely are involved, indirectly at least, in regional needs

assessment processes, so it is not precise to think they do not play

a role in those processes). Anothercriterion frequently mentioned by
respondents is current T/TA provider reports, which all respondents
cited as applicable in every area except local T/TA planning.

After discussing the.processes for assessing and prioritizing

needs and devising T/TA plans accordingly, the respondents were.. asked

to rate the everall effectiveness of th'ese processes at the regional

and focal levels. The results of this rating%were:

Table MI9. Effectiveness of T/TA-Planning Process: Regional Office
Responses

Level'

Overall.gffectiveness of T/TA Planning Processes
,

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Total

.

Regional

.,

2 '12 10 3 2 29

$
Local

,

13

.

23

(n = 64, many of whomudid not respond)

Of the regional 'staff who responded, 83% franked the effectiveness of the

T/TA planning process at the regional 'level as "Excellent," "Very Good,"

or "Good" and the remaining 17% ranked the proces at "Fair" or "Poor."4
Effectiveness at the local level was regarded by 87% of the regional

respondents to be "Very Good," or "Good," with only 13% of

the respondents ranking the local process effectiveness as "Fair" (none

ranked it "Poor"). These percentages again reveal marked consensus about

the effectiveness of T/TA planning at the regional and local levels,

118
93



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCi-iNeR ASSOCIAtES INC

Next regional staff- interviewed were requested to rate the

overall effect:Fvenes5 of the cOordinition-between Headquarters and

Regional Offices and between Regi-dnal Offices and local programs

in relation to needs assessment and planning processes. The

re-spits of this rating were:

Table M20. Effectiveness' of 'T/TA Planning Coordination:

Offie Responses

Levels

HQ-R0

11-LP

Effctiveness of Cool-

Excellent
,

Very Good Good

aional

Fa i r. Poor

4

2 4

-,4.

14 4

respond;(n = 64, many of whom did not

6

Total

21

25

The table.shows that 38g of the respondents to this questiOn rated

the coordination. laetween Headquarters and the Regional Office as "Very

Good" or "Good" (norespondent answered "Excellett"); 62% rated the coor-
,

dinatlon either "Fair" or "Poor." In judging the'coordination between
.

the Regional Office and local programs; Eig%olf the.regival respondents,-

gave'responses of'"Excellent," "Very Good,," or ".Good." Only 20% rated

the coordinatiordas "Fair" or "Poor.'' Obvio6sly,:there is a marked dif-

ference of opinion about 14Q-ROlcoorainat1 on.d.f.fectiveness as compared

to RO-local promm coordinationeffectiveness. The responses imply. two

things. One, that improvements are needed in the coordinativeprocesses'

between.Meadquarters and Regional Offices, and two, that Regiona) Cyfice

personnel .generally perceive theircoordination efforts with local pro-

gramsih a positive light. On this latter issue, it mutt be recognlzed

that the.respaindents have probable bias in answering this question (as

well as in othecs). The 'fact.that they perceive their efforts so fa-

orably dies not invalidate the%d;ata: it simply means that the existence

of possibll bias must be kept-m4 ,:mtnd in interprettng the data.
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Regiona) Office staff were asked wh t improvements they court

suggest to improve the toprdination bet HQ-RO in regard to the.

needs assessment and planning prOcess. T eir.responses were directed

almost exclusively 'td ways Headquarters /c uld improve:

Table M21. Improvements in Headquarter. e ional Office Planning
Coordination

Responses Frequency

Provided more specific guidance, assist nce
and information about policies and
activities 3

Implement a systematic process for HQ-RO
'joint planning to permit RO input;
review, and comment, . 3

Froddce tools needed '(e.g., needs assessment) 2

Issue the T/TA planning gaidance earlier 2

Eliminate unnecessary' requirements (e.g.;
elaborate T/TA Plans) 2

Be more responsive to RO differences,
capabilities, and needs 2-

Institute proper planning 1

Have COTA staff involved in policy and
planning meetings,

/ 1

Centrallze and reduce HQ staff dealing'
with'T/TA activities

1

Increase RD staff, . 1

(n = 64, many of whom did not answer)

These_ suggested improvements coverHeadquarters organization, plan-

ning activities, management and delivery of training.and technical

assistance, timing, and attitudes toward the Regional OffiCes%
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. ,--

Then suggestions were elicited for iMproving,coordinaelon bestween
.

.. .
.

the Regional Office and local- programs in regard to...tbKpeedt- 6ssessm.''
:--.

ment and plannihg processe The relponses,fSr.-improWing these

processes were:
%I

. .

Table M22. Improvements in li.egional Office/Local Participants Planning

Coordination (Regional Office Responses)
1st

Responses

Improve structure and coordinatioh in'
RO (i.e.,,involve more staff; have

-planning meetings, etc.)

increase staff in RO

Give better guidance to local progi'ams in
planning, etc.

Give Community Representatives more-time -to
-supply local program T/TA needs to -.R0'

Incorporate lcical program Self-assessment',"
neeis'into regional T/TA plan

Improve management of providers (e.g.,
through more on-site visits)

Have,access to' field- tested instruMents
(e.g.', needs .assessment)

Get HQ policies and guidance earlie? 1 .

'Reduce requirements imposed by HQ which -.

limit RO capability to be more involved
with local' programs

Reduce fighting at local, level over p.rogram
control

3

2

(n 64, many of whom did not answer)

It is apparent from These responses and their frequencies that the

majority of suggestions relate to regional office organization, pro:

cess, and manpower levels, as opposed.to either HeadqUarters'or local

program conditions,
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Finally, by way of getting, another indication of the coordiha-

tion between the .re*ional and local levels in regard to T/TA.planning',

respondents were asked whether local programs receive a copy of the

Regional Office T/TA Plan. Of the 23 RO staff members'who responded

to this.quest.06 eight indicated that local programs did receive a

copy of.WeRO T/TA plan, 13 said they did-not, and two indicated they

did hot know.

.

.1440
Alv

6dividualized analysis of each pf seven case study regions

1ft
Presented in this section is an analysis of theme lietive respo'nses "1\4

erviewed in each "case study" Regional. Office on the
of the persorL

; subject of T/TA news assessment, and planning. (See Chaptee.41.for an

explanation about the selection.of the "case studies.")

$A4

NEW YORK (I1) 4

In this region the statement. of National Head Start Objectives

appears to playa pivotai'rdle.'in the process of T/TA planning:

The. Regional T/TA Committee tends to help local programs evaluate

theiropTA in the light o these nationally set prioi.ities as well

as thg Regional T/TA plan. On these-dimensions,the Regional Office

sand theliegional Training Offices OU'Os1 provide definitive /eadersftip

.. for T/TA activities throughout the Region.
. -

The degree of effectiveness of coordination of efforts between

Headquarters and the Regional.,Office inrefatim to T/TA'planning

was rated as "Fair" by the Regional Office onsthe five point stele.

of Excellent/Very Good /Good /Fair /Poor), In contrast, tae.coordina-

tion between the Regional Office (including the Regional Training

Office). and local "programs was rated as "Good, " In fact, the

Regional Tfaining 'Office is regarded as a key link in identifying

resources to meet local program T/TA needs.

a- ,

t.
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PlilLADELBHJA (Ill)

T/TA needs at the regional, level are based on the aggregated

local needs assessment and:the'analysis of compliance by local

granteest with,the performance standards conducted by the State

Training Office (STO), the Community Representative (CR1.and the

PRP

'At the Atal level, Region 111 developed a self-assessment
a

instrument by which local programs help 'determine their own needs,

Also; there is community needs assessment, The program staff are

involved in T/TA needs assessment at the local level.

At the regional level'in Regibn [11, the process for setting

priorities of needs is' based on pefformance standards, it is

basically a balancing out of the broadest needs with the capability

present to meet those Reeds.(

Ho data was given singling out the process for setting

priorities of needs at the local level.

The effectiveness_of the T/TA needs assessment process at the ,
4

regional level was rated as "Very.Good" to "Good," with the comment,

'that this rating would be higher if it weren't for the manpower

constfaints and;if there was better consumer input,

The eTfdttiveness of the T/TA needs assessment process at the

'local revel was, rated as "Very Good" to "Good,"

Several means are employed in Region 1411 to incorporate the

results of T/TA needs assessment into sound programming. Local

programs develop annual training-plans, The PR &R then gets feed-

, back and information regarding these from the STO and plans

accordingly. The CAs review these plans with .01e. Regional 'Office

'specialists, and providerS:44ut is solicited to design final

training and technical assistance programs,

1'
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The degree to which T /TA'plans aad services-match she,actual

needs at the regional level was judgpd to be 'Very Good," and at the

local level it was rated as 'Good."

4 There is a difference in the rating of the effectiveness of

coordination between HQ-RO-by the respondents in Reg ion' Ili, One

respondeot sawit as being "Very Good" but the majority ratcd_ it

as "Fair" to "Poor" due to time constraints imposed by HQ.

However, all respondents saw the RO-LP coordination as "Very

Good," and credited the STOs for keeptg regular contact with local

jorograms
regarding T/TA.

A comment was made iridicating that cooperatioA betweenHQ-R0
would improve if Headquarters would ptoduce the tools necessary in

regard to needs assessment.

Data indicates that local programs do not receive a copy of

the Regional Office,T/TA plan, bot that STOs do and they may share

it with local programs.

ATLANTA (IV)

n general, the T/TA Committee operattve in this Regional

Office performs a pivotal role in the linkage of National and

Regional Objectives with local needs assessment data and other in-

formation for pdrposes of T/TA planning. Some sources of infor-

mation relevant to-the entire T/TA needs assessment and planning

process are as follows:
4

Analysis of like] program needs assessment data.

Analysis of various reports from STOs, LDPs;State.

Associations, etc,

Informal and periodic feedback on T/TA activities at

the local level,

Regional Objectives and T/TA
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qational Objectives, Mandates, and Policies,

Reports of T/TA providers,

Reports from Community Representatives.

The effectiveness.of the T/TA needs assessment and planning

process was rated by regional personnel as varying Widely;-inter-

view respOnses'regarding this effectiveness were given as "Excellent,"

"Very Good," "Goods" and 'Poor.;' lt appeared that interviewees

were giving their responses on the basis of individual familiarity

with specific T/TA projects as contrasted with an overall perception

of the totality of the T/TA needs assessment and planning process

in the Regional Office.

1.71 consideration of the degree to which T/TA plans and sub-
.

sequent service do actually meet local needs, the regional staff

rated the effectiveness of the planning process at levels of "Good,"

"Fair," and "Poor." Of significance to this issue is the fact that

Region IV has reported extreme delays in receiving CDTA guidance for

constructing their T/TA plans for the past two years (FY '74 and

FY '75).

The overall effectiveness of the coordination.between HQ and

the Regional Office regarding T/TA planning was rated by RO staff

in the categories of "Good," "Fair," and "Poor," The Regional

Office staff saw needed improvements,to be additional manpower- -

particularly at the RO level, and the development of an ongoing'

system of clearly defined roles and responsibilities for input,

comment, and review in this communication/coordination process aimed

at effecting sound T/TA planning between the two levels.

Likewise, the effectiveness of the coordination between tfie-

Regional Office and local programs was rated as "Good" to "Poor,"'

Specific improverrients needed as perceived by regional staff were:

4
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I
More manpower--agaih particularly at the regional level.

rMore assistance needs to be given to local programs in ,

their planning process.

CR needs more time to supply the Regional Office with

information on local T/TA needs.

Regional Project Officers need to be more involved in

on-site activiti5s.

There was some belief that all local programs did not receive

a copy of the Regional Office T/TA plan; there was divided opinion

of regional staff as to the opportunity for local programs to

comment on or review a draft of the Regional Office T/TA plan before

its final form.

CHICAGO (V).

Data in Region V shows a variety Of bases on which T/TA needs --

are determined at the regional level. State needs assessments are

used, as tell as analysis of fiscal, reports, previous monitoring -

reports, the CR summaries, the amount and complexity of problems

needing attention, and finally, what T/TA money was spent on last.

The OCD Director, RO Specialists and PR &R Specialist are.all in-

volved in the determination of eeds at the regional level.

On the local level, community and individual program needs in

relation to performance standards are used by a steering committee

made up of Head Start program directors, staff, paredts, community

leaders and executive directors of the CAP program to determine what

the local T/TA needs.are.

Data from Region V shows that in the past, states have priori-
,

tized T/TA needs and passed these to thetRegionall.Office. The RO

did not set priortties of T/TA needs as much as they looked at

trends to see which areas of deeds were most predomin'ant, They

looked at the most probable cause of problems ,that the.needs.assess-

ment reflects, Regional Office found approaches-fell out into

123
101



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC

1) management or 2) content skill oriented (e.g., staff didn't have

training).

Scant data from Region V does not describe the process for
I .

setting priorities among needs at the local level. The only response

was that on the local level they "prioritize needs."

The effectivenesi of T/TA needs assessment process was rated

"Very Good" to "Excellent" on the regional levee] with the comment

that it was limited by amount of available manpowerband by, the fact

the assessment tool available was too complex because it included

items over and above performance standards.

The local level needs assessment process was rated as "Excellent"

although data .gas limited.

Results of T/TA needs assessment from state and local grantees

are analysed by the Regional Office 'and approaches to meet the

problems aye develpped and incorporated into a regional plan for

T/TA. The peop4e involved with this at the regional level are the

OCD Director (RPD),.the RO Specialist and the PUR Specialist,

On the local level, the planning process for incorporating

T/TA needs_into sound programming is done by a Compliance Steering

Committee made up of program staff, directors, parents who develop

an improvement plan and have the Regional Office verify it,

Scant data is given rating the effectiveness-of T/TA planning

matching aetuai needs, but those responding gave a 'Fair" rating

on the national level, a "Very Good" rating on the regional level,

and a'"Good" rating on the local level.

A "Fair" rating was given to the coordination between Head-

quarters and Regional Office in relation to needs assessment and

planning processes, On the RO-LP level,, the effectiveness of this

coordination was rated as "Excellent."
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Vario0 suggestions to improve coordination between HQ and
RO included simplifying the present cumbersome T/TA planning process,

greater sensitivity of WQ to regional needs as they go through

planning process, and clarifying information coming from HQ to RD
regarding T/TA activities.

No suggestions were made for improving the "Excellent" RO-LP
coordination.

Local programs in Region V do not receive a copy of the Regional

Office T/TA plan, although state organizations do, and local programs I
have access to them in this way. /,

DALLAS (VI)

The basis for determination of T/TA needs at the regional level
include local needs assessments, analysis of regional reports, the

Community Representative's reports, reports of the T/TA providers,

the national Head Start objectives, the regional Head Start oEjec-

tives, and sug§estionS from the RTO and the state planning group.

The people most heavily involved.in the determination of T/TA
needs at the regional level are the Community Representatives and

the PR&R Specialist.:Other people also involved are the ARD, the

OCD Director (RPD), the RO Specialists, the grants manager and the
providers.

T/TA needs at the local level are assessed according to community

needs assessment, national objectives, regional objectives, local

programs' seTf=e-ssessments-and iiei-formance standards.

The people involved in determining T/TA needs at the local

level were 'understandably those people most closely connected to
the programs--the program director, the program specialists, the

program staff, the parents and the policy council which is made up

primarily of parents.
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Priirilies at the regional level are set according{ to performance

standards,-natiqbal.And regional objectives,.and reflect priorities

which come from the roc.o.
*
programs themselves. The priorities

of needs are then sy.ntbesi'Aii-at the Regional Office.

On the local level, priorities of T /TrA needs are set according

to where things are weakest in relation to performance standards.

The plan is then worked on by the State Advisory Committee, with

the guidance and counsel of the CR and RTO. Efforts are made to

assemble the areas of greatest needs by the greatest num6ers, and then

to formulate a common plan in which these needs can best be met.

The people at the regional revel involved in the final synthesis

of a uniform T/TA package are those involved in Field Operations,

the Planning Department and the grants manager.

Responses from Region VI indicate that T/TA planning effectiveness

at the regional, and local level is rated as "Very Good" on a scale of

Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor.

On a scale of Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor, the effec-

tiveness of coordination between HQ and RO in relation to needs

assessment and planning processes was rated lower than that between

RO and the local programs. The latter received ratings of "Excellent"

and "Very Good", while HQ-RO was rated as "Very Good" to "Fair."

RO staff suggested a lack of understanding exists between Headquarters

and the Regional Office, due to the fact that Headquarters CDTA

staff does not have the opportunity to sit in on planning and

.policy meetings and therefore often does not understand completely

all factors involved in planning for T/TA indigenous to the region.

More communication and a greater effort by HQ to listen to

_differences and capabilities on the Regional Office level was suggested

as a method to increase cooperation in regard to the needs assess-

ment and planning-process.
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Since coordination and cooperation between the Regional Office
and local programs was perceived to be "Very Good" to "Excellent"
in 'relation to the needs assessment and planning Orocess, no improve-
ments were suggested.

Of those respondents who answered the question of whether or not
local programs received a copy of the Regional Office T/TA plan, one
said 'Yes" and one said "No.."

SEATTLE (X)

On the regional le'vel in Region X, needs are determined throughself-assessmA by the grantees and on -site visits of the CR in which
compliance to performance standards are reviewed. STATOs then developwork plans which are funneled to and finalized by the PUR Specialist.

On the local level, the program director, prograt specialist,
staff and parents do a compliance

summary and thus identify their
program needs to the STATO, who then pass tKem on to the RegionalOffice.

At the regional and local level, the process for setting priorities
among needs is tha'same. A tally of all the needs is made and thenjudged against compliance with performance standards. From this,4 priorities are set.

The T/TA needs
assessment process in Region X was rated as "Very

Good" on both the regional aid local level. The self-assessment aythe grantees was credited vith helping the process a great deal.
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The PRER Specialist in Region X combines the state plans sub-
,

,mitted by the STATOs and develops a final program plan on the regional

level.

On the local level, the Career Development Committee meets

together and hammers out local needs in order to devise their program

plan, which they pass on to'the STATO.

The degree to which T/TA plans and services match the 'actual

needs on the regional level was given a "Very Good" rating, and on

the local level was given a."Very Good" to "Good" rating.,

There is a difference of opinion as to the effectiveness of the

coordination between Headquarters and the Regional Office in relation

to needs assessment and planning processes. Most respondents gave

this only a "Fair" to "Poor" rating, with the-exception of one

respondent who judged it to be "Very Good."

On the RO-LP level, there was a general consensus in Region k

that the coordination was "Good,"

There is a feeling in Region X that the activities that go on

between HQ and RO in relation to needs assessment and planning pro-
.

cesses are academic exercises and paper plannrng. RO feels it needs

more time to do-the planning that is required of them, and suggested

a one day meeting involving all regional T/TA personnel to discuss

national T/TA policy implementation instead of receiving it In the

mail from OCD Headquarters.

The numbers and structure involved in the RO-LP relationship

are reported as cumbersome. It was suggested that the needs of local

programs, as listed in their self-assessments, be incorporated into

the Regional T/TA plan and that this would facili tate and encourage

greater cooperation between the Regional Office and local programs,

In Region X, data indicates that local programs do not receive

a copy of the Regional Office T/TA plan,
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.(
INDIAN AND MIGRANT PROGRAM.DIVESION (IMPD1

In the IMPD, T/TA needs are determined by an analysis of reports

from the field rating all grantees by means of summaries from

Community Representatives, by T/TA provider reports,and by looking

at the quantified areas Of deficiencies.

On the regional levels, the people involved in the needs deter-

minaaon were 'the OCD Director, the CR to a great extent, the RO

Specialists:and the various T/TA providers.

-On the local level, T/TA needs are determined according to tRe

local community's own needs assessment. The people involved at this

level are the program staff, parents and tribal representatives.

At the regional IMPD level, priorities are set by matching the

performance standard requirements against the program's actual'per-

formance, and determining from this the areas of greatest needs,

National objectives are also taken into account,

At the local level, priorities are set in a wider variety of

ways. Performance standards are important; however some priority

of needs are set because of local pressure and current crisis,

At the regional IMPD level, the effectiveness of-the T/TA

assessment process was rated a$ "Very Good" for the most part, with

a small percentage seeing it as. only "Fair" on a scale of Excellent/

Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor.

On the local level, the rating was more evenly distrlauted on

this scale, with the same number of respondents rating the process as

."Very Good," "Good," and "Fair,"

On the regional level, tha providers themselves are. very power-

ful--they are involved In their own pre-review and monitoring processes,

The CR.and providers scale and judge the individual programs) and are

the people responsihle for incorporating the results of T/TA needs

assessment into sound programming,

,"0
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On .the local the T/TA plan is developed based on Eden"-

aficatton of needs, the plan is submitted to the T/TA provider, .the

provides then takes all the plans suhmitted.from his area and develops

his o4n. plan. Some providers then choose to distribute the money

'evenly, while others distribute money according to the plans submitted
"s

by the programs.

The'kogram director and staff, as well as the providers, are

involved at the local level.

OverAll, the effectivedess of'T/TA planning.was rated highly at

both the regional and local levels on a scale that included Excellent/

Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor.

There is a wide range oftopiniOn as to how good the coordination

is between HQ and IMPD, with a generalized feeling it is "Good," but

some respondents seeing it as "Fair" to "Poor," ,

On the IMPD-LP level, the rating of coordination is better,

with all respondents seeing this relationship as "Very Good" or

"Good," depending on the effectiveness of the Community Representative,

-There is a feeling that if there was moe communication, more

effort to let the Regional Office know whatpolicies are being developed,

coordination between HQ and WO would be improved.

On the IMPD-LP level, an increase in staffing which would reduce

the grantee/staff ratio and take the load off dependence on one or

two'peoplp Would be an improvement. -increased staffing and increased

communication seem to be the biggest factors needed to encourage

greater Cooperation on all levels.

2. Regional Provider Responses
e

These responses are also further divided into two parts:

group one, 42 respondents from the (generally) most experienced a

RTO /STO /STATO /OtCS Fretwork staff across the country, and group

two, 77 respondents from a variety of providers: HSST/CDA, LOP,

RTO/STO/STATO/OICS, and state multi-state, or region-wide organizations,

all of whom were chosen because they serve the local programs selected
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in our sample .for on-site intsrv.iews. This format for, presenting .si

regional provider responses wit.' be followed th 'roughout this chapter

on findings.

a) Group One: RTO/STO/STATO/OICS network responses.
(aggi-egated across all 11 regions).

Presented in this section is an analysis of the responses re-

ceived from RTO/STO network personnel' on the subject of needs assess-

ment and T/TA planning. (See Chapter II fot: a detailed explanation

cn the selection process for these individuals.)

Initially, this group of respondents were asked how much tmprove-

ment they believed necessary in processes, for T/TA needs assessment

and planning. They were given five choices: a great deal, quite a

bit, some, a little, or none. Results of this, questioning regarding

improvement in T/TA needs assessment and planning were as follows':

Table M23. Improvement Needed in T/TA Needs Assessment/Planning

RTCYSTO/STATO/OICS'Responses (n=42)

Response Categories 1

-
. e

Number of Responses Percent of Total

A gr'eat deal 13 31%

Quite a bit. 13 -31% i

Some 13
,

, -31%
.

Little 2 *5%

Nona 0 0

Don't know 1 .2%

'Apparently 93% of the respondents felt that a discernible need for

improvement exists. The differentiation among respondents regarding

the extent of the problem is not as arresting as the fact that few,

people felt that the need was insignificant, and no one felt that no

improvement was required. Reactkps Regarding the degree of need were
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mixed within most regions, except Region VIII, in which all respondents

indicated that "a great deal" of improvement was in order. .In Region

IV, seven out of eight respondents indicated substantial need (by check-

ing "a great deal" or "quite a bit"); in Region VI all' checked "quite

a bit" except one respondent; and in Region VII, all checked "some'

except one respondent, who checked_ "quitea bit."

Next, suggestions we.msolicited on ways to improve processes for

needs assessment and planning. These covered a wide range of ideas.

The'more frequently mentioned ones are listed below along with the num-

ber of times they were mentioned.

Table M24. Suggested Improvements in T/TA Needs Assessment /Planning

RTO/STO/STATO/OICS Responses
dfa

Responses

Provide additional staff

Retain current staff foil longer periods
of time (e.g:, prevent high turnover
rate by increasing salary level)

Develop more and better tools

Train staff in use of techniques

Allow more time in schedule for perfpfming
these tasks

Frequency

5

5

4

4

3

(n = 42, not,all of whom'answeredY

Additional suggestions, each mentioned only once, 'were also given.

Theie included:

improve community involvement in such processes

provide more dollars to pay' for such processes

allow RTO/STOs to spend more time on-site helping with

follow -up to initial needs assessments

encourage local grantees to regularly use more planning

processes
135
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urge grantees to incorporate'T/Tlanning Into their overall
4 .:-.

program planning

- hire better Head Start program directors

- allow Head Start local program directors to practice with

and become more proficient at the use of planning processes,

Overall, thA suggestions most frequently offered are those

relating to staff. Half the responses given recommendedlfloiading

the expertise of the current staff, retaining current staff for longer

periods'of time, or adding more staff--all in order to improve

capability for assessing needs and planning for T/TA,

The respondents then were asked about their own practices regard-

ing the prepa'ration of a T/TA plan. Virtually all. (93%) the RTO/STOs

interviewed prepare an annual T/TA plan. Similarly, 93% submit a yearly

T/TA plan to the Regional Office.;

All RTO/STOs except one reported that they coordinate their T/TA

activities with the Regional Office. The'persons with whom they coor-

.dinated were reported as follows:

rn

-"S

Table M25'. Regional Office Coordinator for RTO/STO/STATO/OICS

Person
Frequency

PR&R Specialist 27

CR 36

RTOs 2

Program (Field) Operations 5

Other 22

TOTAL 93

(n ,= 42, but multiple answers were allowed)
$

fr
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The ` "Other" persons.mentiohed and number of .times mentioned

were: .

ti

Person Freq uency

Team Leader

Program Manager

6

44'5 .

Supervisir of Commuolity Representatives 2
,

Assistant Regional Program.Director 2

OCD Director (RPD)

Division DIrector
1

Handicapped Specialist
1

PI Specialist
1

Management Specialist ,

Program Representative
1

TOTAL . 22

These RTO/STO respondents were ,caked if there were any changes

they could suggest to improve their relationship with the Regional

Office. 'Of the '26 who expressed some ideas on the subject about one- -

half indicated an interest in impf-ovpg-cOmmunications. Fpur re-
.

japondents(indicated a need for_more commuhications six indicated a
%

need for change-,in the mode of communication, and four indicateda

need'for "other" improvemgts.
-

,

Next the RTO/STO 'respondents were asked to suggest any changes

' -. to improve their employer relationships (i.e., with the university,
. ,

agency or:private firm involved). ;'$ignificantly, 'very few suggeitiong

v ,made here touched on the need for improved communication, in contrast

to the clear pattern of RTQ /STOs eallingfor better communications with

the Regional Off ices. Between RTOISTO /STATO /OICS respondents and their

employers the need for better communication did not appear to'be a matter

,.of great cOncerri.
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this category of respondents was also asked about lateral:com-

munication betweedIand a g,themselves. For example, inquiry was
made about whether or not here were meetings for all RTO/STO/STATO/

OICS staff in their region for purposes of exchanging ideas and imfor-
mation. Eighty-seven percent of tA respondents indicated that there

were such meetings for the exchange of ideas and informat -ipn.

In order to probe the degree of articulation by the Regional

Office to members of the RTO/STO network on expectations for their

job performance (which would impacI on spetific,asAects of the l;

, job,A.Cluding those related to needs assessment and planning for
. .

.

T4
T/TA), a question was asked about whether or no ists of specific

job,objectiveg'were supplied by the Regional Office to RTO/STO of-
ficials. The vase majority of respondentsindichted that the Regional

i

4

Office did provide'them with a list of objectives related 'oo their

role, as can be seen in this table of responses:

Table M26. 'Availability of Regional Office Objectives to RTO/STO/STATO
STATO/OICS (n=42)

Region

Number of Responses Percent of. Responses

Positive Negative Positive -Negative

II 2 a 0 100 --

1.11
, 5 0 100 --IV,,
7

.

1 87 13

V- 5 1 83 17 '

VI 5 0 100
. .

VII ' 3 . 1 75 25

VI I I 1 2 t.

33 66

IX 2 1 66 33

X 23 1 66 33
IMP() 3 0 , , 100

,

TOTAL 35 's 83 17
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A follow-up question was posed on whether or not the direct

employers 9f the RTO/STO network staff also supplied specific job

objectives. In contrast to the pattern of affirmative responses re

garding regional objectives, training officers were much more divided

in their responses when queried whether their direct employers provided

them with a list of objectives. Only a minority, 43%, responded af-

firmatively to that question, as can be seen in this table of responses:

Table M27. Availability of Employer Objectives to RTO/STQ/STATO/OICS
(n=42)

Region

Number of Responses Percent of Responses

Positive Negative Positive Negative

II 1 1 50 50

III, r0 5 100

IV
_ 2

.
6 25 , 75

V 4 2 66 33

t/I 5 1 83 17

VII 2 2 50 50

VIII
' 3 2 q. 40

IX 2 1 66. 33

X

IMPD

g 1

2

2

1

,

. .33'

,66

66-

33
.

.

TOTAL la 24 43 57

b) Group Two: Various Regional Provider Responses (aggregate
across seven case study regions only)

Presented in this section is an analysis of the responses received

from the 77 regional providers on the subjectof needs. assessment and

T/TA planning. ($ee Chapter II for an explanation of the selection

process for these individuals.) Regional variations in these data
will be highlighted as appropriate.
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Initially, as was the case with the national providers, the re-
.

gional providers were queried about their involvement in needs ase-r -

essment and T/TA planning activitles'at the various levels of Porject

Mead Start. -Positive responses to the questions asking whether or not
regional providers were involved in T/TA needs assessment and planning

activities at the national, regional, state, and local levels are pre-
.

sented below:

Involved at national level

Involved at regional-level

,InVolved at state level

Involved at local level

- 13.o%

59.7%

68.8%

77.9%

The figures show a marked increase in involvement at the regional
level as compared to the national level. From the regional to the local,

A
the percentage of providers involved steadily increases. Extent of in-
volvement at the regional level is certainly influenced by the degree
of information and assistance that each Regional Office wants from

regional providers, by the expertise of the indiVidual provider, and
by the amount and kind of information available from local programs.
At the state and -local levels of involvement ; .a word should be said

about those who answered that they were not involved. While the fol-
lowing paragraphs detail this non-involVement on a region-by7region

basis, suffice it to say that generally, those not involved at either
level tended to be CDA/HSST trainers or-coordinators or, to a lesser

extent, 'fiscal, or support staff.

In some instances,'regional variations are evident. For example,
the only regions in which no providers sampled were involved at the
national level were II (New York) and X (Seattle). Those providers

who were involved in T/TA needs assessment and planning at the regional

level constituted the following proportionof all providers sampled

In each region:

Region II (ilew York)

Reg III II (Philadelphia

Region V (Atlanta)

Region V (Chicago)
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Region VI (Dallas)

Regjon X (Seattle)

Region XI (IMPD)

50.0%

66:7%

80.0%

With the exception of Region V, the percentages for regional involve-

ment ranged from 50.0% to 100.0%. Regions 11 (New York), III (Philo-,

delphia), and XI (IMPD) show a high degree of provider involvement in

T/TA needs assessment and planning at the regiona' level. In this

past year, Region V introduced a new provider system in some of its

states. At the time of the survey there, three states had providers

and three other states had no providers. Our sample there Included

only providers who were under contract at the time of our survey, and

all of them responded that they were not involved at the regional level.,

At the state level, the percentage of each region's providers

indicating involvement was:

Region II (New York 50.0%

Region III (Philadelphia) 50.0%

.Region IV (Atlanta) 77.8%

Region V (Chicago) 100.0%

Region VI (Dallas) 85.7%

Region X (Seattle) 55.6%.

Region X1 (IMPD). 50.0%

An explanation of some figures is necessary. In Region.s II, 111, IV,

X, and XI special conditions pertain. Regions Ii and III have both

region-wide providers' and providers who serve only partpf a stote,9,-.

so thaivIDiNanswer to our, question about involvement at the state

level had to be either "No" or "Not ApPlicable".for half the respondents

in each of those regions. In Regions IV and X, most of the respon-

dents who answered "No" or '.'Not Applicable' were CDA/HSST providers

or teacher trainers. Since Region XI does not have the conventional

state boundaries that the other regions have, half these providers

were not involved in any kind of state T/TA needs assessment and

planning process.

No notable differences occurred among regions in regard to in-

volvement at the local level. .141-
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As with national providers, regional providers also were asked

to indicate which.of the criteria from the following' list they used

to determine their activities. The frequency of "Yes" responses to each

criterion is shown in the middle column, and the rank order of each in

the right-hand column.

Table M28. Criteria Utilized to Determine Activities of Regional Providers

..

Criteria Utilized to Determine
Provider Activities

Percet of
Regional

Providers

(n=771

i

Rank Order of

Criteria

National Head Start Objectives 90.9 4

Regional Head Start Objectives 89.6 5

Local Head Start Objectives 93.5 3

Performance Standards 56.1 1

Commynity Needs 85.7 6

Staff Needs 494.8 2

Volunteer Needs _ 72.7 8

Parent Needs 90.9 4.

Amount of Money Available 77.9 7

T/TA Plan 85.7 6

Part of Grants Application .59.7 9

Contract Requirements 32.5 10

0ther Contractors 26.0, 11

Other 11.7 12

Not Applicable 1.3 --

NOTE: Compare this table with M6 regarding National Providers.

The.three most-frequently mentioned criteria are performance stan-

dards (96.1%), staff needs (94.8%), and local Head Start objectives

(93.5%). Following closely are two other criteria: national Head

Start objectives (9,0.9%) .9nd'regional Head Start objedtives (39.6%).
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In comparing national provider responses to regional provider responses,

both groups named performance standards most often, and staff needs

second. While local Head Start objectives were named third most often

among regional providers, that criterion placed sixth among national

providers.

In looking for possible variations among regions, only two of

these criteria revealed differences that are noteworthy. One criterion,

"contract requirements," was utilized by only 32.5% of all regional pro-

viders sampled (25 out of 77). Seven providexs (out of eight) in Re-

gion V said this criterion was utilized to determine their activities,

and six providers (out of ten) in Region XI (IMPD) indicated the same

thing. Thus, just overhalf of the 25 respondents who answered."Yes"

to this criteon ?,,ere from Regions V,and XI. Conversely, only one

provider (out of 14) from Region IV (Atlanta) mentioned this criterion.

The predominance of Regions V and XI in this criterion is reflective

perhaps of the stress given by each of these regions to the contract

requirements. It should be noted, however, that contract requirements

encompass national and/or regional objectives and that as a result the

data in Tables M28'on objectives and contract requirements is not

necessarily mutually exclusive.

The other criterion in which marked regional variations occured

was "other contractors"; Of the 77 Providers interviewed, 20 (26.0%)

responded that this criterion was utilized to determine their activities.

And of these 20 providers, 14 were froM Regions' IV (six out of 18) and

VI (eight out of 14): Between them, these two regions account for 70.0%

Of those responding "Yes" to this criterion. On the opposite end of the

frequency no providers from Region X (Seattle) answered "Yes." Region

X posits all its contracts in each State Technical. Assistance and Train-

Ing Office (STATO), so this finding is not Surprising. In Region VI,

,,each state has not only at least one Regional Training Office (RTO),

' but also a State T/TA Grantee. In addition, the Leadership Develo%p-

ment Program (LDP) still foFtTons actively in the Region, so activities

of other contractors would assume importance for many of the providers

in the conduct of their own activities. In Region IV, there is also an

LDP, as well as numerous HSST/CDA providers and a couple of regionally-
.

funded providers in special areas, so the requirements of each of those

contractors would influence the activities of a number of the Region IV

pioviders.
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When regional providers were asked to name the top three cri-
teria, in order of importance, for determining their T/TA activities,
the following distribution of responses occurred, displayed here in
Table M29:

Table M29. Too-eanked Criteria for Determining T/TA.Acti:wities
of Regional Providers (n=77)

Criteria Named for

Determining
Provider Activities

Percent of Regional Provider Responses

First-

Ranked
Second-
Ranked

Third-
Ranked Aggregate

National Head Start
Objectives

It.2%/1 9.I%/4 13.0%/2 40.3%/2
Regional Head Start
Objectives

9.1%/3' 20.8%/1 14.3%/I 44.2%/1
Local Head Start Objectives I5.6%/2 9/1i/4 11.7%/3 36.4%/3
Performance Standards 15.6%/2 16.9%/2 7.8%/5 40.3%/2
Community Needs 6.5%/4 3.9%/7 9.1%/4 19.5%/6
Staff Needs 5.2%/5 14.3%/3 5.2%/7 24.7%/4
Parent Needs --

1.3%/9 7.8%/5 9.1%/9
Children Needs 2.6%/7 --

2.6%/13
Amount of Money Available -- 1.3%/9 6.5%/6 7.8%/10
T/TA Plan

3.9%/6 5.2%/6 1.3%/10 10.4%/8
Part-of Grants Application --

1.3%/10 1.3%/14
Contract RequireMents 2.6%/7 1.3%/9 2.6%/9 6.5%/11
Program Needs Assessment

and Evaluation 15.6%/2 6.5%/5 1.3%/10 23.4/S
Provider Self-Assessment

and Evaluation -- 2..64/8 2.6%/9 5.2%/12
,...-,Other

No Response or Not
3.9%/6

4,

3.9%/7 3.9/8 11.7%17

Applicable 1.3 3.9 11.7 ....

NOTE: Compare this table with table M4 regarding national providers.
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Among the first-ranked criteria, national Head Start objectives

placed first (13.2%), performance standards, local Head Stdrt objec-

tives, and program needs assessment and evaluation all tied for second

(15.6%), and 'regional Head Start objectives ranked thir-&-fi.1%). Among

the second-ranked criteria, regional Head Start objectives was first

(20.3%), performance standards was second (16.a%), and staff needs

third (14.3'4. Among the third-ranked critera, regional Head Start

objectives was first (14.3%), national Head Start objectives second

(13.0%), and localLad Start objectives third (11.7%). When these

rankings are aggregated across each criterion, regional Head Start

objectives emerge as first (44.2%), followed by national Head Start

objectives and performance standards (each 40.3%), and then local Head

Start objectives third (36.4%).

An interesting shift occurs in the importance of regional Head

Start objective's from third place in the first-ranked criterion to

first place in the second- and third-ranked criteria. Responsiveness

to regional objectives is a high priority for regional providers, even

though that requirement in no way.can be judged as eclipsing either the

national objectives or performance standards compared to the nat,lonal

providers sampled, regional providers name the same top three criteria

in the aggregate (national Head Start objectives, performance standards,

and regiOnal Head Start objectives). Although for the latter group

regional rather than national objectives rank first. Regional providers

also gave a high ranking to local Head Start objectives; this criterion

fell lower in importance for national providers.

No distinct regional variations appeared in the tables ranking

criteria.

12.0

145



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

Regional providers were aksed which of the following re-
-- -- - - -------- ------- -
sources they utilized for, assessing T/TA needs and-devising the T/TA 4'

plan; the distribution of responses is shown in Table M30:

Table M30. Resources Utilized by Regional Providers for Assessing
T/TA Needs and Devising T/TA Plan (n=77)

Type of Resource

Percent of Regional
Providers Utilizing

Resource

Formal needs assessment tools

Program Staff evaluation forms

Program Staff meeting

Provider reports (RTO/STO/STATO/OICS)

Other provider reports

Staff evaluation forms

Staff meetings

National Office materials/guidance

National Office staff (e.g., CnTA, PD61, etc.)

Regional Office materials/guidance

Regional Office staff (e.g., Community
Representative)

Other

Don't know
1 I

Not Applicable ,

.

....--

79.2

72.7

70,1

72.7

46.8

70.1

72.7

80.5

37.7

85.7

76.6

32.5

1.3

.

.

'''A

.

NOTE: Compare_this Table with.Table M8 regarding nation
providers.

Notable in this table is the unanimity of response for most of the re-

sources listed. Seven out of the 12 listed had positive responses clus-

tering between 70.1% to 79.2% of regional providers interviewed. Ma-

terials and guidance from the national office and the regional office

were used by mostlrespondents (80.5% and 35.7%, respectively). Use is

greatest of these materials and guidance, of formal needs assessment
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tools (79.2%)-and of Regional Office staff (76.6%). Least utilized are
other provider reports (46.3%), National Office staff (37.7%), and other
(32.5%). This "other" category includes responses such ason-site ob-
servation, trainee feedback, and community health resources. There does
appear to be a slightly greater reliance on written materials, guidance,
tools, reports, and forms than 9n simply personal communications to trans-
mit information.

Some regional variations in these data are obvious. In order to

highlight them, Table M31, following this page, has been created to

display individual regional responses (positive) on each of these. "

resources.

In Region V (Chicago), only 50.01 of the providers sampled utilized

provider (RTO/STO/STATO/OICS) reports and 62.5% used Regional Office

materials/guidance and staff. In Region X, only 22.2% utilized provider

(RTO/STO/STATO/OICS) reports, 55.6%, regional office materials/guidance,

and 3.3%, regional office staff.

Another way to look for patterns among the regions is to calculate

the mean percent in each region (total all percentages in a region and

divide by the number of resources, 12). All the regions cluster around

the 70.0% mark except Regions V and X. These exceptions cannot be ac-

counted for simply on the basis of total number of respondents sampled

in each region. Unfortunately, there are too many variables unknown to

determine with precision the variances that occur. However, it is ob-

vious that, in terms of certain kinds of resources utilized for T/TA

needs assessment and planning, the providers in Regions V (Chicago) and

X (Seattle) had different levels of usage than those in other case studies.

Perhaps this is because fewer materials, gUidance, and staff from the

Regional Office were available to them; perhaps it was due to other rea-

sons. In either event, these regional phenomena merit further exploration.

A comparison to national provider responses over the entire spectrum

of resources utilized reveals substantive variations on nearly all re-

sources. Those showing a differential ranging from approximately 30% to
43% less use by national providers: programstaff and provider staff
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evaluation forms; program staff and provider staff meetings; RTO/STO/STATO/

01CS and other provider repoi-ts; Regional Office materials/guidance; and

other. (See Table M61 in local provider discussion of this issue for com-

plete tabular recapitulation.)

'These regional providers were then asked if they prepared a written

'T/TA plan or work statement-for their activities. The responses formed

this distribution:

Yes 92.2%

No 5.2%

Not Applicable 2.6%

Comparing these responsesto those of national provid rs reveals a notable

differential: 92.2% compared to 64.7%.

Those regional providers who answered "Yes" were thin asked to specify

to whom and how often they submitted their T/TA plans or work statements.

Table M32 presents this data-:

Table M32. Percent of Regional Providers Submitting Written T/TA Plan
Work Plan to Organization or Agency and Frequency of
Submission (n =77)

,Recipient of

T/TA Plan

Percent of

Regional

Providers

Submitting
Plan

Frequency of Submission

Monthly Quai-terly

Semi-

Annually Annually 0th

Employer 31.2 9.T 7.8 13.0 1.

Policy Advisory Board 20.8 5.2 3.9 1.3 9.1

Grante'd Board 11.7 3.9 2.6 5.2

State T/TA Grantee 24.7' 3.9' 3.9 14.3

Regional Office 72.7 10.4 16.9 1.3 37.7

National Office 7.8 1.34 6.5

Part of Grants
Application 22.1 1.3 20.8

Palrt of Contract

Requirements 3.9 3.9

Other , 22.1 3.9 2.6 '11.7

V
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NOTE

)

All percentages are based onfthe akal number of respondents.
Compare this Table with Table M9 regarding national providers.
Because this question was designed to permit multiple responses
for the 'recipient part only, no recipient percent totals 92.2%,

the number of respondents answering "Yes" td the preceding ques-
tion. Respondents were allowed to indicate only one frequency .

for each recipient and all percentages in each frequency row
but one (Policy Advisory Board), total the recipient percent
listed in the second column. The discrepancy for Policy Ad-
visory Board is caused by the respondent not knowing the
frequency.

post respondents answered that plans were submitted to the Regidnal Of-
.

fice.g72.7%). The percentages for other categories of recipients de-
,

clined sharply: employer (31.2%); state T/TA grantee C24.*; part of

grants application and other (each 22.10 ; and Policy Advisory Board

(20.8%). The category "other"refers to either T/TA director or the

Head Start director. The frequency category "other" included the re-/

sponses "on-going," 'each time training is done," "upon request,"

"weekly," "contract period," and "submitted when I do a case study for

each agency."

These frequencies of submission .to the Regional Office reveal some

differences among regions. All the respondents' who specified."monthly"

___were from Regidn VI (Dallas).
_ This group of eight' represented 57.1%'

of all Region VI providers interviewed. Regarding frequency of sub-

mission of T/TA plan, the predominant pattern isthat-suah-plans were

turned in annually, although to the Regional Office some respondents

submitted plans monthly (10.4%), quarterly (16.9%), semi-annually (1.3%),

or most commonly, annually (37.7%).

This frequency,of T/TA plan submission may indicate a close ac'
0

countability and monitoring effort for some T/TA "providers.
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Then, as with the national providers, these respondents were asked,

"how effective is the. process you use to assess.the T/TA needs and devise

your T/TA plan ?" Their answers appear-below in. Table M33:,

Table M33. Effectiveness of Regional Providers,' T/T4 heeds'
Assessment and Planning Processes N.77) -

Categories of Responses Percentl

Excellent

Very Good

,Gpod

Fair"

"Poor

Not Applicable

20.8

48.1

24.7

3.9

2.6

NOTE: Compare thi'S Table with Table M10 regarding
notional 'providers)

.

When the first three'cat'egories (Excellent.; Very Good,"and Good) are

aggregated, the total is 93.6% of regional provider respondents. This

figure represents a higher positive effectiveness rating than national

`prov'idcrs gave (.79.5%).

Some regional variations do exist in resporises,to the effectiveness

rating comsidering'only the 'highly pdsitive respbnses (excellent and

very good) given by protfiders in each region, the percentages'on a re-

region-by-region basis are:

Region

Region

Region

gegion

Region

IgOion

Region

11 (New York)

111 (Philadelpfiia)

IV (Atlanta)

V (Chicago)

VI (Dallas)

X (Seattle)

X1 (IMPD1

126

160.0%

71.4%

61.1%

§7.5%

71.4%

33.3%

. 80.0%

Excellent/Very Good

Excellent/Very Good

Excellent/Very GoOd

Excellent /Very Good 0

Excellent/Vdry Good

Excellent/Very Good

Excellent /Very Good
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/

Fewer providers in Regions IV and X feel their'T /TA needs assessment

and'planning process is very good or excelient than providers in the

other regions. Region X providers gave highly poSitive ratings least

frequently of any region (33.3% of the time). Thii finding may tie in

with the relatively lower use by Region X providers of resources for

T/TA needs assessment and planning shown.in Table 'M31 (median percent,

47.2%). The comparison of figures from that table and these effective-

ness ratings suggests that these differences may be due to the partic-r-

ular structure and function of Region X's provider system. Recall that

providers in Region V (Chicago) also revealed a relatively Tower use of

resources (median percent, 54.2%), yet 87.5% gave highly positive ratings
for the T/TA needs assessment/lanning effectiveness rating. Or, on the

opposite side of the coin, perhapS Region X providers generally were

more frank than other regional providers.

---, As happened at the national level, the providers tend to rate the. _ .

effectiveness of T/TA needs assessment and planning processes more

favorably than OCD personnel pn the regional I've].

To recapitulate on this 1.113ect

Officials Providers
Level OCD T/TA4

National Level ,

Regional Level

s
General "fair" vs. 79.5% "Excellent,

Very Good,
. Good.".

83% "Excellent,
.Very Good,

Good." VS. 93.6% "Excellent,

Very.Good,
Good."

r
What this shows again is that OCD officials tend to be less satisfied

(especially those at headquarters) with needs assessment and T/TA plan-

ning than the providers of T/TA. It is true that conceivably they are

closer to the "firing line" and that as a result their perceptions might
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,

be more accurate; but it is also true that they have more to gain by

giving more favorable responses than tfie officials.

Next, these regicinal providers were queried as to how much im-

provement they thought was necessary in these processes. On this sub-

ject of improvement needed, they gave the following responses:

Table M34. Extent of Improvement Needed in Region-al Providers'
T/TA Needs Assessment and Planning Processes (n=77)

. Responses Percent

A Great Deal 8.5

Quite aBit 7.8

Some 62.8

A Little i8.2

None 2.6

Not Applicable 2.6'

NOTE: Compare this, Table with Table M11,re-

garding national' providers.

F

Well over a majority indicated only "Some," while those who per-

ceived more than "Some" improvements. needed (i.e., "A Great Deal or

Quitea Bit") totaled 14.3%, and those 'lisle or none, 20.8%. These

responses vary from thbse.of the national providers in that more re-

gional, providers (62.8% vs. 47.1%) answered "Some."

Comparing these resuLts of the providers' interviews with thqse

of the regional office staff is difficult. The latter gave specific

suggestions for improvement without saying how much improvement was

needed, whereas the provider here have suggested how much improve-

ment they feel is needed at the regional level without specifying how

to achieve it. Check Tables M21 and M22 for the RO staff responses on

this subject.
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After having discussed their perceptions on various aspects of_

needs assessment and T/TA planning processes, these regional providers

were asked to rate the effectiveness of the coordination, in terms of

planning for T/TA at the local level, between their organization and

each of the these offices: the National Office; the Regional Office;

the State Training Office (or its equivalent); and the local grantee.

As was discussed in the national provider section, in order to offer

a rating for any one of these groups, each respondent had to be in-
,

volved in the needs assessment process for T/TA at that particular

level, and this information was known because_of a previous question

asked. The answers from that previous auestion are presented again

here for reference:

Level of Involvement by. Regional
Providers in T/TA Needs Assess-
Tent and Planning Process

Percent of Regional

Providers Involved

National Level 13.0

Rational Level
59.7

State Level 68.8

Local Level
77.9

With those respondints who were involved in the T/TA needs assessment_
and planning at any one of those levels, the appropriate rating ques-

tion was then asked.-

15.4
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Table 1135 shpws the responses to each question of onlythose who

4

reported a rating on the effectiveness

7
coordination:

Table M35. Percent of Regional Providers Rating Effectiveness of
Coordination in T/TA Planning at the Local Level Between
Their Organization and the National Office, Regional Office,

State Training, and Local Grantee

Percent of Regional Providers Effectiveness of Coordination

Rating

with Each Office

National

Office
Regional
Office

StateTraining
Office

Local

Grantee

Excellent oq.o% 26.7% 30.3% 22.0%

Very Good 30.0% 31.1% 30.8% 54.2%

Good 30.0% 33.3% 11.5% 13.6%

Fair 30.0% 8.q% 23.1% 8.5%

Poor 10.0% 0.0% 3.3% 1.7%

n 11/77 145/77 26/77 -59/77

Not
,

Reported = 66 32 51. t8 .

Of the 13.0% of regional providers who were involved in the T/TA needs as-

sessmentand plannjng proCess at the national level, all rated coordina-
.

tion effectiveness of their provider organization with the National Office

in terms of planning for T/TA at the local level. (Recall the discussion

in the section on national providers about the phrasing of this question

deliberately chosen because of our assumption that most T/TA planning

ultimately effects local Head Start programs.) It can be seen that no

one used the rating "Excellent," that the other positive responses (very

good and good) combine to 60.0% of these responses, and the negative re-

sponses (fair and poor) total 40.0%.

All respondents who were involved in the T/TA needs assessment and

planning process rating coordination effectiveness with the Regional Of-

fice. Most (91.1%) gave positive ratings (excellent, very good, good).

130
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In fact, nearly three-fifths of these ratings (57.8%) were in the ex-

cellent (8.9%) rated coordination effectiveness as "Fair" or "Poor."

Involved in T/TA needs assessment and planning process at the

state level were 68.8% of all regional providers interviewed. When

it came to rating coordination effectiveness with the State Training

Office (or its equivalent)', a number of those involved answered "Not

Applicable," because they were the State Training Office. Therefore,

the pefcentage of these respondents giving this particular rating

dropped to 33.8% of all the possible respondents. An equal number.of

providers rated coordination. effectiveness "Excellent" and "Very Good"

(30.8%). The next highest percent was 23.1%, rating it "Fair." The

positive ratings totaled 73.1%; the negative ratings, 26.9%.

Of the 77.9% of regional orbviders involved in T/TA needs assess-

ment and planning at the local level, two did not rate coordination ef-

fectiveness with the Local Grantee. But, of the remainder, the majority

(54.2%) rated it as 'Very Good," and another 22.0% said "Excellent."

The total of positive responses is 89.8%; negative responses are a very

low percent, 10.2%.

To present these findings in another way, positive responses for

coordination effectiveness between the prov -ider organization and each

office or grantee totaled the following percentages of all respondents

making a rating (excluding Don't Know and Not Applicable): .National

Offica, 60.0%; Regional Office, 91.1%; State Training Office (or its-

equivalent), "73.1%; and Local 'Grantee, 89.8%.

The positive ratings calculated the same way Pprnational providers
were 80.0%; 71.4%; 39.7%; and 55.5%. SOnsider'able variations between
the two providers groups occur in these figures.

15k3
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c. Local Level Responses

Local level responses on this topic of needs assessment and

planning `For T/TA, and all other-succeeding topics in this chapter

on findings,1are discussed first from the viewpoi-nt of Directors staff,

parents, and community leaders (where appropriate) associated with the

30 Head Start programs samplee and then from that of local level T/TA

providers.

1. Local Program Responses

Project staff interviewed a total of 429 directors, staff, and

parents. (See Chapter II for an explanation of the selection process

utilized.)

TheseSuarious Directors, staff, parents were questioned about the

criteria they followed when assessing T/TA needs and planning according

First they were asked whether or not they employed certain criteria. Of

the 428 responses, the frequencies were:

Table M36. Criteria Used for Assessing Local T/TA Needs (Directors,
Staff, and Parents) (n=428)

4

Ranking Criteria Percent Yes

First Parent needs - 71.5%

Second Staff needs 68.2%

Third Local objectives 65:9%

Fourth Community needs 65.4%

Fifth Performance standards 58.9%

Sixth National objectives 54.0%

Seventh Volunteer needs 51.9% ''

Eighth Available Money 48.1!,1

Ninth Regional objectives
,

.47.7%

's '

NOTE: Compare this'.T4ble With Table M13 regarding

regional criteria-

157
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It seems apparent that, in terms of frequency of response, more

weight is given by this group of respondents to meeting parent and

staff needs,. focal objectives, and community needs. It also seems

, that local objectives are used mare as criteria for assessing T/TA

needs than.rggional or national ones. However, the data does not al-

low for the possibility that dotal objectives might well be, in some

cases at least, restatements of regional or national ones.

Second, on the subject of criteria for assessing needs and de-
.

vising T/TA plans, the Dieector, staff, and parents, were asked to list

the top three criteria they used for this purpose. The results in

tabular form are:

Table M37. TOD Three Criteria for Assessing Local T/TA Needs (n=428)

Criteria
First PridrityiSecond Priority
Rank - Percent Rank - Percent
Order Yes Order Yes

Third Priority

Rank - Percent
Order Yes

National Objectives 6 (8.7%) 8 tie (4.1%) 8 (3.2%)

Regional Objectives 9 (4.8t) 8 tie (4.1%) 9 tie (2.5%)

Local Objectives 7 .(6.9%) 5 (8.5%) 4 (11.6%)

Performance Standards 2 (16.1%) 4 (9.8%) 5 . (9.8%)

Community Needs 4 410.4%) 3 (13.6%) 3 (14.7%)

Staff-Needs 1 (17.6%) . 1 (23.1%) 2 (17,5%)

Volunteer Neesis :12 (0.6%) 11 (1.9%) 7 (5.6%)

Parent lieedS° 3 (13.1%) 2 (22.2%) 1 (19.3%)

Children Needs ' 5 (9.0%) 6 tie (4.4%) 12 tie- (1.1%)

.Available Money 8 (5,4%) 6 tie (4.4%) 6 (9.5%)

In-House Evaluatia 10 (4.2%) 12 (0.3%) 11 (1.8%)
Other , 11 (3.3 %)5 10 (3.5%) 9 tie (2.5%)

Resources Available .12 tie. (1.1%)

,.

. .
100% 100% 100%
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What this data shows is that virtually the same top five criteria

show up in each column as most used in assessing local needs and de-

vising T/TA plans as in the previous table. In other word, when re-

spondents were asked which criteria they used and then to list the t8.1)

three, the results were very similar. To illustrate this, Table MO

hasbeen constructed:

Table M33. Comparison of Data Sources on Criteria for Needs Assessment

Criterion

Straight Frequency (136) vs.

Prioritized Frequency (M37)
,

Ranking Ranking (weighted )

Staff Needs Second First

Parent Needs First Second

Performance Standards Fifth Third

Community Needs Fourth Fourth

Local Objectives Third . Fifth

Staff needs and parent needs ranked first or second both times;

performance standards and local objects yes scored third and fifth one

time each; and community needs came out in fourth place both ways.

What is significant is not so much the individual positions but that

these five criteria consistently were mentioned most often as applicable

in needs assessment.

As far as differences among the seven case study regions are con,:

cerned, respondents in two regiqns placed great emphasis on performance

standards as a criterion for assessing needs and devising T/TA plans.

The "national norm," i.e., the percent of all respondents across the

seven regions who mentioned the performance standards as a criterion

J.

The weighting was done in order to integrate the results of three

`separate listings or columns contained in M37, one each for first,
second, and third priority.

1*5':)
1. 3 4
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was.58.9%. However, in Region II New York, the percentage was 66.7%

and, in Region IV Atlanta, the figure was 69%. Region VI Dallas, on

the contrary, mentioned this criteria only 40.4% of the time. Ap-

parently, the programs sampled in New York and Atlanta ,lace more em-

phasis on this particular criterion than those other case studies,

while programs sampled in Dallas place less on it than others.

One of the criterion that did not get mentioned often enough to

be considered one of the top five was "avairapility of money." Only

,48% of all respondents mentioned this at all, meaning that it was near

the bottom in the list of criterion employed. However, programs in two

regions placed exceptional emphasis oh this criterion: Region V

Chicago where 71.4% of the respondents (63) mentioned it and Region II

New York, where 66.7% of those interviewed (48) listed it as a criterion

they utilized.

These findings relative
ti

to performance standards and available money as

s criteria for assessing needs and devising T/TA plans derive from the tabu-. tabu-

lation Of frequencies of mentioning lists of criteria that are used.

As wenfioned above, all respondents were also asked to prioritize their.
criteria, i.e., to list the top three they employ for assessing needs

and planning for T/TA. 'This should provide, in theory, more refined

results. Among the differences detected among regions using this

technique'were these:

The "norm" across all regions sampled for using staff needs

as a top priority criterion to assess needs and plan ac-

cordingly for T/TA was a 17.6% rate of response; our sample

Regions II (25%) and X (23.3%) exceeded that rate of response

significantly, i.e., they seemingly stress this criterion more
. .

when assessing needs and devising T/TA.lans.

4The "norm" across all regions sampled for using parent needs

as a top priority criterion to assess needs-and plan for T/TA

was a 13.1% rate of,response; Regions III (20%) and V (21.6%)

exceeded that rate of response significantly.
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The "norm" across all regions sampled for using performance

standards as a top priority criterion to assess needs and

plan for T/TA was a 16.1% rate ofresPonse; Regions II (25%)

X (23.3%), and IV (20.4%) all exceeded that. .

All respondents were then read a list of resources that con- .

ceivably could be used as aids in assessing needs and devi.sing T/TA

plans and asked which particular ones they used. The results are

displayed in the following table:

Table M39. Resources.Utilized by Local Programs in Assessing Needs
and Devising T/TA Plans (Director, Staff, Parent
Respondents, n=428)

Resources
Percent of Positive

Responses

Formal Needs Assessment Tools 39.3%

Staff Evaluation Forms 54.2%

Staff Meetings 67.3%

RTO/STO Network Reports 36.4.%

Other Provider Reports 12.1%

RO Materials/Guidance 45.3%

RO Staff (e.g., CR) 32.2%

Others 11.0%

These findings indicate thAt the largest number of respondents

(67.3%) mentioned staff,meetings as a useful resource in assessing

needs and devising T/TA plans. Next most frequently mentioned was the

use of staff evaluation forms (54.2%), followed by Regional Office Ma-

terials or Guidance (45.3%) and then Forsmal Needs Assessment Tools

(39.3%) .

One significant variation in an individual regiOn, occurred in

Region II New York, where only one out of 48 respondents or 2.1%) (as

opposed to the "norm" of 12.1% arrived at by aggregating all responses

across the seven regions) repdrted that they used reports of other
.041

161.
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proyiders (non-RTO/STO network) as a resource. This represents an ex-

ception to the pattern of the other regions.

Next on the subject of assessing needs and devising T/TA plans,

all respondents were asked whether or not they identified specific

program improvement areas (e.g., nutrition) as part of their T/TA

planning efforts. The tabulation of the frequencies of response to

this question is presented here in Table M40, following this page.

The results shown here indicate a strong pattern across all seven

case study regions to identify .improvement areas--four out of every

five respondents phswered affirmatively.

, Region X Seattle respondents (55) had the highest percentage of

affirmative responses--89.1% ("norm"--79.90 , while Region V Chicago

respondents (45) had the highest percentage of negative responses--

14.3% ("norm"--5.8%)

A second form of analysis of this data would involve the cross-

tabulation of these ,results with data obtained regarding the level of

satisfaction -w-i-th T/TA received by these same respondents. An assump-

162' .
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tion .is being made here that these two factors might well be .inter-

!elated. This cross-tabulation is displayed here in Table M41.

Table M41. Cross- Tabulation: Satisfaction vs. Identifying
> Improvement Areas (n=354)

IMP PLAN

YES

NC

TTASATI.
C,.:UNT I

1-2C.0 oCT IVEzi Y SAT SATZ SFIC ..)15SATv ;.-"Ot!
CCL ;:.CT I I SF 1:=C 0 -TTC:r.31.
TOT s3CT

I
1. I 104%-P-I 1 SC 1 4; 1 333

31.2 I :34 .1 1 14.1 1 X4.1
C I 4 4, .7 vo.1 I

I 2 -3.4 I 5C .5 I 13.d I
1

2. 1 9' I 1":. I I
I 42.9 1 47.5 / y. I 5.1,
1 5.,0 I 5.2
I 2.E -I 2 i V.O I

1-*
CCLUMN 113 ISO 51 3ti4

TOTAL 31.9 53 .7 14.4 13O .0

This table shows that, apparently,
no significant variation, in T/TA

_-
satisfaction -occurs between those who identify specific program improve-

,

ment areas in devising T/TA plans and those who do not. However, the

number of respondents who do noWs so small as -to make any,meahingful,
'comparison very difficult.
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Another cross-tabulation of tits data regarding the identification

of particular improvement areas, that seemed appropriate was with'the im-

pact these same respondents perCeived,t/TA was having on their prOgram.

Again, the assumption was that these two factors might wellbe inter-

related. -Thip cross-tabulation is shown here in Table M42.

-- Table M42. Cross-Tabulation: Impact vs. Identifying Improvement
Areas In.R3k9

b.

r. ..

TTAEPFCT
COUNT I

'ROW PCT IA GREAT
PCTCT IDEAL

TOT PCT I 20.1

QUITE A SOW '
BIT .-

.
211 .22I

A LITTLE
-NGNE

23 1,-

Raw
TOTAL

INIRRPLAN I I I LI 1

1. I 106 I 102 I 93 I 28 I 329
YES -wr 32.2 I 31.0 1 28.J I 8.5 I 94.3

I 97.2 I 91.9 . I 93.9 I 93.3 I
I 30.4 I 29.2 4 26.6 C 8.0 I

-I -I I . I I
ptk 2. I '3 1 9 I 6 I 2 I 20

NO I 15C I 450 I 430.0 L 10.0 1 5.7
I 2.8 ...1

mom
8 . 1 'I 6.1 I 6.7 I

I 0.9 I 2.6 I 1.7 I 0.6 I
I -- I I I L

COLUMN 109 111 9v 30 349
TOTAL 31.2 31.8 2o.4 8.6 100.0

.. As with the previous contingency table on -satisfaction, this data

seems to-show no difference regarding perceived impact thaiT/TA had be-
,

tween those who'identified specific, t /TA improvement area5 and those .

who did not. Once more, the-14mber who did not is very small; hence;

,the making of any useful comparisons ts difficult.

e

C
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Then the various Directors, staff; and parents interviewed were

asked who specifically in their program is directly involved in deter-

mining local T/TA needs and devising the T/TA plan. The answers given

are presented'here in a tabu -tion of simple frequency of response/.

Table 1143. ParticiPants in Nee s,Assessin.g andsT/TA Planning-
(Directors, Staff, arents .n=428)

Participant Percent of Positive Responses

Director:

Staff

-Teachers

Education C9ordinator

Health Coordinator

Social Seivice Coordinator

Parent Involvement Coordinator...,

CareerDevelopment Coordinator

Aids

Volunteers

Other Staff

Parents

Grantee Board

Policy Advisory'Council

Others 4

78.5%

74.1%

62.9%

52.3%

50.7%

45.6%

51.9%

40.4%

42.3%

29.4%

12,1%

52.3%

20.1%

46.0%

10.5%

As wau4d be expected, according to these data, the Director (78.5%)

and staff (74.1%) were, perceived as being most involved in the assessing'

t of needs and devising T/TA plans. And among staff, teachers (62.9%)

were perceived by the respondents as being very directly involved in these
0,

processes. After that both the education coordinators and the parents

(both,52.3%) were mentioned most frequently.
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In terms of regional differences, several noteworthy items mani-

fested themselves:

Region II New York respondents (48) mentioneettaff involve-

ment in needs assessing and T/TA planning 87.5% of thystime,

Region VI Dallas, 86.5%, both considerably above the national

"norm" frequency of 74.1%.

Region II New York intervie., es mentioned parent involvement

in tyese processes 75% of the time, way above the aggregated

national fr:equency of 52.3%, meaning that in the view of those

sampled parents are more actively involved in these procedures

in Region II than in the other case study regions.

Region X Seattle respondents (61) mentioned the involvement

of Policy Advisory Councils (PACs) 61.8; of the time, above

the percentage of 480% for all respondents interviewed in

the regions sampled.

All responses taken together (428) indicate that teachers were

perceived to be involie 62.9% of the time in these'matters;

however, in two regions, the involvement of teachers-was ap-

parently thought to be great r--Region 11 New York (83.3%

frequency of respohse) and Region X Seattle (80%).

Region II New York also mentioned the involvement of educa-

tional coordinators more often (62.5F of the time) than the

national "norm" of 52.3% frequency of response.

Region II New York further mentioned the involvement of health

coordinators 75% of the time, significantly above the 50.7%

"national norm" frequency tabulated when all responses are

aggregated; Region X Seattle listed health coordinators' in-
/

volvement 67.3% orthe time, also d noteworthy exception to

the 'national ':norm" of 50.7%.

Region llN
A

ew York respondents likewise mentioned involvement
. ,

of aides 66:7% of the time, a greater frequency of response
,

by.far than the aggregated "norm" of 42.3%

142
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Finally, Region 11 New York respondents said 50% of the time

that volunteers were involved, considerably greater a frequency

than the national "norm" of 29.4% gathered by aggregating the

responses from all seven case study regions.

The mast noteworthy fact that emerges from this recounting of re-,
gional differences on the subject of who participates at the' local
program level in assessing needs and devising T/TA plans is that
Region 11 New York respondents report considerably greater involvement
of several categories of personnel, namely parents, add staff generally,
and more particularly,

teachers, educational,' and health coordinators,
and aides and volunteers. It seems possible to conclude from these
findings that greater emphasis was placed on involvement of more
categories of personnel in the 7 /TA needs assessment and planning
processes in Region 11 programs sampled than the other' six case study
regions.

den
The question of whether or not T/TA providers themselves are in-,

volved in needs assessing and/or T/TA plan devising was then put to
each respoddent. Their answers are shown here in Table M44, following
this page.

More than one-half of these respondents (54.00 reported that they
thought providex-s yere involved in needs assessment and T/TA planning
processes. Only one-fifth (20.3) of this group of interviewees said
T/TA providers were not involved in these processes.

Two regions show greater involvement of T/TA provideis in these
processes than the "norm" (54.0%): Region II New York with a fre- .-
quency of 64.6% and Region IV Atlanta, with a frequency of 63.4%.
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Next Ile respondents were asked to .specify which providers were
involved. Their aggregated responses are displayed in Table M45.

Table 1145. 'Involvement of Particular Kinds of'Providers (Director,
Staff, Parent Respondents, n=428)

Percent of Positive
Provider -Responses

State T/TA Grantee 16.6%

RTO/STO Network 31.8%

PubliciSchools 4 12.1%

Universities and Colleges

Public Agencies

20.6%

22.4%
N

Private Agencies '6.8%

Private Companies
3.7%

Churches
5.8% ti

Private Consultants 13.6%

Others d%

The tabulating of the-data in this way indicates that the RTO/STO

Network is the single category.of provider of T/TA most involved in

assessing needs and planning for T/TA at the local level.

However\examinidg the data more closely results in some regional

differences:

Regions VI Dallas (32.7%), V Chicago,(28.6%), and IV'Atlanta

(22.5%) use state T/TA grantees for this purpose more than

the "norm" which is 16.6% of-the time if all responses (428)

aee aggregated.

Region VI Dallas uses itsRTO system for this purpose con-

siderably more frequently (44.2%) than the "norm" of 31.8%

according to those interviewed.
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Region II New York uses the help. of its public schools more

frequently (27.1%) than any other region studied and more

often than the "norm" of 12:1%.

Region V Chicago seems to have more frequent'involvement

of universities Or colleges (31.7% frequency of response)

than the "norm" of 20.6%.
Nk

Another facet of the needs assessment anci\T/TA planning process

at the local level that KAI field staff examined was that of who makes

the final decision in thegb matters. Not surprisingly, Head Start

Directors were mentioned most frequently. The responses break out

this way

Table M46. Final Decision Makers in T/TA Needs Assessing, Planning
(Director, Staff, and Parent Respondents, n=428)

.40

Decision Maker
Percent of Positive

Responses

Director

H. . Director and Pol ouncil
Coo inator

34.3'

11.4%

H.S. De gate Agency Director 8.9%

H.S. Di.rector and Grantee 0.9%

H.S. Director and AC 5.6%

H.S. Director and Staff 4.9%

.412...lfirector for Center / 1.6%

Executive Director of Grantee/Delegate
Agency P

.. 5.3%

TOTAL 72.9% .

- The data supports the conclusion that the H.S. Director or Execu-

tive Director of the Grantee or Delegate Agency either alone or jointly

was involved in. the.final decision making regarding T/TA need& assess-

ments and plan& 72.9% of the time, according to the various.Directors,

staff, and parents interviewed across the seven case study reguions.
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Then,;.:sfrith OCD Headquarters officials and Regional Office staff

persons interviewed, these directors staff and parents were asked to

rate the oerall effectiveness of the process employed at their local

program level to assess-T/TA needs d devise their T/TA plan. Table

M47 follows this page.

Seventy-seven percent .(77.3%) of th resi6Ondents rated the effec-

tiveness as Excellent, Very Good, or Good Only 8.2% said Fair or Boor.

Recall that when regional office respoOdAntswere asked to rate the ef-

fectiveness of local level 'needs iSessment, 84% said Excellent, Very

Good, or Good and 16 said Fair or Poor;-And 'that is when those same

respondents were asked to rate sepa-rktely the effectiveness of local

7/TA planning, 87% said Excellent'ifVeQ mod:, or Good, and 13% said.

Fair,or Poor. This s-seems to indiCate siziler perceptions from both

levels regarding the effeci.yeneSs of.loCal leVel needs assessment

and T/TA planning processes:

The 77.3% represents the totaIf respondents in all seven case
,

study regions who answered Excellent, Vety,Good, or Good. Two indi-

vidual-regions whose respondents at5Wered tMis question showed excep-

tionaltional results compared to the "national" figure of 77.3%: Region IV

_Atlanta respondents (71) answered Excellent, Very Good, or Good,

88.7% of the-time, and Region VI Dallas respondents (52) 82.7%,

cating that those interviewed in:these regions Seem to feel their

needs assessment 4.08 T/TA planning processes were more effective than

in the other five regions sampled. ,

172
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A second form of analysis of this data Involved th rosi-

,tabalation of these results with data Obtained on the level of sa

faction-with T/TA received by these same respondents (see section El).

This cross-tabulation is presented here in Table M48.

Table M48. Cross-Tabulation: Satisfaction vs. Needs Assessment,
Planning (n=360)

o TTA3ATIS
COUNT I

,..OPi PCT IVER SAT SATISFIt DISS.4T-V ROW
COL-PCT IISFIED 0 ErtY 016 TCTAL.
TOT PCT I' 30.1 :31.1 -S2.I

PPOCEFF I I I 1

1(.... I 23 1 23 1 4 1 : °5
EXC'ELLE'NT I 53.9 I 41.8 1 7.3 I 15.3

I 23.5 I 12.3 I 7.4 L :
1 7.8 I o.4 1 1.1 I
1 I I - --rr 1ii. I 62 1 71 1 .> I 142

_VERY GC00 I 43.7 I 50.3 I 6..1 L 39.9
I 52.1 1; 38.0 I 16.7 I
1 17.2 1 19.7 I 2.5 I
I 1- 1 1

12. I 24 I 79 I 20 I 129
GOOD I 13.6 1* (31.2 1 40.2 1 35.8

I 2'.1.2 I 42.2' I 46.1 I
I 6.7 I 21.9 I 7.2 I
I- I 1

13. I I 14 1 16 1 34
FAIR-POOP I 14.7 I 41.2 1 44.1 L S,.4

1 4..2 1 7.5 I 27.6 1

I 1.4 I 3.9 I 4.Z- I-
^I I 1 -- 1,_COLUMN 113 187 04 360

TOTAL 33.1 51.9 15.0 100.3

An assumption made in crossing these two sets of data was that there

might wel bea relationship between how effective this group of directors,

staff, and parents believed their, local needs assessment and T/TA plan-

ning processes were and how satisfied they were overall with T/TA they
had received. What this table is that 75.6% of th, respondents

174
149
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who were very satisfied with their overall T/TA answered either "ex-

cellent" or "very good" regarding the effectiveness of their needs as-

-s-essment and T/TA planning processes. This data tends to support the

assumption and also leads to the conclusion that the more excellent

the needs assessment and T/TA planning processes, the greater tendency

there was to be satisfied with T/TA overall.

Another cross-tabulation of this data that seemed appropriate to

consider was that with the data on the impact these respondents report

that their T/TA had on improving their program. This cross-tabulation

is presentd here in Table M49.

Table M49. Cross-Tabulation: impact vs. Needs Assessment, Planning
(n -357)

TTAEF f-CT

COUNT I

POw PCT IA GkOAT
COL PCT IDEAL OIT

QUOTE A 6uME A LITTLE
-NuNE '

ROH
TOTAL

TCT PCT 1 20.1 21.1 C.c.i 23.1
PROCEFF I -I i I 1

10. I 26 I 14 1 1'i 1 :2 I, 54
EXCELLENT I 51.9 1 25.9 I 16.6 I 3.7 15.1

I 23.3 I 12.5 I 11.0 I 5.,'4 I

I 7.8 I- 3.9 I 2.o I C.A... I

I I 1 I 1

11. 1 57 I 55 i 24 I 8 I 142
VERY GOOD I. 4,0.1 I 38.7 1 1o.' I 4.2 I '353

I 47.5 I 49.1 1 20.4 1 17.6 I

I 16.0 '-I .15.4 I o.7 I 17: I

1 -I 1, I

12. I. 31 I 37 1 7 44 1 15 I 127
GOOD I 24.4 I '29.1 I 34.6 1_, 11.8 I 35.O.

I 25.8 I 33.0 1 4o.4 1 44.1 I

I 5.7 I 10.4 1 12..., I 4.2 I

/- -I- I I- , I

-13. I 4 I 6 1 13 1 11 I

FAIR-POOR I .8 I 17.6 I ...10.G i 32.4- I 9i$.4e.

1 3 3 I, 5.4 I 14.s. 1 32.4 I

I 1. I 1/.7 1 3.o I 3.1 1

-I I 1 1 I

COLUMN 120- 112 -01 , 34 .257

TOTAL 33.6 31.4 L6.0 9.5 ICC.0

175
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The assumption made here again is that there might well be a.

relationship between how effective the processes of needs assessment

and T/TA planning were and the ultimate impact of the T/TA. The fact

that, as this table indicates, 77.8% of those respondents who believed

their processes were excellent also answered either great deal" or

"quite a bit" when asked about the impact of T/TA on imProvi.ng their

local program,tends to support the assumption and lead to the con-

clusion that the better the local needs assessment and T/TA planning

processes, the more liklihood for greater impact'ofT/rA on improving

the local program:

These. respondents were asked to say how much inprovement

they thought was necessary in their, processes for assessing T/TA

needs and devising T/TA plans. The results are displayeein the
.next table, Table M50, following this page.

1

More than seven-tenths of the respondents to this question (72%)felt
more than "a little improvement'was required. The greatest concen-

ti

tration of answers was in the "'some" category (43.5%),followed by.

"quite a bit" (15.9%), and Pa great deal" (12.6%).
,;°1".

. Twelve point six percent represents the percentage of all re-
spondents (428) across Seven regions sampled wEo saili"a greet deal"-'--

of improvement in T/TA-ffneeds assessing andplanning is needed. Pro-.

.._

grams. sampled in two regions exceeded this "a national norm" somewhat

Sig'nificintfy:. Region IV Atlanta, 223% (16 of 71 i'espondents) and

Region XI.IMPD, 23% (14 of 61 respondents)

The question was then asked of all those interviewed "How would

you rate the effectiveness of the coordination between the Regional

Office and your local program in terms of planning for T/TA at the

local level? Would you, say it is excellent,. very good; good, fair,

or poor?" The results of this question are, presented in Table M51,

following Table M50.

rid
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These findings indicate that 53.7%-of all answers obta ned across

,r

the seven study regions were either excellent, very goo

that 21.9% were fair or poor.

or good;Ahd

Two regions showed a significantly higher percentage of responses in

in the excellent, very good, and good categories: Region IV Atlanta

77.4% vs. the "norm" of 53.7% and Region VI Dallas.69.2% vs.53.7%.

This_ seems to indicate that respo4ents in' those tw particular regions

believe there is better coordination with .theirROs regarding T/TA plan-

ning than is the case in the other five regions;

Region XI, the Indian and'Migrant Program DiviSion gave excellent,

very good, or good as their response only. 27.8% of the time (vs. tKe

"norm of 53.7%) and fair' or poor 37.8% (vs. 21.9%) 'indicating that more

respondents in this region than any other thou4htthe coordination be-

tween the Regional Office and local programs was fair or poor. Since

the ImPp "regional office" is located in Washington, D.C., and since

. its "region" is spread across the entire Country, it is important to

c onsider the impact of the IMPD findings on this question in the proper

-context, namely the difference between IMPD's special constituency and

other regions' geographic jurisdictions.
4416,

By way of-getting a furtlierindieation of coordination between local

programs and ROs, the'se respondents were asked if they had a chance to

have input into the Regional Office T/TA plan. This question also was

inserted in order to probe, to what extent the local level efforts to
...-

assess needs and devise T/TA plans could beutilized at the regional
.4/ 1

level as well. The results of that data are preented in Table M52,

.following,this page.

.

The findings from this question are essentiaily that-slightly more

than half the respondents fel,e they had no chance for input into the

'RO T/TA plan. Unfortunately, the data is not broken out to isolate Di-

rector and staff responses from parents. Perfraps if, it were, more precise

conclusions could be drawn regarding the number, of the 30 local programs

,sampled who have:an opportuhity for input into the RO T/TA plan.

119'

, .

4

154
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Note that 'Regions III Philadelphia and X Seattle are the two with
the largest cumbers of respondents who felt they had input into RO T/TA
planning: _in Philadelphia, 32 of 78 (41%) and in Seattle 23 of 55 (41.8%)

answered this question in the affirmative. All respondents in the seven

case study regions, considered together, answered thVs question affirma-
tive)y 35.7% of the time.

The-respondents were asked a follow-up question, namely, "How would

you rate the effectiveness of
the coordination between the State Train-

ihg Office and your program in terms of planning for T/TA at the 115ce1
.,.,level ?' Would you say it is.excellent, very good, good,, fair or poor?"

The results of this question are oive .. in Table M53, following this

4?Ir
, et

page.

These findings show that 45.3% of all answers obtained-across the
, .

seven case study regions were either excellent, very good, or.good; and-
that 19.4% were fair or poor.

One region showed an exceptionally higher percentage of excellent,
very good, or good responses--Ill Philadelphia with 71..8% (vs. the
"norm': of 45.3% across all seven case study regions). This seems to
indicate that respondents interviewed in this region think there is

greater coordination with their STO network insofar as T/TA planning
is concerned.

Conversely im two regions an exceptionally large percentage of
.

fair or poor-answers were reported (vs. the "norril" of 19.4% when all
428 respon ents' answers are tabulated): IMPD (32.8) and Region V
Chicago ( 1.8%). IMPO's percent of excellent,-wry good, or, good re-

_

sponses was only 19.7% (vs. the "norm" discussed above of 45.8* -and

ChicaO's 'was 35%.

181*

ark

156

1
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KAI interviewers a: each of the 30 program sites then asked the

Director, staff, and parents if they received a copy of the T/TA plan

that RO prepares for and submits to OCD Headquarters each year. The

results to this item are presented'here in Table M544 following this

page:

More than twice as many said no (53.9%) as did yes (25.5%).

However, again the data might well be deceiving in that it does not

isolate Director and staff responses (presumably. they would be more

directly the recipients of the RD T/TA plan) from those of the parents.

Region IV Atlanta had a larger number of "yes" responses:(35.2%)

and a smaller number of "no" responses (49.3%) than any other:region,

suggesting that more interviewees in that region than any ot4r re-

ceived a copy of the RO T/TA plan. .

In Region X Seattle Qny.10.9% answered "yes" (vs. the "norm" of

25.5%). Those who responded "yes" when asked if they received a plan

from the RO.were asked to specify.if it was thecomplete plan or a

partial plan or a summary. One hundred and nine answered: 52 (47.7%)

said...they received the complete plan; eight-0.3%), a pirtial plan;

36 (33%), a summary; and 13 (11.9%) had other answers.

183
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Lastly, on the subject of needs assessment and T/TA planning, tFke

respondents .ere asked at whic h point, in the program year they begin

their T/TA planning procedures. The responses are given in Table M55

Table M55. Starting Time for T/TA Plannilg ProceduresjOirector,
Staff, and Parent Respondents, n=428)

ResponSe -Number

(423)

Percentage

(100)

-On-going

February

March

April
.

-May

Summer

Reception of RO Guidance.

4. .

Other
,

--.Don't Know

Not Applicable

..-
155

14

13

18

17

38

8

39

102

24

.

e

36.2

3.3

3.0

4.2

4.0

8.9

1.9

9.1

23.8

3.6

'

.11

Significant findings here are that:

36.2% of .the respondents consider their T/TA planning

on-going;

14.5% start their planning procedures in February, March,

April, or May;

8:9% begin once they receive the appropriate RO guidance;,

23.8% reported not knowing when .these procedures commence,

which is possibly. another manifestation ofthe difficulty

encountered when combining-parent responses with those of

Directdrs and staff.

185
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Then these same respondents were given a follow-up question, i.e.,

generally, how much time passes between the beginning of your-needs as-

sessment process and the completion of your written T /TA'plan? The

answers are listed by frequency here in Table M56.

Table 1156. Time Involye4 in Local T/A Planning Process (Director,
Staff, Parent Respondents, n=428) ...

Time

(In Months)

Number of
Responses

(428)

Percentage of
Responses

(100)

1 44 10.3

2 . * 51 11.9

3
.

'45 10.5

4
. 16 3.7

5 10 2.3

6
.

,

.

2G ' 4.7-. 0

7 . .-_ 3 Q.7

8
.

3 07.7

9 - 5 1.2

10
.

.

2 0.5 '

12_ 17 4.0
*

Don't Know 153 35.7

Not Applicable 4 59 13.8

One-third (32.7%) of those answering reported.that they complete

their T/TA plan within thregomonth's of the start of their i/T.A.,ndeds

assessment process: _Among 1MPD respondentS,lothis figure jumps to 41%.

0

186
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vK
2. Local Provider Responses

ProjectStaff Interviewed a total of 24 local providers.

( ee Chapter II for an explanation ofthe selection process.)

Presented here is a.discussion of their responses on the sub' --

ject of needs assessment and T/TA plennIng.- Regional variations
014.

in these data be isolated as appropriate.

Initially, as was true with both the national and regional

providers, these local providers were'queriedabout their.

'involvement in needs assessment and T/TA planning activities

at the varlous levels of Project Head Stai-t.,

When these providers were asked about their involvement in such

processes at the national, regional, state, and local levels, their.

positive responses were distributed as follows:

I

4 -

Involved at the National _Level . .0.0;

Involved at the Regional Level . 12.5%

Involved at theState Level , 25.0Z

. Involved at the Local Level 58.3%

All providers indicated no involvement at the national level, and then

the extent of involveMent'progressively rises to the high of 5813% at
.0
the local level. The reason for no greater involvement at the local

level than.58.3%, is unknoWn. It may be because local Head Start

.!) grantees kne0 their heeds and plan for T/TA and simply hired prOviders

to give the required assistance, or, because local providers didn't

possess the expertise for needs assessment and planning; or because:

some Head Start directors, were reluctant to relinquish control to

an outsider.

4.

187
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Some regional differences are evident. Among those local' pro:-

viders involved at the state level, one-half were from- Region IV

(Atlanta). At the local level, while nearly all of the local pro-'
viders sampled in Regions III (Philadelphia), IV (Atlanta), and XV (IMPD) 4

were involved, most from Region V (Chicago),were not involved (-7 out of.9).

A comparison with national and regional providers on this issue"

of involvement shows some differences. As would be expected, local
.

providers involvement at the national and regional 1. eels was---m-inimali

so we'll turn to state and local-level comparisons. Of the local

providers sampled, 25.0% were involved at the state level, compared to

17.6% of national and 68.8% of regional providers, The higher

percentage of local provjders involved'. than national providers,

may be caused in part by.health'agencies and-universities coordinating-
,.

not only with RTO/STOs (or their equivalent) but also with state-level
.

agencies in their field (e.g., health,social Services, education).

Thia question did not distiguish,betwe6 the two.

. ;At the local levet, local provider involvement was 58.3% of-

all sampled, compared tc:(gational (29.4%) and region (77.5%)'provider

'involvement. The closer to "home", the sreatet the involvement for

both local and regional providers. Of course,. fortthviatter

T/TA needs assessment and planning at the local leve is a function-

normally incorporated in their. job requirements, w is ndi allways

the case for local providers.-

toear-provides, like national and regional proViders, weee asked

to indicate which Criteria they used to determine thef#activites.
. -

The frequency and rank order of each criterion are listed0)ow in
. .

- . .Table M 57. Local Head Start objectives and staff needs both were
'),. M . - .

.:... ,./.mentioned most frequentI79.2%), Pa rent needs ranked second (75.0t),
. ,

and communi.iy needs thLrd (70.8%). These criteriadiffer ln some
...

.-- .

''respects compared tO national and regional proViders. Table MI 58- .

recapitulates the responses of each type of provider, r each criterion

.

163,
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TABLE.M 57. Criteria Utilized to Determine Activities
of Local Providers

CRITERIA UTILIZED TO DETER-'
MINE PROVIDER ACTIVITIES

PERCENT OF LOCAL
PROVIDERS (n=24)

RANK ORDER OF

CRITERIA

National Head Start
Objectives 37.5

. .

7

Regional Head Start
Objectives

41.7 6

Local'Head Start Objedtives 79.2 1

Performance Standards 54.2
,

4

Community Needs 70.8 3_.,..

Staff Needs .,. 79.2 1.

Volunteer',Needs
_

37.5 7

Parent Needs 75.0 2

Amount of Money Available 45.8. 5,

T/TA elan'' 45.8 5'

Part of-Grants Application -
29.2 8

Contract Requirements- 41.7
- 6

Other Contractors 4.2 10

Other 12.5 9

Th-NOTE: 1 COMPARE THIS TABLE WITH M 6 AND M 28REGARQINGNATIONAL
AND REGIONAL PROVIDERS' CRITERIA.

189
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TABLE M 58. Comparison of Criteria Utilized to Determine
Activities of National, Regional, and Local
Providers

CRITERIA .UTILIZED TO
DETERMINE PROVIDER
ACTIVITIES

RATIONAL PROVIDERS:-
(n =34)

REGIONAL PROVIDERS
(n=77)

LOCAL PROVIDERS
(n=24)

Percent
Yes

Rank .

Order '
Percent-

,

Yes
'Rank- .

Order
_Percent

Yes

_ Rank
Order

National Head Start
Objectives 85.3 3 90.9 4 37.5 7
Regional Head, Start
Objectives 73.5 5 , 89.6 5 41.7 '6
Local Head Start
Objectives 70.6 6 93.5 3 79.2 1

Performance StandardsStandards 91.2 1 96.1 1 54.2

Community Needs
.73.5 5 85.7 6 ma 3

Staff Needs 88.2 2 94.8 2 79.2 1 .

Volunteer Needs. 50.0 '--- 9 72.7 37.5 7 ,

Parent Needs 79.4 4 90.9 4, 75.0 2

Amount of Money .
Available 70.6 6 77.9

.

44:8 5

T/TA Plan 58.8 7, -. 85.7 6
-.

45.8 5
7a,rt oft Grants

'Appiicapion 47.1 10 59.7 9 29.2
'8

ConifaCt Requirements 52.9 8 32.5 10 '41.7

Other Contractors 23.5 11 26.0 11 4.2 10
,

Other 8,8 12 11.7 12 12.5 9

Not Applicable /11,..9 1.3 --
_....

-- --

NOTE: THIS TABLE INCLU6ES DATA FROM'3 PREVIOUS TABLES: M -6, M 28,-

4

and M 57. 7
?

I 1

n 0
165
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Staff needs were among the most frequently mentioned criteria

across all types of providers, but local Head Start objectives, most

frequently mentioned by local providers along with staff needs, dropped
7

to third place among regional providers and sixth -place among national

providers. Parent needs, ranking second among localproviders, was

mentioned fourth most frequently by national,and regional providers.

Community needs, named third most often by local providers, fell' to.the

sixth place among regional providers and fifth among national providers.

Absent from these most frequently mentioned, cniteria utilized by local

providers are performance standards (54.2% answered "Yes", a drop of more

than 15.0% from the next highest percent - commumity needs) and national

and regional Head Start objectives (37.5% and 41.7% respectively). It

is obvious that amo4our sample, local providers must try to be highly

responsive to the' requirements of the local progrlm, through its objectives

and staff and parent needs. To what extent local Head Start objectives

incorporate regional and national objectives is not khown from our data.

When lo al providers were asked to name the top three criteria., in

order of importance, for determining, their T/T7 activities, the fre4encies,

-for each criterion mentioned (See TableM59) emerged. Because of the
small number of'

411

local providers interviewed, the percentages for several

criteria are the same. When this-.occurs, only those criteria with dis-

tinctly different percentages will be discussed. Among the first-ranked

criter \a, children needs (29.2%) and staff needs (25.0%) were most

/frequently mentioned: Among second-ranked criteria, staff needs (25:2%0,

local Head Start objectives (12.5%) and parents needs (12.5%) were named

mst'often. Among third-ranked criteria, staff needs and parent needs

(both 16.7%) ranked highest. When the percentages across each_of the

ranked criteria are aggregated; staff needs is far,and away the most

mentioned criterion (70.9%), followed by children needs (41.7%), and then

parent needs (29.2%) and lodal Head Start objectives (29.1%).

191
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,TABLE M 59. Top-Ranked Criteria for Determining T/TA
Activities of Local Providers' (n=24)

CRITERIA NAMED FOR

DETERMINING PROVIDER
ACTIVITIES

PERCENT OF LOCAL PROVIbER'RESPONSES

First,

Ranked
-,

.

Second
Ranked

,Thir,
9anked Aggregate

National Head Start
Objectives 4.2%/1

.

4.2%/4 4.1%/3 12.6%71rs
Regional Head Start
Objectives -:- -- __ __

Local Helid Stare
.

Objectives 8.3%/3 .12.5%/2
g

8.3%/2 25.1$/3

Performance Standards 8.3%/3 4,2%/4 it.2%/3 16.7.%/5 ,

Community Needs
.

,

4.2%/4 8.3%/3 8.3%/2 20:8%/4
. ,

Staff Needs
25.0%/2 25.2%/1 16.7%/1

.

704144
Volunteer Needs.

, __ -4.2/4 -_ 4.2/7
.

Parent geeds *
.

__ 11.5%/2 16.7%/l 2g.2%/3-
.

Children Needs. 25.2/1 4.2/4 8.3 /2 41.7%/2
Amount of Money 1*
Available -- -4.2/4

c 8.3%/2 12.5%/6

T/TA Plan .

.

-- ' 4.2/4 ----: -- 4:2%/7
Part' of Grants

Application "' .

-_ .

. t
_- --

Contract Requirements 4.2%/4 '-I. *- 4..2/7,

Other Contractoes . ..7
4 F.

PrbgramNeeds Assessment
and Evaluation 8.3%/3 4.2%/4 4.2%/3 16.7%/5
Provider Self-Assess-
ment and Evaluation

,

.
:

-- ...-,

.2,

Other
,

4.2%/4 4.2%/4 4.2 %/3 12.6%/6k
No-Response. or Not

Applicable 4.2% ,

N
4.2% 16.7% ....

,NOTE: COMPARE TH45-TABLE.WITH m 7 REGARDING NATIONAL PROVIDERS,
AND M 29' REGARDING REGIONAL PROVIDERS.

1.92
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It can be seen that when these providers ranked the criteria, the top

3 in rankings - staft needs, children needs, local objectives - were

identical to responses that were given when they were asked to indicaie

whether or not they used certain criteria (Table M 57).

No regional variations among the local providers in these data are

notable.

Comparing these results of the aggregated percentages with national

and regional providers reveals striking differences among the respondents.

Staff needs rank fourth among national (Table M 7) and regional providers

(Table M 29). Children needs rank eleventh among national providers (Table

M 7) and thirteenth among regional providers (Table M 29). Parent needs '

'Tank eighth and ninth among national (Table M 7) and regional (Table M 29)

providers, and local Head Starrobjectves sixth and third respectively

:(Tables M 7, and M29).

As far as constants. among these criteria employed Ey T/TA providets

at-all three levels - national, regional, and local, this'much can be said:

o Staff needs were mentioned frequently on all

3 levels.

o Performane standards were mentioned consistently on

the national and regional levels (-but not on the

local)

o Local objectives wete mentioned regularly on the

regional and local levels (but notion the national),

o Regional objectives and national objectives were mentioned

less frequently than the above, but still regularly -

on the regional and national levels (but not on the local)

o Parent's needs, children's needs, and community needs were

mentioned.regularly, but.only on the local level.
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One other comparison must be made, and that is the top criteria used

by local programs against thine used by local level providers for needs

assessment and T/TA planning.

Recall from Tables M 36, H 37, and M 3$, that-five criteria-stood out

consistently as dominant ones employed by the directors, staff and parents

interviewed:

Staff Needs

Parent Needs

Performance Standards

Community Needs

Local Objectives

These are almost exactly the same criteria mentioned most regularly

by the local providers (See Tables M 57 and M 59). The only difference

is the criterion of children's needs, which.wis mentioned quite often

by these providers. Accordingly, it, seems fair to say that local program

personnel and T/TA providers seem very mach synchronized on the matter

of which criteria'to utilize for assessing needs and devising T/TA plans.

Local providers were then asked which resources from a pre-set

list they utilized to assess T/TA needs and devise the T/TA plan. The

percentages of positive responses are presented below in Table M 60.

The resources most frequently utilized was program staff meeting

(66.7%). Following that, program staff evaluation forms and local provider

staff meetings were most often named (each J.5.8 %). Formal needs asses'sment

tools and provider' staff evaluation forms fell in the fourth decil (37,5

and 33.3% respectively). All other resources dropped to 20.8% =nd below

in use by local.providers. Reliance wa,,s great9st on local p ogram resources

in the form of meetings and evaluati s. Least reliance, as-placed on

National offices staff, materials and guidance, and other p;.ovider reports.

It appears that local providers, in concert with loc 1 program personnel,

generated their own T/TA needs assessment and plariing and that outside
*

resources, such. s regional providers, National and Regional office staff,

and materials were not primary.
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.
Table M 60. Resources Utilized b Local Providers for Assesiino.,

. T/TA Needs and'Devistpg 1TA Plan' (n=2 .00'. -

rt \
,

i '-0ERCENT a LOCAL.
_t

e..
APROV10)ERS ll:RAZING

TYPE 01= RESOURCE -1--- ^RESOURCES ',-

Formal needs assessment too4-- ' 37.5%---

Program Staff evaluation forms- --
.,

t.
45.8% i

Program Staff meetingeting .
66.7% -.._

Provider reports 40RTO/STO/STATOTOKS) 20.8%

Other provider reports
,

Staff evaluation forms

8.3%

33.3%

Staff,fte/ings i 34.8%

Nationa.1_ (rice materials/guidance ,,/: 8.3%

National office staff (.e:g., COTA, PD&1) 8.3%

Regional office materials/guidance 20.8%

Regional officestaff Community Rep) 16.7%

Other 12.5%

Not Applicable // 12.5%

/7

NOTE: COMP E THIS-TABLE WITH M 8 (NATIONAL PROVIDERS)

AN TABLE M 30 (REGIONAL PROVIDERS)
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No regional variatijns were notable.

Compering total ptovider responses with those of regional and national

shows that,overa1,3, local providers evidenced a lower range Of positive

responses than either of the other Trovider_-groups. (See Table M 61)

APweqtr, on an individual resource 0(itm;basis,,they compared laVorably

with regional providers and surpassevnational providers isn utilizing
\' ,N

program staff.reetings. That favorabiy with regional'providers dimishes

inTegard to program staff evaluation farms. For what4ver reasons -

nonavailability of local program staff an4 materials, nonavailability or

in approoriateness of,fornalized tools and evaluations, inexpertise of

local provider stpff, nature of the task to be eocomplished, etc. - the

resources utilizeC;by local providers tend to be of a more informal,

interpersonal nature. This observation should n4 be construed as a

criticism. The faCt that such is the situation atthe local level may

in fact be most appropriate for accompljshing the tasks of T/TA for which
.,-

local'providers were hired.

These local providers were the asked if they prepared a.written

T/TA plan or work statement. The range of responses\was:

Yes 97.%

No 8.3%

Not applicable 4.2%

1 The percentage of "Yes" responses is close to that of regional providers

(92.2%) and higher than that of national providers (64.7%).

Those local providers who responded,"Yes"were then requested to ,

. specify to whom acid how often they submitted their plans. The followihg.

Table (M 62)presents this data.

19
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TABLE M 61. Comparisbn of Resources Utilized by National,
Regional, andLocal Providers for Assessing
T/TA Needs and Devising 1 /TA Plan

.

PERCENT OF PROVIDERS UTILIZING RESOURCE

TYP OF RESOURCE
National

(n=34)

Regional

(n=77)

Local

(n=24)
r

F0j(mal needs assesment tools 55.9 79.2 37.5

Pr ram staff evaluation
I- rms

29.4 72.7 , .45.8

P ogram staff meeting 41.2 70.1 66.7

rovider reports
:RTO/ST6/STSTO/OICS)/

41.2 72.7 20.8

Other provider reports '11.8 46.8 , 8.3

(Staff evaluation forms . 32.4
.

70.1 33.3

Staff meetings 38.2 72.7 45.8

National office materials/,

guidance '
67.6 80.5 8.5

National office staff
(e.g., CDTA, P061) _... 50.0' . 37.7 8.3

./

Regional office materials/
guidance

.

47.1 ' 85.7: , 20.8
.

Regional office staff
(e.g., Community- Rep)

c .61.8

.

76.6
% ,

1647

Other .
17.6 32.5 12.5

Don't Know -4-

Not Applicable
11.8 1.3 12.5

4/0

NOTE: THIS TABLE INCORPORATES DATA DISPLAYED PREVIOUSLY IN TABLES

M 8, Li 30, AND M 60.
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Table M 62. Percent of Local Providers Submitting Written .

T/TA Work Plan to Organization or Agency and
Frequency of Submission (n =24)

RECIPIENT OF T/TA
PLAN -

PERCENT
LOCAL
VIDERS
HITTING

OF
PRO.

FREQUENCY OF SUBMISSION
,..

SUB-
PLAN

Monthly

8.3 1

Quarterly

- -
.

Semi_
Annually

8.3

Annuaiihet
./

..

,16`.7'

.

it

12.-5Emolover 45:8

Policy Advisory Board [ 4.2 4.2 --
-

Grantee Board 8.5 --.. -- -- 42' 8.3 6,-, _...

J

State TITA Grantee 1 8.3 1 -- -- --/ 8.3 j'..;-'

Regional Office T 4.2 -- -- -- ., _4.2, --

National Office : 4.2 I 4.2 -- -- , _ .--

Part of Grants
Application 0.0 -- I a

li-,
,

/
w. w. 41

Part of Contract
Reauirements 0.0 -- -I- -- -- --

I Other 16.7 4.2 -- -,- 8.3 7-4.2

NOTE: COMPARE THIS TABLE WITH M 9 (NATIONAL PROVIDERS) AND
M 32 (REGIONAL PROVIDERS)

Note: All percentages are based on the to0.1"number of-respondents.

Because thisuestion was designed to permit multiple responses for the

recipient part only; no percent equals 87.5%, the number of respondents

Answering "Yes" to the preceding question. Respondents were allowed to

give only one frequency for each recipient, so each frequency row percents

total the recipient 'percent listed in.the second column.

A
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Moyeespondents indicated suWtting T/TA plans to their employer

(45.W. In a few inst.pcesilltS. employer was the local Head. Start

-gran.Mize_,: but in nie4k-cases the referent was the university, community.

health agency, tribal-agency, or private organization tnat had received_
the grant or contract to provide T/TA services. The category next most

-

frequently mentioned as a

/ . -

recipient was other 06-.7%)." This category:

included-; -a vartety of responses:.'-idirectpr""bf*TITAlierli-ces-la'S
'- -

-

- /rem- TPA:grantee' -047--.-kijert:r"actoth;,1..!Head-s-ta ?VA6-e'; "/

"teache rs- and_ nurses" ; and "staff and pare610-. .-A)1-fthee-Ciiegorip
of-recipients fall in ,t,h.e_Llokies.4,261erariging-from 8.3 to 4-2%,-/ilth

Jr -

-lirtrertholri'-oF71H-Ibf gants application and part of contract/require-
,

ments, each registering 0.0% respond'es,

go,.

, . ,
.

The frequency of T/TA plan submission to each reciapient2generally .....--.

followspaqern o b,gIng rergli;iy.once,-eiiher-On a monthly
- _ __ .....

...

.

-,_ - _. ,

.
bas4s or an anniarb-asis. The only exceptions to this p tern are found,

-w.i1T.ireqUeri-cy. of submission to employer and to "others The frtqUencY
--.-.

,

distribution for employe?. is mOthly (8.3%), semi-ann ally (8.3%), :;

. -5

annuallY (16.7%), and other..(1Z.5%). 'In the latte frequency,t,t.me

frame's'such as ''weekly", "as requested", and "anc were mentioned. The

second exception to the pattern is freqUency to ther agency ar-o-rganiza-

tion,,Which evidences thiS distribution: monx 1y (4.2%); annually (8.3%);

and other (4;2%).

Tnenas with the national and reg.ion 1 providers,4these retpondents

were asked "how effective is the process you use to assess the T/TA

needs and devise your T/TA pled'?" Tab e M 63 presents their responses.

Of those w-were involve diFassessmentlarrd-pTandlii,
.

70.8% gave positive (i.e., excelle , very good). ratings.

Regional variations occur among these providers, itespondents, rating

the effectiveness of their proc sses highly (excellent, very good)

totalled:37.5%. Of the renal ing percent (41-6%) who rated their effec-

tiveness (good and fair), se were located in Regions IV and V.

199
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--TABLE M 63. ----Effectiveness of Local Provider T/TA Needs
As- sessment and Planning Process (a=24)

RESPONSES PERCENT

Excellent 12,5%

C

Very Good 25.0
.

..Good -.:. 33.3

Fair

,
.

8.3

Poor .. - --

Don't f6PIVI 4.2 .

Not Appl- itra644 16.7

NOTE: COMPARE THIS TABLE WITH M 10 (NATIONAL PROVIDERS)

. AND M 33 (RkGIONAL PROVIDERS).

2 0
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Although this percentage is;ower than both regional (93.6%) and

national (79.5%) providers, it Should not be construed'is meaning that

as a body, these local providers ai,eiless effective. the= 3arge percent

of respondents answering "notiappl,icable" (16.7* ndicates that they

are not involved in these pr,ocesiis. Further, the.total -number of local

providers sampied, 24, is small. Like the other piovtOirs, no one used

the rating "Poor". (For a:tabular recapitulatioh of,441 provider

responses to this question, see Table,M64.)

/

k

TABLE M Comparison of Ratings of EffdOtiveness of T/TA
Needs'Assessment ihd Planning-PrOcess,by National,
Regional,.and Lo4I Providers

"RtSPONSE CATEGORY

TYPE AND PERCENT OF' PROVIDER RESPONDENTS
Nat!orrai------ fkregrOhal

,(n = 77)

Local .

(n = 24)(n ,=.,14)

Picellent 20:6. 20.8 12.5

T.

Very Good 32*.4 48.l 25.0

Good ,- 26.5 '24.7 33.3 ,

fair 11.8 1.9 8.3

Don't-Know .... ....
.

4.2

Not Applicable -8.8 2.6 16.7

TOTAL . 100,1* 100.0 100.0

NOTE: THIS TABLE INCORPORATES DATA DISPLAYED PREVIOUSLY IN
TABLES M 10, M 33, AND M 63.

Caused by rounding.-
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Issentially, this table highlights the finding that regional,

providers, as mentioned above, rate the effectiveness of theft needs

assessment and T/TA plahning processes more highly (93.6%) than do

either the national (79.5%) or local (70.8%) providers.

One other comparison should be made - the ratings on effectiveness

of the local providers vs. those of the directors,-staff, and parents

from the thirty local programs sampled. Reca)1 that 77.3 percent of these

latter respondents (See Table M 47) reported the effectiveness of their

processes at the local program as being either exC41qh.t, Very, good,

or good. This figure of 77.3 percent should be consideredpagainst

the 70.8 percent response rate of the local providers. What is of

importance here is that the local program people seem more sat4sfied

than the local providers Wrth these needs assessment and T/TA planning

processes.

Also noteworthy is that Mere on the local level,,for-ihe first------
J*- .

time, we have more satisfaction with these prOcesses by the Head Start

people instead of the providers. ,Providers at both the national

(especially) /
and,r

regional levels seemed to be more satisfied
'-a-

Xhan 014.-
OCD officials with these processes. .

,

S

11
1 f %

The local providers were queried as to how much improvement .'1 , ,

.

they thought was necessary in these processes. Their answers' -are
. .

displayed here in Table M 65..

TABLE M 65. Extent of Improvement Needed in Local Providers',
,

.T/TA Needs Assessment and Planning Processes (n=24)

RESPON ES
.

PERCENT

A Gr at Deal 8.3%

Quite a Bit

_

29.2%

SOme .

. .3%
A Little-

i -
4.2%

._

None 8.3%
___ . _ _

Don't Know
r_

4.2%

Not Applicable 12.5%

NOTE: COMPARE THIS TABLE WITH M 11 (NATIONAL PROVIDERS)AND

M 34 (REGIONAL PROVIDERS)
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,
it can be seen that 37.5% think rather extensive improvements

..,
Ci.t., a great deal oPr quite a bit) are needed; 33..3%, only "some"Land

'12:5% a little'Pr none. All local pripviders,who answered the "a .
.., - :

great.-deal 'or quite a"bit" of improvement was needed (37.5%); were

"-? freAteithell Regidn IV (Atlant4):,`C:`ir Region V (Chicago). This was
5.- t.-- -the on-Iv:notable 34,tariation in h'is data in terms of regions--;

,, -otilparing these data to those'obtained from*the national and
4

.- ( i-e910,-ttl,P,TPviders (see Tables M 11 and M 34)shows some differences.34),shows

mush .1gemu 4, cr percentage of the local providers interviewed (37.5%)-, .0- : li
,thineXtebstve i-mprovements ( i .e. , "a great deal\ b r quite a bit ")

,..-.
' i :',4 ' A. re.,neede',d. inati of the, regional (fkr.3%) or nationl "(17.7%) provi_derS.
4 t,. ."- ii''i ..41' ', ., ,,,,,,. ,,,
t.:'i.4 It Vs not,. known at this time whether thii diffefence can be 'explained,

'-;,..-. N t

k\i' e.g.,,, as a, reouTt of lack of mo'cley, program; expertise, or provider
,', ,,,'1,',..

.sf
Opel. s4.a(` ,a,..' gOd \job,: at --'the. local level,. 1.

.0I1,;,' ,: '11,',s,'!'. -0, .,,, -'. ,i , '',,,
1 : , ,, , .4, z ,, --., 1,-.1,

,, j. .. ,C , lc .
,,..tik V . ,..

. ,,,- ., r.. ' tI , ,, , Forthe!,e,adecs.'.conVent irference a table is;.;;pre.s.,,ented here
$1',IL ..., ariiiiig the anstIttrs. 'of_al 1 T/TA, providers intervl*wein this subject

..,... ; ; . N7, 0i.,
f7 ; of'OmprovementS neecttd ',in tfq proceties4iitillzed` to ad..ss.".,i5eeds "land.,'.

devise, T/TA plans. , A

,, '
i . V '

\ ic'

I
'r, , '',

,

as

t
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TABLE M 65. Comparison of Responses by All Providers on the
Extent of Improvement Needed in Needs Assessment
and T/TA Planning.

..

RESPONSE CATEGORY

TYPE AND PERCENT OF PROVIDER RESPONDENTS

National

(n=34)

Regional

(n=77)

Local.

(n=24)

A Great Deal 5.9 6.5 8.3

.

Quite a Bit 11.8 7.8 29.2

Some 47:1 62.3 33.3

A Little
.. *

.....i kV

14.7 ' 18.2 .'

,

4.2 ..

None 8.8 . .2.6 8.3

Don't Know mil
I. ''''

1

4.2

Not',ApPicable 0.8 2.6 12.5

No Response- 2.9 -- _.. .

fOTAL. '

_ .. ... _
100.'0-- -- , 100.0

.,..
100.0

.\

One'other comparison needs to be'made here, and that is the commenos

Made by the local providers on improyement

locaT-pfOgraM directors, 'staff. and parents.

- that' /10ths (72.0) of the, respondentSin
, ;

mre than. "a littlWi.improVdment was needed
1

providers comparable percen.tge of 70.8%. and tends to indicate, that
, . . . .4

. the .local program people, feel about the same 'need" for improvement 'as
.

,,

., i

: do the providers, This also tends to show,:jeelatively,a'synchroniza-

/
' ;'

'?.
tion of perceptIone bYboth loCal program. people 'and peoviders on this

.., ,- ' '

subject that does not exist tc; such,ah,extent on pither the regional or
6 2 . . 1

national levels., The wqr0 ',urelativefy" was used fntentiorlaly, so'
i , f

as tc) avord, spgglsiing the these 'prOcesses are any better'at the focal.
,,:i\ .. .

, 11'
leVet than iat the oper,vveis jusT because both parties, i.e., ;the

.
.

pepositampeople anOt:tfle Prcr4ders, view them soiidentically.

needed against'those of the

Recall (frOm Table M 50)

that category felt that

Zhis matches the
4
local
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As with national and local providers, local providers rated the

effectiveness of the.coordination (in terms of plannin for T/TA at

the local level) brtween theirorganizatidn and each of these'offices:

the National OffiCe; the Regiona1440ffice; the State Training Office

(or its equivale4); and the Local Granted;.' Previous17 discussed was.;

the feet that to make each -rating, local providers had to be involved

in the TITA needs assessment and planning progess,at that particular'

.level. 'For reference, the perCent.involved at each of those levels

is presented below:

LEVEL OF INVOLVEMENT BY LOCAL
PROVIDERS IN T/TA NEEDS ASSESS-
MENT AND PLANNING PROCESS

PERCENT OF LOCAL PROVIDERS
INVOLVED

I- National 0.0

Regional. 12.

State 25.0

Local 58.3 .
at

+ , The 191 lowing table (m 66) shows the distribution of ratingvklayy----

1Cical providers. The ratings were almost uniformly;p6Sitive (excellent,

very good, good) across.each level. Only in rating coordi'na'tion

effeCliGeness with local grantee was "excellent!' used, however. It

appears that most providers involved with the local grantee in planning
I XI

T/TA e;joyed a positive relationship with high coordination or effec-

tiveness. This fact again points up the apparent synchrdnilation

existing betWeen local programs and providers sampled thaewas evidenced

in the previous discussion about effectiveness and extent of hmprove:-
4 I

ment needed in needs assessment brid T/TA,plinning,processes.

,o
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TABLE M 66. Percent of kocal Providers Rat*ina Effectiveness
of Coordination in T/TA Planning at the Local
Level Between theicOrganization and the National
Office, RegipnalPffice, State Training Office,
and Local Grantee_

`RATING.

i .

PERCENT OF LOCAL PROVIDERS RATING EFFECTIVENESS
_COORDINATION WITH EACH OFFICE

OF

.

National

Office

Regiohal

'Office

State Training
'Office

Local

Office:

Excellent --
[

28.6%

Very Good .

:f
66.6% 33.3%

.

35.7%,.

Good-,'
. . -.. 33..3% 50.0% 28.6%

Fair -_ -- 0.7% 7.1%

Poor-- .

-- . -
.

--

.

,

-.. 3/24 . 6 4 . 14/24

Not Reported . 24
,

21 1.8-* 10

an%

I I

NOTE: COMPARE THIS TABLE WITH M 12 (NATIONAL PROVIDERS).AND
35 ( REGIONAL PROVIDERS)

Regional variations among local providers rating coordination

effectiveness at the local level do exist. Of the 7 out of .9 local providers

interviewed in Region IV who rated coordination effectiven6s4 or

85.7% gave highly positive responses (excellent and very good).

To recapitulate the positive responses, not only for local providers,

but also for regional and national` providers, Table M 67, on the%followihg

page, has been constructed.

07,
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TABLE M 67. Comparison of All Provider Responses on Effectiveness
of Coordination between their Organization and OCD/H.S.

ERCENT OF POSITIVE RESPONSES (EXCELLENT, VERY GOOD,

GOOD) OF THOSE PROVIDERS RATING COORDINATION
EFFECTIVENESS WITH EACH OFFICE OR AGENCY

TYPE OF PROVIDER National Regional State Training Loszi

Office Office Office. Office

National rrovjder's 80.0%
.

71.4%
1

40.0% 55.5

Regional Providers 60.0% 91.1% 73.1% 89.8%*

Local Providers 100:0% , 83.2% 92.9%

NOTE: THIS TABLE INCORPORATE DATA PREVIOUSLY DISPLAYED IN
TABLES M 12, M 35, and M 66.

As i general finding, it appears that each category of provider

experiences a higher level of positive coordination effectiveness with

his or her immediate employer or critical client than with other offices.

That is, most national providers rated coordination effectiveness for

both the national and regional offices positively, and with both these

officeq it is important that this condition exists, in order to maintain

the relationship and accomplish the tasks needed. Sinalarly, nearly all
.

regional providers rated coordination effectiveness with the regional office

and the local grantee positively, and nearly all local providers- did the

same for the regional office and local grantee. It is realistic to assume

,that!each.provider group and the particular office dispensing the T/TA

Money or receiving the bulk of T/TA services have a vested interest in

maintaining good.coordination with each other, to insure that the job-is

done well and that cOntinbance of the money for contracts is not jeepardized.

21)?
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Summation of m3 Findings: Nteds Assessment and T/TA Planning

The topical question addressed in this section was, "are appropriate -

and effective processes followed to assess needs and develop T/TA plans

accordingly?" A basic assuiiption, of course, is that the most effective and

efficient T/TA activities are based solidly on a thorough,assessment and

analysi\ of T/TA needS.

Information gathered from National Office Mead. Start staff strongly indi-

cates that the central office sees its rdsponsiblities, in the needs assess- .

went process, limited to the design of form*.s for needs assessment data gath-

erFng and to tIbulate centrally data as it is gathered by the local and region-

al levels. Central office staff perceived the primary responsibility for

T/TA needs assessment to rest with the local level; seconder? duties involving

a "quality contrdi" function were seen to be tht responsibility of the region-

al ot'ice. Furthermore, central office staff perceived virtualty. no meaning-

ful co mprehedsive and integrated planning processes at either the national,

regional or local levels levels which are followed to incorporate the results

of the needslassessment into the T/TA delivery. Finally, central office

staff saw the effectiveness of the total needs assessment process at each

level as only "Fair"-on a scale of Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor.

National level T/TA providers, likewise, were questioned on dimensions

relevant to their level of involvement in the needs assessment and T/TA plan-.

ning activities. Although providers' level of involvement appeared to be

greater than tiat of headquarters staff, the providers piimary criteria tO

determine what, their activities would be tended to &e related, to Head Statt

performance standards and luxional, objectives (See Tables M6 and M71. Nation

al providers enerally perceived their needs assessment and ',fanning processes

as rather effective; obviously, this perception stands in marked contrast with

that of centr0 office staff. In general, national providers saw the degree

of coordination between themselves, the National Office, the regional office,

\

the State offick and the local grantee as quite favorable.

Regional office respondents, in contrast with National office self-per-

ceptions, saw th
\

mseives as having a highly significant role in the4peeds

' 4 Its, A1A'

1533
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.

assessment process at both the regional and locat;levels; in declailng the
_

pal-ticipants in this process regional officestaff_saw themselves in a pe,i-

mary role (See Table MIA). Likewise, regional office staff generally (81%)

perceived the dffecti'veness
of.the:heeds'asSessment process in the excellent/

very good/good .range (See Table M17).

Regional office staff recognized two primary bases for setting priorities

at the regional and local levels among identtfied needs: the Nati-onal Per-

formance Standards and the National Objectives (See Table MI8). Regional

staff also regarded the regional T/TA planning process to be of significant

effectiveness (See Table m19).

Regional office staff generally perceived the degree,of effective

coordination between the regional office and local programs 63 be very good

(See Table M20); in contrast, regional office personnel saw the degree of

-coordination between regional office and the National office generally to be

"Fair. to "Poor". When asked how coordination efforts between regional and

national offices could be improved, regionl office people suggested changes

in National office organization, planning, management, timing, service del.

livery and attitudes. As seen by regional staff, improvement in regional-lo-

.

cal office coordination would requii-e regional office reorganization with ink
.

creased manpower; regional staff also revealed that significant numbers of

local prograps did not receive copies of the regional T/TA

.

information on the needs assessment and T/TA planning process was also

-sought from representatives of the RTO/STO/STATO/OICS network. Some 93%

of respondents in this group felt there was a discernable need for improve-

,`

N ment in thisprocess (See Table- M23). The suggestions for rmprovement most

;frequently related to staff,. i.e., upgrading staff expertise, retraining staff

fr longer periods, adding more staff, etc. ViFtually all RTO /STO (etc.)_pre-

..

pare,a T/TA plan and submit that plah to the regional office.- Howeyer,over

half of,these.persiannel cited a need for better communication with the region- :

\

at office\ for the Test part the RTO/STO do seed to.have a rather clear set

of objectives from the regional office regarding specified .expectations" for

job performance (See Table M27).

2 11 9
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A second .group'of regional providers across seven case study regions

was aVso queried on needs4assessment. In contrast to National providers,

thgroup of regional providers had their greatest level of involvement

kin the needs assessment /planning 11-ocess at thelocal, state and regional

level. The criteria used to determine the T/TA activities of this group of

regional providers were very similar, however,. to those employed by National

providers (See Table M28 and M25); there is, however, an expected tendency

to place greater emphasis on regional and local objectives. Virtually all

of this group of regional providers prepared a written T/TA plan -(see Table

M32). 'Likewise, this group generally (53.6%) perceived a positive level

of effectiveness of their T/TA needs assessment/planning activities (see

Table M33). Over 75%, however, do feel a need for further improvement in

this process (see Table M34).

an.

Further responses on the needs assessment and planning process were

sought from local level sources of H.S. directors and staff, and parents.

Without doubt this group placed heavy emphasis on parent needs, staff needs,

local objectives, and community needs in'establishing their criteria for

assessing local T/TA needs (see Tables M36 and M37). The resources utilized

at the local level in'assessing needs and devising T/TA plans were primarily

staff meetings and staff evaluation forms (see Table M39). Of this group

of interviewees '7.3% rated the effectiveness of the needs assesimint/plannipg

process as Excellent, Very'Good, or Good (see Table M47); only8.2% rated

the effectiveness-as "Fair" or "Roor." Nevertheless, some 72% of the-inter-

viewees felt that more than "a little" improvement was required In the total

process (see Table M50).

Some 53.7% of local level personnel thought that the effectiveness of

coordination between local and regional offices was Excellent; Very Good, or

Good; 1.5% saw NiAR coordination as Fair'or Poor. (see Table M51) There

is some _indlcati.on that over 50% of the respondents felt they had no oppor-

'tunity for ut.in
.s

the development of the regional T/TA plan. Over one-
.

-third of thi ?
Pt

pogtents reported that their T/TA planning procedures were

on-going while another 23.8% reported that they did not know as to the onset

of the planning process; only 1.5% of the respondents reported that the/ waited

1R5
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to begin their T/TA planning process until after the receipt of regional office

guidance. Approximately one-third of the respondents reported that they had

completed their written TITA plan within three months after beginning the
473planning process (see Table M56).

I

In addition to local directors, staff, and parents, inquiry was also

',lade on the needs assessment and planning process of a number of local providers.

This'group reported involvement in such processes at the various levels as

follows:

National level: 1.1%

Regional Level 12.5%

State Level 25.0%

Local Level 58,3%

4

Local providets reported the criteria used to determine their T/TA activities

to be primarily local Head Start objectives, staff-needs, parent needs and

community needs (see Table M57 and M59), A large majority (97.5%) of local

,providers do prepare a written T/TA plan and submit the plan to various offices

for approval. Over 70% of.this,group, regard the effectiveness of their needs

assessment/planning pr s to be Excellemt/Very Good/or Good (see Table

M63). Nevertheless, offer 70% saw the, need for more than "a little" improve-

ment in the process' (see Table M65). Finally, local providers generally

feel very positive about the effectlyeriessof coordination between themselves

and local, state, and regional offices (see Table M66)%

2ii
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Section M4: Is an appropriate and effective T/TA provider selection/

assignment process in place?

KAI staff believed that another major indicator of

the way in which T/TA is managed was the manner and related

aspects of selection of providers of training:and technical

assistance. In this section the topic of provider selection

will be addressed at the national, regional, and'Iocal levels.

P.V

a. National Level Responses

National level responses on this topip of provider

selection, and all other succeeding topics in this

chapter ,on findings, are discussed first from the view-

point of OCD HQ officials and then from that'Of national

T/TA providers.

l.) OCD Headquarters Responses

Before being asked questions directly on the subject

of provider selection, the 24 OCD Headquarters officials

interviewed were first asked, by way of giving background

information on overall funding levels and budget con-

straints that imp-inge on the allocating of monies

for T/TA, to explain the bases on which T/TA money (and overall

1:?7,
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program money) is alloted to each region. The results of this ques-

tiohing showed that central office interviewees as a group clearly do

not perceive any basis of pattern through which the Regions are

allo6afed T/TA monies. A few respondents speculated that funding

patterns were set several years ago--but the basis for the pattern is_

not specified- -and that the central office has continued to allocate

T/TA,monies according to that historical precedent. A very small

number of respOcndents indicated that such T/TA allocation might be

. based upon the comparative numbers of children served by the various

regions; however, no interviewee could /would articulate the rationale

linking the "number of children served" with "T/TA needs" for any

Region.

Likewise central office staff are unaware of specific funding

patterns for the Regions in regard to total program budget allocations.

There is some consensus that the rationale for allocation of general

budget funds is based upon the historically determined precedent of

number of children served in the region; however,- specific dollar

allocations are not gene -rally known among staff.

Some of these HQ respondents also mentioned that spedial programs

or operations at the local or regional _level may result in allocated

monies beyond basic budget provisions based upon the number of children

served. For example, a particularly innovative health component may

be funded with mbnies on top of the number-of-childrenserved formula.

Directly on the subject of provider selection, the central office

staff revealed considerable consensus that the criteria for selecting

T/TA providers at all three levels (national, regional, and localL

was the-competitive ability of the provider to meet the specific

requirements of the various contract RFPs. Thoughts were expressed

that there may be opportunity for even more extensive competitive

processes particularly at the local and regional levels.

214
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.0t0 Headquarters staff were, asked tocbimmeni On the eff ctive-

ness of the process of selection of national T/TA providers. With

few exceptions illost'of which- werefdentified with limited xperience

In.this 'area) , central.ofAice staff perceived the current com-.

petitive Prodess in nationaJ T/TA selection :to.be quite ffective.

On a rating scale consisting of Excellent/fiery Good/G /Fair/Poor,

over ,0% of the interviewees' vlho, answered this ques'ii regarded the

effectiyeness of the competitive;process to be in th "Excellent,"

"Very Good," and -"Good" categories.

for Seledtiu of National

Excellent ,. A5
Very Good

Goad 2

Fair , 2

PoOr . 1

not'all-of whOM responded)
,

_ .

National Offfce_personnel did not appear to have- sufficient

dal-A1inch which too-ate-this process for regional and local levels.

The central office*aff were requested to suggest improvements

which could be made in:Oe process of selection of providers. Some

of their noteworthy recammendations were:

1, -More4coor4ination between proje cts which are fypded dis-
_

_cretely and are separate procedural-1y,, This kind of

communication,and cooperation would result in the -better

. -delivery ref -the serrate T/TA efforts and the avoidance of.
.

-overlapping -or -redundancy- methodt and content.,
.... .
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2. The selected providers for any TiTA acti ity should clearly

' demonstrate a .COrnprehensiv'e knowledge of Head Start policy,

prOce.dures,, history, publications, etc. This capability-
;

is regarded to b-e essential in avoiding the -provisionof

T/TA service which operates to, isolation and,,without con- ---
_ -

tinuity of effort.

3. Based upon the assumption - that -the- loca
.

l
.

it _the

likeliest to be most familiar with i;ts own needs, Con-;-

,sideration bught to be given to increasing budgetary appro-

priations to the local level so thatit may determine and

provide more adequately for.its TITA needs,

tea,

4. Increased emphasis should be placed on further competitive_

processes- -for selectton of T/TA providers at the local

level.

216
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,.Z.) Natitonal .'T /TA Providers-Responses'-
,,.

k
c.\

Related to the :issue of provi,d'er_selectioh IS'how each particular
;provider is chosen for,-.-e--part61-cuI4r'S jOb=,to be performed.

1 f'We did not ask p.roside.rs On what bests:their 'brOnizatfOrt was
. -

selected to receive. the T/TA cOniiract or gr4rit:'4' but We: did ask

them about the criteria- that determiqeft his/110; as.sisuiment --to
. _

a regional office Or a gianiee,:, whichever ce4e,.wa apprwriate. t
... -: ..

a

National provider answers are siven here:

Table M65.- Criteria Deterrhi.ning Assignment of Nationel, Providers
n =3

Response .-
,..

Percent of`National
Providers Answering "Yee'

..

. - , .
In _geographic area I -serve

Need rny'particular expertite .
Fami I iari ty with geograph i c area. "=,,,

k,

Fami 1 iarity -Wi th type of program -', -',,

Other- ,

Not applicable

-=,

.
±',Y,

_

.

.

r..

.

; \

\

.
, 4V.2

76,5

2,6.5':

---=47. i\ ,

.:.,

32.4 Vs.

.;.;9

.

--

4, c
,

.

Most -respondents-were -placed -wheee- they .we re becke r
* +-

part i cu I a r expert i s e _was, needed. (76.5%) . The types of re0i$4'S 45 .

given.for other (32.4%) included_ requested by, Regional Natior1441

Office, program dr Tiegional Office needs, and personal choice
speciaYinterest in particular groupiof children.

a.

217
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15%. -``" fiegional . Responses

,
,,

Regional level 'itsponSes on this topic, provider selection-,
=

,

and,all other ucceeeng topics in this chapter on.findings, are .

discussed first from the .viel;40oint'of Reglonal Office. (RO)

personnel and then,. from thae-of regionalolevel T/TA'prviders,i-
.

.

-
,

1.) Regional Office Responses

_

These responses are further divided into two parts:

aggregated analysis of responses from all eleven regions:and an

inOviduarized analysis of responses from eaCh of the seven case

study regions. This format for presenting RO responses will be

followed throughout this chapter on findings.

i

a) Aggregated analysis of all eleven regions
L

(See Chapter 1I fOr an explanation Of the' election

process for selection of interviewees in the,fegional Offices)

All 64 regional respondents were asked about the current

practices and level of effectiven,ss of selection of.regionallY-

fundeeprovidem and (where appropriate) RTO /STOs - -as well as aboy,

possible ways to improve these: practices. What follows here is

a discussion of the variety Of responses of .Regional Office

Interviewees aggregated together.

/,.

Generally Requests for Proposals (RFPs) were consistently

listed as the mechanism for, announcing the region's T/TA needs' for

contractual help. Once the RFPs haVe been responded to; various

criteria are employed by the regions in*eighing the relative merits o

contractors'-proposals. Amohg them are:

218
192
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uperience as trainers or proViders of technical assistance

= knowledge of the Head Start phrlos6phy, operations

sensitivity to cultural and economic realities and

differences

commitment to getting the job done efficiently

ln,mady cases these decisions about the relative merits

of varous contractors are arrived at jointly, e.g., through the

collective efforts of a T/TA committee. The two single in-..
11.4,

dividuals most regularly involved, according to all respondents,

are the OCD Director (RPD) and the Program Review and Resource

Specjalist (PRO).

This information was gleaned when KAI project staff asked

Regional office respondents who the key participants were in the

prOcess employed to select T/TA providers in a given region. 1

the answers received to that question are displayed here in Table

M70:

Table M70. Regional Office Participants in Provider Selection

,557

-RESPONSES FREQUENCY

t

OCD Director (RPD) alone

OCDDirector.(RPD) jointly

. with ARD

Mith PRO

with others

PRO Specialist ne

PR&R Specialist jointly

with OCD Director

T/TA Committee

i

.

_

,

2

9

'1

.
6

2

.1 .

6

6

_
5

. .

.

.

4

(n=64, not' 1 o him were askeatto respond)

2
!93
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.4,

4

Regional respondents were asked .to rate the e fectiveness of

their processes for selecting provideri-of"T/TA. Offie 24 that

responded, the answers Clusterqd this way on a scale o ,cellent/

Mery.Good/Good/Fair/Poor:

Table M71. Effectii/eness of-Process for Selection of Regional
T/TAProvidtrs

2

RESPONSES `FREQUENCIES 1 PERCENTAGES

Excellent 4 i 16%

Very Good 12 50%

. Good 5 21%

Fair 2 8%

Poor _
1 4% ,

24 100%

-Note: Compare this table with M68 regarding National Providers.

All told 88% responded either "Excellent," "Very Good," or "Good,"

whereas only 12% answered "Fair" or "Poor."
. .

0
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On the subject of improvements in the process of regional

provider selection, regional respondents were asked whether or

_not they believed improvements were necessary. Of the do people

asked this question, nine said "Yes" and three said "No." While the

'"n" here is quite small, the ratio is noteworthy, that is, 3 respon

dents out of every four believe some further improvement is needed.

Many respondents offered specific suggestions on how to improve
3-7%

the process. Ampng these were the fOlrowtng:

design a more consistent system

allow for additional, more flexihle systems

develop better mechanisms for assessing capahilities

of the provider

achieve a situation which insures continuity of providers

as well as high quality of T/TA.

Noneof these obviously represents entirely new insights into

die process-of selecting providers; each instead speaks to quali-

tative improvement of the essential system currently in place. This

interpretation of the various suggestions for improvement helps

also to recoatile the fact that any recommendations were made at all,

with the high percentage (88 %) who previously responded that they

believed present processes for selecting providers were 1:Exceleht,"

"Very Good," or "Good."

Regional.respondents were asked how RIO or STO (orSTATO or

OICS) grantees are selected. The aggregation of these answers show

a wide.variety; ranging between_these.two extremes:

open,competition annually -

9utomatic renewal of contracts (grants)`

With such extremes it is difficult to say any patter,n of telec-

tion dominaies all or even most of the eleven regions.,

221 A
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One f.acet'of this selection process that did yield interesting

and rather consistent results from the respondents was the matter of

who the decision-makers are in picking ATO/ST0s, Some regions

apparently form ad hoc committees to make these decisions. A

typical committee spoken of included representation from Head

Start Directors, parents, and the Regional Office.

Most regions seeurto Involve the PIER Specialist and/or the.

OCD Director (RPD) in this process, In"fact, no"other specific
. 77

official at the regional level was mentioned as being involved,

Once the grantee to serve as RTO/STO has been selected, the

matter of selecting staff needs to be considered. Again, over all

ten. regions (exclusive of Region 1), results indicate rather regular

collaboration between the regional office and the grantee (e.g.,

university) in the choosing of staff, In some cases it is the,

region itself that takes the lead; in others the grantee does; and

in still others the region allows the grantee to make selections

but retains the right of veto, No matter which. approach is followed,

generally there is cooperation between both parties, i.e., the

Regional Office and the grantee.

Of those being interviewed in the regions eleven gave an opinion

on how effective they thought the selection process was for STO/RTO/

STATO/Olitees. On a scale of Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/

Poor, the answers were distributed thusly:

222
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Fable M72. Effectiveness of Prodess for Selection of RTO/STOs

RESPONSES FREQUENCY ,

.

Excellent

-Very Good

Good.

Fair

Poor

Don't Know

/// 4.

total

.

.

2

3

4

1

1

1

'

.

.

12

.

0=64, not all of whom were asked to respond)

Note: Coc.pare thi's.Table with,M68 (National Providers) &4.171

(Regional Providers)

Anothem related questibm asked was what improVements in the

process could be made. Among the suggestions where these:

--develop speolfic criteria for selection

--evaluate the performance and effectiveness of each current

RTO/STO operation so as to have more concrete data on which

to make decisions for re-funding

--consider 2 or 3 year terms instead of 1 to allow for greater

continuity of service.

b) individualized analysis of each of seven case

study regions

Presented in this section is an analysis of the collective

responses of the persons interviewed in each "case study" Regional

Office on the subject of provider4 selection. (See Chapter II for

an explanation about the choosing of the seven "case studies".

NEW YORK (10

Region II personnel reported that they assessed capability

of providers, through several means:

197
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Feedback from local programs
.

Site visits to local T/TA projects two times per year
!_,

Determination -of sufficient quality and quantity of the

staff of potential provider

A Efforts to keep T/TA activities free fsom political problems

Demonstrated experience as a provider

Demonstrated sensitivity and Commitment to Head Start,

Regional staff regarded the effecti'Veness of this.'selection

process to be -generally "Good" (on a scale of Excellent/Very Good/

Good/Fair/Poor), One suggestion for improvement offered was that of

obligating all T/TA monies for one year to SEDFRE for the purpose

of training all grantees in appropriate'Orocedure for the total T/TA

needs assessment/planning/contracting/and evaluation process.

Presumably,, this strategy wouldresult.in overall growth. in efficiency

and effectiveness of the entire T/TA program throughout Region (I,

PHILADELPHIA (III)

Currently in Region III, the PR&R Specialist recommends which

providers will be regionally funded and the RPD makes the final

decision. In the future, the'PRO Specialist will chair a panel

which will make recommendations and the OCD Director °MI will

make final decision (a contract system).

The effettiveness of the processof selecting regionally funded

providers was rated as "Excellent" to "Very Good," with the'exception

of one particular provider selection which was given oniya "Fair4

rating. .

A suggestion to' improve the,selection process by,using the

. .contract technique of OPs was made by one respondent in Mgton t[r

On the subject of selecting STO staff,-respondents in this

Regional Office reported.. that the institution which has thegtant

224
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(the provider) selecrtDSTO and staff and the OCD Director (RPD1

and PR6R Specialist can concur or not

The effectiveness of this selection process was rated as "Very

Good",on a scale of Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor.

No data was received in Region it( in response to whether there

were any improvements to he made in the STO selection process,

ATLANTA (IV)

The selection of regionally-funded providers essentjally has

followed two patterns:

1/4/

Is When a provider has pTiously given T/TA service the

RO Project Officer has.had opportunity to track the quantity

and quality of the seryke and to report his recommendations

to the T/TA Committee as to future use of the provider,

2. A provider who has not given service previously is evaluated

by means of available information; the results are considered

through the RFP/cont;.actual process.

In both instances, the Regional T/TA Committee appears to be the

decision-making body in provider selection. Considerable emphasis

is placed upon the maintenance of continuity of quality services.

Regarding the selection of STO staff, they are actually hired

. by the grantee (e.g., the university) under a contractual arrange-

ment; the Regional Office, however, must concur with and confirm

the appointment. The effectiveness of this selection process was

,z
rated from "Excellent" to "Good" by Region IV interviewees. Some

positive suggestions for improving this process were noted:

1. Systematic evaluation of STOs should be implemented

Should be a piodic assessmentof this pAlcess of

selecting STOs

3. STOs should be given more than 1 year of job security

if performance is satisfactory.

225
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CHICAGO 01)'

In the past, regional providers in Region V have been selected

mainly on the basis of previous funding, Initially, such criteria

as professional qualifications,,corporate eXperience, and ahrlity

to provide needed services were considered. The management staff

of the Regional Office was involved in this selection process, ;

The effectiveness of the process of selecting regionally-funded

providers was-rated ai'"VeryGood" by 2 out of 4 respondents,

Suggestions madeto improve the selection process of regional'

providers in Region V include 1) a concerted effort to seek out and

get minority contractors--to expand the varietS, of firms getting

contracts and 2) more time to solicit tentative proposals and review

those already in operation.

Very little data is available in Region V as to the selection

process of RTOs. The only comment is that the two CR team leaders

usually select RTOs for their own units. This selection process was

rated as "Good" to "Very Good" by 1 out of 4 respondents. No sug-

gestions for improvements were made:
.

aALLAS-(V1)

On the question of the effectiveness of the process used for

selection of regional providers in Region VI, only one respondent

answered and he rated the effectiveness as being "Good"-on a scale

of Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/Poor.

On the subject of possible improvements inthe selection process,.

again there was only one respondent, who said that the Office:of

Child Development should be open to the fact that ofher institutions

and.agencies.exist whick perhaps could provide Eetter services than

those suggested by OCO. A more open selection process is needed,

220
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Regarding the process for selecting RTO/STO staff, interviewees

in this region reported that a selection board is set up to interview

applicants, Recommendations are made according to the population

being served (and the need for RTO to be bilingual and alculturall,

the location of RTO applicant, and his/her responsiveness, The

RTO/STO grantee had an Input to the recommendations,.Eut the decision-

making was.Ieft to the Regional Office staff.

Only one person responded to a question about the effectiveness

of this process in Region VI, and that person rated it as "Good."

In this Regional Office, one suggestion was made regarding

this selection process, namely "to streamline it to make it more

effective."

SEATTLE (X)

In Region X the selection process for regionally-funded providers

first involves seeing which institutions could meet the needs of Head

Start programs, telling these institutions that RO was looking for

new providers, inviting them to respond if they wish. Then meetings

are set up with each institution that is interested, and a decision

is made based on Head Start directors, staff and parents,\recommenda-

tions to the Regional Office, where the PR&R Specialist and the. OCD

Director CRPD1 make the final decision.

Of those who rated the effectiveness of the process of selecting

regionally - funded providers in Region X, the consensus was that the

process was "Very Good" to "Excellent."

The only improvements suggested in Region X in the selection of

.regtorial'providers was to formalize the analysis process so that each

idttitution had a common base by which to he judged, Also, the come

of "not enough. time" ;oas mentioned,

In Region X there is open competition for the position of STATO.

-: Program directors, parents, career development committees, etc, rate

competitors 1, 2, 3 and recommend them to the Regional Office, Then
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the PR&R Specialist and the QCD Director (RPD) make the fine decision-.

Of seven respondents in Region X, only two rated the effective-

ness of the selection process _of STATOs,' Those ratings -were both

"Excellent."

There were no suggestions for improvements to be made-1n the

selection process for- STATOs La Region-X.

INDIAN-AND-RI-GRANT PROGRAM-DIVISION (IMPD)

Regionally-funded providers are selected based on the_following
. ---

criteria: 1) familiarity with communities, in this case sensitivity

to Indians and migrants; 2) familiarity with Head Start; 3) familiarity

with child development; 41 experience and knowledge of staff;

51 professional qualification; 61 access to other resources,

_ A range of "Very Good" to "Fair" was given in-response to,tating

the effectiveness of the proCess of selecting regionally -funded

providerS,

Several respondents feat improvements in the selectlan-,process"

-of T/TA providers were necessary, -A more_effectIve system of -
. --

assessing the degree to whiCh a provider understands the-need and

way to deliver T/TA should be-devised, Also, -more flexible systems

for .T/TA:Should be,developed within the contextof current tribal

organilationt:

On the subject of the process for selectt. of OICS/MEDC-Staff,

the current personnel at OICS have been on board ince Inception,

New applicants for:MEDC are screened at lower level, top candidates

are sent to IMPD for concurrence, Efforts are made to avoid nepotism.

The effectiveness of these selection processes were rated as

"Very Good" by one respondent while only a "Fair" rating was given

by another respondent,
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Regionallby,ider Responses
_ .

-These- "responses are-also further divided into two parts: group

one, 42 respondits from. the (generally) most experienced RTOISTO4

STATO/OICS netwok,"dtaff across the country, and group two, 77 re-

spondents4rom a variety of providers:- H5ST/CDA, LDP, RTO/STO-
. _

SfATO/of6t,.nd state multi-state,'or region-wide organilations, all

of whom wereChosen becauSe they.ierve the local programs selected

in-our_sample for on-site interviews. This format for presenting

regional provider, resPonses wilt be followed throughout this chapter

on findings.

Group One; RTO /ST0 /STATO /OICS network responses

(aggregated across all 11 regions)

Presented in this section is an analysis of the -responses re-

-ceived from RTO/STO network personnel-on the subject of provider

selection. -(See Chapter 11 for a-detailed explanation of the

selection process for these individualt.)-

The respondents in' this category were asked only one question
.

in- this general topic area, and-that.was to explain the basis on
e

which they are assigned to particular local programs. Forty persons

-responded to this inquiry regarding the criteria used to assign them

to grantees. Ninety-five percent cited geographic location as the

relevant criterion. Two respondents advanced several "other"

criteria: these included size of grantee, ability of grantee,

personality "of grantee, and staff makeup and needs.

b) Group two: Various regional provider responses (aggregate

across seven case study regions.ont0 presented in this section

is in analysis of the responses received from the seventy-seven,

regional providers on the subject of provider section. (See

Chapter 11 for an explanation of the process followed for choosing

these interviewees) Regional variations in these data are high-

-lighted as appropriate. 229
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These regional providers were asked about the criteria

that determined their assignment to a Regional Office or a grantee,,

as-the case may be. The answers are given below:

Table M72a. Criteria Determining Assignment of Regional
Providers

(n=77)

.

Responses I

In geographic area I serve

Need my particular expertise

with geographIt area

with _type- of program

Familiarity

Familiarity

Other

Not Applicable

Don't Know

Per -cent of Regional

Providers Answering "Yes" (M=77:

. 62.3,

72.7

-4k5
59:7,

28.6

Note: Compare this Table with 1169 regarding National Providers

Most respondents were placed because their particular expertise

was needed (72.7%), but geographic location (62.3%) and familiarity -

with program (59.7%) also were mentioned by many providers. Re-

sponses in the "otherkt category (28.6%)- most often included requests

by local programccir Regional Office, contract requirements, and

from IMPD respondents, familiarity with needs of Indians or Migrants

and skills needed to function in community, e.g. bilingual.

It is interesting to note that, when looking at ,regional

variations, slightly over 60 percent of respondents.indicating

"yes" to the "in geographic area 1 serve" were from Regions IV

(Atlanta) and VI (Dal.las) and only 2.1 percent (I. provider out of

9) was from Region X (Seattle) and 2.1 percent' (1 providee'out of

4) from Region II (New York). The remainder who answered "yes"

were usually about half of those providers interviewed in each

region. This finding may be rooted in different mobility patterns

inherent in North - South subcultures as opposed to differences

in Regional Office T/TA management practices.
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A comparison of group one and group two providers shoWs that

geographic location was mentioned much inore often by one group one (95.0%
-

vs. 62.3%). .Both these percents were higher than that of national

providers (41.2%). Group 2 regional providers'and national providers

both indicated expertise most often (72.7% vs..-76.5%)..

c) Local Level- Responses

Local level` .responses On-this topic of provider selection,, and

all other, topics in this chapter -on findings, are discussed first

from the viewpoint of Directors, staff, parents, ,and (where appropriate)

community leaders associated with the thirty Head Start programs

'sampled and then.from that of total level T/TA'providers.

1.) Local Program Responses

Project staff interviewed a total of 428 directors,

staff, and parents. (See Chapter 11.for an explanation of the,

spect on process utilized).

These respondents were initially asked if they Were

familiar with the way that the Regi9nal Office_selecti providers of

T/TA. Sixty -nine percent (298 of 428) said they were not;.only

15.4% (67) said they were.- 15.3% sai,d either they didn't know

or the question didn't apply to them.

Then these 67 interviewees familiar with the process that the

RO folloWs in serecting providers rated the effectiveness of it.

fifty-six of them (83.6%* of the total) said they thought the pro-

cess was either excellent -(91', very good (23), or' good 124,.The

other eleven said,. it was either fair .(6) or poor (5). Compare

these. figures with Tables, M68 (Re,National Providers),.M71. (Re Regional

providers) and M72 (Re 'the RTO/STO network) .

ow
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An interesting fact about those who are femilter with

the f0 selection proces (67).fs that they tend to be satisfied

or very satisfied (85.l% of them) overall, with their own T/TA.

This can be observed in this cross'tabulation:

Table M73. Cross-Tabulation: Satisfaction Effectiveness of
. Regional Provider Selection Process
a'

COUNT
RC 4 PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT

SEL PR C_CF

. TTASATIS
. I

'VERY SAT
r I SF ICC
I 30.1.

_1_ , 1

tv

-
SAIL 5RIt.: 0 ISSATrV .

D a-.1-0, 1.).31:.ir

31.1
4' . 1

ROW

it...ir AL

re. I : 5 I 3 1 1 I. 9

.11 EXCELLENT J 55.6 I 33.3 I 11.1 1 13.4
I 20.0 1 ,9.4; I 10.3 I

- I 7.5 I 4.5 I 1.6 I ...Ir _ 1 - - - - - -I
11. 1 11 I 12 1 G '1 . 23

VERY GOOD I 47.8 I 52.2 I 0.0 I '34.3
.

1 44.0 I 37.5 1 0.0. I
I 164 I 17.9 I 0.0 I

-I i I -..% I

1-2.- I 9 I 12 1 ..1 I . 24
GOOD I 37.5 I 50.0 I 124,5 I 3568

4.

I 36.0 I .37.5 I -J 0 I
I 13.4 I 17.9 I' 4 I

-I I 1 .... 1

13. 1 0 I 5 a I 6 I 11

FAIR-PO. R I -. 3.0 I 45.5 1 64b 1 16.4
I D.0 I 15.6 1 600 /

0 0 I 7.5 1 9.0 I
* 1 1 1 .-"I

COLUMN 25 32 10 67
TOTAL 37 3 47.6 14. 1C0.0

This table also indicates that, thoSe most satisfied with

their T/TA tend to rate the regional office selection processes the

best while, conversely, those leait satisfied with T/Tktend.to

give lower ratings to the processes for provider selection employed

by the Regional Offizes. 232
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Similarty,.those respondents .(67) fami liar with how the Regional

Office selects providers and whd rerts, the greatest impact on their

program thrU T/TA received are also the ones who tend to rate the

Regional sel!ction"processes the 'highest. For example, as can be

observed here in Table M74, of the 44 respond'an who report a

"great deal" or "quite a bit" of impact on their prograrri by T/TA,

AT of them *(93%) rate, the effectiveness of'file regional office

selection process for providers in the positiye range, i.e.,

"excellent", "very goosi",:or "good".

1

Table M74. Cross-Tabulation: .impact vs. Effectiveness of Regional
Provider Selection' Process

I 3.0 I

:-.
I I-

COLUMN 23
. T.OJAL 34.3

, -23.1
.

SELPaOCE 1 ' I . 1 7 4 . 1 , . 1

,
, .. . 10 I 6 I , ' 1 I c. I 0 1 9

EXCELLENT I 66.7 I 11.1 I 2L.2 I 0.0 1 13.4
I 26.1 - 1 4 .8 I 11 .ez -1 :0 0 I .

I 9.0 I .1.5 I . 3 .J ,I 0.0. I
I I 1 I 1

..;.. --.. 11.. I 't 10 'I -.$11_, I . 5 I 0 23'
%. VERY 0 0-, I 43.5 1 34 .,8 I Li .7 I 3 .0 1 34..3 $

, .
. I 43 .-,5.* ali 38.1 ^1 .,4 I 0 .0 I

-1-r 14.9j 11:9 I s 7.5 _1 eO I
-- I -)- I Ii- I I $

. 1.2. 1)... S I 11 ' 1 p- .1 - -3-'-;:3 . 24
GOOD ..--'2I 20 8 '. I., 45.8, 1 43 .c1, 4,, 12.5 I 35.8

I 21.1' I- 52.4 I a.ii. 4 .1. 5040 I
;

4 . T 7.e I 16.4 1 7. I. 5 I
.

: . I I I-. ... 1 I
..- .

13. i 2 ,i I I 5 I 3 I 11

FAIR-POOR I -.18.2 I 9.1 l, 45.5 I ,X7.3 I 16.4
I 8.7 . I 4.8 I 29.4 1 56.0 1

A I

I 3.0 I 15 I 76 . 1 4.5 I
I I- I 4 I

:-.

COLUMN 23 21 17 6 '67
. T.OJAL 34.3 1.3 254,4 9.3 1 r;0 0

15 I 76 . 1 4.5 I
I 4 I

21 17 6 '67
1.3 254,4 9.3 1 r;0 0
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Next, all of the Directors, 'staff and parents were asked if

they were familiar with the way in which RTO/STO network personnel

are selected. 74.5% - 3 out of every 4 - were not. Only 12.4%

(52 interviewees) 'were. The rest said they didn't know how to

answer Qr the question didn't apply. .

Then tlie effect

to RTO/STO sel ion

with the process, 48

satisfied overall with T/TA.

Table M75.

4

ti

ness question was raised again in regard

- and of the 52, who did say they were familiar

of-them (92.3%) were either satisfied or very

744_find!ng can be seen here in

Table M75. Cross-Tabulation: Satisfaction vs. Effectiveness of
RTO/STO Selection Process

TTASATIS
COUNT

ROw PCT
COL PCT

I
!VERY SAT

I SF IED
SATI SF IL DISSAT-V
D I ERY

ROW,

TOTAL
TOT PCT I 30.1 31.1 32.1

sPROE 1-. -I 1 I

10. I 9' I 1 0 1 13

EXCELLENT I 69.2. I 3C .8 Co 0 I 25.0
I 36.0 I 17.4 1 0.0 1

4 I' 17.3 I 7.7 I. .).O
-1 1 1 I

`11.* 7 1 7 I I 1 15

VER Y G030 I 46.7 I 46.7 1. o.7 I 28.8
28.0 I 3C.4 1 25,J
13.5 I 13.5 I 1

I -I 1- --
12. 6 I 9 I ° C I 15

GOOb 40.0 I 60.0 1 0 I 28.8
1 24.0 I ;39.1 v.0

.11.5 I '17.3 I 0..1 I
I I

13. 3 1 3 1 9.

FAIR-POOR I 33.3 I 33.3 1 s3 1 17.3
I 12.0 13.0 1

0
5.8 I 5.8 1 I

I -I 1

C OLLAIN. 25 23 4 52
TOTAL 43.1 ,44.2 . 7.1 Ico.p

20R
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This data corresponds to that,discusse*previously on

the relAtionship between RO provider selection and overall satisfaction

of the respondents to the T/TA received. If those directors, staff,

or parents familiar with how RTO/STO network personnel are, considered,

the more satisfied they are with T/TA overall, the more they tend

to rate highly the RTO/STO selection process.

Similarly, those interviewees (52) familiar with

how the RTO/STO network personnel are selected and who report the,

greatest impact on their programCdiru T/TA received, are also the ones

weo. tend to rate the RTG/STO processes the highest. For

example,, as can be seen here in Table M76, of the 43 respondents

Table n76. Cross-Tabulation: Impact vs. Effectiveness of RTO/STO

Selection Process

TT AEFF CT
CCr UNT I

PO* PCT IA GP=AT QUITE A SCNIe. A LITTLE
COL PCT IDEAL - SIT -NONE
TCT PCT I 20. I 21.1 22./ 23..1

SPROE I I 1 I I

RCrw

TCTAL -.

10. I 10 1 2 1 1 I C I :-I-et'
__ESCELLENT I 76.9 I 15.4 1 7.7 .1 0.0 I 25.3

I 41.7 I 10.5 I 12..5 I 0.0 I
I 19.2 I 3.9 I 1.9es 1 0.0 1

11.
-I

I 6
I
I. 6

1 - --
I

I
3 I 0

,q,

I 15
VERY GOOD I 40.0 I 40 3 I 2v a:4 I C :0 I 25 d

1 25.0 I 31.6 1 37.5 1 0.0 ; I

1 11.5 I 11.5 1 5d I C 1; I

I I:- 1 L I

- . 12. r 8 I 5 I 2 I 0 . I 15

t GOOD , . I 53:3*
1 33.

I
I

33.3
26.3

1

I
13.3 L

as.c. r
0.0
3.3

1

1

28.9

I 15.4
/

1

t
9.6 1

1

... I.15.4

I
"- 4..,,,.c; r

="I

13. I 0 I 6 I c, I 1 I

FAIR-POOR I 0.0 I 66.7 1 22.2 I 11.1 I 17.3
I %.,̂

e.J I 31.6 I 250 I 103.3 I ,

I f:.0
I

'I-
I

11.5 I
1

..1cs I
rI

1.9 I

I

COLUMN 24 19 es 1 52
TOTALTAL 46.'2 36.5 15.4 ' 1 .9 100..0
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who report a "great deal" or "quite a bit" of impact on their program.

by T/TA, 37 of them (86%) rate the effectiveness of the selection

process for RTO/STOs in the positive range, i.e., "excellent",

",;ery good", or "good".

The small number of respondents who are familiar with regional'

provider and RTO/STO selection processes points up the main finding

here it is apparently a mystery to most local level program

personnel just how their Regional Office picks providers for

delivering T/TA. It should be recalled, however, that the responses
4

of parents, since they are being considered here right along with

those of Directors and staff, might be clouding the picture as to

how much knowledge there is at the local level regarding RO level

procedures for provider selection. On the other hand, given Head

Start's emphais on parent involvement, perhaps this caveat on

interpreting their data should not be considered too .strongly -

leaving the foCus on the essentially little knowledge filtering

down from the regional level to the local on how regional providers -

who will service local programs are actually selected.

2.) Local Provider Responses

Local providers were asked questions relating to T/TA

management activities, among them one which sought information

about the criteria that determined their assignment to a grantee.

The answers, are given below:
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Table N76a. Criteria determining Assignment of Local Providers

_(nx24)

Response Percent of Local Providers
Answering "Yes"

In geographic area 1 serve 54.2

Need my particular expertise 70.8

Familiarity with geographic area 54.2

Familiarity with type of program 54:2

Other 4.2.

Not applicable

Don't know 4.2

Note: Compare this Table with M69 on National Providers & M72a on

Regional Providers.

The majority of local providers (70.8%) indicated their

hiring was a result of the need for their particular expertise.

This frequency of response is virtually the same for all categories

of providers, and constitutes the primary reason for most being

assigned or,hired4,
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-Summation of M4 Findings: Provider Selection

The question addressed in this.section was "is an appropriate

and effective TZTA provider selection process in place?"

If the opinions of the National and Regional office staff in-

terviewed are considered, the finding emerges that they perceive the

provider selection processes employed by Head Start to be quite

effective. Eighty percent (80%) of the OCD HQ officials, (see table

M68), and 88% of the RO staff who were interviewed (see TAble M71)

reported that the effectiveness othese processes was "excellent,

vec# good, or good..." The fact that the national percentage (80%)

falls slightly below the regional one (88%) suggests that comparitively,

the OCD HQ officials-are somewhat less satisfied with those proce-

dures followed in picking national providers.

OW the local level, one key finding that emerged on this topic

from the interviews conducted at the 30 p.rogram sites is that approx-

imately 7 out of 10 respondents were not at all familiar with how

their Regional Office selects T/TA providers to serve them. Speci-

fically, 75.5% had no idea how RTO/STO network personnel were picked

and 69.0% said they didn't know hosi the RO chose various regional

providers. This suggests not just that there exists a lot of ignor-

ance about how the suppliers of T/TA are selected, but more important-

ly that they - the co*umers at the local level - are probably not

being allowed to have any Significant role in fhe process of selec-

tion.

Another key finding that emerged on the local level with Head

Start staff and parents is that among those who were familiar with how

regional providers of T/TA got selected, 83.6% rated the effective

ness of the process as "excellent, very good, or good." This per-

centage is very much in line with those of the National (80%) and

Regional (88%) level officials.
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A bivariate analysis of these local people who said they were

familiar with the way in which the regional providers were.select- -----

ed showed that they tended to be more satisfied overall with their

own T/TA than those unfamiliar with how regional providers are

chosen. This is mentioned as added reason for allowing local program

people to become familiar with and involved in the selection pro-
.

cess for regional providers.

This topical question on provider selection was thought to be

not appropriate for asking the providers themselves. instead they

were queried on what process was followed in assigning them to part-

icular regional offices or local grantees after they had been selected.

The singlemost frequently mentioned factor was the particular exper-

tise of a provider. Seventy-seven percent (76.5%) of the national

providers, 72.1% of the regional providers, and 70.8% of the focal

providers all mentioned this as the most important criterion affect-

ing their assignment to particular regional offices or local grantees.

On the whole, the-provider selection process in place at the

various levels seems sound (as does the process for assignment of

providei.$). improvement could profitably come from qualitative

upgrading of the system and not overhauling of the system. Among

the possible qualitative improvements that deserve consideration

are better mechanisms and criteria for assessing the capabilities

of providers and better procedures fo involving more key personnel

in the selection processes.
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SECTION m5: Are appropriate and effective quality controls exercised, e.g.,

reporting and monitoring

KAI staff believed this question was also a vital one. Once T/TA needs

have been determined, T/TA plans devised, and T/TA providers selected to

fill the needs according to the plan, it is essential that some sort of on-
-

going tracking of the providers' progress be carried out:= This is_tdensure

"quality control." it can include many possible techniques, but commonly,

it involves reporting and monitoring. Whatever form it takes, control of

the providers is another major indicator of the way in' which Head Start

manages its T/TA.

In this section, the topic of control of providers will be discussed at

the national, regional, and local levels.

a. National Level Responses

National level responses on this topic of control of providers,

and:all other succeeding topics in this chapter on ft-ridings, are dis-

cussed first from the viewpoins of OCD Headquarters officials and then

from that of national T/TA providers.

1) OCD Headquarters Responses I

To start off on this subject, all Headquarters interviewees were

asked to describe the °Aran process used to track the delivery of T/TA

at the national, regional, and local levels.

Central office respondents cited several ways in which T/TA services

were controlled and monitored at the three levels.

Nationally

1. T/TA Consumer Reports.

2. Day-to-day (or regular interval) technical direction by Project

Office, often informal in nature.

3. Monthly written reports usually required from all T/TA providers.

4. Quarterly written reports usually required from all T/TA providers.
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5. Written and informal feedback from Regional Office to Central

Office.
6. Through awarding of monitoring contracts--or a firm monitoring

requirement is built into T/TA service contract:
7. Conferences and tvorkshops with. OCD,staff and providers to review

procedures.

8. Site visits utilized for some activities.

Regionally

1. The PR6R Specialist works in conjunction with. Cortrounity Repre

sentatives and other relevant staff personnel to form a monitoring
T/TA team at the regional level.

2. Periodic written reports to central headquarters,

Locally

1. Local project T/TA consumers make reports and recommendations

to the Regional Office.
Site visits from Regional and National Offices;
T/TA Evaluation conferences. .

2.

3.

4. Monitoring T/TA contract, .
. .

.
In general, the cent,i:al off ice.resporidents:iier'e knowledgeable

4..

about the various propessts usetd tEii differe4t revels to. control; and

-
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. t 1t
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Among the imorwiements needed to further enhance the T/TA provider

control system, as perceived by the central office staff, are the

following:

Nationally

I, Put into operation new guidelines (draft copy dated 6-15741

regarding monitoring-I/TA providers.

2. Additional staff needed. .

3. Need cost benefit analysis system.

4. Need comprehensive management information system,

5, Need for coordination among T/TA.providers who ROW tend to

work independently.

6. Need for a standard monitoring format.

Regionally

1. Need more guidance from National Office on monitoriqg processet,
,..

2. Need a cost benefit analysis system.

3, Need a management information system.

Locally

1. Need for more guidance from Regional Office on monitoring

processes,

2, Need cost benefit analysts system,

3, Need management information system,

2) National Provider Responses

These 34 respondents were asked to indicate whether or not any
.

control mechanisms were imposed upon them: Specifically, they were

queried about whether or not they personally submitted written reports

after completion of their activities. There responses were;

Table M77. Written Reports Submitted After Completion of Activities.:

National Providersqn..34)

.

Responses : Percent'.

Yes .

--

.

..
--

-91.-2
...- . . ,

,.. -

,
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The vast majority indicated "Yes." Those who said "Yes," then

indicated to whom and how often these reports-were submitted. Table

M78 presents this data:,

,

Table M78. Percent of National ProvidersSubmitting Written Reports
to Specific Recipients and RepOrt Frequency (n=34)

.

Recipient
of Written
Report

Following-
Activities

Percent

of

National
Providers
Submitting

Reports

.

1.

Frequency of Submission

Monthly Quarterly
Semi-

Annually Annually-Other

Employer 55.9 1.8 8.8 -- -- 35.3

Policy Advisory
Board , -- ....

,

-- -- -- __

-Grantee Board ..11 8 -- -_ -- , -- 11.8

State T/TA
Grantee 8.8 2.9 -- -- -- 5.9

Regional dffice 32.4 2.9 2.9
.

-- -- 26.5

National Office 52.9 11.8 14.7 2.9 5.8 17.6
.

part of Grants ,.
Application 2.9 -- .2.9 -- --

.

.--

Part of
Contract .

.

Requirements 5.9 -- 2.9 -- -- , 2.9

Other ., 17..6.
.

- 5.9 : 5.9 -- 5.9

(All percentages are based on the total number of national providers.

.Because this'question permitted multiple responses for the recipient
.

..answers only,. no'percenn "bilaCC.OlUmqequals.91.2%, the number an-
. . . .

Y.es" to the preceding queitiOn.:. Res.ponldentS were allowed to, .
indicate only one Irequency.for,each reo.rpi.nt, sO:e-le percentages,
eadh frequency row total the perceOta&'Submtttin9 reports to that

part:icular recipient.).

in

:. '-.- ' . .

The majority
.

s ..

of".tiatiOrgl prcvidere oho wrxt6 cltities',repokts

submitted 'the, to their..4ipp. I V 0. r. (5..9%):Ahd. t11q, .h?itoija1:..6if is4 :i;52 7:9%)

, ........ 7.. :.
. .. . 4410 : . '.....0 .. 4. ..... ... ..._

to .0
..... 0 0 e..,...... alb,. ',, 7... .... 1. .4 . 4 . es .. it -.., ., 4.. .' all . I', t

. .. ' It' 00 '
O. el. . . , . . ...N.: 7. , 4.1.5.101. .0'. A. . .

,..A

r
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Nearly bne-third (32.4%) gave themhto the regional office. The recipients

named in "Other" (17.6%) included loca1,program, workshop participants, and

National Institutes of Education.

Regarding the frequency of submission, just over one-third who sub-
.

mitted reports to their employer ancLhalf the respondents who'submitted

reports to the national office'did it monthlykor quarterly. But the

most common response here for nearly all recipients was "Other." Most

respondents designating "Other"said that after each visit or training

session a written report was submitted. The rest of "Other"responses

were final or intermittent report and whenever necessary.

So the primary patterns evidenced here are that reports generally

were submitted to the employer, national, and regional offices on a monthly

or quarterly basis and after a site visit. The data does not show how

many employers or how many regional offices in turn submit reports to the

national office.' If this did occur,. the percent of those reporting to

national would increase. But, if it is a fairly accurate reflection of

reality that only 52.9% sent reports to national, then the control func-
*

tions of national OCD over its providers were lax.

This data from national provider's- should be compared to that

reported earlier from OCD Headqaurters officials. The officials

interviewed in the National Office tended to classify,their tracking

system as excellent or very good. However, the national providers

supplied information about their reporting requirements that raise

questions as to how effective OCD Headquarters actually is controll-

ing'its providers. Even though OCD Headquarters officials tended

to rate their system's effectiveness very highly; they did mention

a number of possible improvements in their system for provider control.

Four of their six suggestions spoke directly to better coordination of

the activities%of their providers, either via better monitoring or

via informationafcomprehensive management nformation system.

Thi$ information presented in Table M77 should also be consider-

ed tandem with that presented earlier in Table M9 on "Percent National

* In fairness, it should be pointed out that staff and director responses
to this question hayelnot been separated; presumably the directors would

...
. Be more responsible Tor reporting. Hence, caution is advised in inter-
.. prettng th.6edata. -,

. ... -. 215... . .. .
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Providers Submitting T/TA Work Plan." Recall that, given the most liberal

.intergretation of that table, at most 65% of the national providers inter -.
.

viewed had to submit any T/TALwork plan. Couple that finding with this

present one indicating that only 53% of tHem had to submit reports to OCD

Headquarters, and it becomes possible to state with ever greater emphases

that National Office controls over its providers do not seem to be as

stringent as they should be.

b. Regional Level Responses

Regional level responses on this topic of control of providers, and
L.A

all other succeeding topics in this chapter on findings, are discussed

first from the viewpoint of/ Regional Office (RO) personnel and then from

that of regional level T/TA providers.

1) Regional Office Responses

Thdse responses are further divided into two parts: an aggregated

analysis of responses from all 11 regions from each of the seven case

study regions. This format for presenting RO responses will be followed

throughout this chapter on findings.

Aggregated analysis of all 11 regions

(See Chapter II for an'explanation of the se3eetion process

for interviewees in the Regional Offices.i

216
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First, on the subject of whether or rot improvements in thi way

providers are controlled are needed., 13 -regional 'respondents offered

their opinions. The frequencies of their answers were:

Table M79. RORespondents in Control of T/TA.--Need for lmoroveMents

Respohses

Yes

No

Don't:Know .2

13

Frequency

- (n=64, many of /om dji:Lnot respond)

-
Comments offered on how to improve the conteol process fell inpo

three discrete areat, which are liAed here along with tIgMe specific

comments made relating to each: ,

ti

1
'coordination -(e.g., scheduling) could.be strenghtened"by

centralizing the responsibility for such activity in

one person, e.g. the PRO Specialist,

reporting requirements could be clarified further, in suc

way to facilitate consistenerepo'rts within and a oss

aft

regions.

monitoring merits increased attention but can b- given it only

if additiona.k, manpower, is made\availab e to thi,regiens.
. . .

.

All other comments of 'sontrolll prOviders that didn't
. . 4

ion,
. fix solely into the.three suh-categori,p.sofcoordina ion, reportinq, and

monitoring cldstered awn_ recommendatiOns which. could apply / t o a 1 1
-_,__--- ,

-__ - J.,

of any of the sub-categories: - -- ----..-
,-

i' , -,/
f-\!!,caliiilUnications: greater delineation of what is eed fr the

/
prOvicfers for:"purposes of controlling their,a 10kie,s -

114.,.

'setting out wilythe expectations are,what t ey ar, rset 1-

',.bing on who exactly is responsible for ma g an4(imple-

' /
menting*these ecisions. 4/

.
-*. 21-7

/

r /
/

2 A
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manpower: since current RO workloads tend to preclude much

on -site visiting, according to the comments consistently

mAde by those interviewed, it was frequently suggested

that additional staff -would provide.the only means to

achieve the end of better controlling of providers.

Those providers were required toreport in the same way. Twenty-

one T/TA persons ancered. Their responses divided in this way;

Table M80. Uniformity of Provider Reporting: RO Respondents

Responses Frequency

'Yes-
-..

18

No . 2

Don't Know ,

Total

1

'21

(n=64, not all of whom were asked to respond)

further, they were asked about the content of such reports.- Their

answers were: (multiple responses allowed) .

- Table M81. Contents of Provider Reporting: AO Respondents

Responses a ,

i 'Frequency

.

,

/

.

Number of trainees served 12

Subjects covered ,,//
. ,----

.12

Person days spent giving T/TA 11

Budget figures . 11

Materials used -r 9

Evaluation . 7 ,

Other 5
/

-

,

(n=64, not all of whom were asked to respond)

222

218



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

.The "other" comments included problems incurred, results of pre-

and post-assessments, and projected activkies for the coming months.

Next, regional respondents were asked about the need to improve

the-process for monitoring the delivery of regional T/TA providers.

Their answers were these:

Table M82. Need to Improve Providers Reporting,: RO Respogdents

Responses Frequency

Yes

NO 3

Total 12'.
/ .

(n=614, not all of whom were asked to respond)

_Ar,

Even though we have a case of a small "n" here, a noteworthy

pattern of responses emerges nonetheless, i.e.,,three out of every

four thought improvement was needed in the monitoring of the delivery

of T/TA providers.

When asked'for concrete suggestions on how to achieve the needed

improvement, a wide range of ideas were offered, including:

significantly-more on-site monitoring and less dependence

on written reports

more and regular meetings involving appropriate Regional

Office staff and the providers

a' greater delineation by the Regional Office of expectations,

priorities, etc. of providers

centralizing into one person the responsihility,in a region,

ft monitoring providers-(e-,g PRSR-SpeCialistt

219.



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC

It appears noteworthy that these various suggestions support or

extend those made previously on the subject of overall control of

providers. The consistency of responses in both areas appears to

confirm the validity of the suggestions.

Regional respondents were asked to change their foCus and explain

if their local grantees collected data themselVes on the delivery-of

T/TA to their program by national providers, Of the 18 who answered,

their responses were:

Table i83. Local Grantee Coltection of National ProvidersData:
RO Respondents

(n=64, not all of whom were asked to respond

Then they were asked how thisdata was gathered by the local

programs and used, if at all, by the Regional Office, The answers

to this were varied but included these differing approaches;

local T/TA reports are sometimes channelled directly to the

,Regional Office via Community Representatives or PR&R or STATO

local T/TA reports are used only by the Read-StartPprogram in

devising its T/TA plan- -RO sees only the results of suc&T/TA

reports as they are reflected in the local program: plan

local T/TA reports are only-informally coMinunicated to the

Regional Office, i.e., should a problem arise requiring inter-
.

vention by a CR or PR&R Specialist,.etc.

local T/TA reports are not used by theRegional Office..

This diversity of response seems to indicate lack. of consistency

nationwide on the use by regions of data colleCted at the local level

25-0
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regarding T/TA provided by national providers. Also, these particular

findings do not show whether the regions used the data received, i.e.,

whether they kept it for their own use or passed it along to the

appropriate national providers.

Regional respondents were asked if their local program grantees

collected data themselves on the delivery of T/TA to their programs 5y

regional providers. Ofthose who were asked this question, six responded:

Table M84. Local Grantee Collection of Regional Provider Data: RO

Respondents

Responses Frequency

Yes r 5

No
.

1

Total
1 -

6

(n=61:, not all of whom were asked to responded

They were also asked how this information was gathered and used

by the Regional Office, ift all. The respondehts indicated that a

wide variety of methods are used, some of which areformal_and others

relatively informal. One method mentioned was the use of a form

supplied by the provider' to the grantees. A copy of thecompleted

form is sent to the project manager in the regional office; and ultimately

the provider sends a composite of all evaluations to the Regional Office.

Other methods included collection of information from the states and

feedback from regional providers; and monthly' reports submitted by the

local grantee. Several respondents also listed informal methods such as

discussion between providers or grantees and the Regional Office,

ri

251.
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What all of this information on local grantees collecting data on

T/TA supplied by either national or regional providers seems to indicate

is that there is no uniform system in place to facilitate the tracking .

or controlling b)T the regional offices of T/TA being delivered to their

local.programs. Granted, there are apparently several quality control

strategies being employed in various ptaces, but there seems to be no

comprehensive system that could be fed into all programs either

within a region or across all 'regions.

b) Individualized analysis of each of seven case study regions

Presented in this section is an analysis of the collective responses

of persons interviewed in each "case study" Regional Office on the sub%

ject of control of providers. (See Chapter 11 for an explanation about

the selection of the "case studies.")

NEW YORK (II)

The current process of tracking T/TA activities throughoUt the

region appears to be simply the schedule and monthly reports from the

provider himself. Some feeling was expressed that a-complete management

system of T/TA provision would require staff allocation considerably

greater than nowrexists. Particularly noted was the needed capa-

bility for more on-site visits by Regional Office staff including

the inclusion of Regional Office personnel in local program T/TA

activities.

Philadelphia (111)

Data from Region 111 indicates that all providers are required to

report in the same way. Topics covered in reports by regionally-funded

providers'include such items as budget, man-days spent, number of trainees,

subjects Covered and materials used.

252
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No improvements were deemed necessary in the process currently

employed to track T/TA providers at the regional level but this

might change in the future following the changeover from the grants

system to contracts..

On the specific subject of monitoring providers, very little

data was offered in Region (II, but one respondentindicated no im-

provements were necessary in, the current process of monitoring the

delivery of T/TA by regionally-funded providers.

In Region 111, grantees, particularly directly-funded programs,

collect data on the delivery of T/TA to their programs. This infor-

mation is in the form of reports given to the PR&R Specialist con-

cerning the effect of the T' /TA provided.

ATLANTA (IV)

In the tracking of RO funded providers, reports are required monthly

on the following dimensions:

. Man-days spent per activity

Numbei- of trainees addressed

'Subjects covered

Materials used and/or developed

Specific probleMs encountered

Assessment of project to date

Next month's activities

If a problem occurs in the delivery of T/TA the CR tracks the

problem on-site; when necessary, the PR&R office then deals directly

with the provider.

In addition, local program people have forms given by the provider

to receive feedback from the consumer; copies of these reports are

usually sent to the Regional Office.

253
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CHICAGO (V)

there is conflicting information as to the regularity of the

written reports required of providers in this re n. One respOndent

says they are all required to report with the same requency, and -

another says that Roosevelt University reports quarterly while EPI

(Edu,tational Projects Inc.) gives an on-going assessment via task-

oridnted workshops as well as quarterly reports.

All regionally-funded providers submit reports addressing such

topics as budget, man-days spent, number of trainees, subjects covered,

materials used, the amount-of training and number of sessions, and the

consumer's evaluation.

The suggestions for improvement to be made in the process of

tracking T/TA providers at the regional level include ironing out

problems between state providers and local grantees, particularly

in the area of fiscal control and program accountability.

Data gathered shows that in the past there were few means of
/ '
monitoring on regional level training_bought by local programs, and

that funding cycles overlapped, making any monitoring' of-delivery of

'OA by regional providers difficult.

Local grantees do collect data on delivery of T/TA to their

programs and, some feed it back through states to the Regional OffiCe.

This has resulted in some changes in,the FY 75,plan. The region=Wide

providers (Roosevelt and EPI) got regular feedback from local grantees.

DALLAS (VI)

On the subject of whether or not.all providers in this region

are required to report in the same way, data collected showed the

answer to be yes. In Region VI, regionally- funded providers make.out

-reports on a monthly basis, covering such topics as hudget, man-

days spent, number of trainees, subjects covered and results. These

monthly reports are taken directly from trip reports made by the

regionally-funded providers each time they go into the field. Thus

the Regional Office has a very good idea of what is going on in lo.Cal

programs..

2
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An improvement suggested in Region VI in the process of controlling

T/TA providers at the regional bevel is to increase the manpower to

work with the providers and assist them in assessing their capabilities.

More manpower would also allow fOr a continuity of management and

therefore more efficient management of T/TA providers at the regional

level.

While some respondents in Region VI are generally satisfied with

the process of monitoring the delivery of T/TA by regionally-funded

providers, others feel that a generalized monitoring instrument based

on performince standards would be very useful. The grantee could'fill

out a form and have it ready with documentation when a 'team from the

Regional Office would make on-site visits, do their own assessmentf

and together with grantee's evaluation, recommendations would be drawn

up. These recommendations could then be sent back to the T/TA pro-

viders, the RTOs, and to the local programs.

Respondents in this region were then asked if local grantees

collect data on the delivery of T/TAto their program and, if so,

how this information from th'e grantees is gatherdd and used by the

Regional' Office. Some said that information from the grantees is

gathered through monthly reports as to the-kinds of services they have

received and their effoAs to evaluate these services. Others in Region

VI said that grantees did 'collect data on the delivery of T/TA to their

program but they "didn't Wave the faintest idea how." There is a feel-

ing among the respondents that the Regional Office does not have time

to-use 'these monthly reports, and that better analysis leading to better

services could be accomplished if RO had time to use the reports.

SEATTLE (X)

Data gathered .in Region X shows'that all' providers are'required to

report in the same way. Reports are submitted qubrterly by.regionally-

funded providers. These reports include such topics as budget, Man-days'

-spent, number of trainees, subjects covered, materials used, local of'
..

training and evaluation.
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-Al 1 providers are required to repay-t in -the%'i'arrieitay,-acCo'i-d.irig..:-

to the responses given in this division. i'OpLics toyer ed fry lir_ovVer. .,,,
reports include such topics as budget, T/TA proliided, mail-days *iialek; :1' ).,.,'-

... . .
. .. ,

. ,_-- ,.number of trainees, subjects covered, materials t'as-ct,'intp.,?,tivements . .,.....,
....needed, program- observation, personality conf 1 icts .*ttf.eVal.uations.

Almost all providers have participants complete an ev' alsiation
.which is then reviewed by the provider. \

.

Regarding possible improvements in' th.e control of T/TA liroviderS,
it is suggested that a t/TA specialist be designated to Be in charge
of management of T/TA providers at the regional level. Currently, "I

there are people who do this but they have other. responsibilities too,
and it is felt they should be freed from other res-ponsitiitities to .
concentrate on T/TA. Also, a clearer definition of what the- T/TA/
plan cal led for, so products CT/TA) would be more consistent is
suggested.
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Then, on the s,pe'c id sub jec:e of possible impro;rwerits ..1 n.. the

rani tor i ng of the - delivery. of T/TA, t.-Warsiiggeited that a Spec tali
. . - _

should be appointed .401 CS and in- MEDe td. ,losel-.trec3: -of -clerr,v` ery. .;. -
-of- T/TA. A more systematic rroo n Car ing .s Ystem-fhoteszl.-6e-ts;fabf,ished

.
.

. .

.
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. ..

4, . -
, Roll
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All respondents excritronettltake' reported that they submit written

reports to the Regional Office; ThefrequencYviith which reports are sub-?

mi tted is shown in the table be1.014.1.

Table M86. RTO Network Regional 0,ffiCi-.Repor.ting Practices (n=40/42)

I

}legion

f

4 of

Responses

. .

-d of responses, by type of reportino-systdr

-*-:..-.N...

lonthly

7

Qtiii-ferly
7 .:,..
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ItIonthly

"'apd....,

Quarterly

Monthly

-. and

dt}ier -,
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Other ...Three

.
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I I

I I I
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.. X:
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: ..:..
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Total 40 8 24 -0. . 3

.

.4
.
-----0

.
f -- I.. s.

:
. .

f1 ,:
4.
, .

100% 20% 60%.:. ....42. 7.5% t6%... .

..
2,5%

I*
vi

Quarterly reports or monthly reports were the predominant mode cf-

information/communication vis-a-vis the Regional Office, the same

pattern-as was evidenced on the previousitem, .yIs-a-vis the employers

of the_RTO/STO staff .
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b) Group Two: Various Regional Provider Responies
(aggregated across seven case study regions only

Presented in this section is an analysis of the responses received

from the 77 regional providers on the subject of control of providers.

(See Chapter II for an explanation ofthe selection process for these

individuals.) Regional variation in these data will be highlighted

as appropriate.

When regional providers from the case study regions responded to

the question about whether or not they submitted "written reports after

they had completed thei'r activities, their answers here:

Table 87. Written Reports'Submitted After Completion of Activity:
Regional Providers (n=77)

.

Responses Percent

Yes

No

92.2

. *7.8

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table. M77.on
National Provide'rs

;-Virtually! all these providers answered "Yes:". ThiiS .figure is com-

: 1 partible to that for national providers (9).2%).
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Next these ts were asked to whom and how often they sub-
, %

mitted[,;d17-AulLia. 'Table M8 recipIentsanfreq4ency of sub-

mission to each recipient. -----T---,

1%.

r

Table M88. Percent of Aegional ilrovrders Su

to Specific Recipients and Report Freque

"Recipient,

of Written
Report

Following

.Activities

Pero;e6t

National

Providers

Submitting
Reports

.
.

. Frequency of Submission
,

.

Monthly

, y

uarterly

Semi-

Annually Annually Other

Employer 35:1 19.5 - 5,2 -- 9.1

Policy Advisory

Board 1 . 19.5 5.2 7.8 ...- 1.3 3.9

Grantee Board 14.3 6.5 1.3 -- 1.3 3.9

State T/TA
Grantee 19.5 9.T 2.6 1.3 A.3 5.2

Regional Office 70.1 29.9 28.6 2.6 2.6 5.2

National .Offide 60 6.5 1.3. 1.3 1.3 2.6.

Part"of Grants -

Application 14.3' 2.6 1.3 -- 10,4

Par7 of Contract ,

Requirements 5.2_ 3.9 . 1.3 -- i` --

Other 15.6 3.9 1.3 -- -- 10.4

NOTE: Compare\this*Tablewith Table M78 on National Providers

(All percentages pre based on the total number of regional providers. Be-

cause this question permitted miAtiple.responses, for the recipient answers

only, no percent in that column equals 92.2%, the number answering "Yes"

to the preceding question. ,Respondents. were allowed ko indicate only one

frequency for each recipient, so the percentages in each frequency row

usually total the 9rcentage submitiing reportS to,thati:iarticular re-
,

cipient. Exceptions occur for empl, er, policy advisory board, grantee

board, and regional. ese instancesone respondent,knew that

that ageny got a written report, butte he /she did not know trle!frequency,,of

submissionj

- a

261.
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Most respondents submitted reports to the regional office (70.1%) and

the next highest number submitted reports to their employer (35.1%).

The category 'tether" usually referred to RTO/e0 director (or the

equivalent), as distinct from employer--the T4TA grantee.

Frequency of report submission was primarily either Monthly or

-quarterly toall recipients. "Other" frequency normally referred to

report submitted "after training activity completed" or "upon request."

It is appropriate to compare riat4onal prOider responses with re-

porting requirements vis-a-vis the office that hires the providers.

Thus, 52.1% of national providers sampled submitted reports to the na-

tional office and, of these, half submitted-them either monthly or

quarterly, and one-third either after each visit, at end of contract,

or whenever necessary. Of regional providers, 70.1% submitted reports

to the regional office, and over four-fifths submitted them either

monthly or quarterly: It appears that, overall, regional offices had

a more uniform and syitematic procedure for reporting than did the na-

tional office.

The Regional Offices show some variance with respect to the fre-
ar

quency of reports on the activities of their providers. Within each

region the percentage of providers submitting monthly or quarterly re;

ports was:

Region II (New York)

Region III (Philadelphia)

Region 1 (Atlanta)

Region V (Chicago)

Region VI (Dallas)

Region X ;Seattle)

Region XI (IMPD)

100.0%

74.4%

44.4%

50.0%

71.4%

44.4%

50.0%

Even allowing for reports submitted monthly or quarterly to the Re-
,

gional Office as "part of grants application or contract requirements,

the data sho4 that, among our sample, only some regions (II, III, and

VI) required frequent, systematic reporting of all or most provider

activities.
262

236



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES -INC.

c. Local Level Res nses

Local level responses on this topia-of control of providers, and

all other topics in this chapteron finaings, are discussed first from

the viewpoint of Directors, staff, parentsland (where.appropriate)

community leaders associated with the 30 Head Start programs sampled

and then from that of locil level T/Tkproviders.

1. Local Program Responses

F
Project staff interviewed a total of 428 directors, staff, and";

parents. (See Chapter II for an explanation of the selection process

utilized.)

By way of getting insight into how much attempt is made by local

programs to collect data regarding provision of T/TA, the question was

asked "do you subnit a written report about the T/TA activities in your

local program?" Nearly one-half (48.6%) of the respondents said yes;

four out of ten (4d.4%) said no. )0.5% answered either "don't know"

or coesn't

Region IV Atlanta had the largest number of respondents who said

yes, 66.2%; IMPD.interviewees Said lies with a 59% frequency rate--

both of these are considerably higher than the "norm" of 48.6% reached

by aggregating all the regional responses.

Region V Chicago had the largest, percentage of "no" answers (57.1%)

indicating that most respondents in that region apparently do-not -sub-

mit T/TA.reports to the extent the othersampled regions do.

3
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A second form of analysis of this data involved the cross tabula-
.

tion of these results with the data obtained on the level pf satisfac-

tion and the level of impact with T/TA received by these same respon-

dents (see Section E 1). These cross tabulations are presented here

in Table M39

Table M89. Cross Tabulation: Satisfaction and Impact vs. Report

Submission

YES

NO

Satisfaction

R ITkEPT

YES

NO

IMpact

WRI TREPT

TTASAT IS
CCUNT

RCM PCT I VER Y SAT SAT1 SP1.1 R0

CCL PCT II 31:IE.0 D irKY DID roTAL

TOT PCT I 30.1 31.1
I -I I I

1. I 78 I 96 1 Gy I 3

I 38.4 I 47 .3 I I4.. I 55.6
I 65.5 I 50.0 7 1

I 21.4 I 2t...3 1 74 1

-1
2. I 41 I 96 k 25 1 / 62

I 25.3 1 59.3 I 15.4 I 44.4

I 34.5 I 50.0 1 40..3 I
I 11.2 I 26.3 I 6 6

-I I I I

COLUMN 119 192,
TOTAL 32.6 52.6

34 365
I4.d 100.0

TTAEF FCT
COUNT I

ROW PCT IA GREAT OW TE A SOME A LITTLE ,ROW

COL PCT IDEAL SIT -NUHE : , -".*:-.TOTAL
TOT PCT, I 20.1 - 21.1 2.1 23Ir;

....

I -I I .1 1

1. I 7 0 I 66 I 5.. I _1'6 I 205
I 34.1 I 32 .2 1 _L5.9 -- -I- 7 .5 1 56.6
I 59.8 I 58.9- I 52.5 I 50.0 1

I 19.3 I 18.2 I 14.0 I 4.4 I

r 1 , z-
A

z I-
2. 4 4 7 I 46 I 4b hi 16 1 157

I 29.9 1 2'9.3 I 30.o I TO .2 I 43.4
1 40.2 I 41 1 1 47.5 I 50.0 I

1 13.0 I 12.7 1 1.3.3 I 4.4 I
-/ I - 1 I I

COLUMN 11 7 112. 101 32 36-2

TOTAL 32.3 ' 30.9 . 27.9 8.8 100.0
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These data show that among the di5satisfied or very dissatisfied

on the satisfaction scale and among those who said "a little" or "none"

on the impact scale, it does not seem to make any difference whether

or not a written report on T/TA activities is submitted. There are

roughly as many (percentage-wise) .who do not submit reports on the

negative ends of these scales as there are those who do submit them- -

hence, it is not feasible .to, draw a Solid,conclusion from this part of

the data.

However, if only the very satisfied are considered 119), those who

submit reports outnumber those who do not almost by a two to one margin

(78 - 41). Also,. if only the interviewees who reported "a great deal" of

impact due to T/TA are considered (117) again many more submit reports

on T/TA than do not PO - 47). This part of.the data seems to indicate

a positive relationship bdtween having to subthit T/TA reports and either

being satisfied with,T/TA or believing it has great impact on the local

program.

An attempt was made to get more specific information on this reporting

by locAl programs regarding T/TA activities., Each re9kondent was asked to

indicate if reporting was made to Pol.icy'Advisory Council's, Grantee Boards,

Slate T/TA Grantees, Providers. Involved, the Regional Office, or elsewhere:

The results of this questioning are displayed here in matrix form, Table M90.

Table M90. Matrik of type of Frequency of LocalT/TA Reporting

'Recipient

.

! Responses

, .

Frequency., of Reporting

# Yes / % Yes Monthly Quarterly Post T /TA* Annually

PAC

Grantee Board

State T/TA :

Grantee '

Provider
Involved

,
oR

Other_

.

6

'38

...

1

68 / 15..9%

/ 819%

42 1, ,-fil%

, "-
4t:/ / T.61,-

72::. /16:iqr

95: / 22,2%

45-.6

PA
. . .

35i6.

-

10.5

25.0.

354

_

1

8':.8

_13.5

(

12.2:

. .t..

. 4.5,",
.e-

\ 16.7 '.*

6.3 ..:'

17.6

18.9

19.5

56.1

''18.1

21.1 .

22:1

21'.6

24.4.

": 9.8

:-:38.9

12.6
,.......

Post T/TA means: Oat a report is submitted after the T/TA has

been deliveradi:;,;



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

Generally, it seems apparent that among those who 'submit some sort

of written report oil their T/TA, the Regional Office (16.80 and the

Policy Advisory Council (PAC) (15.9) are the most frequently-mentioned

recipients of the reports,

Region 11 New Yotk 'respondents reported sending written re-

ports to the,PAC more (31.8) than any other region studied or

the norm of 1;'.9%.

Region III Philadelphia and Region VI Dallas intervievees men-

tioned sending written reports to their state T/TA grantees fore

(16.7% and 15.4% respectively) than the other five regions studied

or the "norm" of 9.8%.

Region VI',Dallas Directors, staff, and parents said they sent

written T/TA remits to the Regional Office (38.5% response:frequency)

more than any other region or the "norm" of 16.8%. ...

2. Local Provider Responses

,

When local providers were queried abota whether or not they submitted

written reports after they completed their activities, their responses

Table M91. Written Reports Submitted After Completion of Activities:

J_G5Ca.1froviders (n=24)

Responses Percent

Yes

No

75.0.

25.0

4

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table M77 (national
providers), and Table M87 (regional providers)

,
While three-forths did submit reports, this percent is lower than

for either regional (92.2%) or national (91.2%).

266
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Those local providers who said "Yes" then identified who received

those reports and with what frequency, shown in Table M92:

,

Table m92. Percent of Local Providers Submitting Written Reports
to Specific Recipients and Report Frequency ( =24)

Recipient

of Written
Report

FolloWing

Activities

,Percent

of

Local

Providers

Submitting
Reports

. .

Frequency of Submission

Monthly

.

.
Quarterly

Semi-'

Annually Annually
:,--

()the*
,

Employer

Policy Advisory
Board

Grantee Board

State T/TA

Grantee

Regional Office

National Office

Part of Grants
Application

Pert of Contract

Requirements

Other

I 53.0

4.2

12.5

.

8.3

12.5

--

12.5

29.2

.25p

!

.

8.2

4.2

4.2.

-- .

--

.--

.

--

4.2

4.2

. --

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

8.3

.

.

4.2

--

--

-- ,

--

.

--

410

--

16.7

.

4.2

8.3

12..

,.._

i.

12.5

F6.7

--

.

-

20.8;

_,- .

,

-.7

,

- -

t

1

.

4 . 2'
,

1.2.5.

NOTE: Comp4e this Table with Table 78 (national providers) and Table M88

(regional providers) .

fta

percentages are'basedvon the total number of local providers. Be-
,

cause this question permitted multiple responses for the recipient.answers

only, no percent in that,column equals 75.0%, the number' answering "Yes" to

the preceding question. Respondents were'allowed to indicate only one fre-

quency for each recipient, so the percentages in each frequency row total

the percentage submitting reports to that particular recipient.)

Half the ,local providers submitted reports to their employer (commonly

a university, college, healthgency or center, or social services agency).

2_61
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Among those who mentioned part of grants (3.04f-cation (12.5%) and contracts

requiremerits (29.2%)f it may be that the-local grantee ultimately got

written reports, but several- respondents did indicate under "other" that

Head Start directors or local centers received them. It is difficult to

say precisely how many local grantees finally got written,reports.

- The frequency of submission was primarily annually or other (either

after site visitor as requested) to most recipients. Monthly reporting

was less common.

Overall local iiroviders appear to be subject to less frequent and

,systemtic r_e:put---i-rig-.iequirements than either regional or national

288.
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Sumdlion of M5 Findings: Control-of Providers

The topical question.addressed_in this section was "are appropriate...

and effective quality controls over T/TA exercised,.e.g., reporting
.. ...

.

and monitoring?" --. .- ,
. . ..

.
. . ......

On the ne&nal level, KAI discovered- a, .shqfp...disp9rity...tret`ween . .
. \

the rather glowinia stings (very good to'e5ccellent, usually)-.6y, .*** .- .._ ?
-1 .

OCO HQ respondentS..an the effectiveness 9f their. oVerall process . .. , ;
.

.

to control providers and the reports from tilenational-ArttYpi-o;,/tdi . 1 .."-...
..,

.,....- .: . .. ;.,

ers sampled that only rouittl-ib:ilf.of them..subma 4eports to tie NaVonal *.....
_.:..,..

Office (see Table M7& Coupj-e'this" .i. ing.with that.unckered..:.
-.

earlier in Section M'..that only 65.0% (at mast)%ortifese proviMeri

have to submit a work plan to the National Office,ciee,Tabre.M10,.
.

for their T/TA activity, and we are 4121t.tP stAte rather firmly that;

.
41.

in spite of.the favorable comments repoffettJn 11.4',06),Of?icials in-_

terviewed, Head Start HQ Is not apparent Canicqpi.h9c its national

providers as effectively as Lt could. ...... ; .. -... .:,

_

, .

There are of course maw:national providers who 'do make out
.

work plans, who do submit repOrts regularly to the NatiOnel OffifCe, %

.,..

and who receive generally high marks-from.the_cons,umkES for the T/Tk
.- -.

they deliver. Yet they seem to be fewer mrtn uldbe ex-
pected. This is particularly theCdSe'Tn41-ew.pf the initiatives

,
taken. in recent years by OCO HQ on such fronts as needs assessment!

policy, T/TA planning policy and guidance, andrriOnitoring
,

Put tersely,if.00O HQ is directing and advising both the regional

and local revels on these matters (as it should be), itought like

wise to be'leading the way in implementing such direction and acNiqe

*as it gives others.

n the regional level, KAI found that considerably larger per-

'centages.of the providers sampled report 'regularly to the Regional

Office.oregarding their 1/TA activity: 95% of members of the RTO/STO

network sampled do (seeTable M86) and 70.1% of the various kinds.
,

.269 V
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4

0 1,/..., f 6 . ,
.'` . /. ..6. / ,.,

' -. . ii 4"" r ' / .. . /I.-
. . .%:;.' 't

........

I ',:. ' I ,r.e vo e -

of regional prOviders interviewed also do (see Tbie1188.i'...Tc..4itr.S..' .- ///,
../:-..,., . ' e '; ; 1; :figures tend to suggest that the Regional Off.lcps are.con.froltirtycl 1:;7:,./. .,;' ,, ,their providers 7 through somewhat regular rieppi-tittg 4,Tept./75-,RVtg,/,.... !.-

4 , " ..... .-effectively and seemingly more stringently.ihandfiAntiati.idal-<.0.iofite::--.2:
. ./ / - .
controls the national providers-.

. ..

On the local level, project staff 44sta/eyed -taai apt;r9Zmetec..:--,
.. .' ...... k ' ''' ' 4. 4,--;' . - t,ly one-half of the local ,program people! (djr,ectorsc.-.staff,s*-0epnti)-*-.-. -

. .. --.te. ,0 f. . ,.._e: .
who were interviewed said they`tubmittld a Gis`44-te..hrpo,,rt..olt2.%T/1-f3, -._ ...-

. . -. -
ana that less than. one-fifth of those (16.8%1 seirl?tte,,,tueries1,:one- . .

. : . / ... +, :
into their Regional Office (see Table 1-190)..,4-Thi:S'i@3.4sit-t*itleir_tha.t.,...;:... ...,
a) the local programs do not have much.of ail Obligt_lon t;e'be-aeaD...icr.--.-.....-7...

. .- -, ....
.... .able about their T/TA and b) there is_ prObaltIt a.**,ve.'ry-"' .

of direct "local program -to- regional off ice" acp:nifIcl..n9- for
s

activity. The reader should recall ; -..)
-

. responses have not been isolated from.d.irector,s; this May4e5tt.1.1" in- ,

some misleading resul ts, in that di rectprs.-alcme presumably are respon-

sible for reporting.

Bi-variate.ana,lysis of those whader submit reports. r:i-garc.11119

their local program T/TA showed that they tended to be considerably-- -;
...

more sat i sf ied overall with T/TA redelVed. 4-ter -that they "'fended
< . r..
CeiVe greater impact from TITA received- -both of which are strOng'adcf.:.....

i t i ona 1 reasons for advocating consistent t-dpottislg, procedures for the

local programs.

Seventy-five percent of the local providers sampled said they sub-
mtted reports on the T/TA they delivered. this figure falls consider-..

ably below that for national providers (91.2%) and that for regional
providers (95% RTO/STO- network and 92.2% for the various kinds of re-

gional providers sampled). l the local T/TA providers seem,, as

a result of this comparison, to be subject to less systematic reporting
requi=rements thanstheir national or regional counterparts.

When. all three levels, nat iona 1 , regi.Ona U and local, are con-.. .,
...../:sidered together, a major finding that emerges On thlt:tOpiclof con-

trol of providers is that nowhere is there any consistent, we-n-u hte-
grated system operative for the monitoring of T/TA activities. The

findings on all 3 levels about reporting demonstrate tremendous

..

. '
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READER'S iirza Ta icip.reAL SECTIONS
.

MANAGEMENZ T/TA

Ml Read. Objectives.
M2 Policy end Guidance

M3 Needs Assessment and"Planning

:M4 Select.on 'of Providers

M5 Control of Providers

0
.

M6 Evaluation of ProViders

DELIVERY OF T/TA

Dl Satisfaction with T/Tk Dollars

-D2 T/TA Resources Utilized

D3 Other Supportive Resources

D4 Target Groups

D5 Content Categories'

D6 Special Categories

EXCELLENCE OF T/TA

El Quality of T/TA.

E2 Effects of T/TA

SPECIAL .sECTrON

DF,...Direct Funding of T/TA
--,
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0 .I . % 0
e

at . e

.secTlowm6, Os.all aoofeli)?Its and effective evaluation system being implemented?
44 = .

4 - . . o, .
.

. . .
.

.o. 1 $ %
\Just an'iti the prvioussection, M5, consideration was given to what sys-

. . 47 t% ..
. % 'tett) (reporttngimonittiling, etic.) was employed by Head.Start to control T/TA

% It %..-. g
i .*

% *dskitiwasbeing.p'rovideil so taco, in,thiS'next section consideration will be
. v. '.

. . .... .. t . -

.
%given tdAilet,system was employeod by Head Start to evaluate T/TA after it was
. ...

...

.. . , 'Provilatid. % .... % 4
. A

. ' ..
.

. .

. . ;, Ttie'pn s,/item ikeporttng and monitoring) is appropriate during the de-
. A -..-,-.1

.", livery gri/t,cli; the other (evaluation) becomes appropriate after the fact, as-

'
' %%, awapof,reiewing whiat was accomplished and pointing up what remains to be
..1

:WWI: This .leads bach then to the beginning of the T/TA cycle repeated all
.

joyer.again, oe ., needt assessment, etc. In short, how Head Start evaluates

ips 1'/TA was iiielieved.Uy. KAI staff to be still another major indicator of the

ovecaftway-in7.wh'ich T/TA is managed.
,.."

. ; . .%
,

.

1-1n:tIlls9ectionthe%topic of evaluation of T/TA will be addressed at the

nationai.e..regjohil, and local levels. . -. .

.- ..

.

e.'...-NAtionarLeve.1,11esponses

National. IdVel i-esponses on this topic of evaluation of T/TA, and

all other succeedihg-topics In this chapter on findings, are discussed

first frOm the viewpoint of OCD Headquartei's officials and then from

that of national .T/TA providers,
. _

A) OCD Headquarters kesources

To, begin discusiton on this subject, all Headquarters interviewees

were asked about the evaluation system of the National Office., Central .

office staff respondentspresented multifarious responses regarding eval-
...

nation processes and systenis within the National Offlce. The largest

group of responses revealed that no system--or at best, a fed

system--existed at the National Office.

C

/17
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Other responses indicated that there is (or ought to be) continued

movement of the evaluation responsibility to the regionaland local

levels. (It must be noted here that this observation runs-parallel

to thd general central office belief that the needs assessment respon-

sibility also should rest primarily at the local, aqd second x.ily
-

at the. regional, levels.)

In general, the central office staff did perceive the need for

systematic evaluation procedures for the totality of Head Start

activities; however, the task of implementing such a system remains

for future action.

Centra4 office staff 'tended to see the responsibility for imple-

menting any evaluation system as resting with a variety of offioes,

Some responses indicated the perception that total responsibility for

evaluation rested with the OCO Planning and Analysis Division or the

Research and Evaluation, unit in the Children's Bureau. Still other

responses indicated the perception of a fragmented primary responsibility

resting with each Project Officer for the project(s1 under his/her

coordination. Finally, a small group recognized that evaluation-seemed

to be conduCted by the Program Development and Innovation office--but

that this office did not have total Head Start evaluation responsibility.

2) National T/TA Providers Responses

As with national office staff, national providers also were queried

about evaluation of T/TA. The question asked: "Do you evaluate the'train-
.

ing and technical assistance yo.0 provide?" The distribution of their re-.

sponses appears in Table M93. Nearly all providers Said they evaluated

T/TA.

Table M5. Evaluation of T/TA Provided: National Providers ni..-34)

Responses
.

Percent
,

. Yes

No ---

54.1

5.9,

2!;"

2'14
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KettiodS:ptilized for eve-Nation_ were then reiSorted. Multiple re-

-sponsas were permitted. The perceniages'appearing in Table M94 reveal'
_ .

that just oveg.Half theieproviders used written reports by trainees.
,

-

Even more reporeet that verbal feedback (from the trainees) either to

-the director or the. provider were used. ti

Tab1e"m94. methods fOr VIA Evaluation: National Providers

(m=54)(....

'Methods

"Percent

Utilizing Methdd

1. Written reports by trainees 52.9

2.'Observer/non-participant-reports 20.6

3. Verbal feedback to director 61.8

4: Verbal feedback to provider 55.9

5. Other (specify) 26.5

The-responses under "otHer" 6;0 categories: the first

was self-eviluation, sometliii-sfamaljzed in'writing, 'tither in the

final report' or in a riersonalized eva l uat iqn form; and the second
'

vAs outside evaluation, sometimes written, fi m either the grantee,

other consultants, or from the Washington, D.C.1s,-coordinator. Ths

distribution was About half-and-half for -each categor and within each

=category, about half of the evaluationt written, and he other, half

f
verpal.

Because the type'of evaluation done has _ramifications in regard

to,quility of T/TA and .also affect's the degree of accountebility. and

rcontrol the nat ioniT-offiCe has over its contractors, a check on the

pattern of utilizStion was made. Half of the national providers who
. -

evaluated their T/TA used method 41 and/Or 42 in combination with method

43 and/or 44, so that there was both written and verbal feedback. How-

aver, just .under one -third, of these providers who did evaluate their T/TA

used only verbal feedback in the form of methods 43 and/or, 44.-
.-

4
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Some provider organizations consistently utilized both written and

verbal eveluations, some used primarily verbal feedback.. In all, it ap-

pears that, with few exceptions, there was no uniform_ procedure foreval-
.

uating T/TA. It tended to be rather individu6lized by provider organiza-

tion, and within some organizations, by the pafticular consultAnt or

employee.

These findings from the providers data seem to closely correspond

to those reported from OCD Headquarters officials, namely, that no uni-

form and'consistently--implemented evaluation system is in place to-as-

sess.T/TA activities at the national level.

b. Regional Level Responses

Regional level responses on this topic T/TA evaluation, and all

other.' succeeding topics in this chapter or; finding's, are discussed firit

Form the viewpoint of Regional Office (RO) persOnnei and then from that

of regional level T/TA providers.

1. Regional Office Response

These responses are further divided into two parts: an aggregated-
,

analysis of responses from a 1.1 11 regions and ap indivi.dualized analysi,s

of responses from each of the seven case study regions. This format for

presenting RO responses will be followed throughout this chapter on

findings.

a) Aggregated analysis of all 11 regions

(See Chapter II for an explanation of selection process for inter-'
. (\ . '

viewees in the Regional Offices.)

276
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All regional respondents (64) were asked whether they had a formal

evaluation system in place in thelr respective Regional Offices or

whether evaluation was done by any outside consultants. The answers to

this question were:

Table m95. Evaluation or -TA Received: RO Respondents

Frequency

/by themselves

with help of
nsultants

Yes,

Yes

c

=64, many of whom did not respotide)

It is oteworthy that four out of'five 'Who answered this question

specified that they did in fact have an evaluation system in place.

Five of he respondents indicated that they utilized outside consultants

to he/evaluate T/TA activities.

if ever, when asked to specify the manner of evaluation, the

Reg oval Office respondents described varying processes, 'including

h divergent approaches as evaluating via personal meetings And

ontacts to evaluating as part of the mohitoring sysieth. In 'the

Former approach, regional meetings, annual personnel evaluation, and

evaluation by parents were mentioned; in the latter%.,High Impact moni.t.,

toting questio

mentioned.

Tres and the Management by Objectives1MBP) system were

In giving such varied answers,:tese RO respondents resemble their

counterparts at OCD Headquarters.

251
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b) Individualized analysis of each o'seven case study regions

.

Presented in this section is an analysis of the collective responses

of the persons interviewed in each "case study" Regional Office on the

subject of eveJuation of T/TA. (See Chapter II for an explanation about

the choosjhg of the "case studies.")

NEW YORK (if)

Rigionll personnel view the T/TA evaluation process as an" area in

wnich considerable gro4th can occur. The primary method of evaluation

has been to distributequestionnaires to a network of contacts at the

local program level. More thorough evaluAtive efforts are perceived to

be inextricably linked to the need-for,additional personnel to address

the evaluative and other management p-rocesses.

PHILADELPHIA (I I ) ).

There was some confusion inunderstanding what was meant by

"formal evaluatiOn in-house"An Region III'. ,two respondents indicated

there is no formal in-house evaluation, but one noited. that the selfi-

assessment process rgarding'performAce standards included asecti$n

on Regional Office perceptions.

Concerning formal evaluation by outsude consultants, Drexel

-tnsiitute monitors local programs.

ATLANTA fIV)

s *.
_

%f

Data from Oils region indicates...that bdttijnternal aild external
. .

, ... -,.
'.

eyaluation systems Are employed . Qne of the p?Ocesses.nientioned was
. . .

ih jeManagement 66ectives X.MBO) sys,em. .'.'.. ; r :,
i _ I , -

f

. V 2.7 a.
f.
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. CHICAGO iV)

Data from Region V shows that eve4uitivi& cxists through two processes.

An analysis of local and provider T/TA plans plus reports about T/TA given

provide the mechanism for evaluating providers. The other comes fh?ough local

programs conducting self-evaluations and state T/TA committees evaluating

.*
local programs.

DALLAS (VI)

Respondents in this Regional Office said that evaluation of T/TA is

conducted through forms submitted bv the local grantee about T/TA provided

and grantee self-assessments, wh-lch_are reviewed and may prompt changes.

SEATTLE (X)

All respondentsin Region X noted that fn-house evaluation was done'

but not evaluation by outside consultants. This in-house evaluation took

several forms: personnel evaluation annually, meetings with director

heads, parents' evaluation, and bi-monthly meetings with local prog m

Istaff and parents.

INDIAN AND MIGRANT PROGRAM DIVISION (IMPD)

Responses to the question as to whether,S formal in-house evalua

tion is made shows there is some confusion as to the definition:of

"formal evaluation" on the part of-the IMPD staff. Hal answered
,

"yes," noting the quarterly reports that come in from the CRs and

the High Impact monitoring questionnaires. The other half answered

" thereby indicating they did not view these evaluations as

being "formal in-house evaluations."

Only one .respondent indicated a formal evaluation done. by

side consultants, notably Haskifl College in Kansas.,

279
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2) . Regional Provider Responses arc

. .

These responses are also further divided into two-parts: group

one,- 42 respondents from the (generalty) most experienced RTO/STO/

STATO/OICS network staff across the country, and-group two, 77 re-
_

spondents from a variety of providers: HSST/CD, RTO/STO/

STATO/OICS-, and state, mulfi-state,-or ceion-wide organizations, all

:of whom are chosen because they serve the local programs selected
;.=

in our sample for on=iite interviews. This format for presenting

regional provider respOnses will be followed throughout this chapter

on findings.

a) Group One: RTOATO/STAtO/OICS network responses
(aggregated 'acrags all 11 regions)

Presented in thissection is an,analysis-jof the responses re-
.

ceived from RTO/STO'network personnel on the subject of needs assess-
.

ment and T/TA planning. (See Chapter LI for:ia. detailed explanation,

on the selection process for these individuals.)----,._

As was the case with the national providers interviewed, these

egional providers wereasked if they evaluated the T/TA they pro-
_

v ed. Their responses are given her- Tabi 96: ,

Table M96. Evaluation-of T/TA_Provided: n=42)

Responses
.

-. Percent

' Yes

No
__,

97.0
.

5.0'

NOT: Compare this Table with Table 94 on
National Providers'

these data resemble those giverr7by the national providers, 94.19; of w

reported that they evaluate T/TA, These data indicate that more ,reg)o

prOvidert, i.e., plembers'of the,pliSTO network, than regional Off'
, .

280'
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tend to heileve.that regionally-funded T/TA is evaluated: 37% of the

providers vs. 80% Of the RO staff who

question (see Table M95).

resoonded to the evaluation

methods utilized for evaluation were then reported. Multiple

sponses were permitted. As Table M97 reveals, the most prevalent form

of evaluation is a post-session written evaluation by trainees:

Table M97. Metho s Utilized for T/TA-Evaluation: Regional Providers

(n-4

Methods Utilized

Post-session report by trainees

i Non-participant staff observation

iVerbal exchange with trainees

10ther

Percent

78.6

11.3

26.2

52.4

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table M94 on National Providers

The most coovon.types of "other" evaluations were evaluations. by the

State Committee'or Council, the grantee, the local agency, and the

Head Start Director. The methods of evaluation mentioned included

retrospective assessment of effectiveness,**self-evaluation or eval-

uation by other team members, evA.Wation by an outside advisory group

or consultant, and evaluation using a standardized survey instrument.

40

b) Group Two: Various regional providers), response (aggregated

across seven case study regions only)

Presented in this section is an analysis orthe responses re-

ceived from the 77 regional providers,on the.sukject of T/TA

Lion.' (See Chapter ti for-an explanaticidOf. the process fo lowed. for

picking these individuals.) Regional variations in these d ta.will

be highlighted as appropriate.
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-Evaluation of T/TA by this group of 77 regional providers was ex-

plored, first, as to whether or not each provider evaluated the T/TA

he/she gave.

Table M98. Evaluation of T/TA Provided: Regional Providers (n=77)

Responses Percent

Yes 92.2

No 6.5

Not Applicable 1.3

NOTE: This Table is a sister to Table M96 (42

Regional Providers). Compare this Table
also with M93 on National Providers

Most indicated T/TA evaluation was done; this, percentage (92.2%) is .

. .

comparable to that for national providerS (94.e. It also compares

closely with the percentage of RTO/STO network staff (97%) who evatu-.,

ate T/TA.

Methods used to evaluate T/TA are shown in the following-table.

Multiple responses were allowed

Table M99. Methods Utilized for T/TA Evaluation: Regional Providers

(n=77)

A
Percent

Methods Utilizing Method

ol. Written reports by trainees

2. Observer/nolVparticipant reports 46.8

3 Verbal feedback to director 76.6

4 Verhal-feedback to provider 81:8

5. Other 26.0

.

'NOTE: This Ta bl is a sister to Table M97 (42 Regional

Providers) CoMpare-this Table also with M94 .-
N4/jonal,P ,iders

256.

292
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4..
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IV, 1 t
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. 3

monitoring
'
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0n a regiorr=by-region basis, Table M100 shows the percent of each

region's providers in our sample who utilized each_methodl

Teble m100.. Percent of Each Region's Providers Utilizing Evaluation
Methods*

411

. *

.

methods Utilized

Percent
of All

Regional
Providers
Utilizing
Method

Percent of Each Region's Providers
Ut if i eng Method

. .

II
(n=4)

If
(n=14)

-IV'

(n=18)

V ,
(n=8)

VI
(n=18)

X

(n=9)

XI ,_

(n=10)
.

1. 1.i c,i-iten reports
by trainees',

. ......, .

2; Observer/non-
participant
reports

3. Ve-rbat feedbaCk
to director

. Verbal feedback
.4.

-to prom icier.
. . .;.....::...;-:::.:-i:5. other _. ,._: . -. -

87.0'
.

.

46.8
--

76:6

.

.--:-..ftl %a:-

-
'...17.:Z5f...0

100:0

.

75.0-

190.0-

140.0

50:0

85.7 77.8
.

42.9 38.9

57.1 77.8

-,-.k.,3- ''. 7701

-23.4 16..7_

100.0 85.7
,

25.0 71 : 4'

,

75.0 85.7

87-.5 85.7

28. k,.33. 3

...
.

100.0 80.0 ,

,

..

11,1 74.0

.. - : ,.
'6'6:7.: 50119-;'.1

8.8;9'. 'MO" ,'

,' '3%-;.4: :30 ;0'.

' .., '.',., , l'- .

... ;: ...:. 1 a ' . : ..,,e: -
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.. -
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41"

.Regiorr VI',.:(allils.)"Arovizie-rs'-usage exceeded' the ";form " for "'
. . _ .

methods rhIntre17, and lis. ..
. - . _-

_Region X CSeattia). prpi.ficters .,usage was higher than -the.--"norm-lr- . ..
- . .1...
methods .;iumbei I and_ number was COTIS

" . .
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The percentage of respondents who said yes they did evaluate T/TA

received was 64.3% and that percent was rather constant across regions,

rang ing from 55.7% among 1MPD interviewees to 70.8% in Region 11 New

York.

A second form of analysis of this data would involve the cross tabula-

Pon of these results with thedata obtained on the level of satisfaction

slid the level of impact of T/TA received by these same respondents (see

-''Section E 1). These cross tabluatiors are presented here in Table M102:
co

Table m142. Cross Tabylation: Sati-sfaction and Impact vs.. Evaluation
- of T/TA

Sat i sfact.ion:
..
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ROW PCT IVERY SAT -SATIS It .fort
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These data indicate a pattern of greater satisfaction and gredter

'perceived'impact of T/TA among those who evaluate_their local program's

T/TA activities. For example, 21.4% of those who do not evaluate their

T/TA report being "very satisfied" with their overall T/TAcompared to

34.8% of those who do evaluate and are "very satisfLga..: Similarly,

54:5% of those who do not evaluate their T/TA said their 1417A imPiCt was
.

"a great deal" or "quite a'hit," as opposed to the.65.1%: ,

do evaluate that gave comparable answer.

The respondents Nere asked to specify what particalar methods they

-5-se_to carry out their, evaluations. Their answers, aile presented.berA,In.

Table M103:,

Table M103. Metholgi zei--ro; r/TA
.
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2. Local Provider Responses

As was the case with both national and regional providers, local
,

providers were queried as to whether or not they evaluated T/TA after

it was provided. Three-fourths said they did.

t
Table m104. Evaluation of T/TA Provided: Local Providers (n=24)

..,

'

Responses Percent

Yes

t:lo

75.0 .

25.0

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table3M93 (Na-
tional Providers) and Tables m96 and

M98 (Regional Providers)

This percent of local providers who evaluated their T/TA is lower than

for regional (97% RTO/STO network; 92:2% various providers) and national

(94.1%) providers.

The methods of evaluation were then probed. A majority of providers

used written trainee reports and verbal feedback (from trainees) to di-

rector, as can be observed in Table M105:

Table M105. Methods Utilized for T/TA Evaluation: Local Providers

(n=24)

0

Methods

Percent
Utilizing Method

1. Written reports bystrainees

2. Observer/non-participant reports

3. Verbal feedback to director

4. Verbal feedback to provider

5. Other

62.5

.

33.3

58.3

m45.8

12.5

NOTE: Compare, this Table with Table M94 (national Providers) and

Tables M97 and M99 (Regional Providers)

239
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A comparison aTong all types of providers is given by combining

the percent utilizing each method in one table:

Table M106." Methods Utilized for'T/TA Evaluation: All Providers

Methods

Percent Utilizing Method

National

(n=34)
Regional
(n=77)

Local
(n=24)

1. Written reports by trainees 52.9 87.0 62.5

2. Observer/non-participant reports 20.6 46_8' 33.3

3. Verbal feedback to director 61.8 76.6 58.3

4. Verbal feedback to provider 55.9 81.8 45.8

5. Other 26.5 . 26.0 12.5

NOTE: This Table incorporates datapreviously displayed in Tables M94,
M99, and M103

More local providers than national used methods number one and number two.

Resiona providers evidenced significantly higher utilization of

written reports by trainees. While it is true that we have no measure of

the quality Of the written reports by trainees, in terms of content, it

would appear that, overall, regional providers may experience greater'

requirement to accountability than other providers.

On a regional basis, variances occur for every method. The table be-

low'displays the data, and for convenience, presents the percent of all

local providers utilizing each method from Table M106.

2 0
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Table

O

'1107. Percent of Each Riggion's Local Providers Utilizing

Evaluation Metnods

. ,
1 Percent,

of :

Local

Providers

Utilizing

. -
..,.

Percent of Each Region'$:?' .

Local Providers Utilizing ,Miethods *

/

ilij IV V XI k

Methods / Method 1.n.,) -(n9) (n=9) (n3)

1. Written reports by
trainees 62.5 )00.0 44.4 55.6 100.0

2. Observer/non-barticibant .

reports 33.3 100.0 JJ.I 11.1 100.0

3. Verbal feedback to
O rector 58.3

/

/
/

100.0 55.6

,

44.4 66.7

4. 4rb,31 feedback to
.

t /provider -- 45.8 33.3 44.4 '330 100.0

5.l /Other
. 12!5 66.7 0.0 11.1 0.0

A

It can be seen that, among the local providers sampled in each region,

the following patterns emerge:

Region III providers'-usage was Significantly high4r than

t

the "norm" for all methods but nyipber four;

Region IV providers' usage was significantly lower than-

the ?orm" for methods one, two and five;'

Aegion V providers' usage was s mewhat lower for all

methods but number two, which w s.substantially lower;'

,,, (Region X1 providersi.usage was substantially higher,

methods one, twio,iiiind four, a little higher for number

three, and lower for-number fie.

291 I.
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Comparing local with regional providers in each-of the regions

(usjng the differentia -between the "norm" for each method within each

prcwider type and reported frequencies of use), these findings emerge.

InRegion local providers sampled showed higher usage of all methods

than did regional providers. In Region IV. while both groups 0; providers

generally fell below the particular "norm," the differential. was greater

for-local providers. Region V's regional providers evidenced greater

usage than local previders of all methods except number two, for which

both groups showed comparable differential from the "norm." Region il's

local providers tended to have much higher usage of most methods than

regional, but both groups were usually higher than the "norm."

1

a
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Summation of M6 Findings: Evaluation of T/TA

The question addressed in this section was "is an appropriate and

effective evaluation system being implemented?" Evaluation was distinguish-

ed from monitoring by.virtue of its occurring after the fact.
mar

No uniform system for evaluation T/TA exists at the national Office.

While some respondents believe that the evaluation responsibility for T/TA

rests with the regional and local levels, which is appropriate for T/TA activi-

ties at tnose levels, the evaluation of nationally-fundedproviders emerges

as a haphazard process. It is not, only perceived to be the...responsibility

of various divisions (ranging from OCD Planning and Analysis Twision or

Children's Bureau Research and Evaluation unit to the partidular project
.

officer in the division most directly related to the providers; activities),

but it is also in actuality implemented unevenly across the divisions and

within the particular devision.

Data from the national providers parallel's the findings from the national

office. Nearly all providers indicated they did evaluate their T/TA (94.1%).

(See'Table M93) But in terms of methods - utilized for evaluation, half used

both written and verbal techniques, while nearly one-third evaluated only

with verbal feedback either to'the program director'or the provider. (See

Table M94) No uniform system emerged for evaluation. The process tended

to be indi9idualized by provider organization, and even, within some organ!-
.

zations, by the individual consultant.

At the regional office level, four-fifths of the respondents asked about/

evaluation indicated that such a system was in place, either ,uti4izing only
1

'regional office staff or outside consultants. (See Table M99) All the _case'

study regions have some T/TA evaluation system. Variances occur from regiOn

to region, but there appears to be a rather common reliance on monitoring ,

questionnaires and grantee self-assessments.

Regional,prowiderS as a wholevaluate her own T/TA (RTO/STO network -

,"-97.0%;.various providers 924,,Aee Tables M96 and M98). -Mese figures_

293-
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are comparable to that for national providers (94.1%). Many more region-

al providers than national utilize the method "written reports by trainees
- IL

(87.0% 52.9%)- Aost regional providers use a combination of wriik,
.

.and verbal evaluations. (See Tables M97 and M9) Generally, regjOriai pry rte=

viders are subjected to evaluation from observers or non-participapts in

the specific T/TA session to a greater degree than national-p?Oviders and

appear to be held to closer accountability.

Moving finally to the local level, nearly two-thirds of Oie,directors,

staff, and parents (64.3%)evaluate the T/TA provided. ThejOvariate analy-

sis employed on those data indicates that those who do evefa'ate manifest
mw,

higher T/TA satisfaction and impact than do those who do.not evaluate ( "very

satisfies with .the overall T/TA, 34.8% vs. 21.4, and "a great deal" and

"quite a bit" of T/TA impact, 65.1% vs 54.5%) (See Table M102)
./

As regards methods of evaluation, most respOndents indicated utpliza-

tion of verbal feedback to the director of the local program (49.5%) and /

written reports by trainees (47.9%)., On each of these items (set Table

M103), large differentials appear wfe.n acomparison is made with regional

provider responses. For the method "written reports by trainees " .and "verbal
.

feedback to provider," the, differential is approximately 40.0%, and for ver-

bal feedback to the director", over 25.9%..

These findings suggest two interpretations which are not mutually ex-
.

clusive. In the conduct of the regional provider interviews, the individual

provider was asked to relate his/her answers to the particular local program

where the on-site interviews had been conducted. However, because of the
,

nature of. some of the. queS7tions asked, regional providers had a tendency to

respond in global terms covering their T/TA activities across all programs.

Therefore, the differentials emerging here suggests that providers do not

uniformly request or get written and/or,verbal eVaivation. Thli is particu-

larly true as regards "written reports by trainees ". Regional providers appa-

rentlyget th.e4Yepo'rts on a selected basis from some programs.

Secofidly, these findings may reveal an instance of inflated positive

responses. It is possible that provider respondents answered that they utilize

294
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-tneseLtetr.6-415-- to an ext..n/- greater than happens in actuality. The dimensions

of this possible inflation.2re7-arknown.

Among local providers] 75.0% evaluated the T/TA they provided. (See

Table M1041 (This 'figure comparet to 92.2% ol regional 'providers _girl zi

ma4icsl.A4-prcizodee . Z . _letf!ods af Not roil.mist reqaent inent coned

(see Ta6fe H1091 "wrt_tten repo-rt-S--y -tra4rree-Ct C6/5l and, verbal
.

fPeliback to director'{ f58.1%)-. On the former methqd, los41..prouLde-rs
7 . -

Dee lam..1tAEks-15:Za! AnA 1 ewer than regional providers

(87.O%).

To synthesize all these data, it appears that within the national

Office of Chi Id: pevelopment2. there gre. ma.ni..approadies-J-97.e..va hitt ing

-as- exist acrosiatt-41evn=-7*i.bos., ai-thoU4ti-the latter group has a

tendency to rely on monitoring questionnaires and grantee self-assessmOts,
_ .

wnereas t e former group apparently individualizes its requirement for each

provider as regards evaluation processes and firms.

The majority of national, regional, and local providers, as well Os

local program personnel, evaluated the T/TA provided. Tf)e methods` oLgyal_m__

nation include. 'both written and verbal feedback; but the data suggest that,

as a gene `al rule, there is more frequent use of verbal evaluation than writ-

ten.

2'5
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B. DELIVERY OF T/TA

The central question being addrssed here is this

Head Start training and technical assistance being delivered ffec-
.,

tively?". This major. question has beengsubclivided into six tO,Ocal

questions to insure comprehensive:andwell-integrated coverage of the

questions raised in'the original ;Request for Proposal th4=initial Kort-

response, as well as any others that arose during the.doz)Uuct of this

evaluation. These six topical questions

D I.

0 4:

7;

How satisfied are the consumers' with T/TA

dollars available?

How effectively are resources used in T/TA

service delivery?

How effectivel.y are other _supportive

resources being utilized?__

k

How equtdbly,is T/TA distributed among target
,

groups? ,

1-tow effeciively are content areas being

covered/

How pffectiVely are special content areas,
.

i.e.; hutnitron;_psycholOgical services, and

,--handjcappedAleed4, t4ins:WreOed?

. _

° °' _What follows now is_ a disdussion-of0i's findings and conclusions
_

on each of these questIOns. A summation will be-presented at the end _

- 4

.; of each of-the sections.

27o



www.manaraa.com

,r

KlPISCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

CHAPTER I/I-

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

READER'S GUIDE TO TOPICAL SECTIONS
--

.

'MANAGEMENT OF T/TA

-

M1 Head Start Objectives

M2 Policy and)Galidance

M3 Needs Assessment and Planning

M4 Selection of Providers

-1f5 Control of Providers

M6 Evaluation Of Providers

_DELIVERY OF T/TA

Dl SatisfactiOn with T/TA 'pollars "

D2 T/TA Resources Utilized

D3 Other Supportive Resources

4.

D4 ""Target, Groups

D5 'Content Categories

D6 -5Re'6fal "Categories

EXCELLENCEOF.T/TA

El. Quality of T/TA

_E2 Effects of T/TA .

SPECIAL SECTION

DF Direct Funding of T/TA

298

ti



www.manaraa.com

66

r-

KIASCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

S.

SECTION D 1- How satisfied are the consumers with T/TA dollars available?

One major indicator Ofhow effectivery T/TA is being delivered,

KAI positedf was how satisfied'the consuaiers.of such T/TA were with the

amount of money available for it. his line 9f queLConing had'e side

benefie., it frequently gave.indicationt as to how familiar the respon-

dents were with'T/TA funding levels and'their rationale,
.

In this section,the topic of4atisfaction of Consumers with

available T/TA dollars will be discussed at the national, regional,

and local 14vels.

a.' National Level (0CD Headquarters) ,Responses

National level resfonses on.this topic of consumer satisfaction

;with, T/TA dollars available come only from.PCD Headquartersy,pfficials.
,,

onal providers were not asked any questions On this topic.

KA4 project staff interviewed a total of 24 ilfficialS in= Head-

uarters in Washington, D.C. (See Chapter II fora breakdown of

'types end' level's 'of offiCials rnterviewed.)

In general, central office staff are, not aware of the total

Head Start cOngressional appropriatioA nor of`the factors that go

into the determination of dollar allocation'to the various' Head

Start units. One exception to this general finding is the fact

tftat several respondents could' identify an allocation'of sbme

19 million.dollars for ,T /TA activities;* this common knowledge

seemed dyectly related to the fact that this set dollar amount,
has remained Constant -for severalconsecutive years whereas

allocations for other purposes units-have tended to invease

Among the factors given by a few respondents regarding,

determining factors for bdtgetary,allocatiOn are:

'2-9 9
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s Congressional appropriation

"Cost-of-living" increases

New,congressional mandates, i.e., "handtcapped

mandate" require additional funding t-

Historicalprecedent're: dollar allocations

Number of children served per region

."internal politics"
. .

No other informatiOn was obtained from these Headquarter

%officials on this,topic

Regional Level RespOnses

Regional level.reslicins-es=ontnisopic of consumer satisfac-
---

tion with available T/TA dollars and all either succeeding topics

in this chapter on findings, are discussed first from theiview-
,

point of Regional Office (RO) personnel and then from that of

regional level T/TA p4oviders (RTO/STO network respondents only

regarding ;this, topic).

; 1. 'Regional Office Responses

L. These responses are further divided Into two parts:

an aggregated eirlySis of responses. froweach of the'seven

case study regions. Thifl formatior presenting RO responses

will be fOrowed throughout...this chapter on findings.

.1".=

4 Aggregated
,
analysis of all eleven regions.-

'

s'(ee Chapter 11 for an explanation of the selection

procesisfor interviewees in the Regional Offices.)

-330
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-Regional Office.staff were asked ht satisfied they

rwere with T/TAliunding levels. As may be expected with

0.10111

of

a question involving the adequacy of funding, no one

indicated that he was "Very Satisfied." However, well .over

a third (11 c;ut of 27) the responaents (only 27 of the

64 possibleisespondents anahred this,question) indicated

that they were "Satisfied." Of `the 16. indicating that they .,

were "Dissatisfied", only 5 indicated .they ere "Very Dis-

satisfied," while the other 11 indicited simply that they were

"Somewhat Dissatisfied."

should. be noted that, etIn among those who felt

satisfied, there was the comment that additional money coed

betsed and that, compared to what should .really be' done

'.for T/TA,more money was needed. Another respondent inlicated

that though'themqngy level was generally satisfactory,

better planning was needed.

Among tho*se indicating dissatisfaction, one respondent

felt that the fundinlevel was inadequate because HSST/CDA'

consumes so alga. of the total available money.
.

b) Individualized analysis of each of seven case study regians.

Priseritd in this section is ad analysis of the collective

responses of the persons in each "case study" Regional Office

on the lubject of consumer satisfaction with available VIA

doLlarss(See Chapter II for an explanation about the process

followed for choosing 'case studies.'),

.11EW YORK (.11).

Some feeling was expressed by Region II personnel that all

0. nationally-funded T/TA activitief ought to, be under the purview

273
.

3 0 1



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC

6 4'

. .

of the regions with the affected dollars being redistributed

on a regional basis. Presumably this regional centralized

system would allow for more efficient-management, tracking,

monitoring, and evaluation-of the T/TA efforts within the

regiOn.

PHILADELPHIA WI)

. For the most part, Region Ell personnel appeared satisfied with

the amount of dollars allocated for T/TA;.one respondent reported some

dissatisfaction with this funding level.

ATLANTA (IV)

As is the case NI most other regions, there is some dissatis

faction with the 3.5 million dollars allocated to Region [V for T/TA

ourpo4es. Overall,,there is the pervasive feeling that there is

:never enough T/TA service to meet the needs of all local pronrams.

CHICAGO (V)

The combined T/TA budget for Region V was given as $1,849,000 by

regional respondents. Only one of four responded that they were

"Very Dissatisfied" with this allocation of funds.

DALLAS (VI)

There is a range of feeling in this region as to the satisfaction

with the amount of T/TA money available to local programs, Some people

are satisfied with the amount available, while others responded

. that they are "Very Dissatisfied."

3 ".1 2
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SEATTLE (X)

Data as to the combined T/TA allocation for Region X is not

exact, with the number $701,000 as the only'amount mentioned.

As to how satisfied or dissatisfied respondents are with the

amount of money available for T/TA to local programs, respondents

in Region X are evenly split, half saying they are "Satisfied,"

and lialf saying they are "Dissatisfied."

INDIAN AND MIGRANT PROGRAM DIVISION (IMPD)

No definitive data was Given concerning the exact allocation

of dollars to training and to technical, assistance, or for combined

T/TA. Re§ponding steermembers divided their opinions evenly

beedeen being "Satisfied" and " Dissatisfied" with the T/TA

2. Regional Provgder Rgspon es

Presented in this section is an analysis orthe respo'nses

received from RTO/STO network' ersonnelson the subject of

satisfaction with T/TA dollars vailable.
,

(See Chapter-11

for a detailed explanation on th 'selection process for

these individuals.)

Virtually all respondents wante more money allocated to

training and technical assistance a tivities throughout the

various regions. However, only fou .pf the 42 respondents believed,

that increased funding was necessary to produce positive change

in the rive of ttigir relationships with the National Office.
4

"4.
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c. Local. Level Responses

Project staff interviewed a total of 428 directors, staff, and

'parents. (See Chapter 11 for an explanation of the selection process

utili;ed.) Local level responses on this topic of satisfaction with
ti

money available for T/TA'Came,only from the directors, staff, and parents'
.

associated with'the thirty Head Start programs sampled. Local providers

were not asked.any.questions on this topic.

These respondents, by way of initiating a discussion with them on

the various aspects of the delivery of T/TA to their programs, were

asked- how satisfied they were with the fioney available to them for T/TA.

They were given four allowable responses: very satisfied, satisfied,

dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied. The distribution of these responses

when aggregated across all 7 case study regions is shown in Table D 1

on the following pige.

Generally, this data shows a greater fr quencyof response on the

negative side of the scale. Schematically the phenomenon could be

pictured this way:
r *

, Very

Satisfied I Satisfied

6.3 28.0

34.3%

+

VS

The data also revealglhat:

Very
Dissatisfied 1 Dissatisfied DKPLA

29.7 17.8 14.5 3.7

47.5 + 18.2%

o Region II (New York) was the only one not to give

a single,"very satisfied" response to thisquestion.

o Region II (New York) was the region with the smallest

percentage (10.4%) of positive responses (very:,

satisfied or satisfied) and the largest percentage

(75%) of negative responses (dissatisfied or very
')

dissatisfied)

6,0
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4

Region VUDallas) was the region with the largest per-

=centage (55.70 of oositive responses and the

smallest percentage (26.9%) of negative responses.

Next these respondents were,asked if they had a choice in the matter,

would they want more, less, or the same amount of money available to

them for T/TA. The results of this question are displayed in taSTe D 2

on the following page. The.findings here are that 8 out of 10 (80.4%) of

all those responding would want more money for T/TA purposes. Only 1 out

of 428 respondents said less money, and 28 (6.3%) said the same.

Region 11'(New York) ledall other regions in answering "more"

(95.8%) and was the only oFe not to report a single "less" or .44.

"same" response.

Region X (Seattle), besides being the only region with 'a respondent

who thought less money for TYTA would be desirable, had the smallest
1

percentage (58,2% vs the 80.4% 'norm') of "more" responses/and the

largest percentagd (37% vs. the 6.3% 'norm') of "same" ansIders.

This group of interviewees was then asked if they could get more

T/TA if they wanted it. The answers to this,question are present in

Table D 3. More than one-third of the 428 respondents (37.9) said

that they could get more T/TA 1f they wanted to. Only 24 n%) said "no".

Regions X Seattle - 49;1%), VI (Dallas - 48.1%), 111 (Philadelphia -

46.2%) all had an'exCeptionally large number of persons who answered "yes"

to 'this',questiOn. Region li (New York), contrariwise. had the least

number (14.6%) of respondents answering "yes".

Those respondents (162 total across the seven regions) who said "yes"

they could get more T/TA were asked from what source, i.e., national or

regional p015viders, non-Head'Start sources, or by means of direct

purchase. The responses they -gave are shown in Table D 4.

3O3
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TABLE 0 4. Sources for Additional T/TA
(across 7 case study regions)
(Directors, Staff, Parents n=162)

SOURCE YES 4/% NO

4.

National Providers 45/10.5% 383/89.5%

Regional Providers 104/24.3% 324/75.7%

Non-Head Start 86/2011% 342/75:9%

Direct Purchase 62/14,5% 366/85.5%

Approximately one in four (24.3%)

gotten from regignal.providers: Next

came non-Head Start sources (20.1%), d

national providers'l10.5%).

replied that more T/TA could be

, in order of frequency of response,

irect-purchase of T/TA (14.5%), and

Region VI (DbIlas) had the largest percentage of interviewees who

said they could obtain more T/TA from regional providers -.38.5% vs.

the 'norm' of 24.3%.

Conversely, Region V (Chicago) had the smallest percentage of respon-

dents who, felt they could get more T/TA from regional providers - 9.5%

vs: 24.3% (!ntrm').

The 'normal' frequency of response, taking all 7 case study regions

as an aggregate, to the question about being able to get more T/TA

through diret:purchase was 14.5% affirmative vs. 85.5% negative. TwQ

regions exceeded this 'norm' considerably: XI (IMPD - 26.2% affirmative),

and V (Chicago - 25.4% affirmative).At the same time, two regions fell

below this 'norm' considerably! IV (0,t1nta = 442% affirmative) and

X (Seattle - 5.5% affirmative).
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Summation of Di Findings: Satisfaction with T/TA $

The question asked in this section was "how satisfied are the

consumers with T/TA dollars available ?"

Generally more than half of the interviewees in any category of respon, .

dent answering this question reported being' dissatisfied with the amount of

T/tA dollars available for example, 16 RO respondents answered this way, as

opposed to 11 who were satisfied; and 47.5% of the directors, staff, and par-

ents who responded said they were dissatisfied, vs. 34.3% who were satisfied,

This phenomenon is very difficult to draw_ conclusions from, It may imply

people are not satisfied with their currently available T/TA dollars and

are upset about it, It might also indicate a generally positive feeling

about the way T/TA dollars are spent and a hope that more dollars could be

allocated to extend the program.

Other data seems to support the latter suggestion 8 out of 10 local

interviewees said they'd rather have more T/TA money, as opposed to less or

the same. More than one-third of these same respondents said they could
_

obtain more T/TA if they wanted it (See'table D3). The two potential sources

mostifrequently mentioned were regional providers and non -Head Start resources.

310
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SECTION D2.. How effectively are resources used in T/TA service delivery"'

4 .

KAI staff believed that another major indidator of how effectiveTyT/TA-

is being delivered was how Head Start was utilizing the resources avail;

able. This question actually must be broken down in two ways, because it is
--..._

onethingtpeskHeadStartstafrwhatT7TAresatirdes-they_use.11..., which_
..

kind of provider, etc.) and quite another to ask the providers what resources

-they use (e.g., distribution of time formulas, etc.)

Specifically, in this section, when the interviewees are program people
t

the questions relate to what type of phoviders are utilized is resources (e.g.

university vs, private firm or national provider vs. -focal provider, etc.) and

to what extent' are they used- Also, a small piece is presented (with RO re-
.

sponses only) on what kinds of delivery-settings are utilized, to what extent,

and how accessfully.

When the interviewees are providers,tbe focus of the question is, by

virtue of- their role, quite different. For exampie,.providers at all levels

(national, regi-onal,'and local) are queried about whether or not they devise

time, a forMulA for when and for

, the ,pation4ror regional office

they pursue any skill,development

and f011ow,a formula for the use- '0,Y their

what purpose they vIsit:their cl l it (i.e.

or the focal program), and whether or not

activipies. They are also asked about which lands of T/TA they deliver most

often: 611 of these questions are designed to *elicit information on what

the providers themselves do end, by extension, what resources Head Start

officials and staff have attheir"disbospl In the delivery of T/TA.

In this section, the topic of:WA'resources utilized will be_discUssed__.

at the-nationaL- regional and local levels.

a. NationalLevel (Provider) Responses

No data was collected on,this topic from QCD Headquarters officials.
.-

However, a number of questions-relat.tag.to the topic were put to the na-

tionaf providers.

4 2C
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#

Ir.

One of the resources available to providers that will have an impact

on how they.deliver T/TA is time and how well they mtnage it,t, In an effort

to develop an indication of how providers utilize their time
,
each was

. . ..

asked, "do you_attempt to distribute your time according to any set formula,

.

644g., 30%,to coordinating T/Tkactiviti-es, 30% t6 providing- consulting help

directly to the. locals, 20% providing training to-Head Start Grantees and

20% .to administrative tasks?" National providers responded
4

'

Table D5.! Distribution of Time to a Set Formula: National Providers

(r-t34)

Responses Percent

Yes 38.2

No 47,1

'Not Applicable 14.7

Just tkiffer 40% indicated they did attempt to distribute their time ac-
.

v9rding to a formula. When asked to explain what the forMula was, their

answers vipre'categorized.into ttle following distributins-:

"Table Dt. Formulas by Which Rational Providers Distribute Their

Time (n=13)
or

Percent

Formulas Utilizing Formula

,106% Administration

100% TJTA

15.4
Mit Im.

50%.4T/TA.; 50% Admin-istration 23.1.

40% T/TA.; 60% Administration 23.1

80% TiTA; 20% Administration 7f7

70% Y/TA;30%.Administration 7.7

30% T/TA; 70% Administration 23.1

-0-tfier

31 3
2534

fr
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By way of explaining the categorization procedure, administrative ac-

tivities included planning and coordination of T/TA delivery, as well

asthe paperworl,s,that necessarily accompanies such activities. T/TA

f,
activities were defined as those T/TA services actually delivered in

the field, 0n-site, and consulting, whether vii phone or in persons

The table-shows'that of the 13 national providers who attempted

to plan-their time according to aformula, slightly less than 40% spent

half or more of their time delivering T/TA (50%, 70%, 80%, and 100%

T/TA categories totaled). More than 45% of the providers spent 40% .

or less time in actual delivery of services. The remaining l5% spent

all their time in administrative tasks,. So those providers who tried

to spend 50% or more of their time delivering T/TA were in.a minority.

It should4e mentioned that we are referring here only'to those who

ind-i;sated they did have some formula; other who did riot may"in fact also
.

spend sp% or more of their time in thr.Afield

To get another measure of the.nature of T/TA activities conducted

by PrOViders, . Kfiil.staff asked national providers, "Odwhat basis do

you deternirne when and for what purpose to visit (the Regional Office)

(the local grantee /center) ?" Their responses appear below in Table D7:

Table 07.-: Basis for -Ntional Providers' Visits to Regional Office

and/or' Local _Grantee (n =34)

A.

Basis for-Visiting Regional 'office Percent',

and/or Local Grantee .

At their request

Routinely (based on T/TA plan)" ,

National Office recommendation

Regional Office recommendation

Crisis"-intervention

Other

Multiple responses allowed.

61.8

38.2

32.4

32.4

38.2

5.9. .

3 1 4
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.A mpjority of national providerS'saidAiy visited at the request

of the Regional Office or local grantee. Just under 40% indicated their

'visits were routine based'on the.T/TA plan. An equal number visit for

crisis intervention. ("Other" included visits for planning workshops

and needs assessment on-site.) These responses indicate generally that

there is a high degree of flexibility in the timing and purpose of visits

to both regional offices and local grantees by nationai providers.

The relatively low percent visiting orir the basis of the T/TA plan

(38.2%) places new light on ale earlier findings about the percent.of

national providers who prepared a T/TA plan work statement (6h.7%

see Table M9). It is.apparent that the T/TA plans did not, as a gen-

eralrule, include provisions for routine or regular visitation. While

Ilexibility,to visit either th'e Regional Office or local grantees when

needed is a-plus, the apparent lack of on-going as well as follow-up

T/TA in a planned.fashfon by the majority of national providers sampled

is not. For the reilional offices and local programs to maximize national

T/TA providers, ,there must be known and fairly continuous,level of sprvice

available. It seems that; among our sample, services tended to bes glyen

in a mare sporadicw"ay than intewted planning by national a'nd regional

offices would have permitted.

Next,the topic of .T /TA content was addressed. National providers

were asked to name the three categories of T/TA each most frequently of-

fered in Fiscal Year 1974 and in Fiscal .Year 1975. Table D8, following

this page, presents the data. But first an explanation of the figures

is necessary. Among the 34 national providers interviewed, five said

that answering the question about T/TA categories for FY 1974 was not

applicable. The reasons were eithsr that the 'individual had not worked

for the organizatioi in FY 1974 or that the organization's activities ,

could'not be categorized in that fashion (e.g., ERIC). For FY 1975, 1.8

respondents.said not pa These respondents were primarily from

organizations which did not have FY.1975 contracts (American Psychological

Association, American Dietetic Asiociation, Technical Assistance Develop-

315
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,ment Systems, High Scope), although ERIC respondents were also represented

here. In otter to make more comparable calculations, the percentages given

in Table D8 are based pn the .number';of respondents who named categories,

excluding not applicable responses..
4

0"'

Table 08. Categories and Rank Order,of T/TA Most. Frequently
Offered by National Providers in Fiscal Years

:"410,.1,974and-1975

Categofies .

of T/ A

+F.ycal Year 1974 Fiscal Year 1975.

L
(n=29)

Rank

Order (n=16)
Rank

Order.

Education .

Parent Involvement

Social SerYices

Health

Medical
.,-.

Dental
7

.
-

Mental
.s.

,

Nutrition

Handicapped

Needs Assessment

Administration

Management Skills

Fiscal MahaVement

Reco;%i-Keeping

Performance Standards

Other

.

55.2

20.7

6.9

24,1

6.9

10.3

11.2

20.7

27.6
.

27.6
.

24.1

10.3

3.4

--

31.0

10.3

1

5

8

4

8
.7.

6

5

3

3

4

7

9

-

2
. .

7

50.0

43.8

12.5

43.8.

12.5

25.0

--

'12'.5

12.5

12.5

31.3

6:3

6.3

6.3

6.3

12.5

.,
'

-4-

2

5

2

5

4

-

5

5

-5

3

6

6

6

6

5

2P:7

a
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The majority of national providers in both fiscal,years (FY74 - 554%,

FY 75 - 50.0%) named education as the most frequeritly offered T/TA com-

ponent. For FY 1974, the category mentioned with the next highest fre-

quency was performance standards (31.0%). The drop in frequency between

this and education T/TA was almost 25.0%. Both handicapped and needs

assessment ranked thitd in FY 1974 (27.6%)'. .Second in FY 1975 were health

and parent involvement (each 43.8%) and tg7d, administration (31.3%) T/TA.

The shift in second and third most frequently offered T/TA occurring be-

'tween FY 1,974 and FY 1975 is a function primarily of the types of providers

in our sample, i.e., handicapped, nutrition, and mental health providers.,.

strongly represented in FY 1974 and not in FY 1975. A perusal of the table

A suggests that parent involvement is closely linked with health T/TA, and

because of the mix of providers responding for FY 1975, these two categories

.rose to greater ascendency in FY 1975.

Three other items are of interest. One is the consistently high fre-

quency (relatively speaking) of administration T/TA. This need appears to

be a constant. The other two are needs assessment and performance stpndards

T/TA, which showed a marked decline in frequency for FY 1975,

From the topic of categories of T/TA offered, KAI interviewers moved

to a discussion of skill development activities in which national providers

participate. National providers were queried; "Do you participate at least

once a year in any of the following activities to increase your skill' and

317 6
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expertise?" TheSr<sponses were distributed across the activities as

follows: ,

Table 09. Participation in Skill Development Activities: National

Providers (n=94)

Percent of-

Skill Development Activities National Providers Participating

Atter2 refresher courses/seminars/
'conferences

Read current literature in
particular field

Collect new audio-visual materials

Collect new kits/packets

Subject self to evaluation from
trainees

Other.

88.2

94.1

79.4

79.4

82.4

2.9

NOTE: There was another item in this listing which was supposed to read,
"Subject self to evaruation from other trainers." 'Unfortunately,
a typographical error which made "trainers" appear as "trainees"
was not caugHt in,the proofing process, and we have omitted this

item from analytical.consideration.

As can be sten, Vastmajority of national providers indicated par-

ticipating in all t ese activities: 'The greatest percentage read current

literature in their particular field of expertise (94.)%). The areas

that the least percentage of providers were able to utilize for develop-

ing skiAls occurred in the collection of materials. This may be a func-

tion partly of availability of useful materials. There is a:natural ten-

dency to answer this entire question in the positive, so the reader should

be aware of the possibility of inflated percentages appearing in this

range of items.

318
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b. Regional Level Responses

Regional level responSes OA this topic of T/TA resources utilied,

and all other succeeding topics in this chapter on findings, are discussed,,

first from the viewpojnt of Regional Office (W3) personnel and then from

that of regional level T/TA providers.

1. Regional Office Responses

These responses are further d*vided into two parts: an aggregated ,

analysis of responses from all 11 regions and an individualized a'nalysis,

of responses from each Of the seven case study regions. This format for

presenting RO responses will be followed throughout this chapter on

findings.

a) Aggregated analysis of all 11 regions

(See Chapter.41 for an explanation of the selection process for

interviewees inethe Regional Offices.),

Regional Office respondents were asked to list the agencies/

organizations which provide T/TA services to programs in their regions.

Their responses were as follows:

Table D10. f/TA Organizations Utilized (Type): RO Respondents

Response
, 'Frequency

University/College 6

Head Start Staff (RTO/STO) 5

Consultants 5

Non-Profit Corporation 3

National Agencies
4,

1

State Agencies 2

Local Agencies 1

(n-644 many of whpM did not.respoad)

319
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T/Tactivities were provided in three-delivery-setting varieties;

Inter-program sitevisists

On-site convenings

Off-site convenings

The reported frequency of use of the three delivery-settings is summarized

as follows:

Table 011. T/TA Delivery - Settings Utilized (by Type): RO Respondents

Responses

Frequency

Inter-Program
Site Visits On-Site Off-Site

University/College 3 6 7

RTO/STO -2 3 5

Other Head Start Staff 1 1 2

Consultants -. 2 2

Non-Profit Corporation
.

1 4 4

Agencies (national, state, local) 1 1 1

(n2,64, some of whom did not respond; multiple answers were allowed)

A summary of ratings on the effectiveness of the three settings in

the 'delivery of T/TA is given below:

Table D12. Effectiveness of Three T/TA Delivery - Settings: RO Respondents

. Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor

Inter-Program
Site Visits

On-Site

Off-Site

.

4

8

11

8

.

5

4

1

1 1

(n -64, rianyof whom did not respond)
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Inquiry was then made about whether any request for T/TA service had

had been denied by any national provider, 21 respondents said "No," and

and only one said that a request had gone unanswered. A discussion

on RO respondents comments regarding specific national providers in

presented in a later section on "Excellence of T/TA."

bl Individualized analysis of each of seven case study regions

Project staff selected seven regions for purposes of intensive

"case study." (See Section II for an explanation of this selection
4,1

process).

-Presented in this section is an analysis of the collective respohses

of the persons interviewed in each "case study" Regional Office on the sub-

ject of T/TA resources utilized. (See Chapter II for an explanation about

the selection of the case. studies.)

NEW YORK (Ii)

Throughout Region II the primary means employed,to provide T/TA

services were:

Seminars, usually 2-3 days, on-site and off-site

Use of video-taped presentations

On-site consultant training, usually on a one-to-one basis

Visits between and among various local program staff.

All of these means were rated "Very Good" to "Excellent" by Region II

staff.

PHILADELPHIA (III)

The only organizations/agencies that were named as providing

direct T/TA to programs in Region III were the universities and colleges,

They were rated as providing a great deal of T/TA, although if was noted

that, a§ contractors, they were not supervised by the Regional Office

staff. The STOs were, in fact, employees citthe universities, and

therefore they as contractors were very independent.

A .321-
.
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In examining 'ethich setting T/TA is best delivered, Regiorrilf

data shows. strongest support for on-site convenings. Tie effective-

ness of this setting as used by the university providers and STOs in

Region III was rated as "Very Good" to "Excellent."

The second choice of setting is off-site convenings. These are

seen as particularly necessary when a new program starts, and the

effectiveness was rated as "Very Good."

Inter-program site visits was the third choice of setting for

ftlivery of T/TA and was seen as being effective in certain situations.

Region III receives assistance from the AAP in the form of con-

sulting services to local programs two or three times a year. Also,

they provide the health liaison person re T/TA. The assistance from

the AAP was rated as "Good," although the comment was made that there

were mixed reactions concerning AAP currently coming from the field.

The U.S. Public Health Service was noted as providing excellent

dental help to Region lll programs. Also, CDA, HSST and ERIC were

mentioned as beginning to provide assistance but they were difficult

to rate since these contracts were just starting.

Region III reported no instance in which T/TA service was requested

from a national provider which was not honored by the provider.

Several suggestions were offered to improve the service given by

national providers, such as more accessibility of trainers. Regarding

the AAP, it was suggested they should have more knowledge of the plans

for health activities by the health liaison specialist in Region

It was also foot-noted that there was no conviction that national

providers were very effective on the local program level..

ATLANTA (IV)

Region IV's providers were drawn primarily. from universities and

colleges, and secondarily from non-profit corporations. T/TA activities

have been carried out mostly on-site at the local level, in some off-

site centers (usually associated with university/college providers),

and through a limited number of inter-program site visits. For FY 75

293 ,
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101

the region decided to put greater emphasis on the prOvision of T/TA

services to clustered groupings of local program personnel.

The aggregate viewpoint of relevant RegLon_tV-personnel is that

the.totalT/TA activities merited ratings in the "Excellent," and

"Very Good" categories. Of the activities in the three different

settings, the on-site T/TA offerings.were regarded to be the most

effective ("Excellent"); off-site convenings and inter-program site

visits were rated as "Very Good."

Specific T/TA offerings were given in Region IV on the following

subject/technique areas:

Management-

Record Keeping

Budget

Needs Assessment

Health

le Parent Involvement

Education

Community Services

Performance Standards

Classroom Activities

Training Packages

Audio-Visual Materials

Construction and Use,
Approximately 70% of thesekspecific activities were rated as "Excel-

len0Ff. and/or "Very Good"; the remaining 30% were rated as "Good."

No.plA activity was rated ,}n the "Fair-Poor" categbries.
P

- 'In addition, Region IV received T/TA service from several national

provider sources. The American Academy of Pediatrics provided a

323
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pediatric nurse and another. registered nurse on a. full-tiJme basis;

the T/TA service provided- by this'AAP source was regarded. tp.be-
,

"Excellent." '1

National provider assistance in dental services was received

from the U.S. Public Health Service; it, too, was rated as "Excellent"

by Region IV personnel.

Finally, the region received several consultative conferences-

from University Research Corporation; these.services were rated in the

"Very Good" category.

No requested service has been denied by any national provider.

Regional interviewees did not perceive any changes needed to improve

the process of securing service from national providers.

CHICAGO (V)
_

It is the response in Region V that there is-no way to

down the providers into types and techniques-used, State agencies-.

have staff people who work with state providers and /or local programs,

Often this.:1VTA is provided free aithou§g they are occasionally liked

as consultants

The effectiveness of inter-program site visits Es rated as "Very

Good"-but not very many programs do it due to a timitation of time.

On-site convenings were rated as "Very Good," and off-site cluster

convenings are "Good" if based on a level of common need where Head

Start programs cart share their concerns in a group setting.

Various national providers provide services in Region V, such

as the APA which was very effective, the AAP,"the ADA, the U.S. Pubic

Health Service and TADS.

324k
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There is,.rfo data as to whether T/TA was requested from national

proViders bbt not:,receiVeti.

Region V provided no suggeitions for imprdvements in the_seriride

given bY national providers.

DALLAS W;1'

Very limited responses frdm Region VI indi -ated only that uni-

.versities and colleges as welt as Head Start, RTO and STO staff provided

directI/TA toprograms in Regic6 Vt. Universities/corleges and

agencies all delivered T/TA in all three settings: inter- program site

visits; on-site; and off-site convenings, which.were noted to-be

cluster workshops:

The effectiveness of the inter-program site visits and the on-

site convenings was rated as "Very Good," while the cluster workshops
_

in off-slte convenings was given a "Good".to "Fair" rating:

r
In the.national-provider groups the AAP was noted for Its assistance

through a health lialson_and pediatric consultant-to the-local prograMs,

and the American Dietetic Association and American Psychiatric Asso-

ciation were also mentioned. All of these national providers were

given "Excellent!' ratings, but it was noted that the rating was a

judgment of the actual person who defivered the assistance, not

necessarily the provider in general.

As far as the Regional Office is concerned, the national pro-

viders work as contractors for the Regional Office and under their

jurisdiction, and therefore they get-excellent services

Region VI staff perceived the need for some improvpment in the

national provider processes for delivery of T/TA service. Services

givelyby national;,providers should be consolidated to avoid duplica-

tion which proves to be wasteful. The Regional Office should have.

input as to how the services will be provided before the Contracts are

let. There is also a feeling that consultants chosen should have a

strong interest in children, not just an expertise in their field.

)

25.
296



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

SEATTLE (x)

Scant data was returned in answer to the question Which agencies

provide direct T /TA to programs and how much. Regional Office program

analysts were -mentioned as giying a great deal of technical assistance,

and STATOs were cited with some frequency as giving a great dearof

training to programs in Region X.

The STATO in Region X used inter-programOilie visits (informal),

on-site convenings and off-site convenings for szttings in which to

deliver T/TA. Program analysts also made use of on-site and off -site

convenings. All these were rated as "Very Good" by the 3 of 6 respon-

dents who answered. It was noted by one respondent that off-site

convenings were best for Policy Council or Board people because 11 they

get to know each other better and 2) distractions are avoided.

Most respondents Credited the AAP with providing "Very_Good" to-

"Excellent" assistance to their programs in Region X. The U.S. Public

Health SerAce also received a "Very Good" to "Excellent" rating,

with one respondent terming U.S. Public Health assistance as "phenomenal

Ail respondents said they had never requested T/TA from national

providers and not received It, but one noted they had written Head-
,

quarters regarding bad service by a contractor who was supposed to

provide information on handicapped and never adequately did so.

Most respondents felt no improvements were needed in service given

by national providers. One, however, commented that the assistance

offered by national providers could be more timely.

INDIAN AND MIGRANT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT (iMPD)

Universities and colleges were mentioned by several respondents

as sroviding quite a bit of direCt T/TA to programs in the 1MPD region.

Seve al non-profit corporations, such as 40 Native American Technical

Assis ance.rorporationand the Southwest Educational Lab for migrants

in Au tin, Texas, were also named and credited with giving "Quite a Bit"

of T/T . 328
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Other direct providers mentioned in the IMPD region were OICS and

MEDC and six tribal cdposttes in Arizona, New Mexico, Montana, the

Dakotas, and Minnesota.

Inquiry was made as to the types of setting in which TZTA was

delivered and the effectiveness of each.

The interest in ,the IMPD region was strongest for on-site con-

venings. It was felt that this was the best approach for most` providers,

and that the grantees wanted this.

Inter-program site visits, with good planning received some

interest and there was- indication that more T/TA iA this setting was

desirable.

I

There were conflicting feelings concerning off-sitebconvenings

for delivery of T/TA. It was rated as "Good" when interpreted to mean

an off-site gathering to explain directives and mandates, but was

given a "Very Poor" rating when seen as large gatherings of program

people who accomplish nothing.

Among national providers, the AAP was mentioned most often as

providing several health specialists plus a secretary: Ther4-was a

difference in feeling as to how .effective these services were, with

support in the "Very Good" to "Good" range but some ratings,.based

on feedback from the field, of only "Fair" services.

Another national provider mentioned was the U.S. Public Health

Service which provides dental and medical services at the grantee

level and was, rated on a range from "Good" to "Poor."

Other national., providers were mentioned briefly'as giving

o services to IMPD but on which there is not enough data to rate.

These are the AMA, the APA, _the ADD, Social Dynamics and Littlejohn.

Scant data indicates that there were no situations in which_

T/TA was requested from a national provider and not received.
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A

. There is an indication that greater coordination between the

national providers and, the IMPO staff would lead to unproved services

from the national providers. There Is some confusion as to which

national organtzarion specialities will fill what 1MPD needs.

Specifically, a suggestion was made that the AAP, as an organi-

zation, should rake a more active role in translating OCD thrusts so

that all their people delivering %ervices'out in the field understand

,their objectives.

2) Regional Provider Responses

- These resources are also further divided into two parts: group

one, 42 respondents from the (generally) most experienced RTO/STO/

STAMO/OICS network staff across the country, and group two, 77 respcni

dents from a variety of providers: HSST/CDA, LDP, RTO/STO/STATO/OICS,

and state, multi-state, or regidn-wide organization, all of whom were

chosen because they serve the local programs selected in dur sample for

on-site interviews. This format for presenting regional provider re-

sponses will be followed throughout this chapter on findings.

Group One:' RTO/STO/STATO/OICS network responses
(aggregated across all 11 regions)

Presented in this section is an analysis of the responses received

from RTO/STO network personnel on the subject, of IITA resources utilized.

(See Chapter 11 for a detailed explanation on the:selection process for

these individuals.)

Inquiri"was made as to a method or allocation strategy for the use

I
4.

of the professional time by RTO/STO/STATO/OlcS. Slightly mote than7half

of the 39 training bfficers.who responded to the quest] on indicated that
. .

they did not distribute their time according to any set fOrmula.
')

as:

A few cited reasons or explanations of their use of, time, such

- first-come, first-serve

more to larger, less to'smaller

,priority-based

-

3(4
% coordinatdon

4***;
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1,

Those training officers who did distribute their time according to

formula (18 respondents) cited'a variA ofsformulas, which included.
. .

expliit budged ercentages, sucb as:
A

50% T/TA; 50% Administration;

-. 70% T/TA;- 30% Administration;

- 30% T/TA; 70Z Admin istration; or

- 80% r /TA; 20% Administration. /4
..

I

Other respondents discussed the rationale for their distribution of

time without specifically noting their "formula," e.g.:

by designated man-days;

not by percent of Ow, but by scheduling a visit to each

program quarterly; or

by state requirements.

Data was also sought from RTOATO/STATO/OICS on the nature and

kinds of skill development ac tivities in which they themselves par-

ticipate specifically to increase their own knortlage and skill.

The overwhelming maj9r4qy of training officers make use of a

variety of sel_f-improvement techniques. Differences:in amounts of

use among -techniques is not significant, as is shown bellow:

Table 013.

4

Participation in Skill Development Activities: RTO/STO

Network 0--

victi ty4A .NUmber Responses 'Percent of 42

Attend refresher courses

Read current 14Zerature

Collect audio-visual
.

Collect kits/packets

'Evaluation from trainees

Eva)uation from trainers

.Other

.

.

37

38

38

1.7

38

36
2

'

''''

-

.

'

.

:

88%

91%

91%,

88%

9t

86%

5%

.

(n=42; a few of.whom did not respond)

NOTE: Compare this Table withTable 09 on National Providers

300
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"Other" activities mentioned included attending workshops and
se

university attendance.

4 b) Group Two:- Various Regional Pro4ider Responses
(aggregp,te across sevencase study regions only)

Presented in this section is an analyst; of the respbnses received

--from the 77 regional providers on the subject of"T/TA resources utilized.

(see Chapter 11''for an-explanation of the selection process for these

. individuals.) Regional variations in these data'will be highlighted as

appropriate.
411*

O.

A's'was mentioned for national providers,.the time available to pro- .

4 viders to arrange or and/or provide glrvices is an issue in the delivery

of T/TA. In an effort to develop an' indlcatiOn of how regional pro'vi'ders.

utilize their,time, each.wassasked, "Do your attempt to distdbIlle yOur

time according to any set formula, e,g., 30% to coordinating Tat+ activ-

ities, 30% to providing consulting help directly to the locals, 20% vd-

viding training to Head Start Grantees, and 20% to administrative tasks7"

Regional providers gnsweeed:

Table D14. . Distribution of Time to a Set Formula: Regional Providers

(n=77)
4

O

EI:espoAses Percent

Yes 53.2

No 46.8

NOTE: Compard this Table with Table .05
on National Providers

4

0.

3 0
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, Over half of the regional providers indicated they did attempt to

use some kind of formula to distribute their time. This figure is higher

than -for national 'provide'rs (38.2%). Of the total number of regional re-

spondentk who did'use a formula f41 respondents), 10 were from Region

III (Philadelphia) and 10 from Region VI (Dallas). These two regions

accounted for half the total.

Then each provider who answered "Yes" (41) explained what his/hey

particular formula was. Table D15 presents the types of formulas offered.

Table D15. Formulas by Which Regional Providers Distribute Their'Time
(n=41)

Formulas Percent

100% Administration 9.7

100% T/TA 2:4

50% T/TA; 50% Administration 19.5

40%.T/TA; 60% Administration 7.3

80% T/TA; 20% Administration 12.2

70%-T/TA-; 30% Adminiitration 19.5

30% T/TA; 70% Administration 7.3

Other 22.0

.

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table D6 on National
Providers

Looking at _ust those providers who spent 50% to 100% of their time

in actual provision of T/TA, the figures total 51.2%. Slightly under 15

spent less than 50% of their time on actual T/TA. Nearly one-quarter

specified responses that had .to be classified as "other" (according. to

MBO mandate, according to Regional Office stipulation, and as needs arise).

Those pro;riders devoted excl,usively to administr.ative tasks (planning and

coordinating T/TA) comprised almost one-tenth.
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The providers who attempted to spend 50% of more of their time in

the field and over the phone delivering training and technical assistance
Nk

were in the majority. This total represents about a 15% increase over na-
.

tional providers. A cautionary note must be sounded,ohowever because

these figures speak only of those who Indicated they-did have some form,*

ula. The others who did not may include a number who spend half or more

of their time on-site and consulting.

As a further indication of the factors that must be considered in

T/TA delivery, regional providers were asked to indicate the bases for

determining when and for what purposes to visit the Regional Office or

local grantee. Table 016 presents theirirdsponses:

Table D16. Basis for Regional Providers' Visits to Regional Office
and/or Local Grantee (n=77)

Basis for Visiting Local Grantee Tprcent

At their request 92.2

Routinely (based on T/TA plan) 68/8

'National Office recommendation 22,1

Regional Office recommendation 64.9

Crisis intervention 64.9

Other 13.0.

Multiple response allowed.

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table DZ on National Providers

Nearly all respondents said that one of the bases for their visits
.

was the local granteels request. Almost 70%-visit routinely, based an

the T/TA plan. Crisis intervention and Regional Office recommendation

were each mentioned by about two-thirds of the respondents. Responses

in the other category fell into"two types: monitoring or evaluation

visits (pre-review, assessment, certification), mentioned by most-pro-

vide s, and training visits.
33 2
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. The regional providers evidence a much higher level of requirement

to visit based on the T/TA plan (68.1%) (see Table M32) than do national

proyiders (38.2) . This factor permits more continuity of T/TA services

and speaks pointedly to the difference between the regional offices' re-

quirement for planning T/TA services delivery and accountability of pro-

viders and that of the national office. It is true, However,

ilarly to national providers, a lower percent Of regional providers visited

routinely, based on the plan, than did write-a T/TA pl'n, which presumedly '

would include some type of scheduling requirements (68.8% vs. 92.2%).

(The figures for national providers were 38.2% visitingon the basis of the'

T/TA.plan vs. 64.7 writing a T/TA plan.) Although the differential he-
,

tween these two figures (visit vs. write T/TA plan) is similar for regional

and national providers, the data supports the fact that-most regional pro-

viders were under stricter planning requirementt than national providers.

At the same time, regional providers evidence a high degree of responsive-

ness to visiting upon request (92.2%).

Regional variations were found on each of these items except "at their

request" and are summarized as follows:

Compared to the "norm" of 68.8% who visited local grantees on the

basis of the T/TA plan, Region II (New York) providers were low

(50.00 as were Region X (Seattle) providers (44.4%). However,

Region XI (IMPD) providers were high (90.0%);

Compared to the "norm" of 22.1% who visited.- -local grantees on

the basis of national office recommendation, Region 11'(New

York) and Region XI (IMPD) providers were high (50.0% each),

ana Region V (Chicago) and Region X (Seattle) providers low

'(0.0%);

-Compared to the "norm" of 61,6% who visited local grantees based

on regional office recommendation, Region II XNew York)sand

Region III (Philadelphia) providers were high (100.0% and 78.6%)

respectively), and Region V (Chicago) and Region VI (Dallas)

providers were.low (50.0% each);
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Compared to the "norm" of 64.9% who visited local grantees

based on crisis intervention, Region XI (IMPD) and Region.

Iv (Atlanta) providers were high (100.0%, and 77.8%) respec-

tively) and Region II (New York) Region VI (Dallas), and

Region X (Seattle) providers low (50.0%, 4,2.9 %, and 33.3%

respectively);

Compared to the."norm" of 14.3% who visited on,an "other"

basis, Region II (New York), Region V (Chicago), and Re-

gion XI (IMPD) providers were low (0.0% each).

4A

From questions relating to time distribution and bases for visit g

local grantees, we moved to the topic of T/TA content. Regional prov ders

were asked to name the three categories of T/TA and most frequently of-

fered in Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975. Before discussing the data, one

point must be explained. We sampled 77 regional providers, and of these,

five answered not applicable for FY 1974, and two for FY 1975 The rea-

sons for this answer were either that the individual was new enough.to

the provider organization that he/she was not involved in FY 1974, or

that the funding cycle was such that, at the time of the interviewing,

the provider was still contracted out of FY 1974 monies. In order to

make comparable calculations between the two years, the percents listed

are based only on the number who names categories, excluding not ap-

plicable responses. Table op follows this page. tr
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Table D17. Categories and Rank Order of T/TA Most Frequently Offered by
Regional Providers in fiscal Years [974 and 1975

Categories of T/TA

Fiscal Year 1974 Fiscal Year 1975

Percent
(n=72)

Rank
, Order

Percent
(n=75).

Rank
Order

Education 52.8 1 50.7 1

Parent Involvement 37.5 2 37.3 3

Social Services 9.7 7 4.0 12

Health 9.7 7 12.0 8

Medical OD ON. IMOD 1.3 10000

Dental 1.4 10 41110

Mental 1.4 10 1.3 14

Nutrition 6.9 8 6.7 10

Handicapped 31.9 4 41.3 2

Needs Assessment 16.7 7 20.0 6

Administration 27.8 5 24.0 5-

Management Skills 18.1 6 14.7 -7

Fiscal Management 6.9 8 8.0 9

Record-Keeping 1.4 10 2.7 13

Performince Standards 36.1 3 34.7 4

Career Development 2.8 9 4.0 12,

All or most of above* 9.7 7 6.7 . 10

Other 1.4 10 5.3 11

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table D8 on National Providers

Because some provider respondent's answered that the T/TA they provided
covered all or most of the categories listed, and they were unale
stn rank the.categories most frequently offered, their responses were
coded "all Or most of.above" categories.
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The categories of T/TA offered most oftep by regional providers in

FY 1974 and FY 1975 show a high degree of consistency. For both years,

education T/TA was most frequently offered by most providers (FY 1974 -

52.8%; FY 1975 -50.7%). Second most frequently offered in FY 1974 was

parent involvement T/TA (37:5%) and third, performance standards (36.1).

In FY 1975, handicapped T/TA was offered second most often (41.3%) and

parent involvement was third (37.3) . Performance standards dropped to

fourth (34,7%). The increased emphasis on handicapped T/TA in FY 1975

stems from the mandate Head Start was given to incorporate andicapped

into their programs, and may also point out (1) that regional providers

have increased skills in providing such T/TA, and (2) they are filling

gaps in services needed to fulfill the mandate.

TheAvional and regional providers manifested a high degree of

congruency in categories of T/TA most frequently offered. Education was

always mentioned by the majority of respondents inboth groups, while

performance standards, parent involvement, and handicapped T/TA ranked

either second or third among these providers.

Regional variations occurred on a number of these categories.

Tables 018 and 019, follow.i.Ag this page, have been constructed to

show the "norm" for each category (in this instance, calculated by

dividing the total number of regional providers who answered the

question for each year, by the number mentioning each particular

category) against which each region's providers responses are
go.

compared.

7,
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Table D1.8. Comparison of Each Region's Regional Providers Offering
Categories of T/TA in Fiscal Years 1974

Categories

of T/TA

Percent of Each Regionis Providers Offering.T/TA

Percent
of All

Provider

Offering

T/TA
(n=72)

11

(n=4)

Ili

(n=14)

IV

(n=t4).

V
(n=7)

VI

(n=14) -
X

(n=9)

XI

(n=10)

Education 75.0 50.0 21.4 14.3 92.9 55.6 60.0 49.4

Parent
Involvement 75.0 50.0 21.4 71.4 28.6 11.1 40.0 35.1

Social Services 25.0 7.1 21.4 . 22.2 9.1

Health 14.3 14.3 11.1 20.0 9.1

Medical _ - _ -

Dental 7.1 1.3

Mental 7.1

Nutrition 7.1 14.3 11.1 10.0 6.5

Handicapped 50.0 42.9 42.9 28.6 42.9 10.0 29.9

Needs Assessment 21.4 7.1 42.9 28.6 10.0 15.6

Adminrstration 7.1 28.6 '71.4 28.6 33.3 30.0 26.0

Management
Skills 14-.3 21.4 28.6 14.3 22.2 20.0 16.9

Fiscal

Management 14.3 11.1 10.0 6.6

Record-
Keeping _ - 1.3

Performance
Standards 57.1 21.4 42.9 28.6 33.3 50.0 33.8

Career
Development 7.1 2.6

All or most of
above* 25.0 21.4 22.2 10.0 9.1

Other; - - 1.3

* Because some provider respondents answered that the T/TA they provided
covered all or most of the categories listed, and they were unable to rank
the dategories most frequently offered, their respdnses were coded "all Or

most of above" categories.
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Table 019. Comparison of Each Regions' Regional Providers Offering

Categories of T/TA in Fiscal Year 19750

- - Percent
. ll

Percent of Each Region's Providers Offering T/TA_

Prof

Aoviders

Categories
.

Offering

of T/TA II III IV V' VI X XI T/TA

(n=4) (n=14) (n=.14)- (n=7) (n=14). (n=9) (n=10) (n=72)

Education 75.0 38.5 27.8 12.5 92.9 62.5 60.0 49.4

Parent
Involvement 75.0 61.5 27.8 50.b 35.7 - 30.0 36.4

Social Services -- 7. 5.6 -- -- -- 10.0 3.9

Health -- -- 16.7 12.5 21. 25.0 -- 11.7

Medical
%

-- -- --
,

-- 12.5 -- 1.3

Dental -- -- -- -- -- -- --

Mental -- . 7.7 -- -- -- 1.3
..

Nutrition -- -- 16.7 12.5 7..1 44.4 -''' Er. 5
4 .

Handicapped 25.0 46.2 44.4 50.0 35i7 *62.5 20.0 40.3

Needs Assessment -- 23.1 27.8 37.5
i.

. 14.3 -. - 20.d.. 19.5

Administration -- 7.7 3,1.1 5(1-0 28.6 .25.0 50.0. 23.!
A ... 4 ' 4 '4'

Management
. ...
: ' , . iv ,.. 1. .

S k i l l s -- . 23.1' ) 1 . 1 . 5..0*. l i A. 3 .4 .5 10.9' 14.5

Fiscal I
. N, .4 .. . i s:.,

- 'I: 4. :et .4 , , lb : 8.. ;
, - 1 '1111 1.8.

Management -- 15 4 . 5 6. ,e 4 1-. s '7.1 ... .e2:, 10....

Record-
. :. ,'., ' ' ...-11 r.. .. . . ., .

.:

... . 0 . ..... .

Keeping 25.11 - -- '''... ...-- ... --,..'.' -0- ' 44., -c.. Lb

Performance 1. '' .. :: . -- ...... ",.. ' ... !'...
Standards ,..2.5.. 6. \ 442 e',33.,3. i,AQ.,4, .gr.: 6" , -.- - .50.0 " ''''p..3. 8

. ' # i -'') ." -
A .. t , :. ,-

Career
Development I . 4-' le ''/7:7I / --; ; . A. ./.1--1 : ,*.'--:'.:*IL-:- .icc.13; . 5.4.., .... 91%, ,..... ..-.: S,71. .../ I ,,...,...-: 3 4 " ."! ii .,:-'... -1 '.

All or most of. ' '14; .1.: '",,'. ..:.., .,.2,;,,:: ,' -', . '-",, 1 .:, t-: .-t "% *.'i :..:::4 '. % ,

above '7' t .40 t25.4is.c" 1-.-i', .116.1' ;* -*1 i.'..-:-/I t 142: I' :.-%.4t5'.:'.-. i , . ":e*, ./: : ,'1:: ' / 4 0. -: , ; : -/... N 1 1

Other ,..: 4.; .....e.-- '' ,,,,,* -;,.... :1,,,,, 1,.. .i. -i-t 1 1,/, :In. !, ; -4:4 , 10.0.'1, -,',--3,2 ;
.'. ... , k., ..... 0_ , ,: . --. . - ar.°*, ' 1 ' t. 0,', . 0' 1- v..'.4f'y ;'`- ,

%.*e .44 1,
'

g Because %Omit. piov-},civr-resc rlderot? a 14arg thitttpip' T(11Ai they ;, -
covered if fresfr ofathetcpteeor Les qiited., eattri; they trdrcp pnattle ton
rank thk Fatiarcibes'iliodt :ditruently.A)f.V.e,P,eel; tkis*, qspadkofwera:046of,:-'
"all oetrio.0 67-4boxerP'catIgOajZot tY ft .1 - ;' :-."N"' 1. (..f ' c : " : '" 444- 17.

A

v... . 0 .6 6.,1"- 0..
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These tables show the following regional variations:
A,.

Region II providers were much higher than the "norm" for

eduCation and parent involvement for both years. These

areas seem to be the primary focus of T/TA activity among

this sample. The various health categories of T/TA were

not offered in either year, and handicapped, which was

higher than the "norm" for FY 1974, was lower in FY 1975.

No needs assessment and virtually no administrative types

of T/TA were offered either year.

Region III providers generally were higher than the "norm"

for most categories of T/TA. Parent involvement was much

higher than the "nort" for both years; handicapped, which

J was higher in FY 1974, was closer to the "norm" in FY 1975,

n8' because their providers' activities had changed appre-

ciably, but because other regions offered this type T/TA

more frequently. Performance standards T/TA, higher than

the "norm" both years, declined somewhat in FY 1975. kclu-

cation T/TA, which was lower than the "norm" in FY 1974,

increased in FY 1975 which brought it to the "norm." Ad-
_

ministration T/TA was much lower than the "norm" for both

years. (Note: The number of providers used as a base in

these two years changed in FY 1975. We interviewed 14 pro-

viders in all; for FY 1975 one provider indicated -answering

this question was "Not Applicable. ")

Region IV providers were below the "norm" both years in

education and parent involvement, although in this latter

category T/TA increased somewhat in- FY 1975. Social5er4

vites T/TA, much higher than the "hare in FY 1974, declined

noticably in FY 1975. Administrative types of T/TA, highk-

than the "norm" in"Ft 1974, were offered less in FY 1975,

bringing them belqw the "norm.". ih'1Y 1975'more emphasis

was placed on nutrition, needs assessment, and performance
,

standards T/TA. (Note: The number of.provtders ln'terviewed

in this region was 18::. fcs"Cri 1974, Jour provider's indicated . --&

a.:.-
......et": . -*" ! ... . r-' .
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,x

that it was-"Not Applicable" for them to answer this question.
Therefore, the base number used in those tables is lower for

FY 1974.)I
Region V providers were much lower than the "norm" on educa-

tion T/TA, but much higher generally o n parent` involvement,

needs assessment, administration, management skills, and per-

, formance standards T/TA in both years. Their emphasis on

needs 'assessment and managerial functions may reflect the

preparation efforts. The regional office feels necessary to
more effectively and efficiently handle the move to direct-
fund all local programs. (Note: One-provider answered "Not

Applicable" for FY 1974; therefore, the baSe number used for
thatyear is seven, instead of the eight used for FY 1975.)
Region VI -providers were remarkably higher than the "norm" in

offering educatidn T/TA. For most other, categories they Were

at or near the "norm." There was an increase in health T/TA
offered in FY 1975 compared to FY 1974, but handicapped and

needs assessment T/TA declined in FY 1975.

*Region X providers evidence I rather mixed pattern. Educa-

tion T/TA was "higher" than the "norm" in FY 1975. In parent

involvement, their T/TA for both years has been virtually nil.
In FY 1974 social services T/TA was higher than the'"norm,"

but dropped to no T/TA. VI FY 1975;'this phenomenon was.common

for several regions' providers. Health and handicapped T/TA

were. bg.th higher than the "Rom," '1'n FY 1975, and represent an

increase ovet: FY 1974. T/TA, particularly. foi: :hand icapped which

was not mentioned at all. 'PerfOrminr.e.standards T/TA dropped

to zero.in FY 1975., 'although It can be...issumed.to have been
:incorporated by the 11.1% of proOders!who. offerer! "all or.
. .

most of the above:" .,(Note: One.; pi...dv.ixler...i.n FY.1975-s.aid i t,...
. .-..... "... .

was "Not App 1 i cab 1 e"....o.. answer 'tliis..set ton. T.rikrefor.,-,the .. .... . .

number upon which'the percerita'4e, are abased is'. l'otkr..than%for ',.
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Region XI providers were generally above the "norm" (especi,ally

for education and performance standards) in most categories of

T/TA offered in FY 1974 except handicapped, which was lower.

Ln FY 1975, their T/TA in most categories was at or near the
*

"norm." The exceptions were: administration T/TA, in which
t

they increased activity considerably, thus making it much higher

than the "norm"; performance standards, which was at the same

level as ,last year but still higher than the "norm"; and handi-

capped, which was lower than the "norm" (even though they

slightly increased such T/TA> because of.the other regions' in-

creased activity.

Regional providers were next asked, "Do'you parti4Cipate at least once

a year in any of the following activities to increase your skill and ex-
.,

pertise?" The list in Table D20 shows the possible responses to this ques-

tion on skill development activities, with the percent responding "Yes" to

each item in the list.-

Table D20. Participation in Skill Development Activities: Regiol
Providers (r,177)

Skill Percent of ,

Development Activities Regional Providers Partqcipati.ng

Attend refreiher courses/

seminars/conferences

Read current literature in
particular field

94.8

98.7

Collect new audio-visual
materials :87.0

Collect new kits/packets
0

85.7

Subject. self to evaluation

from trainees 874

Other 11.7

NOTE: Compare this Table with .Table D9 on National Providers

and Table:13 on the RTO/STO Network.
.

s. . ' .:..., . .. . s .. a, ....
... ..,....
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(Note: There. was another item in this listing which supposed to
read "Subject self to evaluation from other trainers.l'

Unfortunately, a typographical error whichrmade "trainers"
appear as "itrainees" was not caught in the proofing process,
.and we have omitted this item from analytical consideration;)

The variation in responses' is very narrow. Nearly all providers .

read current literature in their particular field of expertise and at-

tended refresher curses or seminars: The category "others-included such

respoAes as regular college or graduate level courses, profeisional asp

sociations, and adviorY committees. On all items, the percentages of

regional providers participating in these skill development activities

were slightly higher than those of natiocal providers.

No notable regional variations appeared on these items. However,

some variations do occur when looking at each region's responses to Ysub:

ject self to evaluation from trainees" and an 'earlier queSt4on asking if

providers evaluated the41TA they provided via "written reports from

trainees." When the percentage for each region was higher on "subject

self -to evaluation from trainees" than on evaluate T/TA via "written

reports from trainees",. the differential may-be attributed to-verbal

evaluation. But when the percent on the former item is lower than on

the latter, it Teveals,an inflated response to the 'latter item, written

evaluation,. Two ragions manifest this' occurrence. One is Region VI,.

with 71.4% of the providers saying they subjected self to evaluation from

trainees, but.85,7% saying they evaluated their T/TA'with,written reports

from trainees. The other is Region X, with'77.8% sub4ecting self to eval-

uation fgom trainees an'd 100,0% evaluating T/TA with written trainee re-

ports. We have recognized that, with all categories of respondents in

this entire sample, there exists the probability that respondents will'

present themselves or their program in the most positive light, so that

for a number of questions asked in the instruments, the response percent-

ages are probably somewhat inflated compared to what is actually happening

or felt. Here we have an indication of this astumption and, in

fairness to Region's VI and X providers; it should be said'that they are

probably not unique.
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c. Local` Level Responses
s.

.LOcal leNjel responses 8n this.toPicof 1 /TA resources Otilized, and

,all.othe r topics in this chapter on findin;t, are discui'sed first from

the viewpoint of Dir'ectorsr,Staff; and parents associated with the=30

'Mead Start programs sampled and then from that of "local level T/TA
s.

:proViders.

1. Local Program Responses 4.

8,0

n

Project staff inter

L

;ied a total. of 428 di?ectors, staff; parents.
/

(See Chapter II foi- an ex ation of the select' n process utiliZed.)
.,. .

, .

These respondents were Nrst'asked.to specify the national plovicters

from whom they received services during the past year. Their responses

C

e

(0,

J

are presented in Jable D21,,following this. page.

Among those surveyed, the most frequently used prokeidei-s funded by

OCD Headquarters were:

U.S. Public Heal Service

CDA Consortium

American Academy Pediatrics

Modern Talking PictureS

ERIC

Couhqi.t Exceptional Children

Regarding notable variations in these'responses on a region-bylregion

32.0%

24.3%

`19.9%

19.4%

19.2%

18.9%

basis, the following comments can be made:

U.S. Public Health Service was most frequently mentioned by

respondents in Region XI IMPD.(45.9% vs. the Arm" of 32%),

followed by Region'X Seattle (41.8%) and Region VI Dallas

(40.40. USPHS Was mentioned least often by interviewees in

,Region V Chicago (1-4:3%)

/)

0

3 13
4.
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Table D21. National'Providers Uiilized.by Local PrograMs (n=428)

Providers Number rcent Yes

Health

85
I

/ 19.9American Academy of Pediatrics

U.S. Public Health Service 137 / 32.0

American Psychological Association 46 / 10.7

American Dietetic Association 34 7.9

Handicapped

Council f9r Exceptional Children 81 / 18.9

Technical Assistance DevelopMent System 34 / 7.9

Communications Research Lab 13 3.0k

Materials .

MOdern Talking Pictures 83 / 19.4

Educational Resources information Center (ERIC) 82 / 19.2

Inter-American Research Associatign 6 / 1.4

HSST /CDA

High.Snpe Fotindation 27 / 6.3

CDA Cansodi um 104 / 24.3

UNiO0S Management Association 6 / 1.4

Specific 4ranfee

(1MPD, PCC, CFRP)-

<Social Dynamics 28 / 6.5

Trancendental Corporation 14 / 3.3
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CDA Consortium was mentioned more often than the "norm" tf

24.3t.by respondents in,Regions XI IHPD (39.3%) and X Seattle

a (34.5%).

American Academy of Pediatrics was given as an answer 31.3% of
,

the time by Region It New York respondents, more often than

any other region or the "norm" of 19.9% when all seven case

study regions are aggregated.

'Modern Talking Pictures, according to this group of respondents;

was less used in Region X Seattle and Region XI- WO than the

other five regions sampled. Since the -frequency of response in

those two regions was 12.7% and 13.1% respectively, vs. the

"norm" of 19.4% reached by coMpiling the responses of all 428

interviewees..4.ecoss the seven oasestudies.

Council for Exceptional Children was reported by 31% of the

Region IV Atlanta respondents as being used? -a considerably

higher frequency of-response than in any other region or than

the "norm" of 18.9% across the seven regions.

Then all respondents in this category were asked 'what..- percent

of all the T/TA they received in the.past year came from national pro-.

vjders. Aggregating answers across the seven regrons resulted in the

distribution by decile shown her9 in Table D22, following this page.

f
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Table D22. Percentage of T/TA From National Providers: Local Programs

(b.428)

Decile number / Percent Yes

tone 71 16.6

1 =10% 111 25.9

11 - 20% 27 6.3

21 - 30% r.
25 5.8

31 - 40 11 2.6

41 - 50% 18 4.2

51 - 60% 1 0.2

61 - 70% 0 0.0

71 - 80% 4 0.9

81 - 90% 1 0.2

91- 100% 1 0.2

Don't Know 73. 17.1

No Response 85 19.9

The largest concentration of responses falls within the first

decile, 1 - 10%, since 111 answers or roughly one-quarter of all re-

sponses (25.9%) cluster there. In fact, the total number of answers

distributed among the other nine deciles does not equal the number

in the first decile. The other significant finding here is the large

number of interviewees (71 of 16.6% of the total) who reported no

reception of T/TA from a national provider.' This however again may be

explained by the fact that parents' answers have been equally consider-
.

ed here with those of director( and staff. even though they might not

be as keenly aware of the'exact source of T/TA received.

Y 311
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A cross tabulation was made of this data on percentage of T/TA frOm

national providers with. level of satisfactiOn with T/TA received. No

significant bivariate relationship could be shown. The same thing happened

when this data was crossed with the level of impact T/TA had.

Next these respondents were asked to specify the regional proyiders

whom they received services during the last year. Their responses are

presented here in Table D23.

Table D23. Regional Providers Utilized by Local Programs (n.428)

Type of Regional Provider Number / Percent Yes

Head Start Supplementary Training 166 38.8

Child Development Associate Program 146 34.1

State (Regional)Training Office 234 54.7

Other 48 11.2
4,

Those who were interviewed responded most frequently that they re-
.

ceived-regional-level T/TA from the State or Regional Training Office

(54.7%), then from HSST (38.8%) and the CDA Program (34.1%).

Regarding notewarthj, differences in these responses from one region

to another, these observations can be made: NEW

State (Regional) Training Offices were mentioned as a source

of regional-level T/TA more often than the "norm" of .54.7%

by:

-- Region X Seattle 67.3%

-- Region 11 New York 66.7%

-- Region III. Philadelphia 64.1%

-- Region VI Dallas 63.5%

HSST o rHead Start Supplementary Training was given as a rW=

sponse more frequently in Region III :Philadelphia, 52,6%, than in

any other region by far, and more than the "norm" of 38.8%; con-

versely only 18.3% of Region IV Atlanta interviewees gave,this

answer. 317
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Child Development Associate (CDA) Program was listed more fre-

quently by Region XI IMPD respondents (52.5% of the-time) than

any other region and than the "normal" frequency.of response of

34.1%; Region X Seattle (47.3%) and Region VI Dallas (44.2%)

were the other two whose respondents gave the CDA answer at a

more frequent rate than the "norm." By comparison, Region ly
4

,41.

Atlanta respondents mentioned CDA as a source only 16.9% of A,

the time, which is the smallest percentage of any of the seven

case studies.

Then all respondents in this category were asked what percent of all

the T/TA they received,in the past year came from regional providers. Age
fiC

gregating answers across the seven case studies results in the distribu-

tion by decile shown here in,Table D24.

Table D24. Percentage of T/TA From Regional Providers: Local Programs

(n=428)

Deciie Number / Percent Yes

None 20 4.7

1 - 10% 44 10.3

11 - 20% 26 6.1

21 - 30% 41 9.6

31 - 40% 29 6.8

41 - 50% 44 10.3

51 - 60% 9 2,1

61 70% , 11 2.6

71 - 80%

81 - 90%

25

13

.1,,,;e.

5.8

3.0

91 - 100% 8 4.2

Don't Know 66 1.5.4

No Response 82 19.2

Two deciles contain the largest concentration of answers to this

question: the first (1, - 10%) and the fifth (41 - 50%),each of which
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had 10.3% of the total responses. The third decile (21 - 30%) received

9.6% of all the responses. The number of interviewees who answered "None"

to this question (20 all told, equalling 1..7% of the total), dropped sharply

from the,71 or 16.6% of the same group who said "None" when asked how

much, national provider T/TA they received.

A cross tabulation was made of this data on percentage f T/TA from

regional providers with level of satisfaction and also with amount of im-

pact caused by T/TA received. In both cases, no statistically significant

result was achieved.

Next these directors, staff, and parents were requested to specify

the local providers from whom they received services during the past year.

It developed that some local programs who are direct-funded buy needed

T/TA with PA 20 (Program Account 20, for T/TA) funds while others who are

not direct-funded (and therefore have no PA 20 monies available) purchase

T/TA from local providers out of their normal operating program fundl.

The answers about local providers utilized asp a source of T/Tirare

presented here in Table 025. The responses of those who have PA 20 monies

have been separated from those who do not. -

Table D25. Local Providers Utilized by Local Program,s (n=428)

Type of Providers Number / Percent Yes
(PA 20)*

Number / Percent Yes

(Program Dollars)

Public Schools 20 4.7 4 0.9

Univers i ties/Colleges . 47 11.0 17 4.0'

Community Agency (Public) 39 9.1 12 2.8

Community Agency (Private) 9 2.1 5 1.2

Private Firms 5 1.2 2 0.5
I t

Churches 2 0;5 0 .
0.0

Private Consultants 39 9.1 17 4.0

Other 9 2.1 7 1.6

No_direct-funded programs were sampled in Regions II, VI, X; so' there-'
fore, this 'data does notpertain to those regions.

320
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Ard'' Those surveyed mosCfrequently reported overall receiving 'locally

purchased T/TA from:

Universities /colleges, 15.0% frequency

Private consultants 13.1% frequency

-- Public community agency 11.9% frequency

Even if the responses of those interviewed in programs with available

PA 20 funds are considered alone, the same three types of local proyiders

end up being most frequently mentioned:

--,Universities/colleges 11.0% frequency

-- Private consultants _ 9.1% frequency

-- PubJit community agency 9,1% frequency
y,

Also if these responses alone are considered, several noteworthy

regional variations can be observed:

Universities or colleges as a source of local level T/TA was

mentioned most frequently far and away. by the 63 respondents

in Region V Chicago--25.4% or one-fourth of them cited.this,

source as opposed to the "normal" frequency across all seven

case studies of 11%. However, this sort of a comparisoriagainst-

the "norm" is specious since three of the seven regions (II

New York, VI Dallas, and X Seattle) ail had zero responses

for universities/colleges as a source of local T/TA. None-

theless,:among the four regions who reported some T/TA from

this source, V Chicago was easily the leader. Since Region

V is committed to providing all programs with some PA 20

monies, this result is not surprising.

Private consultants also were mentioned as a source more fre-

quently by Region V Chicago respondents than any others, 27%

or 17 of the 63 persons interviewed there gave this as .a T/TA

local source. The "norm" of 9,1% frequency of response again

is suspect because two regions, II New York and X Seattle, had

no respondents listing universities/colleges as a source of

local T/TA.

321 '
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V./ Public community agencies were mentioned consistently by

about one-sixth of the respondents in Regions IV Atlanta

(16.9%), V Chicago (15.9%), and XI Min) (16.4%) as a source

for local T/TA.

Then all respondents in this category were asked what percent of

all the T/TA they received in the past year came from local providers.

Aggregating answers across the seven case study regions results in the f

distribution by decile shown here in Table 026. The responses orthose

whose programs have PA 20 monies available for T/TA purchasing have been

separated from those who do not.

Table D26. Percentage of T/TA From Local Providers: Local Programs

.

-

DeCile
1

.

Number / Percent Yes
.(PA 20)*

Number / Percent Yes
(Program Dollars)

None 13- 3.0 0 0.0

1 - 10% 12 2.8 11 2:6

11 20% 12 2.8 4. 0.9

21- - 30% . 10. 2.3 5 il1.2 .

31 - 40%
.

6 . 1.4 8 1.8

41 50% 16 3.7 3 0.6

51 - 60% 1 0.2 4 0.9

61 70% 0 0.0 1 0.2

71 80% 5 1.2 1 0.2

81 - 90%. 4 - 0.9 4 0.9

91 - 10,R ' 1 , 0.2 1 0.2

.
-

(Total responses reflected in this fable is 122, leaving 306 "Don't Knows"
"No Responses." This happened because of confusion:in the questionaire
regarding who was to be asked this question.)

* Na direct-funded programs were sampled in Regions II, VI, X; so there -
`ore, this data does not pertain to those regions.
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45.6

17.5 ,

10.5

11.7

26.9

7.9
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theInterviewees hive reported thV services comprising up to 30%

of their total T/TAprogramarebotten free from various non-Head
- .

Start source's. What's more,:29zOpier respopOents, representing 6.$

of this categdry of directors, staff,"and'parents,,reli6eted itlatfree

T/TA constitutes 41% to 50% of their tatal.available T/TA. These

findingsana.compatible eartieer ones-in this section which :

strdngly'support the cdrilosion.thatHead-:Statt:programs seem to'

be having remarkable success in getting gratis help frOm 1

sources, '- I
1

o b. .. : .# .

. A cross tabulation
:
Was MSdaOf tills data-on percentage of f/TA::

ii. - .,, - - .
: .

:

, . A
4 .

.... from non-Head Start sources with level of.ap-t.ii-faitOn and alsci Iii:th 1

amount of effect caused by T/TA received. In both 'cases, no .sfghi.'

tr

,

,

icant results_were achieved. . .

.

.
.-- - . .. .

At this point, it seems appropriateto::d4splay omoaratiVely: he :

findings uncovered from the data concerning perc-entOf'f/Tilj-ecei4d-
.1.

by this category of respondent from national, regional, local,'and!r;oh..,:
..-.... .

Head Start sources.' Thi'i'data is,p.esented acCordlhgly ih..Tabje D:29. ,...

.
/ :. fv:

. .

0 8

Table D29 Comparison by Percent of T/TA Sourc4-U
.....

1tilrzed.L . .- .;!

Decile National KeYti-Jnit*,...:. Local ' slen-Head Stakt::
l..

None

1 - 10%'

11 - 20%

21 - 30%

31 - 40%

: 44 - 50%

91 - 60%.

61 - 70

71 80%

81 -.90%

91 - 100%

Don't Know

No Response

16.6%

25.9%

6.3%

5.8%

2.6%

4.2%

0.2%

0.0% .

0.9%

0.2%

0.2%

17.1%

19.9%

_.

4..7%

10.3%

6.1%

9.6%

6.a%

10.3%

:''...:2...4%- l.
. 5.8% ..

3.0%

4.2%

15.4%

19.2% /

,

-,

. .

-3.0%.,

5.4%

3.7% ._

"315Z

3.2%

4.3%

1.1%

0.
.J.14:,

1.a.4

0.0.4

72.0i

'

.

':'-'

-

.

;

.:

:

'8:.2%
...

11.9%

9.,1%

8.4%

4.2 "
4.8t.

, ...

3.;3%

2.1k

3.3%

0.9%

3.0%

19.0%

12.8%

' .-

-.

. 'includes local T/TA both from PA 20 and program monies.
...

NOTE:. This Table incorporatq§.4eta previously displayed in
:Tables D22, D24, D26 and D28. ,
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'The same comments made earlier when discussing each source obviously

still apply. This table, however, provides an overview of the distribu-

tion of responses regarding all four T/TA sources. In reading this table,

remember that the first column represents the deciles, and the other four

columns report the percentage of directors, staff, and parents who said

they ieceived"x"% T/TA from a given source. For example, 25.9% of all

428 respondents in this category said they get anywhere f?om 1% to 10%

of their total T/TA from national providers; by comparison, only 10.3%

of the interviewees said they received a comparable amount from regional

providers, etc.

One interesting perspective on these findings.can be had by asking

Flow large a percent of respondents reported receiving anywhere from 1%

to 50% of all their available T/TA from any one of the four sources.

The:facts are:

4,8% of .the 428 interviewees reported receiving from

1% to 5 %,of all,their T/TA from. national providers

3,1% of the 428 interviewees reported receiving from

1%:to:50% of all their T/TA. from regional providers

2im% of the 428 interviewees, reported receiving from

.1% to 50% of .all their T/TA from local providers

'40.4%:of the 28 interviewees reported receiving from

1% tO50% of all their T/TA frOm non-Head Start sources

: -
.lt. could be. concluded from this, apparently, that there is a fairly

even balance dOlcing national, regional, and non-Head Star; sources as far

as. supplying the, .30 IQca l programs.with T/TA is concerned. .Again, it
.

.s.eems.rtmadOble that these local programs are getting. asauch free

: VIMrorg non-Head Start resources as they are froth either national or
; -

regloktal'pro,lidtrs.
c.

.:These findings suggest another possible conclusion, namely'that,

even.ihough nine: of the 30 local programs studied are direct-funded,

Can purchdse; their own T/TA, only 20.0% of the respondents reported.

%.

,
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receiving up to 50% of all their T/TA from local resources. It seems

that since nine of 30 programs (roughly 30%) of the programs are

direct-funded that approximately 5/36ths (roughly.30%) of the respon-

dents would be from these programs and that they, theoretically, should

be, in greater numbers than they did, reporting reception of up to one-

. half their total available T/TA from direCtturchasft

2. Local Provider Responses

Local providers, like the other providers, were qubried about the

time available to them to arrange for and/or provide services, because

this aspect bears on the issue of TiTA delivery. In an,efort to de-

velop,an indication of how providers utilize their tia, the question

was asked, "do you attempt to distribute your tune according to ariy

set formula, e'4., 30% to coordinating T/TA activities, 30% to provid-
-.

ing consulting help directly to the locals, 20% providing training to

Head-Start Grantees and 20% to administrative tasks?" Local providers

responded:

Table 030. DistriWtion of Time to a Set Formula: Local Providers
0=24)

Responses Percent

Yes 16.7

NO, 62.5

Don't Know 4.2

Not Applicable 16.7

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table D5 on .

National Providers and Table D14 on

-Regional Providers.

te

Very-Jew local providers did try to use a formula for distributing
,,

their time. The number is much smaller than for either regional (53.2%)
.

and nationad (38.2%- ).

357
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When the four who said "Yes" were asked to explain their formula,

only three answered. Their responses were that one spent 100% of his

time oh T/TA; another 70% ,T /TA and 30%gadministration, and the third

50% T/TA, 50% administration. The numbers involved are low, and it

should-be remembered that other local providers who did not have a

formula may have spent considerable time in the field delivering

T/TA also.

Then another set of factors affecting the delivery of T/TA was

probed with local providers by asking them the basis used to deter-

mine when and how often to visit the local grantee. Table 031 arrays

the responses.

Table D31. Basis for Local Providers' Visits to Regional Office
and/or Local Grantee (n=24)

Basis for Visiting Local Grantees Percent

At their requesf-/'70.8
Routinely (based on T/TA plan) 41.7

National Office recommendation

Regional Office recommendation 16.7

Crisis intervention 33.3

Other .12.5

\NOT...F_: Compare this Table with Table D7 on National Providers

and Table 016 on Regional Providers.

Most respondents (70.8%) said their visits were based on the re-

quest of the local grantee. This figure is lower than for regional

providers (92.2%) and high9 than national providers (61.8%). Over

40% indicated visiting routinely, on the basis of the T/TA plan, com-
a,

,pared to 68.8% of regional providers, and 38.2% of national providers.

Visiting for crisis intervention were 33.3% of local providers, a

lower proportion than that for regional (64.9%) and national (38,2%)

providers. This last information suggests that programs served locally

may be able to-head off problems before they get acute and require crisis

329
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intervention, although. without a split of the. data according to direct- .

funded and non-direct-funded'programs such a suggestion is tentatiwe.

The category "other" referred to self-initilted visits.

A comparison of local providers' responses about visiting programs

based on the T/TA plan (41.7%) with the number who write T/TA plans

(87.5%)(see Table M62) reveals that, like the other providers, there

was a lack of specificity about visitation requirements in the plan.

fact, the differential between these two figures was greatkt for

local providers. It would appear that, while most local providers

marlfe'sted a high level of flexibility in visiting upon request (70.8%),

the majority did not incorporate into their plans a preconceived and

continuous level of T/TA with follow -up. Now, in actuality, this kind.

of T/TA 'May have occurred, and the presumed close relationsh ip between

a local program and providers it hires may lessen the need for written

procedures of this nature. But in terms of accountability, this situa-

tion raises doubts.

Some regional variations occurred among these bases used to deter-

mine visits:

The "norm" for visiting at the request of local grantees

was 70.8%; Region III (Philadelphia) providers were much

lower than this (33.30 , while Region XI (IMPD) providers

were much higher (100.00 ;

The "norm" for visiting because of regional office recom=

mendation was 16.7%; Region III (Philadelphia) and Region

XI (IMPD) providers indicated this basis to a higher degree

(33.%.each), while Region V (Chicago) providers unani-

mously said it never happened (0.0%);

The "norm" for visiting based on crisis intervention was.

33.3%; Region V (Chicago) providers ipfere lower (22.2%),

and Region XI (IMPD) prOviders much higher (66.7%).

As regards this last .item, in Region XI, a greater number of pro-

viders indicated visiting for crisis intervention purposes than did

both types of providers ih other regions. Given the unite conditions

and needs. of IMPD grantees, this finding is not surprising.

330
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Continuing questions on the topic of resources utilized in T/TA de-

livery, we asked local providers to specify the three categories of

T/TA the most frequently offered in Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975. As

with national and regional providers, a few local providers answered

"Not Applicable" to this question. The reason for this response was

that the contract was for only one year. Thus, for Fiscal Year,. 1974,
+11.

five local providers sampled were in this category, and for Fiscal

Year 1975, two local providers. We have followed the same procedure

for these providers as with the others, in that the pfecentages which

appear in the following table are based on the total number who named

categories each year, excluding not applicable responses.

Table D32 presents the data. A majority ,of local providers

, gave education T/TA most frequently in both fiscal years. Second

most frequently offered both years was handicapped T/TA. And parent

involvement was third, 61though in FY 1974 social services and health

T/TA were offered as frequently as parent involvement. Table D32 fOi

lows this page.
p

Some regional variations surface, and Tables D33 and D34 have

been constructed to`show the percent of each region's local providers

who offered each category of T/TA in FY,1974 and FY 1975. For these

providers also, the "Not Applicable" responses were excluded, so the

number of local providers in each region upon which the percentages

are based varies from year to year. Tables D33 and D34 follow Table

D32.

Several key findings emerge from these two previous Tables, D33

and D34: A

Region III (Philadelphia) local providers sampled offered.

T/TA only in a few categories: education, mental health-,

nutrition, and handicapped. In every instance their per-

cents were higher than the "norm." It should be remembered,

however, that the number sampled is very small.

3 i) 0
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Table'D32. Categories and Rank Order of T/TA Most Frequently Offered

by Local Providers'in Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975

Categories of T/TA

Fiscal Year 1974
,-,

Fiscal Year 1975

Percent
(n=19)

Rank
Order

Percent
(n=22)

Rank
Order

Education 57.9 1 63.6 1

Parent Involvement 21.1 3 22.7 3

Social Services . 21.1 -3 ' 18.2 4

Health 21.1 3 18.2 4

Medical 15.8 4 13..6 5

Dental 10.5 5 '9.1 6 '

Mental . s5.3 6 9.1 6

Nutrition 15.8 4 9.1 6

Handicapped 42.1 36.4 2

'
heeds Assessment

. .

15.8 '..

.2.

4 13.6 5 .

Administration
.

10.5 5 . 4.5 7

Management Skilitot '
. .

-- --

fiscal Management --
.

- --.

Record-Keepiog -- .4.5 7

Performance Standards . 5.3 6 9.1 .6

.

All of most of'abov 5:3 - 6 4:5' 7
.

. -

Other 10.5 5 9.1 ', 6

L

NOTE: Compare this Table wits Table 08 on National

an Table D17 on Regional ProvIdess

3t1
332
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Table 033. NSomparison of Each Regions Local Providers Offering
Categories of T/TA in Fiscal Year 1974

A

.

1

,

Percent

of All

. Providers
.

Offering--

III IV V XI T/TA

Categories of T/TA. (-n=3) (n=2) (n=6) (n=2) (n=19)

Ecuation 100.0 50.0 50.0 50.0. 57.9

Parent Involvement -- -- 66.7 -- 21.1

Social Services -i -- 12.5 50.0 -- 21.1

Health -- 37.5 16.7 21.1

Medical -- 12.5 .16.7 50.0 15.8

Dental -- 12.5 16.7 -- 10.5

Mental '

,

33.3 -- -- 5.3

Nutrition -- 33.3 15.8

Handicapped 100.0 37.5 33.3 -- 42.1

Needs Assessment 25.0 -- 50.0 15.8

Administration -- 12.5 16.7 -- 10.5
-,

Management Skills -- -- -- , -- --

Fiscal 'Management -- -- --

'Record-Keeping -- -- -- __ .-

Allor; most of the above -- 12.5 -- -- 5.3

Other -- 11.5 -- 50.0 10.5

NOTE: No direct-funded programs were sampled in Regions 11, VI, or X;'
.hence those regions are not included in this tabular presentation.

352
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Table 034 Comparison of Each Region's Local Providers "Offering
Cafegories of T/TA in Fiscal 'tear 1975

.

..

Categories 8f T/TA

III

(n =2)

IV

(n=8)

V

(n=9)

XI

(m03)

Percent

of All
Providers

.Offering

T/TA
(n=22)

./
.

Education 1,00.0 37.5 77.8 66.7 63.6

Parent Involvement- -- 55.6 -- .22.7

Social Services -- --. 44.4 -- '18.2
. .

Health . -- 37.5 11.1, -- 18.2
,

Medical -- ' 12.5 11.1 33.3 ".13.6

Dental . -- 25.0 -- -- 9.1

Mental 50.0 11.1 9.1

Nutrition -- -- 22.2. -- 9.1

Handicapped 50.0 37.5 33.3 33.3 36.7.

Needs Aslessment 1 -- 25.0 33.3 13.6

Administration -- 12.5 -- -- 4.5

Management Skills -- -- --

Fiscal Management _-- -- -- --- --

Record-Keeping
.moll

-- 12.5 --, -- . 4.5

Performance Standards--
1

--
r

.11.1 33.3 9.1

All pi' most of above -- 12.5 -- .7= . 4:5

Other
,

.

-- 12.5 -- 33.3 9.1

NOTE: No direct-funded Programs were sampled in Regions II, VI, or X;
hence those regions are not included in this tabular presentation.

'$\
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= Region 1V (Atlanta) provider*sNere lower than the "norm" for

education in both years. These providers' activities focus

primarily on health, handicapped, needs assessment, and ad-

ministration T /TA and, for the MOSt part, the percent of

local providers involved in each category is just at or

above the "norm."

Region V (Chicago) providers show a much higher than average

percent T/TA in parent involvement and social services for

both years. Education T/TA was increased in FY 1975 and was

.abOve-the "no t:'4 -fttritian T/TA was higher than tioe "norm"

far; both -years;.--.--_'Othe-r categories of T/TA offeredwere near

the .1 'nor-1-4.-1-f-_--
loial providers offered T /T,A in only a few

-categorie!. Tney were above the "norm" for medical and needs

assessrpenty-;.4 id both In FY 1975, performance sten-

lards-4TA':wis rgiv,en.iil contrast to FY 1974. lt should be
"

remeslit=reOhati as With Region III, the, number of local pr6--
.

viders 460'0 is very small.

A comparison oVthesli findings with that of other providers has

been made in Table "t035. there is certainly complete unaminity of all

providers regarding education T/TA being most frequently offered, in

botfiNfiscal years: Local providers, unlike the other two groups, did

not offer perfOrmance standards T/TA often enough for it to rank among

't

335
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the three most frequently mentioned. Table 035 is presented below:

Table a35. Rank Order of Three Most Frequently Offered Categories of-
T/TA in Fiscal Yeats- 1974 .and1975 by National, Regional, "*.

-and Local Providers ',

*

.
.

.

.

Categories of TfTA

-
'

National
Providers

-

-gegiorial.
Providers

a.;I. Local., ..

-13rovrdirs.,

FY '74 ',FY 75- . FY."74
.

-FY 7.5. tY-.74 FY 75...

Education
. .

Performance Staridards.
Parent Involvement %.

.
Handicapped

Heal th

Administration

Needs Assessment

Social Services

_

.,.. ,..
.-

-?...

3

- ,.

3

-

I.
. . -

2

2

-

1...
- 3

-2.'

-*
r

.

-, .

. 1

3 ''
.

.. 2s4

.._
'-:

........-
,

'-'1;-
. .

3.

... Z.,
3-

-

3

. 1,
-

- I.
- - ..; .2- ,

:- -- .
. . -

... .
.-

NOTE: This Table incorporates. data previo-usrydisfilayed in.Tables D8,
017, and 032.

4
.4)

......
-

. . -,.. -
Handicapped T/TAhas been a focus for 1 oda1-pr.cividerfrO;Ith year , in

-'.,
contrast to the other providers.. Parent involvement emerges .a..a tom- ..., .,
ponent in which T/TA has been consistently offered across all citegbi.le...."

of providers.

3
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/ ' *, -7 / i ''./1.4, /,
As with the other providers, local providers were'. l"56 ked )1)oi.://;&,/,

,/ : -,f'.. iyou participate at least once a year in any of the foiloili09 ac,ty-i t.fn- e.y.. ..
..-- , / ,.. ..!

to increase your ski 11 and expert i se?'' The 1 ist of st1/4411,1' develiapcknbs '.,, I , -"..--, '' * -':,
1 -, rs.

. .
activities and their responses appear below in Table.936. ./ I, / ,`,.: ; ,,,k,,,,,

- -71:. -",;' i ""(.2,
Table D36.' Participation in Skill Development ActiAti.t:ley-; iJaca.1.' ".*: -`..i ... ..,*

:1 : / . ...0. 1 6 1 .. 6.-
16 .1, 6 .., f.'. .' 46*. : --

I . i ,;,-. .

.:--:_:

e.41J,.

.
d

Providers (n=24)

.

Skill Dev elopment Act i v i t ies

f t

' V. .,.

Local: yroiti-cei:

. A

jug; ,...o / .%.-.......

P.4itoi-pitl.rig
,'f J. ., ...,
1 . '' 1

/ '91' 7 -- .;-... ...::,-,:.

;95;8 -*-- -

...
.'--.§1i3-- -1*---..`.._.,.

-7c5:--153:.--- '=7-7,
... ..... -

.-. ,
-- :46.7 . - ,

:4.2

Attend refresher courses/seminars/
.conferences

Read current literature in particular
field _

Collect new audio-vjsual materials'

Collect new kits /packets

Subject self to evaluation from
trainees

.

Other .

t

- :. -:

-:
.

,
,

..
'-. --... -. .

, .. .. .-. (NOTE: There was another Item in t is list.l'avw.hich was supposed to read.-- .-.1 .

''Subject self to evaluation from ottier.:Crair!er,s." UnfortunatelYz-;.
- -.. a typographical error which made "trainers" appear as PrraiheeS?. ;

. .,,wastpot caught in .the proofing process, and we have omitted this --..--...'
item from analytical consideration.)ion.) i:i"- .

.-.-.

- ":-

I

. .
NOTE: Compare thi's Tabte with Table D9 on Natiogal Providirs and Table

D13 and Table D20 on. Regional Prov- iders.

More variations are_ fourld among local providers than the other providers.

tJhilethe first three items' frotif the list are activities with high per-
,

centage participation, the figures drop for collecting new kits ,and pac-
.

kets and for subjecting self to evaluation from trainees. On--ttii fts 'after,
item, the percent-for local providers is about 20% lowei- than for national
(82.4%) and

,
regional (87.0%) providers.

Ar.s,:). on this item appears the only significant legiiiiial-va,rizatiori
. ,

aMong. 1oC41 providers. Virtually all the local providers Who dic.ftot.aLibt--
ject themseliies- tO.evaluation from trainees were from Region tb, and this

337

)366'



www.manaraa.com

/ r

-KrgaCtiNER -ASS=TAT-.5.S"

w

-
- .

r

--::":.-graup-of Region IV providers constituted 77.8%. of all the local providers
_ .

in Viet- region-7 I-nterestingly enough, the remaining percent who did sub-
_

thearseives.-ro -eValuation .-from trainees (22.2%) is much lower than

IV who answered on an earl ier question that they

kikt-td. their T/TA via written reports by 4trainees (44.4) . As was

diS&ssed-in-t-he section treating the_seraeguestions from regional pro-

(see Tab 1 3- .and 1320) , we had expected inflated positive

:
..Spobses to several question hi the instruments, and these findings re-

.
;that very, occurrence. The ProviSion whiCh should be mentioned, how-

tverr,15.:that-kulon }V's providers are probably not alone. Our data

s i mply does *ctt-her. ;reg i anal discrepancies
._ e

o. .
1.

^-

. .

6 . ". . s -
. _

. .
". :"

. . 0_
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Sumgation-of D2 Findings: TtTA'ResOurc&s:Utilid,

. The question addressed.inEhis.i.ectiorl.was how doet HeAd Start utilize;

its available T/TA resources. *.

The best data uncovered on Oiis. topic gain from the local level respon-

dents.

.

Our vmple of 428 respondents were each asked what percent of their

/
t

,

, c

total t/TA package came from natonal, regiohal, local providers or non-Head

Start sources. Considering together all responses of up to 5O from any
.

one.source reveals these findings:4 (See. Table 029)

44.8% received 1-50% of all their T/TA from national sources

regional sources-,

local sources

non-Head Start sources

Mese data tend to indicate that the local level programs sampled are

receiving T/TA from all 3 levels Of Head Start (national, regional, and local)

in a rather balanced pattern. The only source of T/TA among these three

that seems underutilized according to our data, is local providers. Approxi-

mately 30% of the lodal program people interviewed were supposedly affiliated

with a directly-funded progra,yet only 20.0% of the respondents reported re-
_

teiving from 1 to 5o% of their total ,T/TA from local providers. This seems to

be a lower figure than would be expected and one that is difficult to explain.

Another surprise surfaced in these data, and that is that respondehts

at the local level said they get almost as much T/TA from non-Head Start (i.e.

free) -sources as from national providers or front regional providers. in

other words, local programs sampled are utilizing "gratis" T/YA from non-Head

Start-sources just about as much as that made available to them,vie national

or regional proyide'rs. This is one ,of our most significant findings, we,be-

lieve, and can_be viewed as a tribute to the local prOgram people for solid-

tipg outside help and to the donors of the help fo4 providing it.

r

,..F

An interesting-historical connection can be made in this regard by
r

Kirschner Associates. In May_of 1970 we concluded:in our Final Report to
...

,
.......--

3'8
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. cCCon A NationaiSurvey of theilmpacts of Head Start Centers on Community-
' .

\ ' V: ?.. 1%. s. .
Iris rtu4toric, that educational and health institutions "have changed remarkably,

...
.r.

%....(and.t haie leeconlb concerned with the needs and the problems of the poorv ._
. .

*

.
, .*

. arld oKihe mt.inoritiet.:" Now'k five 'years' later, as Head Start enters its
.. .

7. ecOail 'decode of exigence, KM reports further and more extensive date show-
' . f

Ingtthat-Taal institutions, e.g., health arid education organizations continue
. - t ' v I

'fo getinvoicied in helping the poor and minorities through Project Head Start.
.

'All that has so facbeen said in this summation was gleaned from data
. .

obtained from grogram people. Infbrsmation on' this topic was also sought fr0m

prOviders; howeiler. the focus of the questioning with them was quite different,
They wv*.e ask:ed.:a'. number of questions about how they manage their own resources,

e.g., th'ei r their arrangements for visiting their consumers, their oppor-
.

tun i ties...fOr 1.n-sel:v.ice training:,
regarding4ether or not providers devise a formula for use of
theirtime,. 61e:1V-sults were as follows: (See Tables Tr-5-, D14, D30)

. .

Naticma t.preNctd-drs 3212% yes
. -

Region .01 53.2% yes
.

Local: " 16.7t ye-.

regard ing the basis for arranging their visits to consumers, the
providers sampled' answer-ed as follows: (See TAla`tes D7, D16, D31)

National Regional Local

At request of grantee 61.8%. 92.8% 70.8%,

Routinely (based 0,n
T/TA plan) 38.2 68.8 41.7

Crisis intervention 38.2 64.9 33.3

o regarding whether or not providers participate in activities desigri
ed to increase their skills and expert ise, the results 'Spec:if:lc

skill development activities were aS follows: (See Tables D9, Am,

D36)

3110
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p,,441,

. ...!-. .--
. Attend cdursesetc.

Read current lit..

,

. ..,..

Cellet new A-V materials :,

TiOnee evaluation
.

.

- :. ....

Each of these measures of the way provider4 manage resOurces'availabe

to them to facilitate their delivery of T/TA to Head Start tends to show that

the regional providers sampled on the whole are more alert and aggressive.Til-
. .-

. . .

the day they do the preparatory work for providing T/TA to the consumers..

National . Regional Local

88.23; 94.8% 9,1.7%

94.l "16.7 95.8

79. 87.0 8340

alit 87.0 66.7

The providers were also asked what categories of T/TA.they offered most

frequently. As summarized in Table 035, the results were unanimous in favor

of education as far and away the most frequently offered T/TA category by all

3 levels of providers (national, regional and local) in bothilFY 74 and FY 75.

Parent involvement T/TA also rated highly across all 3 levels; the same is

true for handicapped services T/TA. Performance standards T/TA was given

high ratings by both national and regional providers: In general these results

.tend to indicate a close correlation between the content of T/TA offered by

providers and the operative and current Head Start objectives, golicy and

guidance. Once again we have confirmation of a'conclusion drawn in the Summa-

111-.., 1-ign,of Section Ml, namely that Head Start "objectives which have.the force

of policy behind them receive .the greatest attention and effort at.implemen-

tation."

i

344--
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CHAPTER III

FINDINGS ANTI CONCLUSIONS,

READER'S'GUIDE TO TOPICAL SECTIONS

Ait

MANAGEMENT OF T/TA
c

41,

Ml Head Start Objectives

M2 Policy and Guidance .

M3 'Needs Assessment and Planning

M4 Selection of Providers

M5 Control of Providers

.M6 Evaluation of Providers

DELIVERY OF T/TA

sDl Satisfadtion 14,4th T/TA Dollars

I46 T/TA Resources Utilized
. .

D3 Othe'r Supportive Resources

D4 Taget Groups,

DS Content Categories

e,
D6. Special Categories

-EXCELLENCE 05,T/TK

El Wality of T/TA

E2 Effects of T/TA

SPECIAL SECTION

DF Direct ,Funding of T/TA,

/

.
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SECTION 03. How effectively are other supportive resources being utilized?

KAI believed that, just as it was important to investigate how

well Head Start was utilizing resources that were subsidized out of its

own funds, so too it was critical to look into how well other supportive

non-Head Start subsidized resources were being used. This is the same

,distinction that was drawn in the previous Section% 02, when local

Head Start T/TA sources were considered separately from non-Head Start

T/TA sources (see Tables 027 and 028). Data has already been presented

showing that the local programs sampled tended to getas much T/TA

from non-Head Start or "supportive resources" as they did from either

national -or,regionaf providers (see Table 029). This section, 03, will

focus more closely on these supportive resources, in as much as this

phenomenon seems to be such a significant one. Parents will also_be

considered, in the last part of this section, as a "supportive resource,"

in order to focus on their contribUtions to Head Start as well.

(

-----_,
0

Supportive resources may be in the-corm of .personnel , servic&

i

materials orequipment. Such suppOrtive resourc

t
s pro'/ide assistance

or,facilitate /TA activities--but they do not c stitute any,&sintial
.,-.1f ,

part of the p cess, nor do such resources bear any primary responsibility

for any part of the T/TA process.
2

In this section, the topic of supp6rtive resources will be addressed'

at the local level only and frorn_the viewpoint of directors; staff

parents, and community, leaders.

c., Local Level (Program) Responses

In regard to services Offered by'their prorams, the directors, staff,
/

and parents were asked how supportive and codperatHe they thought *their

local community leaders were (e.gZ,donating'space, time, expertise, etc.)

They were given a'fiCie point scafe'Dn which to answer: "a greaideal,

gui.6 a bits somb, a little,,aohe," Their answers are.dipplayed here in
. ,

Table D37.

.1K .

'..
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The findings uncovered by this data are essentially very

favorable ratings by the directors, staff and parents regarding

the support and cooperation (hey get f om their local .community

%,...,'leaders.' Six out of ten respondents 46 %) said the community

leaders supported and cooperated with them at least "quite a bit";

83.4% said they got, at a minimum, "some" support and cooperation.

Only 8.9% said "a little" and a meager 2.1% report no support or

cooperation. . .

The conclusion is that this finding tends to reinforce those

in the previous section regarding non-Head Start sources\ which

inidcated large percentages of local level T/TA being received

from free sources, such as those over which ;these community I ders.

presublably would have various degrees' of control.

,

Regarding regidnal differences on perceptions by-these

Os.

respondents of the support and cooperatio given by local community
, .

leaders';, Region 14`4Ailanta) and Region VI ( allas) e;ceded the "norm" of
,

61,2% for the frequency of "a great deal" a "quite a bit.'
,

responses. The former gave these answers 7 .8-% of the times the

'latter 71.151., Region Xaeattlel conversely, registered'these two

most favorableresponies 52.8% of the time, t e.fowest frequency

of. any of.the 7 regions and the frequericy rno .below the "norm"

of ,b1.2%';_*`arrived et by, gggregating ail yaspo ses from the cape
' . -.

e.
:....

studies.

,This same question; i.e., with regard- to.--ttiel:peivrdes

offered by the local H.S..piogi'am., how supportive anilcooperative...

are -the community leaders, wa4 aiso..eSked. of the.tOmmi41.4Y -A.4.:::
, -

. .

- ..

---.7 leaders themselves. Their answers are presented tiar. 111'..rdb.tift,: t....:.
.

, . :- _ - ...- ., ... ;04,

D38..-t : .

.
.

. . .
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The findings here are that the community leaders perceive'

themselves to be somewhat more supportive and cooperative than_do

the directors, staff-, and parents.' Schematically the comparison

looks like this:

Table 039 Support/Cooperation of Community Leaders '"

I

Cate"gpries of Response
Directors, Staff,

Parents (n=428)
Community
Leaders (n7151)

PercentPlc-Tiber Percent Number

61A Great Deal 130 30.4 4n4

Quite a Bit 132 . 48 518
(Above two combined) (262)

.30.9

(61.2) (09) (72.2)

Some - 95 22.2 29 19.2

(First three combined) (357) (83.4) 1 (138) (91.4)

A Little 38 8.9 7 4.6

None .2.1.' . 1 0.7

: Don! t KnoW
'3

5.4 4 2.6

Not Applicable 0.2 0.7
Y ._ i

'eL

What this shows is that whereas 61.2% of the directors, staff

and parents rated the support and cooperation of community leaders

'as either "a gieat deal" or "quite a bit," 72.2.% of the headers
%

themselves gave such answers, suggesting that, the leaders

have a somewhat more positive rating of their worth"as supporters

riii cooperators with their H.S.' program than do the directors, staff

and parents.
.

Actually however this djfference,of degree of perception of

wor th Is no doubt Less important than the fact that all of these

res pondents seem to have expressed a strqng coftensus as to how

supportive and cooperative the community leaders are.

3-7

.5.47

. , .

.'
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The community leaders who were interviewed then were ..asked

if they were directly involved in any activities of 'their local

Head Start program. Their answers are presented in.Tatie D40,

following this' page.

This data lends strerigth to that gathered from the directors,

staff, and parents regarding the support and cooperation they feel

H.S. programs get from their local community., leaders. Eighty-seven

percent (86.8%) of the leaders answered in the affirmative about

involvement with the Head Start T/TA activity, which indicates a

very high level of involvement, at least tcorcring to these

oarticular respondents.

A'further guage of the involvement of these community leaders,'

besides their own testimony' about whether or not they participate

in T/TA activities, can be had.frm examining the answers they gave

when asked as a follow up question - how famillar,they'were with

the T/TA provided to the Jeff or parents of the local Head Start

program. Ninety-three percent (93.2) said they were at least

somewhat 41am4 tliar. All their answers,break out this way:

Responses Number/Percent

Very familiar '53/32.7%

Somewhat familiar 98/60.5%

Not.atall familiar 11/,6.8%

162/100.0%

No respondents in eithei- Region II, New Yorktor Region VI,

Dllas,said they were not at all familiar - indicatifig that community

leaders in those 'two case,studies apparently are More familiar with

T/TA acttyjty.

31,8.
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The community leaders were then queried about the capacity

in which theycgot involved in T/TA activities. For example, was

it as a member of the Grantee Board or the Policy Advisory CounCil

(PAC), or was it as a member of some 'community agency, etc.?-. The '

answers to this query are displayed here in Table 041,

--1
Table D41. Capacity of Community Leaders In T/Tk Involvement

(C.L. n=162)

v ... v
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This data shows'' that nearly ,
ope-thicd'of the involved community

.
leaders (30.5) participate as raertrers of the Policy 'Advisory Council
and that another 17.6% serve on,the,Grantee Board. or for .the

.1-,:Grantee Agency in some pt-ti Oway. Ail told, then, nearly one-half
;Vaii -t

(48.3%) of the commuoity liffaers' apparently have,csome official
r

connection with their locii am.' One-fcsurt,, (25.2%) representIf s
.1-:4.- 14 ,_;

one community agency 'or an .,VA.,,- ...

At this poi nt these d iiriur :Te.aers were asked to indicate
AAo ,
7ort .

the 'nature of the T/TA act i v i ti iisw n w ch they generally get
I 1..

volxed. 1.1.4-ted here are the speci --categories of activity
and the corresponding frequency of saiisegtfrom:thejeadersi

Category of activity

Program development

'2;" Education serviCeS

3. Health

seririces
el.. .. .

5. ica-ti. -10--7..*

.-

.. '

i n-

Frequency of response
(n=162)

7)M3.8%

54/35.3%;
,41125.3%-

4 .

33/2i.6%

- -
Then as a fol low-up quest--i-oh, each comun i ty 1,4ader was asked' ^

ti

.. .;.

' wIlAt 'asi.stano.,...er,vices-, resources, or infOrmatioh he"

or she provtileddib--i`te'''.1;fead prpgrarri. They could inehtiOn
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. .tntee items. The r,e-sikifi. trf this titles t-i on. are g Nen here-In -
Tab re 042 ..

. .
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Table Spedi c Activities -oft ebinti'n 1'6/ Leaders (t 6-:2) . ----
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15
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. -
"1- --' - - - 17e,-Cqnsidere _ieileia-1. T/TA4 .

.. - - -. -.

'
- 7' .. .

_ . .
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. .
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Several specific categories relating
ccu4d also be combined,

.
4

A

_services

_ .

administrative services,
fiscal management

grantee supervision .

couple of

7

items coalesce under the
(general ) :

(6). servi ces (family). .

-coordiiiation of publ c and'
private services

. -

to overall administration

7 responses

11

r2.

30

umbrella

f
... ^. -

.. . .7...._- - ..

-,- , AtO,7- a, ttfill; t. o-f.::&:aiBs -.6:elis; c.FUS i.-6 r-:-- . -:. .-: '-..-.:-: .-- 'N.,,, .. -...; :.. a. ' *,. . :..s' ...:: i ... , ,..
. t developmentl.".`k

',..: r:',i ' 17':-. b. ...' r ''':' ... !at. - :
.. : , " -;

: --;

"4 7:: : (" 1- 9z t
"

ogr
i
e q6 g6.': 44: 0 01 1cf t:t::.. .-. ,. . ..:,_._ . -.rt.! !:-. ...._-_ -:i ....,4,-,..-A.7.:1-'-:;,.?,.::...t.::: r-. .:::=,-,,(5.):,:cur r7 i tOttini" '---7tr--- :.-----.=._... - ...... - -....---.,---:--..: :, .

f'7

. .
''... ' a ; ....41 'si4 . - ....t"- 7 . 1. .i .. t',..r- ''''' .. . .... -.... ... ..

. .

I I
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Next the 428 directors, staff, and Parents were asked,- in
regard to the- services offered by their program, how'sugport-ive
and cooperative they thought the parents were (e.g.r volun:tering

to help with projects). They were given the same five point `"---- .
scale on..which to answer: "a great deal, quite a bit, some., a. . ''''' -
little, none." Their answers are presented in Table 043, folLowirig -4' -'!-
this page.

-` lbeflIf-ings in this table must be approached in light

--,,
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a*

tpAi

"norm" of 52.5% and all other individual case study regions. TheJ
.conclusion suggested is that Region II interviewees tend to feel

more positive about contributions from parents than responderits

in the other 6 case studies and Region X persons interviewed tend

to feel less positive about parents' contributions than those in

the other regions. Recall that Seattle respondents also seemed to

register the least positive feedback pf any of the case study

respondents on the support and cooperation received from community

leaders.

This same question, (1,e.: in regard to the servicet offered

by the local Head Start program, how supportive and cooperative

are the parents?) was also asked of the community leaders. Their

answers are given in Table D44, following this page.

Again, the main finding is that an essentially favorable

rating has been given by community leaders regarding the support

and cooperation they perceive as being given by parents in terms

of T/TA activities. Fifty-six percent (56.3%) said the parents

contributed "a great deal" or "quite a bit" and 88.8% said the parents

rendered at least :'some" support and cooperation.

.Note that again, the community leaders tend to give more

glowing responses than do directors, staff and parents regarding

support and cooperation from the parents. This was also the case on

the question about support and cooperation from the community leaders

themselves. However, the variation in perception of the worth of

parents and community leaders which was reported through self-appraisal

as- opposed to that reported by directors and staff is of only minor

significance. The essential 'finding which was emphasized earlfer=, is

that all these people demdnstrate a consistently. high regard for one

another. This positive factor continually surfaces and can not help

but ultimately strengthen Head Start program and resu't in better ser-

vices at the local level.

3S6

157

11.
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Regional variations show up in this data, Region IV Atlanp

respondvt, aftwered "a great deal" or "qui,te a bit" 31.5 of,i+0

time: more frequently than any other region's respondents and more

than the "normal" frequency of these rekponses-of 56.3%. Region X

Seattle (75.0%) and Region)-1 New York (73.* also ranked very high in

giving such positive anSweilsabout the support and cooperation of

parentS.

A second form of analysis& the data described in this section

regarding the extent of communtty leader (Table D37) and parent (Table

043) support was implemented throu0 a cross-tabulation of these re-
.

sults with the data obtained on both the level of satisfaction with

T/TA and the extent of T/TA impact as perceived by these same

respondents, i.e., all 428 directors, staff, and parents,

Table 045 di.splays,the joint frequency distribution of cases

involving extent of support from community leaders and parents and

the satisfaction level with T/TA

4 As regards support from communityjleaders, it can be seen

that, is the perceived extent of suppor%\declines, so the percent.

who indicated satisfaction level as "very satisfied" also declines.

'Among those..pho were "dissatisfied/very dis4atisfied", the

percentage rises as perceived extent of support declilits.

As regards extent of support from parents, no notable

patterns emerge.

3.

3 38:
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Tatile. 046 di,s0Tays the j

involylp4:-.eta"Ei-i-Of support f

(-he perceived impact of T/TA.

.

/

I.

oint frequency distribUtion of cas's

rom community leadets and parents end

Looking here at extent of support from both group's and overall

T/TA impact , a similar ,pattern emerges to that seen
.

Tab4e fbx cor?I'dmty 146t.s., -the- percent nd

:$.4.1pporft-1.-SMT-§heetert=4.eae9t-exrelif-Bf imp'eCt (-a oreat deal k,3%)
_ _ .

-- and 'dec 1 Ines .as percei ved- eXtent f communrty_ 1 eida.r. support decreases .
-- -, C Qaxers e ty-t .e.K*44 go-f. s-uppori dec r eases , the pe rtent i nd i cat i ng

'I'M impact (a I ttl e/none) ri ses .

- No part cu I a r pat terns are revea) ec) _as- -regardS' -e)itentof.
..--

-::---.---eopport-frvriP-attints-.

. '

::": ^
--,

2..

i' - .

-3: ' .--, */
\f.'''`-. =^ 4../

-

In summary:

The greater the extent of perceived sOppOrt
from. the community Isaders, the highet the

percentages, the optimal caieg01,0 for both

T/TA satisfaction'and impact.

The lesset the extent of perceimed-support
communi ty4 sieader' the higher the ,percentages for
the minimal-cateOries of T/TA satisfaction and

Impact.

o' Extent of parent su ort reveals po notable
patterns for either T/TA satisfaction or impact.

vt'

362

391

o
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Summation of 03 Findings: Other Supportive Resources Utilized

The qUestion addressed in this section was "how effectively are other

supportive resources being utilized?". The focus was on 1dCafcommunity per-
.sonnel, services, materials, or equipment that were donated _to . loca 1 programs

sampled. Parents were also.considered in this section, in their role as

"supportive resources." only local program people, as well ps community

leaders, were interviewed on this topic,

Regarding how supportive and cooperative community leaders are with

-local programs, 6 out of 10 directors, staff, and parents and 7 out of 10

of the leaders themselves (See Table 035) rated their support and cooperation

very..higkLyy re., "a great deal" or "quite a bit." This indicates a strong

consensus among all local level interviewees regarding how helpful the commun-

ity leaders are. Nearly one-half of the leaders surveyed reported some offi-
. /

cial=tonnection (See Table 041) with their local Hea0 Start -- this phenomenon

tends to c4ifirm the finding that they tend to beery helpful toward the

cai,programs. The areas in 'which they tended to ffer helps most frequently

-were a) geheral T/TA, b) health, c) support services, e.g. facOities: transportation,
1

I , r
d)-admihisitration, e) social services, and 0/development. Table D"2

and its Subsequent elaboration presented a d tailed breakout of this item.

Regarding how supportive and coopers ive parents are with local programs
52.5% of the local program people (i.e. directors, staff, end the parents

'themselves) and 56.3% of the community leaders interviewed rated their support

and cooperation very highly, i.e., " great deal" or "quite a bit." This

data, while not as overwhelming as t reported above regarding the community

leaders, suggests that local H.S. rograms are receiving substantial help

from the parents of enrolled children.

Cross-tabulatidn'ofaall t ese findings with other data on overall satis-

faction .(see Sectiqn El) and erceived impact of T/TA (see Section E2) reveal-
,

ed some notable relationship :

the more help res ndents (directors, staff, and parentS) report
- .

getting from community leaders, the more highly they rated their own

r/

363
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..,.
satisfaction, and perceived impact of T/TA

o conversely,4phe less help tht respondents reported receiving'

from the leAderi, the less highly they rated their own satisfaction
1 .

and percei*ed.impact of T/TA

.. .

O no such rnter-relationships could be.seen with the comparable data on

parents.,
,.

...
,

.

In general, then, local Head Start;iprograms sampled seem to be enor-

mously succeful in utilizing other, APportive resources from the local
,.

community to the T/TA pervT they receive from national,
,.:

.*
arid local providers. Local programs are still capitalizing on the

regional

local

institutions which, as reported in ikiss 1970 Summary of A National Survey

on -the !mpacts ofHead Start Centers on Community Institutions "have

become concerned with the needs _acrd .1.1ae.4:mablems -of the poor,"

4 "s
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SECTION D4: How equitably is TZTA disttributed among target groups?

Another major indicator of.theway Head Start T/TA is being delivered

is theamount of service being 'given to the various target dr consumer groUps.

For example,' is enough T/TA being Oven to the pai-ents, 'as opposed to that

staff? And among staff, is enough available td_profe4sionals as well as non-,

or paraprofessionals? It is questions such as these that will be addressed

in this section.

This topic'of target groups will be discutsed at the national , regional,

and local levels: .

a. National Level ,Responses

I,. ,t, ., .. . 4

*National level responses on this topic arld,allothersucceeding topics in
.' t , ,t

this chapter, are discussed"fir'St froT the viewpoint Of OOD Headquarters of- ,
,L ,,,,

ficials and then, from that of national'T/TA providers.. , '`
i

0 4 ,
.

N' \
. y

'1. OCD HeadquartersResponses ,,' o
..

. 4

Of the 24 national' Head Start staffinterviewed 17A coule?pot Cbm-
1

fortably give an estimate, oftI4 percentage of total 1 /tA sep,:ylces
.
thAt

were given to four identified general target groups--profe=ss itarget
. 4,

paraprofessionals, support staff, and parents - -at the Idcal level.
.., ,

.
el,.

The average of the estimates of 'the'seven,respondents are as

Table 07. National Officials Perceptions of Percentages of T/TA to
,4A Target groups, (n=7/24),

ProfessionStaff

ParaprofeSsidnal, Staff

Lippoet,Staff

Parents

Total

35%3%,

33.7

10.0

21.0

100.0*

395
365

a-

\,
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0

. v .

.
.

considering the compara_eive amOilntsOf T/TA given to professional
,

staff and non-professionals jgrouOing paraprofessionals, support staff,

And parents) the average estimates of respondents were as follows:

Professional staff

*Non-professionals

3513%

Certainly a relevant dimension" of the considerationof tbe delivery

of T/TA services to target/consumer groups is the question as to whetheil

the delivered services were based upon information/data derived from

actual needs assessment processes. ,Onde again the majority of Heaci-"

quarters staff.(18 persons) could.not respond to this inquiry. Of the

six who were able to respond, three said "Yes" definitively, and three

gave qualified "Yes" responses; the qualification these cases was -

expressed in the belief that the delivered service did addrtss actual

needs but possibly was not based upon a formal needs assessment, process.

4

2. NitI6n--1-Pro30IerR!sponses

Of primary concern in the deiivery.of'T/TA i-s who should be' the
,-

..recipients and hOw much is needed for each group of pei*Ip---We asked

national providers to indicate how much T/TA each category of /people=

s,.
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'should receive and tioCriame any other groups they felt should be included

iri T/TA activities. Table D48 arrays the data from. this question.

able.D48. T/TANequirementsbY. Target Groups: National Providers (n=34)

'T3rget Group
*

Percent of 'National Providers Specifying

Amount of T/TA Required

Don't- Not
More Same less pow Applicable

Administrators

Coordinators

Teachers

Aides
4s.

Support 'Staff-

Piremts

Other

'. 67.6 .17.6 2.9

70.6 '4'11.8 2.9

64.7 20.6

64.7 14.7

58.8 17.6 .

70.6 2.9

.

2.9

5.9

-- 8.8

00 011.

11.8

j/7.7

14.7

17.6

17.6

17.6

, 91.2

Note the first four categories were refined fl§rilse used wi,th.
the OCD Headquarters officials, in order to get more specificity

It is apparent immediately that the majority of providerselt each

category shown above should receive more T/TA. No one said less for'any

group. Most providers -named coordinators and parents requiring mores

1/TA, followed closely by administrators.' Support staff was the group

named least often by providers as needing more TITA (except.for other,

Which included groups such as private practitioners in direct care ser-
.

vices,..cooks in agencies, national, contractors, and the general community).

The. range of percentage indicating more T/TA required is very narrow--

about A 12t spread, which shows high unanimity-among providers. The ex-

. pression by most providers that more parent T/TA should be given correlates

with the earlier findikg that garent involvement T/TA was one of the most

397

1..../

367
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p
ti

frequently mentioned types of T/TA given in Fiscal Year 1975 by national
#

providers (Table D8). T/TA to parents is seen.as a priority,-and among'

our sample of national providers responsiveness to that priority is

evident.

Among.thbse providers who said the same amount of T /TA that has

been given should continue, the group fnamed most-bften was teachers,

the group named least often, parents.
.

b. Regional Level Responses

Regional Level responses on this topic of T /TA target groups, and all

other succeeding topics in this chapter, are discussed first from the view-

point of Regional Office (RO) personnel and then from that of regional level

TiTA providers.

10

1. Regional Office Respopses

These responses are further divided into two parts: 'an ,integrated

analysis of responses from all 11 regions and an individualized analysis

of responses froin each of the seven case study *regions. This format

for presenting RO responses will be followed throughout this chapter.

a). Aggregated analysis of all 11 regions

(See Chapter II for an.explanation of the selection process for

interviewees in the Regional Offices.)

Of the 64.regional office interviewees, 23 were unable to give ob-

servations on the percentage of total T/TA service given to the identi-
..

4

368

r.' 398
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fled four target groups. Averaged estimates from the 41 respondents

are as follows: .

Table 049. Regional Office Perceptions of Percentages of T/TA to
Target Groups (n=41/64)

.Professionals 38.4%

Paraprofessionals 29.3

Support Staff 9.3

Parents . 23.0

Total 100.0%

.40

NOTE: -Compare this Table to Table D47 on
National Office perceptions.

Further comparison between averaged estimates of T/TA service given

to,professional versus non-professional personnel yiAdds the following,

res Its:

Professional staff

Non-professiopals

38.4%

61.6

100.0%

Regional Office staff were also asked to,give their opinion as to

whether t e-T/TA service given across target groups was actually based

upon data rived from needs assessment procedures. Of the25 respon-
.

- dents to Olt question, 15 replied affirmatively and 10 said they did

not believe at T/TA was delivered on the basis of needs assessment

activities.

Finaliy o this subject, Regional Office staff were asked to'rank

(on a scale of igh-Medium-Low) the'oNieraIl need for T/TA service on

the part of each of the fonir target groups. The responses to this item

were evenly divi ed in the and "Medium" categories with no group

being perceived a having "Low" general need for T/TA services.

369

39a
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b) 'Individualized analysis of each of seven case study regions

Presented in this section is an analysis ofthe collective responses

of the persons interviewed in each "case study" Regional Office on the

'topic of T/TA target groups. (See Chapter II for an explanation about

the seltction of%the "case',studies.")

New York (II)

The distribution of T/TA services to consumer or target groups is

perceived as follows:

Professional Personnel /45t

Non7Professional 'Personnel . 55%

(Including paraprofessionals,

support staff, and parents)

Of the total- amount of T/TA given in Region II it was estimated that

parents were allocated approximately 25%.

Finally,Region II personnel appear to- recognize the need for

T/TA in fiscal and other management areas in local programs throughout

the region. A further observatio6 is that of the need for T/TA for

part-time and other personnelho do not flave'the backgrounds required

for 'some jobs they are required to perform.

PHILADELPHIA (III)

Regttnal Office staff estimated the following averaged percentages

of T/TA being given to the four target groups:

Professionals' 45%

Paraprofessionals 22%

Support Staff 11$."

Parents 22%

100%

450
9.0
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The quality of the T/TA process was rated at "Excellent," "Very

Good," and "Good" for all target groups except for paraprofessionals.;

for this group' Regional Office-personnel evenly divided their estimates

between "Very Good" and "Fair."

All respondents from Region III did perceive the T/TA activities

as addressing specific content areas as identified through a needs

assessment process. Likewise, all respondents except one ranked the

general need for T/TA service by the target groups as being 'tHigh."

ATLANTA (IV)

Regional Office staff identified their estimates of T/TA service

given to the four target groups as follows:

Professionals ..34%

Paraprofessionals 26%

Support staff/ 14%

Parents 26%

10%

Inquiry was also made as to the quality of the T/TA delivery process

for each group on a scale consisting of Excellent/Very Good/Good/Fair/

Poor. Virtually all respondents ranked the process for each group at

the levels of "Excellent," "Very Good," and "Good:" Tworespondents

rated the process for support staff and parents as "Fair."

Inquiry was also made of relevant regional personnel as to Whether

the delivered T/TA services did meet the actual local needt. The-con-

sensds was to affirm generally that services did address knowrr local

needs.. However, one respondent succinctly articulated one factor that

may interfere With this process. In the elapsed time between the iden-

tification of local needs and the delivery of T/TA service, it is not

unusual to 'experience significant turnover in the membership of the

401
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consumer groups--particularly in non-professional personne$ Thus, in

the turnover of personnel it is likely that differential/T/TA needs are

presented.

On a scale of High-Medium-Low, Region IV person

P

el were asked.to

r/rank the need for T/TA services in each of the fou consumer groups

given above. For all groups the need was ranked s "High" and "Medium"

by all respondents. The relatively high turno r rates in soup groups,

as expected, tends to heighten the needs levee.
/

CHICAGO (V)

According to data from Region V, trhe paraprofessional staff
.

received the most training services, estimated to be 46%, with a
0

judgment of "Good" to "Very'Good" for effectiveness. The paeellts.

received 30.5% of all training services, and the effectiveness was

also judged to be "Good" to "Vera Good." The professional staff

received the rest of the training services, 23.5% with the conflicting

effectiveness ratings of "Fair" and "Excellent." According to Regidpgr.V-

data, the support staff received such scant training that no real per-

centage could be assigned to it.

Technical assistance seryices, in contrast, went largely to the

professional staff, 47.5%, with a'"Good" to "Very Good" rating for

effeCtivenets. 27.5% of TA terVices went to parents with a "Good"

rating, and 22.5%'of TA services went to paraprofessional staff and

was judged "Good." Support staff received 2.5% of TA services, and

thus was judged "Fair" to "Poor" for effectiveness.
o

Respondents in Region V saw the definition of, actual local needs

as the biggest problem in getting providers to reSkond effectively,

but did feel that when these needs were clearly defined, Individualized

T/TA needs were provided.

r.
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The level of need for T/TA, services in Region V by professional

staff-and suppOrt staff:was judged to be "High," while parents' level

of need was "Medium" to "High," and that of paraprofessional staff;

mainly teachers, was judged to be "Medium.'

DALLAS (VI)

Regional Office personnel estimated the following, averaged per-

centages of T/TA given to four identified target groups:

Professionals 52.5%

Paraprofessionals 27.5%

Support'staff 9.0%
.#

Parents 11.0%

100.0%

VTA delivery processes for each target group tended to be rated

"Excellent," "Very Good," and "Good." However, some observation was

expressed that the process for support staff-arid parents was "Fair"

d "Poor.".

There are conflicting responses in Region VI as to'whether or not

local needs were actually Met by the T/TA giVen.. Of two out of six

respondents, one said nee were met and one said Vocal program needs'

were not met by the T/TA
,

in Region VI, parents and paraprofessional staff were judged to

have a "High" -level of need for T/TA'serviCes (by 2 out of 6 respondents),
rw

while professional staff and support staff were givena "Medium" to "High"'

level of need.

SEATTLE (X) 4

Data from Region X indicates that the majority of training goes

to the professional staff, with the average percentage given at about

372
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ma.
55%. The next largest percentage of training went to the paraprofessional

i'Slaff (avg. 25*, the parents received about 15% of the training services
_ .

offered, and the support staff only a small fraction (5 %).. The effec-

tiveness of these services wasrated as "Good" to "Very Good."

Technical assistance services went primarily to the professional

staff, with an average of 60% as noted by respondents. There is a

difference of opinion among respondents as to which group received the

next largest amount of TA, half judging the paraprofessional staff as

getting a larger percentage (25-30%) and half judging thig amount to

45parents. All agree that technical assistance to the support staff is

very small (5% if any). The effectiveness of TA given to each group

is.rated generally as "Good" by respondents in Region X.

The feeling in Region.X Ls that too much T/TA services are pro-

vided to the professional, Oupoited staff; andthis falls short of

meeting actual needs. More T/A needs to go to the support staff

which, most respondents agree, get shortchanged. Also more T/TA

to parents and paraprofessionals Ls' desired, and one 'respondent would

like to see volunteers Benefit from T/TA.

The level of need for T/TA for professional staff, paraprofessional

staff, and support staff was seen as either "Medium" or "High" by all

respondents in Region X. Only the parents were unanimously seen as

having a, "High" level of need of T/TA.

INDIAN AND MIGRANT PROGRAM DIVISION (IMPD)

IMPD staff estimated the allocation of T/TA acclvities in the

following fashion:

Professionals' 40%

4S Paraprofessionals 33%

Support staff 9%

Parents 18%

100%

373'
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All respondents except one perceived the T/TA deliVery process

to be "Excellent," "Very Good," or "Good" for all target groups. The

single respohdent saw the T/TA.process for support staff to be .Poor,"

and for parenti, "Fair." I

The paraprofessional staff and parents were seen as having the

highest -level of need in the'1MPD region, with orofessional staff and
.

support staff judged as having a "Medium" to 'High" level of need.

2. Regional Provider Responses

Presented in this section is an analysis of the responses re-

ceived from the 77 regional providers interviewed.(group two) on the

subject of T/TA target groups. None of the RTO/STO network (group

one) providers were interviewed on this topic. Regional veriations

~in these data will be highlighted as appropriate.

Like regional office staff, regional providers were also asked

about the groups who receive T/TA and the amount of,T/TA needed for

each. We asked the providers, "For each category of people I name,

do you think there should'be more, less, or about the same amount of
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T/TA available as there is currently?" Table D50 presehts the distri:

1pution of responses:

_Table D50. T/TkRequireMents by Target Groups: Regional Providers
(n=77)

.

Target Groups

Percent of Regional Providers Specifying_
Amount of T/TA Required,

_

More Same
.

Less
Don't
Know

.Not
.Applicable

.

Administrators 59.7 32.5 .3.9 2,6 1.3

Coordinators 54.5 37.7 2.6 2.6 2.6

Teachers 62.3 31.2. 5.2 1.3

Aides MO 19.5 5.2 1.3

Support Staff 66.2 23.4 1.3 -6.5 2.6

Parents 88.3 7.8 -- 2.6 1.9

Other 41.6 319- -- -- 94.5

'Note the first four categories were refined from those used with
the RO officials (see Table D49) in order to get more specificity.

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table 048 (National JProvideri).

For each category of people-,the -majority of providers said more-

T/Tkis required. There is, however, a wid6r variation among .the4roups-

needing more as-compared to national provider responses to this same

'question (see Table 048). Most regional providers vieWed_parents as the

group most needing more T/TA (88.3%). The group providers named next

most often was aide$ (74.0%). Support staff and teachers came next,- foi-

lowed by administrators and coordinators. It may be that these groUps

were' the focus of T/Ti activity already- (notice that the percentages of-

providers indicating administratOrs,'coordinators, and teachers should

receive the same amount of T/TA range across the third decile,-and that ._
_. .

for administrators, coordinators, and support staff a few providers said.

.375

406



www.manaraa.com

. ;- _
KIRSCHT\tER AtSOCIATe4

.
r .

-;**-

less T/Tris qeededL i?;,egional .providers expressed a pearly, unanimous

Iioncer-0.-abot-mpre parent TYTA needed, and ithas beeb translated intd\___,

action- as revealed .by 04 fact*that:Oe'rent-jnyolvement TfTA was one_of

_the.most'.frequentYy n*edchtegortes of T /Th 0-ffered in Fiscal Years

1974-an4(1971s4:Tabfe_Pl7)-:- z:

,

__,.,_'Before Leaving the !discussion of these aggregatedvesponses, note

--,that many provtder mei-gibbed "other" categories (41.-6%).- A variety of

.groups were m4med,'but most'often- mentioned was _volunteers (16.._9% of

all provider4, followed 64/TAtproviders/consultants and community

services*(g.g., -handicap

agency admin4strators an

,psyqfpologicali 9.1%), grantee or delegate

s47:8%), policy councils and the local

community political structure (each 6.5%). Other responses with a fre-

_plenty of three to one respondents were staff people such as cooks,

maintenance personnel, bus drivers, and education worker5.

few providers answered_don't _know or not applicable for all caie-

..,,_gar4e'd,fpeople (except other). The percentage answering "Not Ap-
rf

plfcable"wat'smaller than for national providers, which points up
_

PrAMarily that regional providers were more_ intimately involved than

national providers with T/TA at the local levels. Other differences

between the two provider groups are that a higher percent4e of na-

tioal providers than regional felt mare T/TA was needed for adminis-

trator* (67.6% vs. 59.7%), coordinators (70.6% vs:'54.5%), and teachers

(64,7%,y.S.: 62.3) , but a lowenopercentage of national than regional,pro-
,

viders thought more T/TA was required for aides (64.7% vs. 74.0%), sup:

port st"iff (58.8%_vs- 66:2%) ,-and parents (70.6% vs. 88.3%) . Both groups,

,howevec, responded most frequently that, of.all categories-of people,

pareots:heeded more T/TA.

407
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Regional-variations among proViders, appeae for several categories
/-

of people named:

For administrators, the "norm(' for all-provIders'who
ibdtcated more T/TA it required was 59;7%. Region

(New Yo'rk) was lower (25.0%1 as_ was Region X
(Seattle) (0.0%). Regions 1V,(Waritai, -V-(_Chicago)-,-
and XI :(UMPD) weredll highd (77.J1W87.5%-, and 80:0%
respectively). Most providers in those regions that
were lower on this norm, -I1 and X,felt the amount of,
T/TA being given to administrators should stay the
same. The "norm".fof same was 32.5%, compared to
75.0% of providers- in Region II and 100.0% in Regicm
X who said sameo Few providers in Regions iV, V, and
XI said same (16.7%, -0:0%, and 20.0% respectively).

-For coordinators,' the -"norm" for providers who
Wanted more.T/TA was 54.5%. Regions II and XI pro-
viders were higher (75.0% and.80.0% respectively);
while Region VI (Dallas) and X were lower (35.7%
and 33.3 % respecOvely). Conversely then, fewer,
providers in-Regions -11 (25.00 and X1 (20.0%)
wanted the same-amount of T/TA_for-admipistrators
(the "norm" was 37-,,7%), while more providers- in
RegionS- VI (57.1%) wanted the same amount.

__-
NOTE: Generally, the pattern obtains that when
few providers in a_region want more T/TA for a
certain category of people, most want the same.
When, however, the percentage 'for a.particular
region is a1t or near the "Norm" (with a 10.0%
range higher or lower), tfiat does hot constitute
a regional variation so it is not mentioned.
Occasionally, some providers in a region will-,
answer jess,-or don't know, or .not applicable,
which them accounts for the total percent of pro-
viders interviewed 1ji our sample. Unless- the

- percent notable, either because it is
___----anca.wiih-the -"norm" or-ConStifutei.the total per-

cent of all'providers giving'that answer, it will
not be mentioned.

For teachers, the "norm" for all providers who wanted''
more T/TA was 62.3%. All of Regions II and XI pro-
viders (100.0% each) said more. Half of'Regions III '

"and.V providers_(50.0% each) want more. But only
22.2% of Region X providers said more, while thev-e-
mainder said same.(77.8%), compared to that "norm" of
31.2%.
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For aides the "norm" for all prOvidersiewhor felt

more i /TA is needed was 74.0%. Again, Regions 11'

and XI providers were-unanimous, in wanting more

000,6% each). Regions 111 (Philadelphia, and V7

providers fell below the "norm," 57.1% and 62.5% -

respecti-vely, In Region III, the.Parcenta§e who

said thesame -amount-of TJTA should-be_given to

aides-Was 35.7, compared to the "norm" of 19.5%.

.While the'percent in Region V_ who said same was

near the norm, 12.5%, 25.0% said don't know.

For support staff, the "norm" for all providers

who wanted more T/TA was 66.2%. Region ilr(At-

lanta) and Xi providers were higher, 81.3% and

80.0% respectively, -whiFe Regions V. and VI pro-

vi-ders were tower, 37.5% and 42.9% respectively.

Most of the providers in these latter two regions

said same amount'of T/TA is needed (V, 50.0%;

VI, 42.9%, compared to "norm" of 23.4%).

For parents, the "norm" for all providers who

said' more T/TA is required was 88.3%. Regions

11 and IV providers'-were unanimous in desiring

more (each 100.0%), while fewer Region V prO-

vjders so indicated (75.0%).

For other, the "H5rm" for all providers wanting

_more TJTA was 41.6%. Regions:11, and 1V providers

were much higher (75.0% and 61.1% respettively);

V--..and-X- providers-much -lower (25.0% and

-= 0.0% respeCtively).-

7
c.- LocaT Levef-ReSOones

Local level respon'ses on this topic of target groups of T/TA,-and all

----other toplcs- im-this-chapter on
findings, are discussed first. from the view

of directors staff, parents, end community leaders (where appropriate)

---ai.Sotrated_withfhe50 Reid -Start programS saMO-dd and then from that of -

local level T/TA providers'.

37F)

409 .
A

or

II'



www.manaraa.com

'KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES-INC.

'

. Local Program Re4Onses

Project staff interviewed a total of 428 directors, staff, and
_ . 0, V

parents. (See Chapter II for an explanation of the-selection process

utilized.) ---
__. .

....

These interviewees were asked if they thought more, less, or the

-.same amount of T- /TA should be available for various target' groups,

including administrators, coordinators, teachers, aides, support staff,

parents, and otherv.: The results of their aggregated responses are

presented here in table 051.

Table "051. T/TA R'equirements b Target Grou s: Directors -Staff,

Parents (N=428) .

.Target Groups
<

i

NO

Number and Percet of DSP:Respondents
Specifying Amount of T/TA Required .

More Less Same
Don't,

Know
Not

Applicable'
. ..,

Ad6inistrators:
.

Coordinators

Aides
Support Staff

Parente

Others '

,

231

26260
.

309

331

294

368

- 82

:.-t,

51;.0

60:.7
72.7

-77.3

68.7

86.0

19.2

if

10

5

.2,

5

3

.,1

.,.--

.

%

2.3

1.2

,0.5

1.2

0.7

0.2

--

'# % ,
114:.26..6

108 25.2

91 21.3

71 116.6"

414, 20.'3

41 .9.6

6' .1.4

%

15.4

11.0

5.6

4;7

8.6-

4.0

0.2

%

1.6

1.9

0.5
-.0.2

1'.6

0.2

79.2

.3i
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In general, these data show an
*pip

overwhelming concensus that for

all target groups more T/TA should be available. In order of priority,

the target groups scored thugly:

1st parents .86.0% frequency of respaise

2nd Aides 77.3% frequency of response

3rd teachers* 72.7% frequency Of response

414.,4th_support staff. 68.7% frequency of response

-5th Codtdinatorg 6q07% .frequency of respdnse

6th administrators 54.0% frequency of respons

In one v4ay,.these data ate reassuring in that the one's with seem-

ingly the most program responsibility, i.e., the administrators and
e---

coordinators, are the ones with tNe least need for additional f /TA, in

,the opinion 724 these respondents. However, much more apparently needs

to be accomplished by:means of T/TA in AIL target groupg, including the
w

'administrators and Cappordinators, for whom 54% and,60.7% of the inter-
.

oiiewees'Tespectively felt more T/TA was desirable.

Looking at the datajOr regional differences shows somtsignifi-

cant findings (see Table D53). Most startling is the consistency with
.;.,...

.

xhich Region XI IMPO respondents outnumber respondents in each of the
. - .

'other case study regions with "more T/TA needed "_responses for the

var ious target groups. In all target groups but one (parents). they

registered the largest percentage of 'responses for "more" T/TA.

For three of the six targdt groups (teachers, aides, and support

staff); New York respondents'registered the second highest regional
:.-

percentage_of-"more" answers; and in the only targeegrogp that IMPD

p5pgons interviewed did not lead with "more T/TA" responses, the .

parents category, New 'kirk respondents were in the forefront, witti-ed

97,9% fregyenc y-of response. For administrative, Atlanta respondents

'also. evidence a high percentage of more T/TA needed. Region X Seattlg

. .respondents were below the "norm" for administrators, coordinators,

a d parents, and Region VI Dallas respondents below the'"norm" for

,t achers and_ aides. -. t,
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Table D53. Regional Differences re.'More T/TA for Target Groups

Region

Group

rercent of Each Region's DSP Respondents Ansering
%or e

Norm for

regionsII III IV V VI - X 'XI

Administrators 1,64.6% 44.9% 66.2% 54.0% 48.1% 32.7% 67.2% 54.0

Coordinators 68.8% 52.6% 69.0% 57.1% 57.7% 47:3% 73.8% 60.7

Teachers 87.5% 67.'3% 71.8% 63.5% 59.6%, 65.5% 91.8% 72.2

Aides 87.5% 74.4% .74.6% 73.0% 61.5% 78.2% 93.4% 77.3

Support Staff 75.0% 64.1% 67.6% 69.8% 61.5% 65.5% 78.7% 68.7

Parents 97.9%, 83.3% 87.3% 81.0% 82.7% 74.5% 96.7% 86.0

Others 25.0% 25:6% 28.2% ' 1.9% .30.8%, 5.5% 9.8%

a

.
A second form of analysis of these data involved the cross tabulation

of these results with data obtained.ori the level of satisfaction with

T/TA received by these same respondents, i.e., all 428 directors, staff,

and parents (see.Section Et). Table D54 arrays the data resulting from

this cross tabulation of responses to' the question asking the amount of

T/TA which should be available to each category of people and the re-

sponses to the qudstion seeking satisfaction level with all T/TA provided

to the program in the past year. It shows that for four categories of

people--administrators, coordinators, teachers, and, to a lesser extent,

parents--the percentage of people who were "very satisfied" with their

overall T/TA and wanted "more" T/TA for each group was much lower than

those respondents who were "very satisfied" and wanted the "same or less"

T/TA for each group;. Conversely, for each of these groups, the perceritage

of respondents "dissatisfied/yery dissatisfied" and wanting "more" T/TA-

was somewhat higher than for those respondents "dissatisfied/very dis-

satisfied" and wanting the "same or less" T/TA. --r---

,

4k.

'
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This data indiCates a relationship between amount of T/TA avail-

able to administrators, coordinators, teachers, and parents, and over-

all T/TA satisfaction level. Among those who expressed- "more" T/TA

should be available for each of these groups, fewer were"very satis-

filed" and more were."4ssatisfiedivery dissatisf4ed" compared to those

who felt the "same or less" T/TA should be available. Table D54 follows

this page.

Another cross tabulation that seemed appropriate was that with the

data on the impact these respondents reported T/TA had on their program.

Table D55, shows the amount of T/TA needed for each category of

people crossed with extent of T/TA impact on the program. It appears

that for four Categories of peoplecoordinators, teachers, parents, and,

to a lesser extent, aides--the respondents believing "more" T/TA should

be available and that the T/TA impact on their program was "a great deal"

and "quite a bit" were a much_ lower percentage than those in the same

impact categories who believed the "same or less" T/TA should be available

(coordinators--58.23 vs. 74.5%, teachers--59.73 vs. 73.2%i parents- -

61.9% vs. 78.13, and aides-40.93 vs. 74.33). Onthe opposite and of

the scale, those who wanted "more" T/TA for these groups and rate,c1

pact as "some," "a little" or "none" were a much higher percentage than

those making the same ratings and desiring the "same or less" T/TA for

each group (coordinators-41.73 vs. 25.53, teachers-40.33 vs. 26.73,

parents-38.13 vs. 21.93, and aides-39.13 vs. 25.83). .

Thus, comparing those respondents, who wanted "more" and those the

same" or "less" T/TA, rougbly three-fifths of the former group felt

the T/TA - impact was high (a great deal; quite a bit) and two - fifths low

('some, a little/none) as opposed to the latter group, three-quarters of

whom rated T/TA impact high and one-quarter low for these four categories

:of T/TA recipients. t`N

3P,2
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.1.able 054. Cross Tabulation of Amount of T/TA Neededfor Each
Category of People and Satisfaction Level With T/TA
erovided to Local Program (DSP)'

Amount of
T/TA that
Should be
Available
to Each

Category
of People

Percent Indicating Level
of T/TA Satisfaction and Amount
of T/TAthat Should"Re Available

to Each Category of People

Total Percent
Wantidg
or Same
Less T/TA

More
or

to
Very

Satisfied Satisfied
Dissatisfied/

Very Dissatisfied

.

Each Category

Administrators ,

_ (n=347)

More 26.2 55.6 18.2 - 64.8

Same'or Less 43.4 45.9 10.7 35.2

Coordinators (n=365)

More 26.5 53.8 19.8 , 69.3 .

' Same or Less 44.6 48.2 7.1 f
, 30.7

.

Teachers (n=389).

More 20.3 .51.7 19%0 77.1

Same or Less 41.6 55.1 3.4 22.9 ../

Aides. (n=392)

More 31.1 51.9 17.0 81.1
. .

Same or Less 36.5 55.4 8.1 18.9

. .

Suppor Staff. (n=374)

More 31.0 51.2 17.8 76.7i.
Same or Less 39..1 51.7 ) 9.2 23.3

parents , / (n=395)

More 31.4 52.1 :,, 16.4 89.4

Same or Less 45.2 50.0 . 4:8 10.6

Other (n=87)

More 30.9 49.4' 19.8 93.1

Same or Less 66.7 16.7 16.7 6.9

NOTE: The percents listed in the righthand column are based on varying
numbers of respondents as-ildicated: All Don't Know and Not Ap-
plicable responsei have been omitted, but exiuding the "Other"

category of people, the response rate ranges frgm 81% to 92% of
all respondents, so these omitted responses total,a reaively
small number within our sample,

383 .4[14
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T.,ble D55 'Cross Tabulation of Amount of T/TA Needed for Each Category
of People and Extent of Impact from T/TA Provided to Local

Prograor'(DSP)

.

Arnow; of
T/TA'that
Should be
Available
to Ea,ch

Category
of People

Percent' Indicating. Extent

of T/TA -Impact on Program and Amount

of T/TA that Should Be Available
to Eadh Category of People

.

,

Total Percent
Wanting More

or Same or

Less T/TA to
Each Category

A Great

Deal

Quite
a Bit Some

A Little/

None

Administrators

More

Same or Less

0
29.4

33.1

30.8

33.1

4 29.9

24.6

. -,

10.0

9.3

(e=339)

65.2

34.8

Coordinators

More

Same or Less

,

28.5

41.8

29.7

32.7

3012

18.W

11.2

7.3

(n=359)
s.

69.4

-. 30.6

Teac ere

..'more

Same or Less

30.7

33;7

29.0

39.5

.

28.7

24.4

11.6

2.3

, (n=379)

77.3
22.7

.

Aides

More,

Aeme or Less

29.8

41.4

31.1

32.9

28.2

22.9

10.9

2.9

(n=382)

81.7

18.3

Support Staff

More

Same or Less

32.4

35.7

27.4

35.7

30.6

20.2

9.6

8.3

(n=365),
.-

77.0

23.0

Parents

More

Same.or LeSs

30.2

53.7

31.7

24.4

28.5

14.6

9.6

7.3

(n=385)

89.4

10.6

Other

More .

Same or Less

25.3 .

66.7

,

39.2

0.0

25.3

16.7

10.1 ,

16.7

(n45)

0092.9

7.1

NOTE: The percents listed in the righthand column are based on varying numbers

of respondents, as indicated. All Don't Know and Not Applicable re-

sponses have been omitted, but, excluding th% "Other" category of people,

the response rate ranges from 79% to 90% of all respondents,.so these

omitted responses total a relatively small number within our sample.
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TO summarize these findings for amouneof T/TA needed and over-

all T/TA satisfaction and impact:
4

IFor coordinators, teachers; and parents an inverse
relationship exists between amount of T/TA that
should be available and both TiTA satisfaction and
impact. The proportion of respondents who indicated
"more" was needed and rated T/TA satisfaction and

impact high on *hose scales is smaller than that of
respondents who said "same" or "less" T/TA was needed.

For administrators, the percentage who were "very
satisfied" with T/TA okrall declined as the amount
of T/TA needed moved from "same" or "less" to "more."

For aides, the percentage who felt overall T/TA im-
. pact was "a great deal" declined when amount of T/TA

needed was "more" as compared to "same" or "less."

The next query on the topic of target groups for T/TA was about

the percentage of staff changeover each year. The question was asked

only of the Directors, on the theory that they would best be able-to

provide the necessary information. The result of this query are

shown here in Table D56, following this page.

co,

Two out of three directors (67.7%; 21 of 31) said a maximum of 10%

turnover occurs each year. The remaining third of the directori divided their,

answers between 11% to 20% annual turnover and 21% to 38% annual turnover.

0

All directors in two regions, IV (Atlanta) and V (Chicago), responded

that 10% maximum turnover each year was their.experience. Three of,

four IMPD directors said their staff turnover annually was.between 21%

and 38%--representing the most directors and the largest percentage of

directorsin any case study region registering such high'turnover-rates..

416
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As a follow-up question, these santDirectors were asked-how much

repetition of T/TA must be done each year because of their stiff turn-

over rates. 'They were given five answers from which to choose: "a

great deal, quite a bit, some, a little, and none." Their answers to

this question are given here in Table D57, following this page.

Nearly four out of ten respondents (39.4%) said 'some' T/TA needed

to be repeated, whereas 30:3% reported only "a little" had to be given

again. These responses together (23) represent the answers of seven-

tenths (69.7) of the Directors, a =considerably larger percentage than

answered either "a great deal" (6.1%) or "quite a bit" (9.1%).

2. Local Provider Responses

Local' providers, like local level program respondents and other

types of providers, were queried about target groups for receiving T/TA

and the amopnt of T/TA each group (requfres. Table D58 presents the data.

TableD58. T/TA Requirements by Target Groups:, Local Pro4iders (n=24)

Target Group

Percent of Local Providers Speefying Amount of T/TA Required
.,

More Same Less .

Don't

Know

.

Not

Applicable

Adqinistrator 45.8 29.2 . 4.2 16.7 4.2

Coordinators 54.2 , 25.0 4.2 12,5 4.2

`Teachers 70.8 16.7 4.2 8.3 --

Aides - ) 66.7 20.6 -- 12.5 --

Support Staff 54.2- 16.7 -- = 20.8 8.3
t

Parents 79.2 8.3 , 8.3 4.2

Other - 12.5 -- 8.3 79.2

NOTE: Compal'e this Table with Table D48 (National Providers) and Table D50
(Regional Providers).
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387



www.manaraa.com

T
ab

le
 D

57
.

A
m

ou
n

of
 T

/T
A

 R
ep

t r
tio

n 
R

eq
ui

re
d 

by
 S

ta
ff 

T
ur

no
ve

r 
(D

S
P

,ft
=

42
8)

-
U

V
:C

.1
0N

1

G
t.1

14
4 

T
I

it
It 

O
W

 P
C

 1
1 

1 
4 

L.
 (

IN
1 

I
F

. I
- 

G
N

I
1

1
1

t2
 L

_ 
tk

i
1V

,d
 I

t.2
N

V
,-

.1
-A

2N
 V

I
1.

't.
..(

21
, X

I. 
I

C
,F

4
X

I
P

O
W

i
t. 

rt
. P

C
T

1
I (

I f
 A

1_
T

U
T

 P
(' 

f
I

a.
t

.3
. l

4
t

`'.
* 

I
1%

**
 I

1 
.)

I
1

1
1

1-
1c

11
.1

,4
 1

 1
 N

Q
_

-I
I

1
1-

 '
I

I
,-

 -
1

,
1

2(
' 0

2
1

0
1

1
1,

J
1

.4
.

I
r

1
1

1
.

0
I

7
/I

4,
A

 (
.2

12
1-

-A
T

D
I A

L
-1

' .
 1

-
I

'2
1 

,2
 C

1
u 

.. 
V

1
0

C
1

4'
.

'.
l

'.:
 I:

 . 
1

1
3

r:
I

I:
1

1
3 

. 3
1

11
:. 

.
r

I
.1

 v
1

0 
.

)
1

0 
. '

`
I

.3
 .3

 ..
3

1
'

..,
I

I
: .

 n
1

..z
.
. c

4,
U

u
1

'

0
:

- 
1

0 
. 0

I_
'

3 
. 0

1
) 

. '
I

-1
1

1
1-

1
I

1
1

21
1

1
1

'
1

1
1

'

c:
I

1
!

0
1

0
1

3
O

U
I T

L 
A

 O
rr

'

1
.3

 J
. 1

1
0.

0
1

..$
.3

 *
..;

'
1

'

0
')

1
i

I .
 .!

1
11

 A
 ''

)
1,

''
0

I
c9

.1
I

1t
/

1
...

,
0

1

'

4.
.

i
C

 in
1

':'
 .)

 *
 it

1
I)

C
:

1'
. 1

* 
1

1

I
.

i .
 "

''
1

( 
3)

1
J

V
1

r 
. 1

i
.1

. J
1

,i 
.',

.)
I

i.
°

1

- 
1 

- 
--

-.
"

-
1

1
1

!
I

1
'

1

22
.

I r
 0

1
3

'1
4 

''
1

1
1

ts
,

1
21

1
i

1
1 

4.
3

F
i=

b
5O

M
C

I)
).

0
I

23
.1

1
1a

.4
I

.i'
.I

1
0.

n
i

1.
.)

.4
.

1
:_

' 3
.1

1
3 

-1
.: 

4
i.-

-`
L.

)
,I

3.
60

1,
,

I'v
r

..n
/

4.
./.

90
1

..,
C

 (
-

I
...

.; 
.0

I'
((

4.
7

1
/-

 0
 . 

3
I

03
-

C
O

co
.

1.
..

0
1

'1
 . 

1
i

u.
 1

,
1

ct
 .

1
I

C
. :

.
I

'4
1 

.1
".

I
4 

. 1
,

1

-1
4.

 1
1

4-
--

-I
,

-1
I

,

'
I

I
1

2.
3.

I
5

1)
e 

,
1,

''
,

,
u

1
,

;)
I

C
I

0
I

1
I

,,
1 

0
A

 . 
17

 -
T

LC
.

1 
'

50
 4

-0
',

t
20

 ..
3

I
U

.-
.)

1
.2

0.
0

I
0 

. %
;

1
0 

. 0
1

11
. 0

,
1

30
. 3

I
8.

3.
 3

1
33

.3
t

).
 0

I
ii.

'
I

2 
)0

I
1

.,
,.:

-
1.

3.
1:

: .
1i

I.
1I

,.'
 2

I
(.

1
1

v 
%

..)
.

1
0

0
'1

0 
. 0

I,
.1

.0
I

-1
 -

--
--

 . 
- 

--
-1

1
" 

-
,

I
1 

...
. .

. "
. "

" 
'''

.. 
I 

...
 ..

 ."
. "

 ..
. '

. "
. .

"
I

24
.

!..
0

I
'

I
,

2
1

,
1

I
1

1
'

0
I

0
'

I
4

N
O

M
;

1
0 

.`
1.

6.
,

1
' 0

 .r
1

`.
.)

.,.
.;

1
:'.

..'
..;

,
,

1
24

4:
2.

0
I

0 
.0

1
C

 .1
?:

1
1 

2.
 t

;
-

1
.fs

i .
 '0

I
0 

. 0
1

4v
 . 

V
I

1-
t,

7
I

t,0
.3

I
_0

.e
1

n 
0

1

I
04

0.
'

1
ri 

.r
.

I
c.

,p
 1

1
3 

.0
1

J 
. (

I
r.

 . 
()

1
.:

'3
,

.

1
1

-1
 -

 -
-T

, -
 -

 -
 ?

..
1

T
.

1 
--

1
...

I
I

. I
..-

- 
--

...
.,.

.-
I,

.
99

.
.1

(1
'.

1
,

,0
1

u'
 ,

1
.

0
1

r.
.

I
'

,
1

1
4

1.

f
N

O
T

 A
P

P
L

,

1
0 

40
.:

1
r 

10
4

.0
(.

..
I

el
f;

.

I
0 

0
1

3.
0

',
1

10
0.

0
'1

,
3.

0
.

3.
.

- 
I

0
.3

1
'

i..
0

'',
1

'
..s

..
t

,.
0.

:)
.

I
0.

0
1

0 
0

1
:.:

 0
,'.

N
1

1
1

r'
%

;
,

I
,

4.
.0

1
bi

.,.
.,"

I,'
0.

0
i

0.
0

I
0.

0
I

,r
. 1

4,
,

1

- 
I

, .
I

.
..2

. -
: -

 -
1 

4,
 ..

...
7.

.
, I

1
1

I. 
-

...
. 1

C
O

LU
M

N
' 0

,
6,

;)
0

-2
3

'- 
2

'
"3

:1
k

,T
O

T
A

L,
1,

3;
.r

' .
1H

.4
1

Z
J

4
1 

0 
. a

()
.

1
9

1
1 

fl,
...

.?
.

'
1 

00
 .

o'
'

...
..



www.manaraa.com

a

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

There is considerable range-of petcentages of local providers -in=

dicating more T/TA is required among-the various groups. Nest local
.

providers said parents need more (79.2 %). This figure is high asit
_-

was for regionaC (88.3) and national (70,6) (see Tables D4B and 050),

providers. Most repondents among all three types of, providers felt

parents were the group most in need of more.T/TA. And, as for the other
. _

_providers, this finding correlates witn the fact tnat parent involv,pment

T/TA is among, the top three categories of T/TA most frequently'Oftered

,by local providers.(see Table 032).

After parents; the groups most frequently mentioned bylotai pro-

viders -as heeding more T/TA were-teachers (70.8) andaides.(66,7%)-.

AdMinistrators, coordinators, and support staff was seen as _needing
.

. . _
more T/TA by only about half the-local provideiS.: The percentages for

each of these last three categories of people are lower -from local- proa

viders than from either regional or national providers. .Howeyerbotil
. . .

regional and local providers share the feeling that administrators and
_ -

- "

coordinators least need more T/TA. National providers iatii-
cating that these two'grOups, along with parents, are.most in need of

more T/TA.

A, .

Trying to pull these findings together to see patterns is difficult

aAd the generalizations:take on a tentative quality. But, while most

providers at each level agreed that parents, of all _groups, required

more T/TA, national providers distinguished the least among all- the

groups mentioned. They seem to see the need for more T/TA to all groups

as relati'Vely high and -more universal, so the variances in responses

among the .groups are small. Regional providers make more distinctions

among these groups, and focus more on the volunteer groups (aides and

'parents) than the administrative/coordinative groups. Local providers.

reveal a similar pattern, but the dichotomy is intensified. They seem

to stress not only the volunteer groups but also the teachers, what might

389
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*

_

=
called th# whole educative sector (both structured andhohstructured),

t:

more'than-the administrative sector, _

Regional variations among local providers did emerge on these items

and are detailed belfw)

For_ administrators, the ,"norm" for local providers who
-Winted more T/TAwas 45.8%. Regions III (Philadelphia)

and V (Chicago) providers were higher (each 66.7%), and
Jiegioni IV (Atlanta) and XI (IMPD) providers, lower

(22.2% and 33.3% respectively). The "norm" for same
amount of TJTA was-29.2%; Region IV was higher (44,4%),

.as was. Region XI (66.7%), while na Region V providers

.(0.0%) answered same. Three, however, (33.3%) said don't

know.

For coordinators, the "norm" for local; providers wanting

more T/TkwaS 54.2%. Regions 111 and V providers were .
higher 4iach,66.7%), while Region XI providers were

lower (33.3%). Compared to the "norm" wanting same
amount of T/TA (25,0%),. Region V was low (1 1 ,1 %)= and Re-

gion:X.1 high (66.7).

For teachers, the "norm" for local providers who felt more
-mOri,f/TA is required was 70.0%. No significant regional

variations occurred. But for same amount of T/TA, the

"norm" was 16.7%, and Region III providers were low (0.0%),
while Region XI providers were high (33.3%)

Foraides, the "norm" among local providers wanting more

T/TA was 66.7%. Region 111 providers were unanimous on

this amount required (100.0%). For same amount of T/TA,
-Regions IV and XI were higher than the "norm," each 33.3%
compared to 20;8%.

For suppor t stiff, the -"norm" for wanting morei/TA was

54.2%. Regions III and 1V-were higher (each 66.7%), and
Region XI lower, 33.3%. For same amount of T/TA, the
"norm" was 16.7%; Regions III and IV were lower (0.0% and
11.1% respectively, while Region XI, was higher (33.3%).

For parents, the "norm" for providers indicating more
T/TA isrequired was 79.2 %. Regions III and XI pro-

viders fell somewhat lower, each 66.7%. The "norm" for

same amount of -T/TA' was 8.3%, and only Region X1 -varied
marketly with 33.3%.
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. -

SumMatiod-of D4 Findings: DistributiO n'Of T/TA AMo69-Taiiet Groups

The -quesildnaddressed in- this section t.;4s;-:41pla eciqjtabTy is T/TA

--distribiltdd to the various Head Start target or cons'umer-groups74.'

Hational'office staff saw the distribution of T/TA:-:as..fcalows (Table

Profes'ilotfil Staff 35-.3%

Paraprofessional Staff

Support Staff 10.0;

Patents
.

,

CoMparing professionals with non-profesSionals (thus graliping Pa4aprofes-7

sionals, support staff, and parents together) Central office staff .perceived

the following b-reakdown:

Professional:Staff

Non-profe,ssibnals -

Of the group of 24 central office staff interviewed, 18 could not identify

whether or not delivered T/TA service was_based_upon needs assessment data

-derived from actual needs assessment processes;fihe,other6_responderits,

however', all answered in the affirmative.
-.4 *t.

For the national prOviden group seven target groups, were identified:

Administrators, Coordinators, Teachers, Aides, Support Staff,'Parents, Other:
.

The provider group was then asked if each.group should receive more, less, or

the same amount of. T/TA. Responses indicated a clear-feeling that more T/TA

ought to be provided for ail groups; no response stated that any group should

receive less. Parents and coordinators, closely followed by administFators,

were the most frequently named as in need of more T/TA (Table D48).
: -

Regional office staff perceived the percentage of T/TA delivered to

target groups as fdllows (Table 049):

422
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Professionals

Paraprofessionals

Stipport:S'taff

Parents

Note*tbe similarity with national office perceptions.

:*

.

38.4

25;i%

9'.3%

23.9%

.
.

''-Ar14-Pcin-profetsional-parsonnel receivIng T/TA, the figures,,dre:-
.,

GroUping the professionaj

When

ment data

Professional Staff 38,4%

Hon-profession 1 Staff 61.6%

asked whether the d Vered T/TA was basediupoq_actual needs assess-
,'

.

15 regional staff replied affirmatively and,rg answeqed negatively.
- .

Regional -office staff also identified eadh of the four target groups4 ...
..

given above as having, "high" or "medium" need fOr T/TA service; no
,

ed the need to be "low"-:-
" r one perceiv:

As was-the case with nationalOrOviders, the regional provider.group was
also asked Whether the seven identified target groups (Administrators, roordina-

,

tors, Teachers, Aides, Support Staff; Parents,. Other) needAd more, less, or
the same amount of T/TA. For each category, again the majOr.ity of respondents

identified all categories (target groups) as needing more'A/JA;:, a very small

ipercentage stated that Administrators, Coordinators, and Support Staff needed
.. IleSs (Table D50).

Likewise,_local program directors, staff, and parents-were'asked if

the above seven target groups needed more, less, or.-the same amounof T/TA..
Once again the overwhelming majority of respondents-perceived the need for

more T/TA for 41 concerned groups (Table D9l).

Finally, local providers were asked which groups- need more, less or

the same amount of T/TA. As with the-other respondent groups, local providers !

saw an overwhelming need for more-T/TA for all groups Treble D58).
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...!
_ In this sect i detailed:discussion of the-% ririp#ct that staff turnover,

has on T/TA planning for, the sasequent year was pretented. qhen directors
-.

..-:

Were' asked-about this issue, some 84.9% responded-that there was a need 'for

i'

.. . ,,-
, .
.'a I ittte," "sorne,"."9tfite a bit;i' or Pa-great dee' of-TiTA needed due to

.<, . __

-.: the turnover factor. i' "' .....:,f,

--- As, in other topic,areat addretted .in thit,study, there were ;n6table dif-

ferences

.._

N
,4i

.,

between.vari-ous regions on this que4i;;;n of the' equitgble and need-. .

ed-distribut iort_of T/TA feteurces.'
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SECTION 05. How effectively are T/TA content areas being covered?

A

Still another key indicator of T /TA delivery in Project Head

Start is whet types and how well ccTtent 'categories are provided. For

example, if improved administration of programs is a goal, is T/TA being

made available accordingly? Data have already been displayed and discussed

in Section 02 on categories of T/TA most frequently offered by providers (see

Table 08, National Pro4iders; Table 07, Regional providers, andeTable 032,

Local Providers; also Table '035, a comparison of all three kinds of providers).

What wilt be focused on 5peN section, as opposed to areas of content covered,

are T/TA content areas being either totally overlooked or ina&tquately covered.

In this section the topic will be addressed at the national, regional,

and local levels.

a. National Level (Provider=s) Responses

No.data on this topic was collected from OCD Headquarters official's.,

However, a number of questions relating to the topic were, put to those

providers interviewed.

First, the 34 national providers interviewed asked: "Are there

any specific content areas that aretotally overlooked by your orga-

nization and which should be addressed?" Their responses were:

Table D59. .T/TA Content Areas Totally Overlooked by National Providers
(n=34)

Responses Percent

-Yes

No

Don't Know

Not Applicable

\
I

ON,

395

428

20.6

67.6

5.9
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a

A

C

moseresporidentswhosaid.rwwerearnajority.with the one-
. # e
fifth who said yes, we requested that they specify those areas being

overlooked. Table D60 presents the categories and percent response:

Table D60. Categories of T/TA Totally Overlooked by National Providers

(n=6/34)

\ .

Categories of T/TA Totally Overlooked ,

.,.

Percent

Special $taff needs

Child dev.elopmentipsychology training

Nutrition training

Handicapped training .

.

Health training
.

Administration/management -

Parent involvement/education

Career development '

Staff and program evaluation .

Interpersonalrelations

Bilingual/bicultural .

Other

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.,.

.

.

.

-

.

--

2.9
,

2.9'

--

.

2.9

_

-_

.

5.9

2.9

8.8
.

The percent is calcula

even though only six
sponses were allowed.

d on the entire n of 34 national providers,

them answered this question. Multiple re-

The. frequencies shown for each category are very small. A couple

of categories require explanation. Interpersonal' relationships (5.9 %)

. referred to those among staff, or between par'ents and children, or be-

tween parents and staff. "Other" (8.8%) included social services

resource training or the need to share resources for local program per

sonnets' skills improvement at a national-level.

42'7
396
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1

From the questions about T/TA content areas being 'totally :over-

looked, we went on with national providers toi:,determine if any Categories

of T/TA were being inadequately covered. On this .question t4 percent

of providers responding "Yes" rote dramaticalty compared-to the question

on T/TA totally overlooked. Over half said areas of T/TA were being

inadequately covered-by their provider organization.

When we asked these providers tot specify the types of T/TA inade-

quately covered, their responses blanketed a variety of topics (Table

D62). Most frequently mentioned (with the exception of "other") was

lack of in-depth T/TA (14.7%). These responses link with some mentioned

Table D61. T/TA Content Areas Inadequately Covered by National

Providers (n=34).

Responses Percent

Yes . 52.9

No 35.3

Don't Know , 2.9

Not Applicable 8.8

\

397

423' lb



www.manaraa.com

S

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

4

under "other," in which the providers indicated that 30 days was too

short a time to cover what was needed and that the timing of consultant

Table 062. Categories of T/TA Inadequately Covered by National

Providers (n=18/34)

Categories of T/TA Inadequately Covered Percent

Teacher training (skills; methodology)

Teacher Bide /volunteer training (general)

Coordinator training (general and specific to component) --

Parent involvement/education training (general and
specific, e.g., 70.2 and parental skills) --

Career development (general and specific, e.g.,CDA) --

Child development/psychology 2.9

Nutrition 2.9

Specific handicap training/recruitment 2.9

Health (mental, dental) 5.9

Social services mobilization/community involvement' 2.9

Administration/m4nagement 8.8

Performance standards - 8.8
-1,

.

Bilingual/bicultural --

Interpersonal relations --

In -depth T/TA
. . .

14.7

Other . 17.6

The percent" is calculated on the entire n of 34, even though only 18

of them answered this question. .Multiple responses were allowed.

availability to the regional office was such.that'appropriete input could

not be made. (Other responses under "other" included "limitations of

staff and resources" and "see final report",not a particularly helpful

answer.) Next most frequently mentioned was administrative/management

398
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T/TA and performance standards,TiTA (each 8.8%). Health 3/TA was men-

tioned by 5.9% of the respondents, and the other categories fell to a

2.9% level'.

b. Regional Level Responses

Regional level responses on this topic of T/TA content categories

and all other succeeding topics in this chapter are discussed first

from the'viewpoint of Regional Office (R0) personnel and then from

that of regional level T/TA providers.

I. Regional Office Responses

These responses arefurther divided into two parts: an integrated

analysis of responses from all 11 regions and an individualized analysis

of responses from each of the seven case study regions. This format

for presenting RO responses will be followed throughout this chapter.

a) Aggregated analysis of all 11 'regions

(See Chapter II for an explanation of the selection process'for

interviewees in the Regional Offices.)

inquiry was made of the 64 RO staff interviewed as to content

areas which had received little or no attention and in which need tiLs

perceived for significantly greater T/TA efforts. The primary area in

which the greatest need was perceived was that of "Management" Skill"

including "Fiscal Management.."

Other areas, each of which' were noted once, are:

Group dynamics

Parental involvement

430
399
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Child development

Headquarters Objectives and Philosophy

Sbcial services

Handicapped Mandate

b) Individualized analysis of each of seven case study regions

Presented in this section is an analysis of the collective re-

sponses of the persons interviewed in each "case study." Regional Of-

fice on the topic of T/TA content categories. (See Chapter II for an

explanation about the selection of the "case studies.")

NEW YORK (II)

Region II staff perceive fewer unmet T/TA needs than most, other

regions. The reason most frequently cited for this phenomena is the

fact .that Region II has a full-time contractor: in the major areas of

Management and Parent Involvement which are frequently cited as needs

by other regions.

PHILADELPHIA

-' Several areas of need were thought to be overlooked by T/TA ser-

vices provided in Region III. The areas of management sk,ills .(which

was also described as "diplomacy"), group dynamics, parenting, and

child development were all seen as areas of need that were being

overlooked.

ATLANTA (Iv)

When asked-about the possibility of certain need areas which have

not been addressed, some Regional Office staff perdeived the need for

400
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T/TA to upper level personnel in management skill and techniques.

Presumably, this T/TA--particularly in the area of 11SOwould aid in
fi

the development of a management system leading to clear statements of

managerial expectations/objectives and measurement/accountability

methodology.

A

CHICAGO (v)

-Very little data was given in Region V in answer to the question

as to what areas of need, if any, were being overlooked. Only manage-

ment skills was mentioned by one respondent.

DALLAS (VI) -

The only area of need that was thought to be overlooked by T/TA

providers in Region VI was that of planning,but it should be noted

that four out ofsix were not asked this question.

,SEATTLE (X)

Most respondents in Region X feel there are no real areas of need

being overlooked, but that many areas, such as,;handicOped training, 7-

need more attention. One respondent felt that policy committee people,

mostly parents, need more training ps to their role in Head Start.

INDIAN AND MIGRANT PROGRAM DIVISION ((1PD)

Scant data is available from IMPD as to- areas of need that were

overlooked by T/TA providers, but management skills and,fiscal manage-
_

ment were both mentioned as being overlooked by those who did respond.

401

4 3)2



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

2. Regio9a1 Provider Responses

These resources are also further divided into two parts: group

one, 42'respondents'from the (generally) most experienced RTO/STO/

STATO/OICS network staff across the country, and group two, 77 respon-

dents from'a variety of providers: HSST/CDA,-LOP, RTO/STO/STATO/OICS,"

and state, multi-state, or region-wide organization, all of whom were

chosen because-they serve the local programs selected in our sample for

on-site interviews., This format for presenting regional provider re-

sponses will be followed throughout this chapter on findings.

Group One: RTO/STO/STATO/OICS network responses
(aggregated across all 11 regions)

Presented in this section is an analysis of the responses received

from RTO/STO network personnel on, the subject of T/TA content categories.

. (See Chapter II for a detailed explanation on the selection.process for

these individuals.)

When asked if T/TA was inadequate in any areas, 73% of 41 respon-

dents answered "Yes." There wer e differences in opinion on this issue

in several regions, however, Regions4,11/11; VIII, and IX were unanimous

in responding "Yes",,to this question. Interestingly, aide training was

never indicated as an area of inadequacy. Fiscal management was only

indicated three times (twice in Region IX and once in Region VII) and

management skill only six-times (twice in Regions VII and VIII arld Once

in Regions V and V.1). "Other" areas of inadequacy were indicated 23

times, which appears unusual for this survey, in which "other" categor-

ies did nogenerally attract much attention.

402
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A variety of subject areas were cited as being inadequate, and

only three subjects, "social services," "parent education," and "Health"

were mentioned by more than one person. The subject areas mentioned

were:

Social Services

Interpersonal Management Skills

Political Education

A-102 Procedures

Parent Education on Child'Abuse

Parent,Educatiorr

' Policy Setting

Pt &S Services

Personnel Evaluation

Child Development

Health and Handicaps

Health

Monitoring T/TA

Parent Involvemecit
,

S

Career Developmekt . ; ,.. ,

1 I. .
. ... ... I

-
. .:ii ., -.. , r. . ,., , t f ;

b) Croup "Two:. Vad(ot.4 Re§forA 1 Pro k i der Respolises
lag...

.t

s i. i
.
se e ri c..-4. %

.

e

t
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:
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In an effort to unearth content areas of T/TA which should be at-
-

tended to, we asked regional providers-"Are there any specific content

overlookedareas of T/TA that ire totally by your organ tzation and

which should be addressed?"' Nearly,three-fourths of these

Table 063. T /TA Content Areas Totaliy Overlooked by Regional
Providers (n=77)

Responses Percent

Yes v 18:2

No 72.7

Don't Know 3.9

Not Applicable 5.2

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table D59 on
National Providers.

providers said no. This level of response was on a par with national

providers (67.6%). With those regional providers who said yes, a

'. .
.fir. . 4tr ."" ..:

." . ...,

-

- .
. '
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request to specify the content areasbeIng overlooked was made. The

specifics are displayed' here, in Table D64.
: I-
Table D64. Categories of T/TA Totally Overlooked by Regional

Provider (n=14/77)

Categoriei of T/TA Totally Overlooked Percent

Special staff'needs, (pre-service training;
specific component)

Child development/psychology training

Nutrition training

Handicapped training (identification and management)

Health training

Administration /management

Parent involvement/education

Career development

Staff and program evaluation

Interpersonal relatiOns
.

Bilingual/bicultural .

Other ,
,

. .

.

'

.

2.6

2.6

3.9

1.3

1.3

2.6

1.3

--

3.9'

`The percent is cal.culated on the entire n of 77 regional providers,
even though only 1.4oT them' answered. this question. Multiple re-
sponses were allowed, ,

. , .
Yi..

NOTE; Compare this Table-'1741,-,Table 060 on National Providers.

Like 'national Oi-bvi4eTs,_the r"espontes,,:yitrted, and with the ex-.

ceptbn of ackinistrattve tra lP!lgi..ihere is%n. duplication of cater
...gorges MentiOned*tWpen, the,04-ii0of prOvi.ders. The total ,num

ber of respondents- hereqs Vey.,..4011%...1.1eatPl,04 (4othee:(whioh_in- n.

. dudes "clericel,StaYf..trAtnrrjsY:aTuf;imagre people:to larpvTd'ejaAq

'..
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.

/were each mentioned by 3.9% of the sample.. The remaining'categories

have even lower percentages.'.

No particular regional variatio ns occur here because the number

indicating areas of T/TA are totally overlooked is so small.-,Two re-

gion's (11-Nework and VI- Dallas) were not,reprented at al:1 in this

specification because all their providers said no areas were totally

overlooked. , .

..,

Next regional providers were asked if any Content areas of T/TA

were being inadequately covered. A majority said "Yes," just as did

national providers, although their percent was lower (52.9%). Regional
.

variations did occur on this variable. The "norm" is

Table D65. T/TA Areas Inadequately Covered by Regional Providers (n=77)

Responses Percent

Yes 64.9

'No 29.9

Don't Know 1.3 .

Not Applicable 3.9

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table D61 on

National Prdviders.

64.9%. The regions' providers who were higher than the "norm" were II

New York (1,00.0%), X Seattle (77.8%), and XI IMPD (80.00. Regions

whose provider.s were lower tan the "norm" were III Philadelphia (42.9%)

V Chicago, (50.0%).%
;

/

,
. 437
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*.

When requested to specify the content areas inadequately covered,

regional providers obliged with a gamut of caiegdries.

Table D66. Categories of T/TA inadequately Covered by Regional
Providers (n=52/77)

.

Cate-goies'of T/TA inadequately Covered Percent
*

Teacher training (skills; methodology) 3.9

Teacher aide /volunteer training (general) 5.2

Coordinator training (general and specific to component) 5.2 '

Parent involvement/education training (general and
.

specific, e.g., 70.2 and parental skills) 15.6'

Career development (general and specific, e.g,,CDA) 7.8 .

Child development/psychology 1.3

.Nutri'tion (general and specific, e.g., cook) 7.8 .

SpecifiC handicap training/recruitment
. , 10.4

Health (mental, dental,-medical, safety)
.

'9.1

Social.services mobilization/community involvement 9:1
;.-

Administration/management (including fiscal and PAC) 19.5

Pellormance/standards/10/certification
,

7.8

.-BilingUalAicultural '.1-1.3
.

.

Interpertonal, relations
. 4 1.3

.1n7depth T. /TA' ' 3.9

Other (includes transportation/maintenance, expressive
arts, more training by tribe, etc.) .5.2

'The percent is calculated on. the entire n of 77,,even though only
52 of them answered the quesiron.

. NOTE: Compare this Table with Table 92 on National Providers.

4.3 3
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Of all categories, administration/management T/TA was mentioned by '

most providers (19.2%). Next most frequently-mehtiOned waspacont
. .

.

involvement/education (15.6%). The majority of thete responses re-;

ferred to parent involvement T/TA. This category was followed by -,

specific handicap training /recruitment (10.4%) _.1A other categories

fell below the 10.0% mark.

Ai ,

.

0 .a few regional variations appeared among these categories.,k.

ill
.Rememb that we are looking the propOrjtion of each region's

. _,- .,.

. vider who vary from the "norm" y a 10.0% oe`mor,e differentiat..- -

1V

Region II (New York) providers were higher-than the
"norm" foi the following categories: career develop
ment (25.0% vs. the "norm" of-7.3%); specific handi-
cap training/recruitment (25.0% vs.,10.4%); perform-
ance standards /I&Ifcertification T/TA (25.0% vs. 7.8%);

and in -depth T/TA (25.0% vs. 3.5t)

Region X (Seattle) providers were higher (33.1%) than
"norm" (15:6%) for parent involvement /education T/TA.

Region XI IMPD providers were higher than the "norm"
for these categories of.T/TA: coordinator training
(20.0% Vs. the,"norm" of 5.2%); specific handicap -

training/recruitment (30.0% vs. 10.4%); and health
(20.0% vs. 9.1%),

c. Coca] Level Responses

Local level responses on this topic of content areas of T/TA,-and

all other topics in this chapter -on findings, are discussed first from

the viewpoint of Directors, staff, parents, and (where appropriate)

community leaders associated with the 30 Head Start programs sampled

and then froin that of local-level T/TA providers

408
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49R,SCHNti3 At$COATES
.

. ti,. ;, .
'''

1.
.

.,, ,,, ..

, ...... . f ...
7 .;

's*,,k: -. ''''':'
N, ,N. ,

71: :10-66 iAli="ogfom Aesponsai: -''
..,-. -0 .4.-1 . -. . .1,:-. - ,....

.,
-.2,-,1

Prq:.:.--e.) --;AXa A:X*1'444a tail OV.420 directors, staff, and
11, :^ s ti . . , s4,; - '..,,,..

parents. tt4W-t,apterk:_l-fipe.TexplanatiWaf\the selection process.)

By way of ascertAlrilig-,Whi.,Jleed04,,T/TAmighi.pcil.be forthcoming at the
.-.,.. .. , _ .,,%, . .--; '.-.

local program leVelt:.KArF4 Ree04,07,As5ociates asked 'a-11 428,re-

spondents'in thiS. categort illteVer,.ony speciM'clpotekeareas of
.. --...- : ,...

T/TA (e.g., fiscal manerseat) .thatr.have bien totally. ovdr.11000 by
'4... ,,... % . , -z.,t, -

the various providers- fsorri'wliOhl f*T.Ape-ye- *ti.,48et. Their, answers
1, ... . -, . ,

are displayed here in Table 067,,,fottaritig 'WS -page.: *......

s. . *4 N - b...-4 . ., .%., . It % "'..
.,

, -..--.S /&'. . . . \.
More than four out of every ten' eespOLIdehts- ( -3.0) teAt that MD%

,--

content areas were being overlooked. Only Orts,(pf.five 09.9%1 felt

. there were some'being overlooked. In other wordiiqf the 62..9% whO'an-
.

swered yes or no to this item (the other 37.1% &11Nald:either."don't --,

a

know" or "nqt.applicable"),one-third said areas o' T/Wwere,bei.ng overr.,

looked and two-thirds said they were not. .

Among Region VI Dallas respondents, a different persppctIve

things emerged-7ofthe 67.3% in that region who answered eithen

or no to the question, 59.6% said go T/TA areas were being overlooked'
.

-and only,7.7% thought some were. This suggests- that interviewees Lines -

this particular region, more than in any other-Case study, do not think
4''

certa -in areas of liTA are belpg overlooked.
,4

t

The same guetion was also put to the 162 Community-leaders

viewed in the seven case study regions. Their responses are shOwn here
-

in Table D68, following Table DO.

Mqre than half the respondents (5.1%) felt that no content areas

were be4ng overlooked. One-fourth (23.8%) approximately said there

were some.

; -
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Region X Seattle and VI Dallas respondents gave "no" (i.e., no

T/TA areas are being overlooked) is a response more often than in any

other,region or than the "norms' of 51.0%. Their "no" frequencies of

response were 65% and 63.2% respectively. In other words, more community

leaders interviewed in those two case.studies tend to believe T/TA areas

are...not being overlooked than similar respondents in the other five regions.

`Region VI Dallas stands out then as the only case study wherein

its directors, staff, parents, and community leaders all,Jed their

counterparts in the other six regions studieS regarding their belief

that T/TA areas of content were not-being overlooked.

Nekt all local respondehts were requested to specify the content

areas they thought were being overlooked. They were given the chance

to list up to three areas of T/TA which they' thought were being totally

overlooked. The results of their answers have been.tabulated by fre-
,

quency of respOnse and are displayed here in Table D69.

Table D69. Categories of T/TA'Totally Overlooked: Directors, Staff,

Parents, and Community Leaders (h=590)

.....

Categories of T/TA Totally Overlooked . Percent

-Special staff needs (pre-service training; .

specific component) 1.2

Child development/psychology training . ...-8

Nutrition training 0.8

Handicapped training (identification and management) .5
Health training (mental, dental., medical, safety) 1.3

Administration/management (includes fiscal, PAC) . 7.1

Parent involvement/education .' 2.8

Career development . 0.3

Objective evaluation of staff and program 0.6

Interpersonal relations 3.5

Bilingual /bicultural .
1.2

Otfier 5.4

;

Percent is calculated on the entire n of 590.

413 41Z
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Several items were mentioned more frequently than others:

administration/management 7.1% frequency

interpersonal relations 3.5$ frequency

parent involvement/education 2.8% frequency

child development/psychology

training 2.8% frequency

These figures might Serve as a barometer of sorts indicating topic

areas most often mentioned. However, even the most frequently-men-.

tioned,T/TA area--administration/management--was mentioned by only

7.1% of the total number of interviewees (590). As a result it is

difficult to draw very strong conclusions from these particular data.

Then, by way of further ascertaining what needed T/TA might not be

forthcomipg'at the local program level, KAI/FRA's asked all those di-

rectors, staff, and parents interviewed if they thought any specific

content areas of T/TA were not being adequately covered by the various

providers from whom they receive services. Their answers are displayed

here in Table D70, following this page.

Roughly, one-third of'the respondents (34.3%) reported that they

did not think any areasof T/TA Were being inadequately covered. Al-
.

most as many, however, 29.9%, in fact, said, to the contrary, there

'were reas not being 'covered adequately: The other third (approximate)

of r spondentS (35.7%) said either they di not know or the question was

not a plicable.

As would be predicted, more respondents (29.9%) ,said some T/TA areas.

were being inadequately overed than those (19.9%) who reported areas-

being totally.overlooked.
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.

Region VI Dallas respondents answered "no, no areas were being

inadequately covered"more frequently (51.9% of the time) than either

the "norm" of 34.3% or any other indivklual region. This finding,

coupled with the previous one where their interviewees led those of all

other regions in answering "no" to the question-about whether any T/TA

areas are being totally overlooked, suggests that-apparently the per-

sons interviewed in that region generally think their T/TA is more com-

prehensive than do respondents in any of the other regions.

This same question on T/TA areas being inadequately covered was

also put to the 162 community leaders interviewed. Their responses

are displayed here in Table D71, following this page.

Forty percent (40.4%) of the community leaders reported that they

did not think any areas of T/TA, were being inadequately covered. Nearly

as many, however, 34.4%, said, to the contrary, that there were areas

not being covered adequately.

More community leaders reported some T/TA areas were being in-
.

adequately covered (34.4%) than those being totally overlooked (23.8%)

This pattern parallels that in the responses of the directors, staff,

and parents and is not surprising in itself.

Two regions' respondents answered "no, no T/TA areas being inade-

quately covered" more frequently than the others or the "norm" of 40.4%--

Region IV Atlanta (48.1% of the time) and Region XI IMPD (47.1%).

1.
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- 1,ode j- than fo

.

Mot e answer?Ag "no"" -to ,;eah quegt Lon wherein a pp rox i

' Inot4IY.rtibettt.:
ikfe.1 'sat l f ied and ine=i"int.h d issat i sf led and

"" ' f ' .14
1;- very clq ;se.t.-1-sfield,:..-1The. s fact 10fI JIM prigs: decline, somewtiat for

' p -"r"egact -to J--/YA -a s na dep'ua-te ;c6ye red )k . . . . ."..% . 0;7'1". ;:": .

-
.

;: 4 %.
.

, , ,
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Thos, if TITA arteks were perceived to be overlooked Or inadequately

Oovered, the pergantage of respondents dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. .._ ."
vies higher than-atiithig-those'wltb..ttki.not..perceive T/Ty content areas to

. .4.

,be improperly addressed. .
Tab.l e. A74.

.
-Cross Tabsilation oaf T/TA Areas Overlooke d and inadequately

"- Covered -With-ExtinP._.of . impact Frbm'T/TAI Provided to Local
Program-(DSP)

i"
. .

.

T/TA Areas
Overlooked or
inadequately

-.Covered ....._ -.... .

,. -
. .

'-'-'.Peme.nt Indicating Extent of VTA lir :.
.: -pact arid ',WTA3kreas Overlooked; Or Ire- ".ti

'''ad'er,juit:elY*.tovered t : ::-
--'-'- ' ' ..-

u ...
Total Percent
indicating
T /TA Areas
OVerlooked or
Okadeciutely.
Covitpd:

A Great
Dea 1

Quite a
BR Some

A Little/ "
..NOne': .

.-,

T/TA Areas
Overlooked

Yes

No,..... ..

...... ...

.

28.4

35.. . .

27.2

34.3'

-

.

. .

- .
. .

.-

24.7

-'26.5

.
.: .

:

.::. _:19. - . ; .

.13,a
.;:

.
.
.

..
. (n=262)

,, 3b.V9

-6.:I ---- .-
:--1

T/TA Areas
Inadequately

.
.

Yes-,.,- ,..,...
No--

--

...

...
.

21.0 - .. '25.8
..

! 42i.5.;:...
..
34.5

.

.......,

-3311:

-

,.. I:::

. . . .. ''-
-_:.I6.2---:4;.

..19.2. ' 3.4

'':;(n=2:70)"

-,. -45.9 :
4

.: 54.1 : ..

.

1,;

...-

.

NOTE: The- percents listed the righthand.coluMn ate Based.
numbers of respondents, as indicated. 'All don't' knovi and.linot
applicable responses have been. omi tted.

A cross of T/TA content areas overlooked or inadequately coV4red
with extent of T/TA impact shows that there is a rgati"onship betigeen

-VIA 'content areas perceived as overlooked or .inadequately cover:ad and

reduced impact,o'f-T/TAjnthe prograni. For T/JA areas ioverlooked, those
. .

rating impact at the high end of isale (a great deal and quite abit)
totaled 55)6%, while those at the lOw end (some,:a little /none); comprised,

4 '5 1

420
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44.5$. The figures for T/TA inadequately covered were 50.8% and 49.2%,

respectively. So roughly, the split between those rating impact high

and those low is 50-5 on both items. -

Among those saying no to both Items, 69.7% gave high impact ratings

on T/TA overlooked, and 30.4% low ratings, while for T/TA inadequately

covered, the percentages were 77.4% and 22.-6%, respectively. So the

-split between high and low impact ratings across both these items is

approXimately 70230.

Summarizing these two items crossed with Overall T/TA satisfaction

and impact, the following statements are appropriate:

v A majority of respondents indicated positive satisfaction

levels (very satisfied and satisfied) on both T/TA over-
4 looked and inadequately covered categories, whether the

:

, answer was "yeS" (72.8% and75.3% respectively) or "no"

. . (8.9.6 and 93.2% respectively). A majority also.indidated
high T/TA impact ratings (a great deal ancf.quite a bit)
for both categories of T/TA overlooked,and inadequately
:covered ("yes," 55.6% and 50.8%, respectively and "no,"
,69.7% and 77.4%, respectively).

'There exists.a strong relationship between those ans 0
ing "no" to each item and high levels of satisfaction
and 175ct. The relationship between those answering
"yes" to each item and high levels of satisfaction and

impact is; less strong, particularly as 'regards impact.

: T/TA areas inadequately covered reveals slightly greater 4
percentages of high satisfaction and impact levels. than
does MA areas overlooked across respondents answering-,bo h

Ot' 47"yes" 'ind "no," with one exception.' Those Who answered- 4r

"yes',",T/TA areas were inadequately covered, were the
,,,i -,

-siallest percent of those who gave Wigh T/TA impact ratillgs

.

(-50.8%)-.

..' f.e. . le ..
714.,,,,,.;,f. t .4 -...t.

*. .
..(

4

. . . , 0,.. ,
. . .

Fdr.' both T/TA overldoked and inadequately coveredc4Tgh i''',t7y.: :. ,
,

ratings for impact are expressed 'by'a loiter pdftent8ge
..

of respondents than'are pcisitive satisfaction Win4s'-''' IlL'-
...

. --J '.7;-:...

452
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V

indicating that high impact is more difficult to
"guarantee regardless of whether 1 /TA is overlooked
r.inadequately covered (although the-percentage of
high impact ratings increased somewhat for the latter).

a-

2, Local Provider Responses

"'As with other providers, focal providers were queried is*to whether

any specific content areas of T/TA were being totally overlooked by their

organization. Of all these respondents, 12:5%7saidyes. Now the startling

.

Table D75. T/TA AreasTotally Overl6Oked by Local Providers n=24)

Responses 'Percent

Yet

No

Don't Know

Not Applicable

12.5

54.2

25.0

8.3

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table D59 V.
' National Providers) and Table D63,

Iona! Providers).
-)

-

thing about these responses is that all. Came from RegionV (Chicago)

respbndens. They represent one-third of s region's local providers

sampled. When asked to specify the categories, their responses were

Jparentinvolvement/education (4.2%), child deve.lopmeht/psychology (4.2%),

and interpersonal relations (4.2%). The percent of local providers

answering yes was lower than regional (18.2%) and national (20.6%) ,

providers.

..

.11.

422

453

s.

,-
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Next ajl local providers were asked if any specific contelit areas

were being inadequately covered by their organization. Their resppnses

infere:

Table 076:',-TITA Areas InadequatelxiCovered by Local Providers fiv=-24) /

(

Responses _Percent

Yes . 50.0 -;
. .,..

No 29.2

Don't Know 12.5

Not .Appl icable 8,3

I :

NOTE: tory-ire this 7.at4er with Tabl e' D61.

(N'ational ProViders) and .Table D65
.

(Regional Providers).

p

S

11,

423

454

Half the provIders said yes, and this percent:is lower than for,'

regional (64.j%) ,and national (52.9%) providers). Local providirs 1r

'from Reg iops I I I (Phi 1 ade 1 phi a) and XI (IMPD) wer'e Higher.(66.7%

each) than the "norm" of 50.0%.

4

t
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4 I

: -
- - 4.-- 4 :

,f
. The categories of T/TA inadequately covered

qrpri zat ion a re deta i led as follows:

I

ty these provider

Tittle D77. Categories of T/TA inadequately Covered
Organizations (n=24)

by Local 1:*rovid;r1 ;,

Categories
,,-.

of T/TA Inadequately Covered
. .*
-Percent

.

Tilather<_trtfining "(skills; methodology) . -: -
.., ,

hehaideivolutfteer training (gen_cral)
- . ...1

f.:054141#4t. t rain I ng (general en-d'sapeit (c"-fo -Component)
'-k--,:,--. '..- :-....-

-Par .t invtivetnent/education training
.-Comer develfloront (general and specific, e.g . CD-A )

- .C.it _4, ..
44)*ae--velopfiept/psycliology -.... ....

i '4-.';`-:-' : _-

.141.t.iri:t.i.i4Y (g-pnera I and specific, e.,,,g . , tooks9 . ..

'..-.:k'

:ipeItlefil4licap t ra rn i ng .

it.=-::;' (-` .

ROI.* (Ip.phlal, de al, pedical, safety),,I'' --.'-t, , ---*SkI*1 .F.erylfq '-mob-i 1 i ia t ion/commuai tY involvement
. *

,,< .-
;AdMintstrtioti4 F#nageMent
-4.... ,-,

rf9rtsibci nce":"sta'iici"a....rcW- . '
Vs, -, :1 '7.,,-.,"--... .7.. --__... ...

'..4341 lrlspa176 I culltkal-, '-' --
-- -:.

Interpersodef relations
1s .

In-depth T/TA

Other (includes trarisPortal-ron/maintenance, expressive
arts, more training by tribe, etc.)

,
,7..

- ..-
4.2
- -

--
__

4.2

25.0

-7

. 4.2

8.3

--
--
8.3

4.2

.

.

The percent is calculated on the entire n of 24, even though not all of
them answered. Multiple responses were allowed.

NOTE: Compare this Table with Table D62 (National Providers) and Table
D66 (Regional Providets).

455
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Of the providers who said there were T/TA areas not adequately covered,

half (25.0%) specified, health T/TA. Next most frequently mentioned

categories were performance standards and in-depth T/TA (each 8.3%)

Other categories were mentioned by 4.2% of all respondents.

There is no consensus among local, regional, and national providers

on categories of T/TA not adequately covered. Nor are there regional

variations among local providers worsb/noiing.

456

425

4



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC.

Summation of D5 Findings: T/TA Content Areas Overlooked

In previous sections detail -ed discussion was put forth onfhe content

°- areas covered in T/TA activities. This section dealt with those areas "which

had not, been addressed. or which were inadequately covered. The topic again

was discussed from the perspectives of n4tionvA, regional, and local levels.

Of the group of 34 national providers some 20% stated that they felt

some specific content areas were overlooked in the delivery'of T/TA delivery.

(see Table D59). Neglected content areas specified were ciiilddeveloprent/

psychology, training in handicapped children, management and administration,

interpersbnal interactions,. and bilingual /bicultural aspects (Table D60).:

When asked about content areas inadequately covered, some 52:9% of

the respondents perceived this phenomenon (Table D61). Such content areas.

specified were in-deptPT/TA, performance standards, administration /manage-

ment, social services mobilization, health and 'ciente!, specific handicap-

ped training, nutrition, and child development (Table D62). , 7

Regional. office staff perceived the need for significantly greater 1/TA'

areain the area of management skill including fiscal managemenq other

. areas mentioned were group dynamics, parental involvement, child'deveiop-

ment, headquarters objectives and philosophy, social services, and the handi-
.

capped. mandate.

inquiry of the regional provider network of, the RTO/STO/STATO/OICS

revealed that 73% of 41 responden'ts,SaW a.wide.variety of unmet or inade-

.quately'covered T/TA needs; three areas-.:. social secvices,,parent educal-
.

-tion, and healt -- were mentioned:by mote than one responde. 0

A

.
:

Of the 77 ,group. two regional' providers, some 18,2% perceived sone areas .

. .. - i

which were totally .O.sierlookee,(f4le D63);. content aries sp.ecified were, special
. . .

.

. ..
. . .,,

staff needs, nutrition, heath, atlministrition/management, rient involvement,::- r 1

career development, staff and'programpialuation 4rable 1)64); many specific

'areas were cited .-4 those most, mentioned' were Ominiatration/manage-

ment,.parent iducaticin, and training for the handicapped (TableD68).

.. I # ,

I

1

':
,, et.
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- . . ,

. . - .' A ... o' ''' : '_ , 4,. r 41
6 i

Of the 42? local directoes, staff members, and parents 4o'Alireinter- f"

viewed approximately lM% felt some content areas were 'being overlooked;

the three areas most frequently mentioned wereadministration/management,

Fnterpersonal relations, and parent education. (Table 069) :This same,

group was asked about T/TA,areas inadequately-covered. Some 29.9% reported

-inadequate coverage of some content areas. 'when asked the same

question,some 34.4% of the community leader group reported some areas) that

were not belng adequately covered.

.
The total, group of .590 directors, staff, parents, and community leaders

most often identified three T/TA content, areas that wort being Inadequately
. ,

covered: :' :
.

.

....
!. ,

ti

.Parent'igolvement/education

Administration/management

Special training for the Handicapped:
, .

$

..r

'When:the-local provider group.was

.

asked abO6t,T/TA content areas thati.je'r

tota.l.ly overlooked only l2.5-% responded POsltively; hewever",:all ofthese

were 'from one r2egion'and sPecified.parent education child,divelopment,
.

:And interpersonal nelatiOns. When askedif there i4ere'6:44s,inadequately-

7covered
some reported this phenomenon.. Health'was"the.area most frequent-

.

fly specified followed `by performance standardF4,:in7dap'thlYTA, parent involve-

imant, and specific training for the handleapped'effort.

As was true in most other "section's oft6is, study, considerable variation

Was noted between regions in:response'to'study questions.

t
_/.

'

//

-
427

.
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CHAPTER III

FINDING§ AND' CONCLUSIONS

READER'S GUIDE TO TOPICAL SECTION,$

MANAGEMENT -OF T/TA

S.

Ml Head 5t -art QbjeCtives

M2 Policy and Guidance

M3 Needs Assessment and Planning

;M4 Selectlon of Providers

M5 Control of Providers
;.

Evaluation of Providers

DELIVERY OF T/TA

D1 Satisfaction with T/TA Dollars

D2 'T/TA Resources Utilized

D3 Other Supportive Resources

D4 Target Groups

D5. Coptentf Categories
$

D6. Spe:Cial kataiories

ii,CCELLENCE OF T/TA

El. Quality of T/TA

"E2 Effects of T/TA

SPECIAL SECTION

DF Direct Funding of T/A
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Section D6: How effectively are special content areas; i.e., nutriton,
psychological (services, and handicapped needs, being addressed?

This section has been created in order to afford special consideration'

_for three particular content -areas of T/TA that -were of concern during the

conduct of this evaluation to the executives of the Office of Child Devel-
.t

opment in Washington, D.C., in as much as the National Office had funded'

providers in.aachte these content areas to give service to both the region-
, -

-al and local z-W41.-_These special content areas of nutrition, psychologi-

o44 i-ivi.aS-;.-Wil-d:Ii-andicapped needs should provide sail`} another perspective

on the.ovel-4114isbject of how well T/TA is delivered to Project Head Start.

-_-_pato i:Iiii---t-fri-,S subject has been col lected.. at the local level only, and
../ 1, ..

Irom-t-h-e--ii-res c.tors - staff and parents who were interviewed as pai-t of the
.

-...,
- :

30 progfain_sam0e,,

4.1o'hal: Level (Program) Responses
. :-

c.. .off, these interVierf. wees ^were queried as to how much more

nutri:Oon frrA they thought was required. to meet the needs of their pro
.

gram,:-f'Theyicould answer "a great deal, quite a -bi t , some a. 1 tt 1 e ,

bi none. ". Their answers are given here-in Table D78.

0

t.

429
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10.FISCHNEFI ASSOCIATES INC:. ,..
.

Yi

..- , ".:. ,, / 4 ' '' .9 '.#. e/,..."..,. Or ; ,::. ,/,' ;1 . 0

..' .. /.. 1 .",.
-.. , ,.'.' ....",:f 1 0 . '' 1.,.. /// . .. ,

10.bt '15'it lee .: ,.' .:....--- -: .... - -

I'
.:... ; '

.. '/
' ,

' , C1 /'. / // + ' .." wa / 1
t ' :

.
* /;1 " / **/ ;/ ',-e/

%. : , ,"-.-, ., '.. , .,./ I'_,/ , a. ,,,,..,-,- .-,:-.,: . '.,":, .' I .,/,..''...-7 , . ,;;;,. if S .1 , ... g 1 ,,' . 0 :',.. ,- ,
Considering all responses across tl sven Get e ,gtu 1 e.1.1.490 fieri -_

, -.;". ilt i :,,-, i
it is apparent that the distribution off answer's -pbuld:be/pprVayeil.:it tin ,ft --, -

, ..,.. , ! , , ,.. ....,',..;,- ...--.Z.
.7/;' /,' i ;/,';(,'. -., "*. --_-;:','.-- -- . --

. , .....,-.. ......this fashion: , .
One third: high need fort morginutil tkifl tfTA- ,,..- "-. ; .-.:'. -- .!....

. I , ...., ' - - -, ,. ii .-. - ,..,. . .. .... _

13.6%:A6rear d41; ,.: :, ,. .. i : :---, .... -,......-...--
. ,,. ,,, 4 , . 46. . 4 _ .,. - ..'. -----. - .

32 . 3 % . ......
18.7%. qtatce a, bi:f; --+: -''. ' - - " -...- AO

. II .../ 1 . tr '. i .. : .. ":. fr ' ...
. , ,.. .7... :t .

One third: some need for more7.nti.tt'-etrori.-7 -. :-_,...

36 . 7% some . : ; -.,,, '2.'4.'7-, -:-. 1 4 0. '-...:...:,:':...:: ." ,......:

One fifth: a little or no need*.toit more,- nutri.tion ZZ1'A..----.---.:-." "' ' -.:
- ....-....-, -,---,:- --

.a.
... .. . .

21.2%
1 1.2 nonce ..:,: .

One tenth: don't know or not siiipti'..e$ble'.t
7.7 %. cloh' t know

9.8%.

. .
...

2.1% not a.pPlitable

About 7 out of every 10 respondents (69.0 %) said that some to,
deal of additional nutrition T1TA s'needed.

,

One region stands out wherk answers its. respondenp.gzve are :-
compared to the results just 'described, and that 1:s. Region11,'111PD
where 86.8% of those interviewed= :-gail that some to a great deal of
additional nutrition T/TA is needed. This it's considerably higher
percentage of response than the 'norm' of 69.0% described in the previous
paragraph. It'suggests a substantially higher desire for further7,' nutrition T/TA among IMPD respondents, than those in any other case study.

Secondly these same interviewees were queried regarding-how-much

more psychological .services T/TA they believed was .needed to meet the
needs of their; program. Again, their choices answers were ."a great
deal, quite a bit, some, a little, or none." Their responses are shown
here in Table 079..

462

4 31.
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.

. . . 111Cbrisid04al'onsesatiC;ss 'the seven jegions Ao4ether,"it:.f.

appears tVe responses-cil,41d be clusteredAn thik

A3.0% 'said r'a g'reat.deaI" or "quite'a bit" of adclitional psych; \.,
. services T/1A IS needed.

27.3% ..said:Ifiome" add4tional T/TA is needed
. -. . N

12.1% satd only."a :little" or "none" is needed

17.5% sai-d.'!don't know" or "not applicable"

At happened with the previous item on additional nutrition T/TA,

about 7 out of every 10 responderits (70.3%) reported that some to a

great deal of additional psychological services is needed.

Once more Region XI IMPD respondents answered more often than those

in any of the other 6 regions that they needed some to a great deal of

extra psychological services T/TA. .Their rate of response was 87% vs.

.the aggregated 'norm' of 70.3% Region II New York interviewees were

almost as frequent in answering "a great deal, quite a bit, or some,'

in that their rate of response was 83.4%. This figure represents a

sharp rise too over the number of Region II persons (62.5%) who gave simi

lar.answers to the nutrition,T/TA question, suggesting a significantly

higher wish among that part of the sample for psychological services

as opposed to nutrition T/TA.

Third and lastly, on the subject of sp'ecial T/TA content areas,

these'same people were queried on the subject of needed handicapped

services T/TA. AsWas the case in the previous 2 areas of questioning

(nutrition and psychologica services) they were all asked how much

more T/TA for handicapped services they felt it was needed to meet ehe

needs of their program -- and they were givenhe same five replies as

possible responSes: "a great deal, quite a 'bit, some, a little, or

none." Their answers are displayed'here in Table D80.

464
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Considering all answers across the various case studies together, it

seems apparent that the responses could be viewed in 'this manner:

. one-half : hjgh need for more handicapped T/TA .

4 1%
25.0% a great deal -

9.

.24.1% quite-a bit

one-fourth: some need for more handicapped T/TA

22.0% - some

one eighth: a little or no need

l2.6
5.6% a little

%

7.0% none

one sixth: don't'know or not applicable

16.3%
10.7% don't know

5.6% not applicable

For the third consecutive time (nutrjtion and psychological services

being the first two) In these questions about special T/TA content areas,

roughly 7 out of every 10 respondents (71.1%) believe dTat some to a

great deal of additional handicapped services T/TA is needed. In itself

that is significant. In conjunction with the previous lines of interview-

ing about nutrition and psychological services, it is a critical piece

of information, strongly suggesting that a large consensus' exists across

the 7 regions for more T/TA in each of these 3 special content areas.

Regions XI IMP!) and II New York, as was the case in the preceding

question on psychological services, lead all the other regions in fre-

quency of the responses "a great deal, quite a bit, and some" taken to-

gether 8.3.6 and 85.4% respectively vs. the 'norm' of 71.1%. This

suggests once more that a significantly larger number of persons in thelp

2 regions interviewed.believe they need more T/TA help in'a specific

content area' (handicapped) than do those interviewed in the other 5 re-
..

lions.

Given the fact 'that serving the handicapped has been such a major.

468
A
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thrust of Project Head Start in the past couple of years, several more

questions on.the subject were put to those being inte-rviewed.

First of-all they were asked to give a capsule judgement on what
.

kinds of resources they currently had available to their program to give
Ait

needed expertise and information about the handicapped. The results of

this question have been synthesized and are demonstrated here in Table

D81.
I.

Table D81: Current T/TA Resources Available for Handi-
capped Services (DSP n=428)

Resourte .1 f-1% no

National Providers 54/12.6 374/87:4

Regional Providers 100/23.4 '3284/6.6

RTO/STO Network .61/14.3 367485.7

Community Agencies 190/44:4 238/55.6

Private Consultants 97/22.7 331/773

. Universities /Colleges .117/27.3 . 311/72.7

14 -V & Written Materials 90/21.0 338/.79.0'

Other 62/14.5 366185.5

This data suggests that over 4 out of 10 respondents ( 44.4%)'be-

lieve they have a resource for needed expertise and informatiom'about
.. -...

the handicapped in their local community agencies. The next most fre

quently mentioned resource was universities or colleges (27.3%) No

other resource was mentioned more than one-fourth of the time. Among
.

. ,the providers supposedly servicing the local programs, directly, i.e.,
0

national and regional providers, and members of the M0 /5TO network, the

regional providers were mentioned most often (23.4% of the time) and

the RTO/STO network and national providers considerably less often --

14.3% and 12.6% of the time, respectively. In fact these 2 resources,

4,6 the overall scheme of things, seem tobe the least useful resoures

available for the local programs in terms of-helping with servites for

4 6
4.3 6

7
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.the handicapped.
.

Once more, however, Head Start seems to be benefitting greatly

from local community resources and succeeding well in bringing outside

resources to bear on the solution of problems it faces. This finding

compliments and reinforces the earlier ones that showed large portions

$ of all local T/TA received were coming from nonrHead Start sources.

There are some observable noteworthy regional,yariations in these
,findings. For example, 2 regions,'111 Philadelphia. and V Chicago,'

exceed all the other'5, apparently, in utilizing. their local community

agencies as resources for expertise and information on the handicapped.

Recall that the 'norm' across all_7 case studies was 44.4% frequency of

response; in 'Philadelphia it was 57.7% and'in Chicago 55.6%.

Two other regions,'11 New York, and VI Dallas, seem tp do much

better with their regional providers than the other 5 regions as far'as

help with handicapped services is concerned. Their rates of response to

this source were 37.5% and 34.6% respectively vs the 'norm' of 23.4%

across all the'case

One region, X Seattle, stand out ;sapparenti,i-geteing more service

from its statetraining officers than any other,'- 'its-rate of response

on this item was 25.5%. vs the 'norm' -of on1-3, 14.3%. v

Secondly, by way of probing even more-with theses4arespondents. on

the subject of.handicapped sere s, the questidn was asked "what parti-
cular kinds of T/TA-services for the handicapped that yod'dion't already

receive that would benefit your program?" They could specify up to'3

things. The resu4tof this question are shown here in Table
, .

4 3 7
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Table D82: Other Areasf Need for Handicapped Services T/TA
(DSP n=428)

Area of Need Percent

1. Behavioral skills development 0.5

2. Behavioral mcdificationidiscipline 0.9

Specific Handicaps

3. Mental retardation

4. Learning disabilities

5. Emotional disturbances

6. Speech defects

7. Physical handicaps

8. Working generally w/h handicapped

9. Identifying/screenfng handicapps

10: Working w/h parents of handicapped

11. Development/Getting resources
and services

12. Nutritional implication

13. Specific, handicaps (generally)

14. Community involvement

15. Adjustment of normal

16. Staff attitudes

17 Other (e.g., more training making toys, etc.)

1.9

1.2

3.7

17.8

8.9

6.3

10.7

0.5

11.7

:0.9

1.2

8.6

Note: The percentages are based on the total number in the sample.
However, 217 pedpie answeredAon't know or not applicable to
this question. y ,

469
438
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These various numbers can usefully be clustered into a few logical

groupings, thereby making it easier to grasp the overall meaning oOfiese

findings. Three basic groupings, plus a catch-air-one at the end for .

the more seldomly-mentioned items, seem to emerge:

General Handicapped-Training

(including screening.techniques, utilization of

resources i.e., nos. 8,9,11)

37.4%

Specific Handicaps Training 28.1%

(including mental retardation, learning disabilities,

e-otional disturbances, speech defects physical handi-

capps, i.e., nos. 3,7,13)

'Needs of Others' Training

(including parents, staff, normal children, community, 9.1

nos. 10,14,15,16)

Other Items (nos. 1,2,12,,17) 10.5%

What this shows is that of all the responses given to this question,

nearly two-thirds of them (65.4 were for pore general traihing in work-

ing with handicapped (37-4%) And for, more specializedtrainIng in dealing

with particular handicapping co nditions (28.4%). Also approximately 1/10

of the responses (5.1%) were votes for training in helping :.those in the ,

life space aniund handicapped children, e.g., parents, noMa l children,

staff, relate,Ofetively with them.
.

Lastly by way of rounding Out the discussion on the special thrust

Head Sta 't has been making :65 dearwith handicapped children, the question

was.as edof all these direttorS,staff,, and Paterits: -What types of

prob,Yems occur in trying to identify, and incorporate the handicapped into

your program?" The persOns interie'we4bwee:Olowee to give Up to 3 an-

,sWers. These are presented now in Tabte D-83,::::-

4 rf'
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"Table 083: Problems in ldentifving'qnd Incorporating Handicapped
(OSP n=428)

Problem Percent

1. Recognizimg, identifying handicaps 013.1

,Recruiting handicapped (geography) 4.9

3. Unfamiliarity:of staff with problem 13.6

4. Classroom adjustment 2.1'

5. Adjustment ofjlo'rmal children 2.1

6. Behavioral problems (normal vs handicapped) 0.9

7. Parents' difficulty in acceptance 8.9

8. Lack of resources ("referral, -diagnostic, follow-up,

materials etc.) .6.1

9. Lack of funds, faZilities 13.8

10. Lack of staff 4.9

11. Lack of pri9r attention (medical, etc.)

12. Program inadequate (capacity load,.etc".) 5.4

13. No probleM - no handicapped 1.2

14. Speech-hearing difficulties 0.7

15.. Community attitudes 0.9

16. None 4.7

17. Other' 4.4

Note: The percentages ate based on the total numbet in the sample, but
187 people answered don't know OF not_applicable to this question.,

141111kwe
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These responses reveaiNthat, several iteAs consistently prompted
4

the most frequent comment:

lack of funds, facilities

(balloons 48 & 10 are combined with it, i.e.

lack of resources, staff

unfamiliarity of staff with problem

difficul4, in jdentifying handicapping condi-

tions 13.1%

Not too such further behind' in terms of frequency of response

were:

parents' difficUlty in accepting handicapping.

conditions of their children

program's difficulty in serving all identi--

fied han capped due to capacity load, etc.

program's fficulty in recruiting handicap-

ped in their geographic area .

A second form of analysis was then done on these data on special

T/TA content areas described in this section ^7 bivariate analysis-.

'Specifically, a cross tabulation of*these results was run...with-data

obtained both on level. of satisfaction and perceived impact of-T/TA by-

these same respondents, i.e., all 428 directors, staff, and parents.

Tables 064 and 08511ave been constructed to display these cross

tabulations.

8.9%

/
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Table Dt4: Cross-Tabulation of Amounts of Specific T/TA Needed

# se
\s,

in Program with Satisfactfon Level (37%911 T/TA Provided

to Local Program (DSP)

1

Amount of Specific; Percent Indicating Level Of T/TA
0 _

-" . I Satisfaction and Amount of S'peci-

MA - -, fic T/TA Neededim Program
.

Total Percent indi-
eating Amount of

Very'.' _Dissatisfied/ T/TA Needed

Needed ih Prograid- Satis. Satisfied 1 Very DI-ssatisJ in Program

Nutrition T/TA (n=374)

A Great Deal '27.3

QUite alit 28.6

Some 32.7

A Li the /None 41.6 .

ti

45.5,

53.2

523.8

27.3

18.2

13.7

14.7

20.6
"

40.9

23.8

Psychological

Services TAXA'

A Great Deal
)

Quite eSit

Some

A-Little/None

As`

Handicapped Ser-
vices T/TA

.A Get Deal'

Quite a Bit

Some

'A Little/None

,
23'.1 48.7

38.4 51.0

60.2

42.3 55.8

28.2

20.6

5

1.9

(n=345)

22.6

29.6

'32.8 .

15.1

. 29.8 4672

24.8 '58.4

33.7 -5443

42.3 .

16.8 .

12.0

5.8

(n=349)

..,29.8

26.9

26'.4

.14.9

4
Note: The percents. listed 13.1 the,right-hand column are based on varying4

numbers ofd respondents., afidicated. All.don!.,t know and not,

resporAeS4:haVe beep omitted,
_ . , )1 4

.1 4 3
4' 2

4/1/.
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Table D85: Cross-Tabulation of Amounts of Specific T/TA Needed in
Program with Extent:of Imp-act from all T/TA Provided to
Local Program (DSP)

Amount of Specific Percent Indicating Extent of Impact 1

and Amount of Specific T/TA Needed Total Percent Indi-
T/TA in Program cating Amount of

A Quite :A Little/ Specific T /.TA Needed
Needed in Program Great Deal a Bit Some t None In Program

Nutrition T/TA

A Great Deal

Quite a Bit

Some

A tittle/None

298

34.7

28.4

39.1

24.6 .22.8

22.7. 36.0

39.9 403

27.6,1 27.6

22:8

6.7

7.4

5.7

.r
(n=367)

15;5

20.4

40.3

25.7.

Psychological
Services T/TA

A Great Deal 29.5 - 25.6 21.8; 23.1

(n=341)

t 22.9
i

L.

Quite i Bit 31.7- 27.7 , 35.6 5.0 29.6
Some 26.1 ' 40.5 '28.8 4,5 32.6
A Little/None 47.1 25.5 '25.5 2.0 15.0 .

Handicapped Ser-
vices T/TA

(n=345)

A Great Deal 241-6 26.9 2e0 12.5 30.1
Quite A Bit 24.8 27.7 39.6 7:9 29:3

, Some 28.6 37.4 '25.3 8.8 - , 26.4
ageLittle/None ek .44.9 28,6 22.4 4.1' 14.2

la. . ...

'Note: "'The percents listed in .the .right -hand column are based on varying

0
e'

numbers of respondents, ass indicated. All don't know and not
applicable responses have been omitted",

4 7'4

443
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Each of, the special categories of T/TA nutrition,pvihological

services, and handicapped services reveal. the same pattern when cross-

ed with overall T/TA satisfaction. When the amount of special T/TA

needed is high (a great deal and quite a,bit), the positive satisfaction

levels every satisfied and satisfied) constitute a lower percentage

of respondents compared to when the amount of\special T/TA needed is low

(some and a little/none). In fact, the greatest /increase in percent:.

occurs with those who were "eery tatisfied" and needed only-"a little/

none" T/TA. Conversely, 'the largest' percentages of negative satis- ,

faction (dissatisfed/very dissatisfied) are found'amorig those who need,

ed "a great deal" of the specific T/TA.

When each of these,special categories of T/TA are:crossed with

overall T/TA impact, a similar inverse relationship exists. When

the amount of special T/TA needed is high (a great deal and quiteea

bit), the percentage of respondents who indicated high T/T impact

(a great deal and quite a bit) is lower than when the amount of special

T/TA needed is low (some .and aJittte/nonel-Andw:At-the-opOosite end

of the scale, the greatest percentages ofMinithal-10paa ka-Tizttle

none) occur among those who needed "a great deal" of the

although for handicapped services, the differential among the various

amounts of `f /TA needed is, slight.

To recapitulate, an ,inverse relationship,exists for aMount of

specific T/TA needed end satisfaction/impact levels\- When the amount

-rs

needed is high, lower percentages of positive satisfaction and

impact ratings appear; when the amount needed is loq;- h4gher percentages

of positive satisfaction and hi h pact
. .

ratings o ccur. -. -...
-

.4..

. :.....-0

Still another cross-tabulation was run_., st the- '-
_.

level of satisfaction with T/TAalready recelved'in,eech;t041 -,

;

special edttegoty. The results are displayed heg, Ln j'A,11.1p:,g86.2.:177--'T ,- .. ....

4.1 tr
_ - Cf- rrs

-

-
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...

Ser--:
vices" T/TA

.-%; rea t Deal.

"

Table 086:,
'c
Cross-Tabulation of Extent of T/TA Needed and Satisfaction
Level with T/TA Provided in Nutrition, Psychological Ser-
vices, and Handicapped Services (DSP)

s

Extent of T/TANeedet .Percent Indicating Satis-
faction Level for and
Arr6unt of T/TA Needed i n
Each Special Category

Very D ssat ./V-rY
Satis. Satis. Disatis.'

in Each

Special Category

Nutrition T/TA
A Great Deal

Quite a.Bit
Sklme

A Li tt e/None

pyschologi,cal

4..6reat Dea

`Total Percent Indicat=%
ingAmount of T/TA .

:Needed in Each Spetia1_,
Category

wws

"t-e- eti-84 ;

16.1 4E1

10.3 50.:0

24.7 62.7

49.4 50.6
. .,

9.0 26:9

8..2 42.j
/4.6

S'38.0 '62.1)

(h=3.65)
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.
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h ighis.t.-percentages of 'Nfgry.sat sf teds ' re:tponcien are tiliti!id 'ainong

those f el t ph41 'ta 1± cti cos_ requ
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. .
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- tunination of D6 Findings: Special Categories of T/TA

:

7.- . ,

--The Main topical questWn addressed in this section was "how

.

-71e4 fec t ively are special.contemt areas, 1,e., nutrition, psychological

...-- -_. seryicts and handicapIded needs, being addressed?" Data on this topic

was col lected at th'd! local level only.

-

\I

`Director,. staff and parent interviewees were asked how much more nutri-

psychotp4ical serVices; and handicapped services T/TA was needed ftr
. ...

- ,... ..:-..-:. _thei.r.4krog ram. For each category of special T/TA approximately 7 out of 10
,

,...::: - - . espendenyte.ibld "some," 'quite a bit", and "a great deal."' (See Tables a7 8 ,, : a .. .

. . . . ' 4 . ? q7.9., ,D8CE) Isolating just the responses indicating high need ("quite.a bit"
...

... .-:-- .-- ..-
.....-_ :ANi -'!Ia'g4-0t.,dea:12..)1, the largest percentage is for handicapped T/TA (49.1 %),

. "... ...

. Alext.laqest perdentage for psychological "services ,(41 %) and then 'nutrition:
..

.. -,.. ,
... . .

--
. . - serqiiei I /TA.:(3Zs 3%.1':. -One-half to our sample. percei yes . thei r'-. . . d, . , . .

-. ist.4.41.:cakigo,r i es- of -T/Tict.", .*-
4 .. :

! of t atkve markda te to ,insorporate the hand ;cap-7..- - ... . .- . . .

1,116.4ieid -Start, p roggar s.evral other questions were asked to 1.4.
irof e eeflpirst.es) , p_ol:;feiht . that affect` s rtI41, . ,I
`lar9gAl .. As. r.e9-arcIA- 1csn..ifieftuf-7'. .

he''harnd'ic Tors.t, r..6.1)qnci an t's 4)mintinj-tY ge ' C". " I-

iereet-ie e N.ea.1 evs crii:i..4tre rt rderS.` (23.; 11%),% 1_4 = "4 b$4- c- -
.Netg aVa 1-1Ab.1 E.. 16'44, ye rl'ettit,d'. as s ranee: - 4io.m4fead 'Start resources.- :*: 2' ,

ia."

"' "'fee'
,
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with the handicapped, generally and in terms of specific condit?on.

Approximately one-tenth of. the respondents indicate training needs in '-

working with othert in the life space around the handicapped (see Table
. .

:

D82).

The problems encountered, in trying 'to identify and 'incorporate
handicapped children -Lnto the program can be grouped into the

categories: lack of support and supply (referral, diagnostic
7

up resources; funds and facilities; staffrogram capacity),

untrained staff (nonfami.lierity with problem; difficulty in i

following

, follow -

30.2 %;

handicapping conditions), 26.7%; parental difficulty in of
. . ,-

handicapped 8:3%; teaching condi ti-onS.- (classroom

t).

adj. ustm e n-t;- be--

7
-,:frivior of normal chi ldren vis-a-ii,rt.hatdicapped children), .5.1%:* and

recruitment prob because. of geographic s1 all on, 4 :9%. Wh i le

the first a.esp,ry.,."--lack.of support and supply, relates more to problems

that i al aMouift's ogy to solve, -most of the
. . - -

...di es4ati.ii5._.nela ii,A,;4 .PrDbler9.s -that increased Craiilrfitl;_r,q-iir-r-6,!:0!14-pi.--....
_ . ,...... --. -,-:

..,--, ,.; 4 t.:009004.,dT ..ifolley) could O. a:ttenip t te) improve (see Table 0$1......_ ,.-....7-1-.:.,-...:::

-41,=.. -

s.,'.- ...,- -; ..i. cr........, .r...--;,:=-7-.4::::?7,-

., rIzr!
,

..... _. , --. ,--,,. .1. r-.. , t . t .....:. ....

. .. .... .
..- ' 4 4a 4oth. th4le questions ril ating. to serm44es qatided_ -Ana prtAll:0,5 .

. .- . , . .

... -. - - ......... ---. . .. _ ,,. ._.

: - mote 7t-r'ai,nfing _and t.echni cai. ea..II-stance. 1,s a. 4onsfant: *- .-

_

. -

- ` ,.-. . tEiveral--vaF3 ab,1 Ngre s.eleate:d..for: ---:":'"
amount of T/TA needed' in_ bath Speekar-at v4p.r4t- tiRkitr,Nrci:rfr: p-syptil)Ky.g ca

services and handica pp ed s'erliite:s) litrf
-

fkt ion and impact (see D84. and -I/85) . patterns occured

for each specie) caregky When the ramoint Cf"specIZI T/TA needed is

high ( "a -great 'd ea 1" and- "qui t,:e _a b , itle--_-PerCentages of respondents

00$ t lie satisfaction (Ilery tatilrfee ihdfSaftfie9 end.

Aiat-JPPact-( e
1apl;"quite a WO rat i ngs are lower, t4hen

the -ampurq of, special_ T/TA needeeJtAt64412Some it =Pal ittle" end:!!rippel,..

the positive satt5fac44,0n -and high impact raPJP.P..are:,h19htir.-
,

The fTnal blivar-lote-..analisls.made'was,for extent.-of Titk7neftdeii*rn-

-
. --;".

^

11 - ."
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special category (see TAble 086). As would:be expected, the highest

percentages of positive satisfaction ("very Satisfied" and "satisfied")

occurred among res ndents who felt the need for each special T/TA was

low ("some," "a lit le", or "none"). As the-,need for special T/TA

increased, the percentage of dissatisfied respOrZents.also increased.

Interestingly enough, of the three cateogries of spe4el_TrItA for,-
.

which high need ("a great deal" and "quite i'la4t") was exprefset13'psycho..
. -

logical- services had the lowest satisfaction. and highe*st dissatisfaction

percentages, followed next byHandicapped services and thennutrition

T/TA. This finding suggegts that psychologoica) services T/TA i..kneedtd

more than handicapped services T/TAi or, possiblr,Abat better quality

T/TA,l's needed
/
in psychOldgIcal

- a. ..
: ..? V ; --Ir ... a.
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C. EXCELLENCE OF T/TA

The central question being addressed here is this.r--."how excellent

is the T/TA that is being received by Head Start?" Icy other words, .
at thp,end of the line, after the T/TA system has been'manaied and after'

the T/TA service has been delivered, how excellent is the final product?.

Excellence has been chosen as the key word here because it is a word that

encompasses two concepts that are explored here: quality of T/TA and

effects of T/TA. These two concepts are presumed, for purposes of this

study; to be not necessarily intertwined. For example, it is possible

to deliver T/TA of the highest quplity to a consumer but find that it

has little or no effect or impact because the consumer wasn't receptive

to it. Conversely it seems possible to deliver some T/TA that is not

particularly ingenious and find that Its impact or effect is phenomenial

because the consumer is extremely receptive. For these reasons the two

concepts rave been kept separate and then included in the, larger term'of

u excell

The major question regarding excellence has been subdivided into

two topical questions to correspond to the concepts of quality and effects.

These topical questions are:

El. Is the T/TA of high quality?

E2.. What effects does the T/TA bripg about?

What folflows now is a discussion of KAI's findings and conclusions

on each of these two questions. A summation will be presented at the

end of each of the two sections.

451
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Section El. Is the T/T,of_High Quality?

This question is being posed in order to gain insight regarding

the overall excellence of T/TA that is being-provided to Project Head

Start. The measures we have utilized to determine the quality of T/TA
-

included levels of satisfaction on the part of the respondents and other'

appropriate continuous data rating scales on kty items that pertain

to T/TA after it has been delivered. 'In this section, the topic of

quality of T/TA will be discussed at the nati;nal, regional, and local

levels.

a. 'rational Level Provider Responses

National level responses on this topic will be discussed

only from the viewpoint of those national T/TA providers. sampled.

Initially the 34 national providers were asked, "Generally,

how satisfied or dissatisfied have you been with the training and

technical assistance your organization has provided in the past

year? Would you say very satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied, very

dissatisfied?' The frequency of each rating appears in the table

below.

Table El. Degree of Satisfaction with T/TA Provided

NationapProviders.(n=34)

Responses Percent

Very Satisfied 35-3

Satisfied 5-0r9'

Dissatisfied Z 5.9

Very Dissastisfied

Not Applhicable 8.8

Not suprisingly, a majority of national providers were satisfied

of very satisfied - a total Of 85.3%. The not applicable responses

were primarily (and appropriately) from_ ERIC reSponsdents.

,453
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Moving from the general to the specific, we then sought data

on a series of what we call key elements of training and technical
assistance approach, content, and presentation - elements which are
critical to effective T/TA'at the local level. For.each item in
this next question, respondents were to rate the T/TA they had
provided on a scale of 4,3,2, or 1, with 4 equalling .ihe best and 1

the worst. That instruction was the only one given respondents in

terms of labelling the numbers on this scale..

. -

The question asked national provider's was', "Considering all
the training and technical assistance your organization has provide&
within the past year, how well would you say your organization did,

.

on the average with regard to each of the following items: ..." (the
items are listed in the first column here in Table.E2):

Table E2. Ratings by National Provider on Vey Elements cf TiTA.Presentation (n=34)

Keys Elements of T/TA

Presentation
.

Percent of National Providers
on Each Point of Rating Scale

4 3 2 1
Don't
know

Not

applicable

1. Well-prepared for assigned T/TA
activity

55.9

f

23.5 5.9 2.9 .-

.

..

11.8

2. Familiar with Head Start purposes
and needs 50.0 29.4 5.9 2.9 - 11.8

3. Presented subject matter at level
appropriate to trainees: ex-
perience and education 47.1 38.2 2.9 - 2.9 8.8-

.--

-4. Knew T/TA subjects thoroughly
. 41.2 38.2 5.9 - 5.9 8.8

5. Able to meet needs of participants 35.3 41.2 .8.8 - 5.9 8.8

6. Communicated well with participants
of T/TA activities 41.2 38.2 5.9 .2.9 11.8

7. Used appropriate materials,; 55.9 29.4 2.9 -
b

- 11.8

8. Used appropriate T/TA techniques 41.2 41:2 5.9 - 11.8
9. Followed up after initial 'activity 35.3 20.6 23.5'' 5.9 2.9, ,11.8

10. Evaluated quality and effectiveness
of T/TA 23.5 32.4 20.6 2.9 5.9 14.7

11.

L

Manifested sensitivity to needs of
poor

'

47.,1 26.5 8.8 2.9 - 14.7

45.4 435
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4,

ReMember that 4 equals the best*possible rating and t.the worst.

'At a glance it is apparent that the rating "1" was verYlittle used. in'

most instances respondents rated each element "3" or "4." Let's lett A

more closely at the variations.

For several key elements, the percentage of national "provAders

rating their organization's T/TA as 4 (the best) clustered"around

the 50.0% level. These elements were: 41, well-prepare for assign

T/TA activity; =2, familiar with Head Start purposes and nee0;.-e

43, presented subject matter at level appropriate to traire

experience and education; 417, used appropriate materials/arid 41

-anifested sensitivity to needs of poor. Near the 40.0Z mark re

=4, knew T/TA subjects thoroughly; 46, communicated well with

participants of of T/TA activities; and 4'8, used appeopriate T/

Follow-.up, 49, and ability to meet participants' need4, 45
.

came out at the 35.0% level, while evaluation of quality d effe'tive-

ness of T/TA, 410, was low with slightly less than 25.0 of the

respondents rating that item "4."

A techniques.

It is apparent that, among all these elements? nly two, follow-

up and evaluation (49 and #10), received a signifi ant proportion

of "2" ratings (23.5% and 20.6% respectively). 0 erall, national

providers rate their T/TA very much on the posi ve side.

b Regional Level,Responses

Regional level responses on this, opic of qualify qfj/TA

like all other' topi'cs in this chapte , are discussed firt

fromhthe viewpoint of Regional Offi, e (RO) personnel and then
.

from that-of regional level TATA roviderS.

'

4 8
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1.) ligional Office Responses

These responses are further divided into two parts: an

aintegrated analvfs of'eesponsels from regions and_eo.--. -

(-Rd ixiduali Zed_ anai,y11, re: pon;e s ..troM -each -tif the seven

=-; -" ---.5:agastudy:regiont:--14ijs-4:614,761=Kor-prece-gril6_ liO.responsgA

..4gy 1'-be foll.51,..;_ed throughout tiiis-dhagter: -1:...---.
- . .. _.....-

..

._ ._

..._....... - I:4. ..5

-------*1AgggateiAnarysis

A

of. all 11 Regions.

(See Chapter II for an explanation of the selection process

for interviewees in the Regional Offices)-

- . - :

se4-on en-eltelytis of the aggregated responses,of all .64

_officials in eleven regibns, data indicates a fairly high'ilel

ofsatrifaction with the qualiti of both the training and th4

technical assistance offered 1)(1, T/TA provid&rs within the tit

past year. Only a few indiceted dissatisfaction regarding both

the training and technical assistance which, in this
v

,,Nere.judged separately- by-all respondents,,

b) ;Individualized analysis of each of seven case study regions

Presented in this section is an analysis of the collective
/

responses ofthe persons i/nterviewed in each "case study" Regional

Office on the topi.c: 4[1- ..- '-tom. r_ -. (See chapter--1.1...for._____-,---------

an explanation about the-selection of the "case studies").
. ,

NEWYORK (II) /

/

,.

',/:

Although data inithis region. was sketchy in this dimension,

there was no indice ion of di satisfaction with either the train,`

ng or technical assistance provided within the past year. /

/ i

/

437
456.
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PHILADELPHIA OM

Data from Region=Ill indicates a greater satisfaction with the-

--- training offered by T/TA providers within the past year than with the

technical assistance offered, but generally there was satisfaction

with both.

ATLANTA (IV)

When considered in its totality, Region IV staff viewed the

entire T/TA process as one in which they were "Satisfied" or "Very

Satisfied" (on a scale of Very Satisfied/Satisfied, Dissatisfied/

Very Dissaelified).

CHICAGO (V)

Of the respondents indicating satisfaction with the training .

offered by T/TA provi.derS over the past year, one person qualified

his satisfactioa rating by saying that the system and/or money

available did not allow enough areas of T/TA to be address.

One respondent in Region V said he was "Dissatisfied" with

the technical'assistance offered in ihe past year by TA providers.

He gave as his reason for this dissatisfaction his feeling that

providers'did not have the technical .knowledge of policy require-_

ments and procedures regarding Head Start to provide sati.sfktory

technical assistance..

DALLAS (VI)

The respondents in Region VI, indicated they were "Satisfied"

with both the training and- re technical assistance offered by

T/TA providers within the past year.

488
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SEATTLE (X)

faj

On a scale of Very Satti.sfied/Satisfied/OissatisfleaVery

Dissatisfied/Unable to An,swq, respondents in RegiOr4:X were

generally slIpsfied with.the training offered -by' T/IA proViders

in the paSt year. However, all noted an exceptiO-to this rating

for one state, which received d "Very Dissattsfiid" rating.

The judgment was the same for technical.assistance offered In

Region X--all satisfied except-toflone state-in which TA was judged

o
. "

be very poor.

J

a

INDIAN AND Mt-GRANT PKWARDTVISION (1MPD)

More respondents In:the,IMPD regfOn were dissatisfied with

o both the training and technicil assistance offered by T/TA providers

within the past year than were satisfied., The reason given,waS that

too many areas of T/TA were being missed by providers who do not visit

thexeservatiOns often enough.
'4

) Regional Provider ResponSeS

Presented in th.is section is an analysts of the responses

received from the 77 'regional providers interviewed (group two)

on the subjeCt of quality"of T/TA. None of the RTO/STO network

(group one) providers were interviewed on this topic. Regional

variations in these:data will be highlighted as appropriate.
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As was true with the national prOviders, regional providers

were asked, "Generally, how satisfied.or dissatisfied have you

been with thetraining and technical assistpnce your organization

has provided in the past.year? 'Would You say. very satisfied,

satisfied, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied?" In Table E 3; we

see that nearly all providers were either very satisfied or satisfied.

These percentages are alimAt exactly the same as for nat4Onal

providers (35.3% and 50.0%).

/

Table E 3. Degree of Satisfaction with T/TA Provided
Regional Provider. (n =77)

RESPONSES

Very Satisfied

Satified

Di satisfied

Very Dissatisfied

N

PERCENT

36.4

55.8

6.5

1.3-

NOTE: COMPARE THIS TABLE WITH E'1 ON-NATIONAL PROVIDERS
.

A few regional/differences app&ir. The "norm" for very satis-

1

fled was 36.4%; egion II (New York) and VI (Dallas) providers

were hightr (5 .0% and 57..1% reipectively)", while Region V (Chicago)!
and Xi (IMPD)/ providers were lower (25.0% and 10.0% respetively).

With,one ex5eption, virtually all the remaining.providert in each

regipn sai they were satisfied. The exception to this pattern ___.

is found i1h Region V, in 1.41110 half the providers sampled (50.0%)

said the were dlssatisfied, compared to the "norm" of 6.5%.

These p oviders from_Regibn V constituted all but one of the

', providers indicating dissatisfaction, and that frequency of

459
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..
?

response is 'probably attribdtable to
1

the difficulty the .

---,Al-

.-regional office his had in implementing its new'T/TA del'ivery.

system. The distribution of.mcinies io T/TA providers was held lip

for some time while the intricacies of working out the state and

multi-state provider contracts, were solved. Thus the level of

T/TA activity apparently declined, during that t'm

'Another-measure of the quality, of T/TA wasleOught through.

on a teriesof what we call,key elements Of training and technical -.;'t

assistance approach, content, and presentation - elements which

are critical to effective T/TA at the local level. For each
. ,

item in this next question, respondents were to ate the T/TP6
-.:

. .

. -

they had provided on a'scale of,4, 3, 2, or 1, with 4 equalling;
.

4,,

,, .
,

the best and 1 the worst. That instruction' was the only one , . \
. -

' given respOndents
,,

in terms of labelling the numbers of this scale.
Is,-

.0 scale.

The question asked regional' providers wag, "Considering all
..

,

. . , .

the training and techniCal assistance your organizatiOn has

provided within the past year, how well wouIe you say your

organization did, on the average, with regard-to each of the.

followihg items:, (The items are listeii,in the first coLumn IP."

of Table E 4 on the fo)oQing page.)
.

. . e

Regional, providers revealed more variation on these elements

than did national providers (See TaOle E 2). 'A majority of .

regional Providers;rated'their eqorf'!'4" (the best) on most

of these 'kty elements, in contralt with -national providers.

Familiarity with Head Start purpoies and,needs,(M, sensitivity

to the needs.of the poor Y11), and thorough knowledge of'T/TA.
. ' \

subjects (#4) iranged from 84.4% to 70.1%; At-the lower end of

the' spectrum with he "4". rating were #5, ability y to meet needs

Of participants (45.5%), #10,,evaluation'qf quality and effective -

ness of T/TA (37.7%), and #9, follow-up after initial activity

(36.4%) . It is on these latter two elements that an,increate ih

491
46o
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Table-1 7. Ratings by Regional Providev
Key Elements. of T/TA.Pilekentation-, (n-77)

14 \%.\ -

N.

., .

/ ii
-4)

,4 .
'' 4

-KEY :ELEM4NTS-SF T/TA
1 II .

PRESENTAt ION .° . -,..:,

.. PERCENT OF

-' POINT
REGIONAL
OF

11ROVI.DERS ON EACH

RATING' SCALE*

:-) 4 '3 2 1

Don' t,'

Know
Not

- Applicable
-,

2:6'

. .
le)el 1-pepared forassignedT/TA',47.5
activity ,,,. ,

4 .1
,, ',

2.7'.3 1:3

.Familiar,..with Hecriitart ,., .,.

purposes sand needs .,

....*

.'

'84.4 13.0 71.,3,

I.

--
. ,

Piesented'.subject matter at
,leyel appi-Opr rate to"`-,tralneest..;:-0,61.0

dr.
experience and education ..i.

,
35.1- , 1.3

,,_
-,- 1.3

.4 1.3

.
Kn 444:"Y?TA----stitiiec_ts t hoi,ougtity 70.h 27j It 3

f---
-- 1;3

, :.,

......_

Abl=e to met neeit'Of
*-.

participants
---e,._

-.453:,--iipv-6 1:3 -- 1.3
.

1.3 ,

.... .. ,

4COMMUn i c' a t:ed well wt-stk part ici-'
pants of -rim activitles:c._

67.5.

, - .,

29.9' --

-2 ..

1-3 ,-.,

,,
r 4

.f-.3.' il-.

usea_aPpropriise rila ter i a 1 's.:-,
s,.

-67;5-'144.
;,,

.3.9 ;1.-,,, 2.6 \ ' )1.3
-. 4 ,

Used appropriate ,T/TA
._

%

.techniques . .. 63.6
.4
,31:2:42:6

f.
-. i\l,.3 .

4 'q

Followed up after,--initial

activity %
.

36.4 jo. i5 2 1 ,.,

-.,

11/.9

Evaluated q4ality and _:'

effectivenes of T/TA _
37.7

.,-.

5f.9 ,r 9 . - .1.3 ----

Manifested sensitivity'to .

%,,77.9
needs of poor

18,2 ----...
- - ,---- :,1,r3 .

. 1
1:.6'

4 equals the best, 1' the worse.
"

NOTE: COMPARE THIS TABLE TO E 2' ON- NAT lbNAL Pilot/ IDEks.
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r1

1 4,

the percentag e of "2" ratings appears. This pattern parallels that

occurrinOvith national providers, although the percentage of national

provider94
),

giving a "2" rating is higher than for regional providers

(49, 23.5% vs. 1'5.6%; #10, 20,6%!ts.5.1%):1 Follow-up and

evaluation of T/TA quality and effectiveness are most difficult

to effect an4do really well for both'regional and national providers.
r.

Both elements, f011oi4-up, and evaluation, reveal some regional

d,ilferences:---for follow -up, post providers did rate their organiza-

tion's efforts either "3" or "4". Among those who rated it lower,

("2", for which the "norm" was 1,15.6%)-, Region II providers were not

represented at all (0.0%), while 30.0% of Region XI (IMPD) providers

were. ror evaluation, again the majority of providers rated their

activity "3" or,11/?", but 9.1% rated it "2". No Region' II or XI

providers were,represented (0.0,.but higher than the "norm"

were 21.4% of Tgion III (Philadelphia) providers.

A review of each region's provider ratings shows a number of
f

variations above and below,the "norm" ,for the "4" ratipgIVOT'caCh

element (See Table E 5). But they can be summarized ,ps followS:

Region II (New'York) providers ware above,the

norm on every element. On only two elements
4

(#5 and #9) were there less than 100.0% of

;these providers giving the rating y4".

Region 111(Philadelphia) providers were above the

-norm fgr q4" on element #1;6eLovi the norm on

13, #9,.and.#10,.and at or near the norm on all

. others.

Region 1V.(Atlanta) iroviders were below the

norm for qements,#1, #4, and,#11, and at or

near the-normon all Others.

462
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Region V (Chicago) providers were higher than the

. norm for "4" on elements *2, 44, 48, and 49, lower

on 43, #6, and 47, and `at or near the norm on.

all others.

Region VI (Dallas) providers were above the norm for

"4" on all elements. except 42, d4, 46, and 47, for

which they were at or near the norm.

Region X (Seattle) providers were below the norm for

"4" on elements 41, 43, 44, 46, d7, 49, 410, and 411,

and at or near the norm on the others.

Region XI (IMPD) lirovider's were above the norm for

"4" on elements 43 and 411, lower on 48 and 410, and at

or near the norm on,all other elements.

r.
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Table E 5. Comparison of Regional Providers in Each "Case Study

Region" Rating Each Key Element of T/TA Presentation
as "4" (the Best) .

NORM FOR "4"
RATING (THE,

ELEMENT BEST) ON EACH

T ELEMENT

PERCENT OF EACH REGION'S PROVIDERS RATING "4"
(THE BEST) ON EACH ELEMENT*

III I IV i V VI X XI

(n=4) I (n=14) (n=18 (n=8) (n=14) (n=9) (n=10)

1 67.5 1 100.0 78.6 44.4 75.0 85.7 55.6

.

60.0

2 84.4 100.0 1'= 78.6 T 77.8 100.0 85.7 77.8 90.6

3 61.0 I 100.0 42.9 61.1 37.5 78.6 I 44.4 80.0

4
70.1 100.0 1 78.6 55.6 87.5 78.6 55.6 60.0

5 I. 45'5
1 75.0 21.4 44.4 37.5 71.4 I 44.4 40.0

6

7

67.5 1 100.0 78.6 I 66.7 37.5 I 78.6 I 44.4 70.0

67.5 i 100.0
I

71.4 72.2 .50.0 71.4 I 44.4 70.0

8 . I 63.6. 1 100.0 64.3 I 61.1 75.0 $5.7 I 55.6 20.0

36.4 50.0 I 28.6 27.8 50.0 57.1 22.2 j 30.0

10 I 37.7 I 100.0
I

14.3 44.4 37.5 57.1 1 22.2 20.0

11. f 77.9 100.0 I 85.7 I 66.7 75.0 92.9 44.4 90.0

Except as noted in the preceding discussion, most providers in each region
'rho did not rate these elements as "4", the best possible rating, rated

them "1"; the next highest rating.

464
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c)- Local Level Responses

Local level responses on this topic of quality.of T/TA, as hai

been the case with all other preceding topics in this chapter, are

discussed first from the viewpoint of directors, staff, parents,

and (where appropriate) community leaders associated with the thirty

Head Start programs sampled, and then from that of local level T/TA

providers.
&

1. Local Pi-ogra'm Responses

Project staff interviewed a total of 428 dir4ctors, staff,

and parents (see Chapter.II for an explanation of the selecOon

process utilized.)

L

These respondents were asked to begin the portion of the

interview on the quality of T/TA received with how satisfied or

dissatisfied they have been with the T/TA their program received

in the past year. They were given four possible responses:

Very Satisfied, Satisfied, Dissatisfied, or Very Dissatisfied.

Their answers are displayed in Table E 6 on the following page.

The most obvious finding,here is that four out of five respondents

(81.5%) gave answers in the rksitive range, i.e., either satisfied

(50.0%) Or very satisfied (31.5%)-and only one-seventh of the

interviews (14%) gave answers in the negative range, i.e. either

dissatisfied orT,%) or very dissatisfied (2.3%).

Regional variations - considering only percentages of

positive, responses - look like this, going frOm the region with

the most frequent positive answers down to the one with the .

least.

A

fr

4 9

465 .
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Region

Region
. -

Region

Region

Region

Seattle

New York

Atlanta

Dallas

Philadelphia

"NORM"

Region XI IMPD

Region V '- Chicago

89.0% satisfied/very satisfied

87.5% satisfied/very satisfied

`87.3% satisfied/very satisfied

86.6% satisfied/very satisfied

83.4% satisfied/very satisfied

81.5% satisfied/veryatisfied

70.5% satisfied/very satrsfied

68.3% satisfied/very satisfied

This same question on satisfaction with T/TA received by

the local,program was also put to the community leaders. Their

answers are arrayed on Table E 7 on the following page.

As with thedirectors, staff, and parents, the most obvious.

finding is that four out of five respondents (82.8%) gave answers in

the positive range, i.e., either satisfied (50.3%) or very

satisfied (32.5%).

Regional variations - again considering only.percentages

of positive responses - look like this
L
once more going from

the region with the most,frequent positive answers down to the,one

with the least.

Ilk

Region XI IMPD

Region III( Philadelphia

New York.Region II

('NORM"

Region V

Region VI

Region IV

Region X

Chicago

Dallas

Atlanta

Seattle

467

493

100.0% satisfied/very satisfied'

96.1% satisfied/verysatisfied

93.4% satisfied /very satisfied.

82.8%:satisfied/very satisfied

81.4% satisfied /very satisfied

78.9% satisfied/very satisfied

74:1% -tat)sfied/very satisfied

60.0% satifjed /very satisfied

4

4
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Note the dramatic reversals from the previous listing ,of

directors, staff, and parents' response - frequencies in regions

X (Seattle) and X (IMPD). In those two regions the satisfaction

with T/TA seems to differ drastically from the directors, staff,

parent category to the community leader category.

Another noteworthy finding is that three regions . II (New York),

III (Philadelphia),and XI (IMPD), each had no community leaders

who reported being dissatisfied with T/TA received y the local

program with which they are associated,

KAI interviewers then attempted to get more specific and

precise insights into the perceptions of the directors, staff,

and parents about the quality of T/TA received. They asked each

person interviewed a series of questions -about.various key elements

Of the services delivered by their T/TA providers. For example,

each person was asked "how well prepared for assigned T/TA

activity were your providers on the average -.would you

say,14, 3, 2, or 1?" Four was the best, one, the worst, response.

,Presented in this next Table, E 8, a:lithe results of this

questioning. The questions are listed in. the left hand (f4pst)

,column, the four possible responses in the next column, and. then
e

the percentages representing frequency of response. ,41;

Several key findings.emerge,from this table:

providers received the greatest proportion of high
ratings overall on:

r,

--familiarity with Head Start program
purposes and needs

53% "4s" (best); 80.6% "4s" and is"

--knowledge of T/TA subjects

53.7% "4s" (best);..80.1%:14s" and "3s"

1-appropriateness of materials used .

49.8% "4s" (best); 78.8% "4s" and "3s"

469

300
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Table E 8. Ratings by Director, Staff, and Parents Respondents

Elements of T/TA Presentation (n=428)

Key ,Elements of T/TA
Presentation

' Percent of Respondents on
Etch Point of Rating Scale*

.
f-

4 '.. 3

,

1. Well-prepared for assigned T/TA
activity 44.0

. .

33.9 7.9

1

1.4

2, Familiar with Head Start purposes
and needs 53.3 27.3 5.8 Y 0.7

3. Presented subject matter at level
appropriate to trainees' exper-
,fence and education 44.6 31.5

/

.

9.1

tk

.

2.1

1 4. Knew T/TA subjects thoroughly 53.7 26.4 5.8 0,7

5. 'Able to meetleeds of participants 38:1 36.0 12.4
_

1:9

16.
Clmmunicated'well with partici-
pants of T/TA activities 44.2 30.8 11.7 1:2'

7. Used appropriate materials 49.8 29.0 7.9 0:9

8. Used appropriate T/TA techniques 40.9 32.0 7.7 0.j

9. Followed "up after initial

activity 27.8 25.5 17.5 10.5

10- Evaluated quality and effective-
ness of T/TA --- 29.4 27.3 14.0 4.9

11. Manifested sensitivity to needs

of poor 42.1 27.3 11.7 3.3

-74 equals the best 1 the worst..

501.

470 ,
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4.

providers received the lowest proportion of high
ratings overall on:

--fotlowing-lup after initial activity

27.8% "4s" (best); 52.3% "4s" and "3sP

-- evaluation of quality and effectiveness of the work

29.4% "4s" (best); 56.7% "4s" and "3s"

Several notable regional differences chn be isolated4
_ -

More Region VI Dallas respondents gave their providers

the highest rating ("4") than any other region for

' familiarity with Head Start program purposes and needs.-

63?5% vs "norm° of 53.3%.

More Region V Chicago interviewees rated their providers

"4" than any _Geller region did_ for thoroughness of khowl-

edge of their subjects '613.3% vs "norm" of 53,7%.

Region VI Dallas respondents said more frequently than

any-other region did that the ir pro.04ers used appro-

priate materials - 61.5% "4s" vs "norm" of 49.8%.

A second form of analysis of,these data on key -elements of
4 ..T/TA delivered involved the cross-tabulation of_the.resulCi just

discussed with data obtained on the level of satisfaction with

T /TA received by these same respondents, i.e., all 428 dlrectors,

staff, and-parents'(see Table E 6): -This cross-tabulation is

presented in Table E 9.

'4112,A-

502

471

I

e.
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Looking .first at ibose_whe- rated_provider:T/TA presentation as

"4" on each elemtntS, be setn that:

In every instance except one (#14, evaluated quality and

effectiveness o'f:T/TA). the percentage who said they,: _

were "very satisfied" was slightly lower than those
.

who were,"satisfied". Hoever, the differential be.-2
, ,

tweet, these two'''satisfa con ratings across all elements

sroali, averag;°: 1y1%.
.

The only instance in which this pattern is reversed is

fOr 410, evaluation, when a slightly higher percentage were

'!very satisfied" compared to "satisfied", which suggests.

the importance of evaluation -to -high satisfaction.

The total of respondents who were "dissatisfied/

:eery dissatisfied" is quite small for each elements,

. cartiig from a low of 6.2% to a high of 11.9%.

Movingt,nextto .004 who rated each eleMent as

-=- the'. following points can be made:

113h,

For each,element, the percentage of "very satisfied"

respondents was-- much-lower- than those "satisfied". It is

particularlyacute for 47,- "-used appropriate materials." The_.

diffeeential between these-two'satisfattion levels across

all elements averages 32%, in contrast to thoSe rating
_

each element 14/%for which the differential averaged 7%.

U3.
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The percenJa9e of "dissatisfied/very dissatisfied"

respondents is-slightly higher than those rating the

characterlitiCs "4",and expressing negative satisfac---

tion. The highest percents occur for "used appropri-ate

materials" and "familiar with Head Start prOgrampurposes

and needs"(0.5% and:19.0%, respectively). The lowest

dissatisfaction percents are found for "evaluation" (9.4%)

and "follow-up" (7.5%), which pointS up that these aspects

done well reduce dissatisfaction.

As regards those who rated each characteristic "2" or "1" (the

lowest point on the scale), these findings were revealed:

/
Comparatively_speaking, very few respondents said

they were "very satisfied "._ The major ekception to this

...' was for'"fottow-up (26.3*." The majority said they were

"sat-lifted", The differential between these two satis-

faction levels averages 50% (as opposed to that for

flAnrespondents-making- 5 ratings - 32%, and fdr "4" ratings -

7%)

The total pgrcentage of those who were "dissatisfied/very

dissatisfied"- is, in nearly every instance, much higher than

for those making "3" or "4" ratings. The higheit percentage

occurs for'"welj-prepared for iITA actiJuity" (46.2%). -ThiS--
is.overwhelming emidnce as to its critiCaiity to T/TA

satisfaction. ..ollow-up, sensitivity tothe needs of the

poor-, and familiarity wiih Head .Start 'program were on the

,

]owes end'Of the Percentages!idisatisfied/very dissatis-

(26:3%,.26.2%,,and 1,5:k%,..respectively).

! . r"...
r.

47.3
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Table E 9._ Cross-Tabulation of Kev Elements Of T/TA Presentation
with Satisfaction Level of T/TA Provided td Local Program (DSP)

_

KEY E 1: E 1 i E /47 S OF

T/TA PRESENTATION
, RAT4NG
SCALE

PERCENT INDICATING LEVEL OF T/TA.

SATISFACTION AT EACH POINT IN RATING
SCALE FOR EACH ELEMENT =

.

TOTAL PERCElf

AT EACH POltr

-_. Very -
- Satisfied Satisfied

Dissatisf refit
-V-erf '

Disseiisfied

IN RATING

SCALE FOR EAl
PI Fh4F4T

Wel 1-prepared for T/TA

activity II

,

4

3

2/1

- 42.2

27.3

2.6

49.2

60.1

51.3

...,

---11.6.

'- 12.6
46.2

50.7
384 .
10:6 tri=3'

Fami 1 iar with Head Start

program purposes and
needs

4

3

2/1

55.6

22.4
15.4

493
58.6
69.2

---t-1.1
I9.0
15:4 K

61.3

. .
31.6 (n=3t

7.1

Presented subject matter-

at level appropriate to
trainee's experience and
education

4

3

2/1
.

41.8
28.8

'2.1 -
.

49.1

59.1

59.6.

-9.0
12.1

. 38 -_,

5.4 %

-3.5.9 (n=3E

12.8

. Knew T/TA subjects
thoroughly . . ..

4.

3

2/1

N

39.6

24.1
0.0 ,

49.Z
60.7

65.4

10.6

1-5.2

34.6

.

,

62.2
30.7 (n=3t

7.1

Able to meet needs of
participants

4.

4

3 .

--2/1

. .

41.4-"

33.1
5.0

50.0
54.1

63.3

8.6
,b12.8

31,7

43.8

40.0 (n=3:
16.2

Communicated well with
participants of T/TA

activities `

4

3

-2/1---

42.5 ./-'47.8-,/
, 27.1 61.2

9.4 56.6

5.7
11.6

34.0

., 0 50.5

35.1 (n=3t

14.4
,

Used e-ppropriate ,

_materials

4.
,.31,-;.-

2/1

43.5 50.2
- 18.9, 60.7

-11.3-'-__-__ 1 55.6

-6.2

'' 20.5

33.3

'
56.9

33.Z (n=5!
9:8 , .

Used appropripteTri
-,techrviques

4

3 --

2/1 )

:43.6. 47.7...;
'24.4' .. 60.7

14.3 - 48.6 =

. 8.7
14.8

37.1

,

. 50-.3

39.5 (n=31
10.2

Followed-up after

initial aCttvitY.

-V....

-. 3_ . -.,..
12/1 _

- 40..;. .e..: ' 51.3. .

314...9 -''.' 57.5
20.*:4- --- 53-.4

8.5
7.5

26.3 _

34.3

31.1 (n=3

-, 34.6

Evii uated quell ty-and,_.

effectIvenesi of T/TA
ti -

- 4

3

2/1 -

.

:48;4 44.4

3a-.8 59.8

I 9;0. 57.7

. 7.3
.. 5.4.

33,3
.e

38.9 .

36.7 (n=31

24.5

Han i fes ted.;:sens i tivi y
to needs of poor

#
_

.
4

3

2/1 -

.. . 42A ;45.5

29,3 60:1 ..

6-.6-1 67.2 ...;-: 3

-11;9
10.3

26.2 "'

49.9 i'-'

32.5_ (n=)

'17.3

. , r

NOTE: THE. PERCENTS LISTED IN THE RIGHT-HAND COLUMN. ARE BASED ON VARYING NUMBERS OF

RESRONDENTS, AS INDICATED. ALL DON'T KNOW AND NOT APPLICOLE.ResPoNtEs HAVE

OEN OMITTED.

59;3
474
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a.
Io

,.
T4 summarize these- findings, it-can be stated- that:

-:. .,
. .

_ Among those respondents who were "ver-y...satisfied".-with

T/TAy-the'highest percentages occur with those 'rating

each element as "4,'r the best-possible. As the ratjngs-_.

decline on the :scale', so too do the percentages of

"very satisfied" respondents.

Conversely, the percentage- of respondents rating each

element as "2" or "1" manifest the highest proportion
,

of negative satisfaction ("dissatisfied/very dissatisfiedf-)y

As the ratings decline, the differential between "very

satisfied" and "'satisfied" respondents leaps (for "4"

ratings - 7%;*for "3" ratiAgs - 32%;%andqor'"2/1"
.

ratings - 50%, which is another way to say -that :the lower.

the rating,, the more likely resOonderits'indjc4itngposi-

t lyg satisfactionwere "satisfied" rather thah "very

satisfied."

Across alj ratings (4; 3, 2, and 1), those elements With

the,hMest percentages of "dissatisfied /very dissatisfied"

respondents were first #1, well-prepared for T/TA activity,
;

then #7 and #8, used appropriate,.materjals and T/Tktech-:
.

niques, #3, ptesented subject matter at appropriate 'level,

and #4, knew T/TA subjects thoroughly. These elemerits all

relate.to basic teaching principles and Tethodology. It

is apparent that, from,the yiewpoint'of these appfoximately.

50 director, staff, and pareht.respOndqnts.(13.19% ottotal

number), these areas require.conSiderable improvement.

Next, specific questions relating to satisfaction.or dissatis-.

faction with special' content areas of T/TA were put td-each of the

ntervieweet. The reader should keep in mindthe discus'sion of

these special content areas in the.previoUs section.(D 6).

508
1475

a-
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i.

b

AO,

First, each person in this category was asked how satisfied or

dissatisfied he or she was with the nutrition T/TA.that was re-.

ceived in the past year. The possible answers Were very satisfied,
. .

satisfied, dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied. the answers to

. this question are exhibited in Table E 10 Which follows this page.

o

The initial overall .findi &g to be noted' is that seven'out-of Len

respondents (6914%) to this question are either "satisfied" or "very

saIisfieda with the nutrition T/TA they weimed inthe past year.

It should be recaled that elght of ten "(81.5%) gave like answers

to the question about overall satisfaction with T/TA, suggesting by

comparison that tliese particular intervtewdes are slightly less

satisfied with nutrition,T/TA than with T/TA received overall.

(

Regional variations include:

olk

Region X (Seattle) _respondents 4,1ive "satisfied" or "very

satisfied" answers 80% of the time,,the greatest frequency

of response of any one of the individual case study regions.

Region XI (IMPD) interyiewees answered "satisfied" or "very,

satisfied" 52.4%, the lowest frequency of response of

of the seven case studies.

Secondly, these 428,respondents.were asked how satisfied or

dissatisfied they were with psychological services T/TA received in

the past year. Once more the possible answers were very satisfied,

satisfied, dissatisfied, verydissatisfied. .The responses to this

question are displayed in Table E 11 on the following, page.'

Fifty-five percent (55.3) answered that they are either "satis-

fied" or "very satisfied" with psychological services T/TA received

in the past year. This percentage represents a drop from both the

69.9% who gave_similar answers regarding nutrition T/TA and the

81.5% regarding all T/TA conside-red as a whole.
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The only notable regional variation in this data occurs in.

RegtOn XI (IMPD) where 45.9% o- f the respondents (vs. 55.3% of all

the respondents across the seven case studies) answered either

"satisfied" or "very satisfied."

Third and last, this group of interviewees was queried about

their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with handicapped services

T/TA. As was the case with the previous question on nutrition and

psychological services T/TA the allowable responses were very

satisfied, satisfied, dissatisfied,'and very dissatisfied.

The results of_this question are shown on Table E 1Z on the

following page.

Fifty-eight percent (58.2%) responded that they are either "sa-

tisfied" or "very satisfied" with handicapped serv4ces T/TA received

'in the past war. This percentage is slightly above the psychological

services one (55,3%) but still below the onesron satisfaction with

nutrition T/TA (69.9%) and overall T/TA (81.5%).

Two noteworthy regional variations, show up:

_. t.

' /gion.IV (Atlanta) respondents answered "satisfied"

or "very satisfied" 74.7% of the time, considerably above

the 'norm' of 58.2% across all regions and above any

other individual region.'

Region II (New York) interviewe4s gave "satisfied" or
"
very satisf ieeas their answer 48% of the-time, a fre-

quency rate below any other individual region and below

the 'norm' of 58.2% for all regions taken together.

Another attempt to get more specific and precise insights into

the perceptions of the respondents about the quality of T/TA received

was made by asking each interviewee about their 'satisfaction with

national, regional, local, and non-Head Start sourcesof T/TA.

The results of this line of questioning are presented in Table E 13.

479

, 51.0'
z
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The general conclusion that emerges from this data seems to be

that the closer to the local level the source of the T/TA is, the

more satisfied the consumers of it are likely to be.' Considering all

responses in the positive range, i.e., satisfied and very satisfied,

together, the levels of satisfaction rank in this way:

1st local-purchases T/TA 95.5% Satisfaction
(PA 20 funds)

2nd non-Head Start local sources 93.8%. Satisfaction

3rd Locally-purchased T/TA
(Regular Program $) 90.9% Satisfaction

4th regionally-provided T/TA 83.8% Satisfaction

5th nationally-provided T/TA 76.5% Satisfaction

In other words, there is a very high level of, satisfaction re-

ported by these respOndents with T/TA obtained at their own local

level either through purchase (95.5%-PA20 and 90.9% - regular pro-

gram dollars) or through donation From non-Head Start sources (93.8%),.

and then a lower level of satisfaction (83.8%) with T/TA from re-
.

gional providers and a still lower level (76.5) with T/TA from na-

tional providers.

Granted, there is a bui4t-in bias in this data, in that the

respondents would probably fee.1 compelled, if even only subconsciously,

to report the highest level of satisfaction with the T/TA for which

they were directly responsible for purchasing. However, it still

seems significant that the level of satisfaction rises when the

amount of control over the arranging for the T/TA increases.

This, by the way, is probably one case where it is helpful to

have binned together the responses of the directors, staff, and

parents. The directors presumably would have the most to gain by

answering satisfied or very satisfied to this question involving

locally-purchased T/TA, but this tendency is checked or counter-

51.3
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galancedibythe staff and parents who presumably would not have such

a stake. The finding that 95.5% (PA 20) are satisfied is all the

,stronger because it encompasses parents and staff as well as directors.

It also appears very noteworthy that ,such a high degree of

satisfaction exists with T/TA provided free by non-Head Start

sources. This tends to indicate a good working relationship

between local Head Start programs and local sources of free T/TA

such as community agencies, universities and colleges, etc. It

further suggests both aggressive soliciting of such help by

Head Start programs and willing supplying of the help from non-

Head Start sources in the community.

NeKt, we ran a bivariate analysis crossing percent of and satis-.

faction with national provider T/TA, percent of and satisfaction

with regional provider T/TA, etc. The only cross-tabulation which

produced significant relationships was that for percent of.and

satisfaction with regional provider T/TA.as is shown in Table E 14

on the 'following page.

Several noteworthy results emergec.

For those rating'satisfaction with regional provider

T/TA as positive ("very satisfied", "satisfied"), the

percentages rise as the amount of T/TA received

Increases. The only exception to this pattern is among

the "satisfied" respondents when the amount of "regional

provider T/TA hits the 71-J00% level, for which the

percentage declines.

For those rating satisfaction as negative ("dissatisfied"/

"very dissatisfied"), the percentages decline as the

amount of T/TA received increases. Again, the only

exception to this pattern occurs when T/TA amount is

514
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Tab-le E 14. Cross-Tabulation of Percentof and Satisfaction
with Regional Provider T/TA (DSP n=428)

T I
ROW PCT
Cd. PCT

.(E:G0ri SAT

SAT' SFIL-.
U tkY ULL; TOTAL:

TCT PCT I 1 31.1 .42 .1
PC TkE. GM_ 1- - -1

1. I 5 I 21 I 2.5 I
NONE. THRU 10 I 10.2 I 42 9 , I 40.9 I 19 .0.

I 6.5. I . 15.x` 1

I 1.9 I i J. I I

-I 1 1

2. I 14 1 37 1 14 I 63
11 THRU 30 I 22.2 1 513.7 I /V..; l 24.4-

1 18.2 1 27.4 I [4.i
5 4 1 14.3 1 4.7 1

1

3. I 1 ?2 I 43 1 1 1 7?
31 C$.1.4.4 I '31.0 I 5-1../ tI .1 I 27.,9

2Ft... I 31 In...1. 1

-1 b3. .3 I 16.7. t 2.1 I

4 I 7 12 i ti I _10
THRU 70 I 36.3 I 63 .2 I v. u 1 7.4

I ').1 v.)
I 2.7 1 4.7 I .;.J I
I -I - - -- / 1

5. I 2V I :' 22 i, 4 L 5.5

71 THRU 100 I 52.1 --.I .-4(..J I 7.) I 21 .3
. U

I
37.7
11 3 I

1--
10 .3 I
:3.5 I

n.1 I
14., 1

I I I 1

t CLIJMN , 77 _ 135 40 25d
'1'0T AL 29.8 52.3 17.d 100.0

..,'. -

,..4-s> tio'6,4-
'%V.,.7.-f ik

It 46 a.

t'
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71-1001, for which the percentage slightly incr .eses.

The decrease is-most marked when moving from the 6-10%. -

level (46.9% negative satisfaction) to the 11-30% level

(19.0%). Some amount of T/TA over the 0-10% level

obviously greatly decreases the number of dissatisfaction

respohses.

it is difficult to draw any. conclusion from the'shift

that occurs among "satisfied" and "dissattsfied/very

dissatisfied" percentages at the 71-100% level of T/TA

provided. it seems to suggest that too much reliance

on single-source T/TA is not the most favorable condition

for increasing satisfaction, yet the largest percentage of

"very satisfied" respondents occurs at this level. It ;

may be that regional variations which do not appear in this

table would shed some light on interpreting the shift.

2) Local Provider Responses

As was the case with the national and regional providers sampted,

local providers were asked, "Generally how satisfied or dissatisfied have

you been with the training and technical assistance your organization has

provided in the past year? Would you say very satisfied, satisfied,

dissatisfied, very dissatisfied?" Most local providers said,satisfied

(7Q.8%). This figure represents a higher percentage than for either

regional (55.8%) or national (50.0%) providers, where more said

very satisfied." (See Tables El and E3.)

Table E 15. Degree of Satisfaction With T/TA Provided by Local Provider
Organization (n=24)

Responses Percent,

Very Satisfied 16,7

Satisfied 70.8

Disskisfied, 4.1

*Very Dissatisfied . 4.1

Not Applicable 4.2

. NOTE: Compare this Table with El (National,Providers)
and E3 (Regional Providers).

485
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Two region's local providert vary from this "norm." One-is _

-11tWon'it4, (Philade10.1a).prov4ders, all of whom (00.0%)- said

satisfied,: and the other is Re9irtn-X1- (IMPD)-providers, only 33.3% of

whom said satisfied. A11 the other providers in Region XI said very

satisfied. ' ,

The other measure of T/TA quality from local providers related to

key elements of T/TA approach, content, and presentation critical to

effective T/TA at the local program level. For each item in this next

queStion, respondents were to rate the,T/TA they_had provided on a

scale of-4, 3, 2, or 1. with 4 equalling the best and 1 the worst. That

instruction was the only one given respondents in terms of labelling

the numbers on this scale.

The question asked local providers was, "Considering-all the training

and technical assistance your organization has provided within the/past
_

vial', how well-would you say your organization did, on the average, wit4

regard to eachof the-following items": (the items are listed in the

first column here in Table E 16, following this page).

Local providers showed less tendency than regiona4rproviders to

rate their-efforts on each element as "4", the best. Four elements

-were_at or slightly above the 50:0% level of respondents rating "4 "-:

%Veil-prepared assigned T/TA activity (#1); knewT/TA subjects

thoroughly (#4):, communicated well with participants of T/TA activities

(#6); and manifested sensitivity tithe poor MO. The l&west

percentage of respondents rating their efforts as "4" appeared for #4,

able to meet needs of participants (25.0 %), #7, used appropriate materials

-(29.2%), #90 followed up after initial activity (20;8), and #10.

evaluated quality and effectiveness of TITP (25.0)". On this last

element, evaluation, a high percentage (29221i-Krated themselves "2".

That percent response is higher tharifor either regional (15.6%)

. or national (20.6%) providers.

.11
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Table E s 6 -LOtai- Rrovider,s on Ke -Elemeks- of T/TA
Presentation

KEY ELEMENTS OF T/TA PRESENTATION;
-,

:PERCENT OF LOCAL PROVIDERS' POINT OF RATING SCALP
Don' t

Know

ON EACH_"-,

-,-

Not
Applicable, -4 5 2

'"

1

Well - prepared for assigned 'FM
activity - '50.0 37.5 4.2

.
-- .--

-
8.3.

Fami I iar with Head Start purposei '
and needs j _

,
. .

45.8 -'37.5 8.3 8.3

Presented subject matter at level
appropriate to trainees' exper
fence and education

4t.T.'45.8
:

.f4-.2
.

.

--
_

8.-3

Knew T/,TA subjects thoroughly 54.2 37.5' -!'\ :4.3
Able to meet needs of participants 25.0 58.3 -4.2 4.2 ..-- ''.. 8.3

Communicated well with participantt
of T/TA activities . 50.0 37.5 -- -4.2 8..3

Used appropriate materials ,25.2 "54.2' 4.2' 4./-' 8.1-

Used appropriate T/TA techniques 5. 41.7 45.8 '4.2- -- -- 8.3 .

Followed-up after initial activity 20.8 94.2 8.3 _8.3 .-- 8.3

Evaluated quality and effectiveness
of T/TA 25.0 29.2,29.2 8,.3 "7 . 84

Manifested sensitivity to needs of
poor 54:2 33.3 -- --- 4.2 8..3

*"4" equalls the best, "1" the worst.

NOTE: COMPARE THIS TABLE TO E 2 (NATIONAL PROVIDERS) AND E 4 (REGIONAL
PROVIDERS)

518
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iFfsgHN*3---4ssociATEsmic:
.

. . . __ .' __ . -..:. . - ''', . ,
. .. : --
Local proves sh4I-e willi .ieg i gnat _aodtnati-onaf p.toy-iders....--- zt., - ; . .

the dfg&icui t: of. effecting foll-pw'up..an`d evaluatkm 1n _the best, ,

. .,-.t. :- . . .. : -. 4 , , .

,possibe fashion. In addttion, they,_see:in ,to fhttl less pleased` with

%,- '

.4 their use of appropriate materials.
.

1

Region-by-regioti -variations occur on each of these elements of

- T/TA presented. --:One; evaluation, wt11 be discuSsed here ftirther to

- i'-.=: .point out the differences occuring forthe "21 rating, while the ',
.

t. other element*.williba'sUmmarized loth in nal-rale and tahular:form.4-.k:_,
. :F:-.. , . --- ..

For evaluatipn, a high percentage of local-- firowiders;reiatively , ..,
4 - ' ,,'. , --`

; sp.aking; said their efforts -ere et the UV point 'in t'he scale

:(i9..2%). Two reg ;OW -provideri were higher 'than this norm;,-I I I

(Philadelphia)ladel ph ia) at 66.7%;,and -IV (Atlanta) at 44.4t. -.. The remeli'nk in`g
. ., ,

.

twcr-,regions' providers were lower, V (Chicago) .at

XI (thin) at 0.0.r. Table g 17, on the following page, art'ays the data

for only the percent _of providers'ra-ting each item. "4'1 the-beit
posii5le rating",.and a summary:of that 'data fol-lo-ws h!ere.

Region i l l (Philadelphia) ,.providers were higher. than the

Arm on elements #1, #2,-#6, and r-H, lower than the nor

on elements #3, #4? #5,, #7, #.9, an'il
;I

Region IV (Atlanta) provider's were higher than -norm
.. - - 7

,
,1

:for "4" on elementsemen t s 113 and #11-, lower: on 'elements
. , '-.,

#1, , #6; -and #7, and at or near the norm'on all other,s

. 'Region, V:(t-htcago) provider4 were higher than,,the ,norm'on
e

elements #7 and #8, tower Of4elenients,;#2 and #11, and at

or near thenorm on all others.,
s

.2

Region Xl. (Iiin) providers were. Fligher= than the no' .

-.for most elements: #1, #4; .19, #6, #7, #9; and #1i1,:

lower only on element,# , and at or ris'ar the ,no.r.

the rema ifider,

488.
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Tale "E' 17., Compat,json of Local Providers in Each Regi

4

Rating Each Efement of T/TA Presentation as :
"4

(The Best)-

,

'ent. ;'.y

# .

...,"Norm" for

'..4lating .

:-,,rTfigIest) 'on

Each, ,,Element

PERCENT OF EACH REGION'S LOCAL PROVIDERS
RATING "4' (THE BEST) ON, EACH ELEMENT*

I I I ,

(n=3)

IV

(n=9)

V

(n=9)

XI

'(n=3)

'-,..

,
50.6. v. ..

r
46.7 33.3

)
4.4 100.0

2.% '

., .

,45.3 100.0
1

44.4 33.3 ` 33.3

`41.7 0.0

,

55.6 44.4 33.3

54:2 33.3 55.6 55.6 66:7

_ 25.0 0.0 22.2 22.2
.

1
,_

. .

66.7

5a.0 100.0 22.2 44.4 . 100.0

29.2 0.0 11.1 44.4'% ,, 66.7

8 41.7 33.3 33.3 55.6 ,33.3.
.

.

9 ,

.

20.8 0.0 22.2 11.1 66.7

, 0'
.

25.o,.. 0.0 33.3

.

22.2 ', 33.3

.14 .'r . - 54.2 66.7 66.7 33.3 - 6,6.7.

Except as noted ir4 the preceding discussion, most providers in each
region who 'di not rate these elements as "4", the best possible
rating, rated em "3", the next hightest rating.
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SumMItion of El Findings: QuPity,of T/TA

The question at issue here was "Is the T/TA received of high quality?"

This question was asked in. order to gain insight into the,overall excellence

of T/TA being provided to Head Start.

The fli-st measure of TITA quality was 'sought th 42b satisfaction leVel

with the overall T/TA provi-ded in the past, year. Ovvrders, lotal level

personnel, and selected Regional Office staff gave ratings as'to the degree

of,satisfaction/dissatisfaction.

Across all types of respondents, the totals of "very satisfied" ansi "tatis-
.

fied" responses were in the ninth and tenth deciles, so satisfaction was high

across the board. The distribution by'typeof respondent was 81.5% for local

4 directors, staff, and parents; 82.8% for cemmunity leaders; 85.3% for national

a

providers; 87.5% for local providers; and 92.2% for regional provident. Within

these totals, responses from national and regional providers, local directors,

staff, parents, and community leaders divided into approximately one-third "very

satisfied" and one-half "satisfiec.'r:" A shift occurred for local prlovitlers,

however, in that only one -six.th were "very satisfied. and seven tenths

/fled." The range of "dissatitfied" and "very dissatisfied" responses was 5.9%

for national providers to 14.0% for local directors, staff, and parents. Most %

totals hovered around the 8.0% mark, so the 14.0% represents a compar4tively

higher'level. Since the -question to prOviders asked satisfaction with'T/TA

"your organizat;on has'provided" and to others satisfaction with 7/TA "your

organiiatlion,Oas provided" and to others satisfaction with T/TA "your program

has received," it is likely that some inflation in provider responses occurs.

There is a vested interest in answering positively; regional providers were

on the-high end of the positive satisfaction totals. As mentioned, ho'kever,

local providers had the lowest total of "very satisfied" resporises (16..7% vs.

approximately 33:3% fOr'all other respondents), so it would seem' that es a

group they perceive that more improvement is needed in the T/TA provided.

A second measure of quality T/TA related to what we'call key elements of

M.6 presentation. For ease of comparison, .) table has been constructed (E18)

et

5241

490'.



www.manaraa.com

KIRSCHNER' ASSOCIATES INC.

listing each of these key elements and presenting the percentage of each type

of respondent rating each element as "4," the best possible rating. (The rating

. scale is 4 to 1, with 4 equalling the best and 1 the worst. In all instances,

AP
spondent categories. A plus sign shows a variation above the norm Of two or

more clusters and minors sign shows a v ation down from the norm. For example,

regibhal providers on the element of reparation, no. 1, are above the norm

constituted when the national and local providers clustere the sixth decile
15

(50%-59%)..

She majority of responses were "4" and "3." When a notable proportion of "2"

or "1" response appear, they will be highlighted, When two or more categories

of respondents' answers clustered around the same percentage, that clustering

was used informally as a norm again*t whidh to compare_variations in other re;

The percentages across all types of respondents tend to cluster'at a

particular level for each element. The data can be summarized as follows:

National providers tend to be within the cluster of percentages

on all items except #4, knew T/TA thoroughly, for which they are

somewhat lower.' Their responses tend to parallel those of direct-

ors, stdff, and parents.

411- Regional providers show a consistently higher proportion of "4"

ratings than all other groups on all elements except #9, follow-

up, for which they are within the cluster of percentages. They

obviously percei.ve fulfilling their T/TA activities in a more

positive<Way than any other group.

;
, Loal- providers tend to be within the clustered percentages on

all elements except #5, able to meet needs of participants, #7,

used approriate materials, and #9, follow-up,'for which they are

lower. Their responses on most items are close to those of nation-

al providers and directors, staff, and parents.

522
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Table E 18. Percent of National. Regiona,Local Providers. and Local
Program Personnel Rating Each Key Element of T/TA
Presentation as "4" (the Best)

...

Key Elements of T/TA

Presentation

Percent of Each Type of Respondent
Rating Each Key Element as "4" (the best)

National
Providers

(n=34)

Regional
Providers

(n =77)

Local

Providers

(n=24)

Directors,
Staff, and
Parents

(n=428)

1. Well-prepared for assign -'
ed T/TA activity 55.9 67.5+

.

50.0

.

,

44.0-

2. Familiar with Head Start
purposes and needs 50.0 84,4

.i.

45.8 53.3

3. Presented subject matter
at level appropriate to
trainees' experience and
education(

1

.

47.1 61.0+. 41.7

.

. 44.6

4: Knew T/TA subjects
thoroughly 41.2"

+
170 . 54.2 53.7

5. Able to meet needs of .

participants 35.3 45.5+
-

25.0 38.1

6. Communicated well with
participants 41.2 7.5+ 50.0 44.2

7. Used appropriate materials - 55.9 67.5' 29.2- 49.8

8. Used appropriate T/TA
techniques 41.2 . 63.6

+
41.7

.

40.9

9. Followed up after'initial
activity ' ,

.

35.3

.

.36.4
-

20.8 27.8

12. Evaluated quality and
effectiveness of T/TA 23.5 37.7+ 25.0 29.4

11. Manifested sensitivity to
needs of poor 47.1

.
..,'+

77.9 54.2 42.1
-

+ percentage is higher than the range where 2 or more categories of
respondents tend to cluster

- percentage is lower than the range where 2 or more categories of

respondents tend to cluster

of,
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Directors, staff, and parents are within the clustered percent-

ages on all elements except 41, well-prepared for assigned T/TA

activity, and 411, manifested. sensitivity to needs of poor; for

which they are somewhat lower. More local respondents perceive

a less than adequate fulfillment of these two elements than

any other, group.

All respoAdents show comparatively low Aercentages of "4" ratings

for 49,'follow-up, and #10, evaluation. On.both these elements,

the percentages of "2" and "1" ratings rise in comparison to all

other elem nt . These two critical areas are ones in which signifi-

cant improvement is warranted.

Directors,- staff, and, parent respondents show higher percentages of

low ratings ("2" and "1") for 43, presented subject matter at appro-

priate level, 45, able to meet needs of participants, and #11, mani-

fested sensivity to needs of poor. 'These areas are especially im-

portant to local program needs, and more local respondents perceive

a less than adequate fulfillment of these two elements than any other-
.

group.

With the director, staff, and parents responses, a bivariate'analysis

was made with this series of key elements of T/TA presentation and overall

T/TA satisfaction. A positiVe relationship exists between high ratings on

each elemInt ("4") 4nd high satisfaction ("very satisfied") and low ratings

on each element ("2/1") and dissati-sfaction. That is, the highest percentage

of "dissatisfied/very dissatisfied" respondents rated each element "2" and

Director, staff, and parent respondents were asked about satisfaction

with special T/TA in the areas of nutrition, psychological and handicapped

services. For nutrition T/TA 69.9% were "very satisfied/satisfied"; for

psychological services T/TA, 55.3%; and for handicapped T/TA, 58.2%. While

ority of respondents were satisfied, these findings indicat3-that,

especially for the latter two cateogries, improved T/TA would be of benefit.
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Finally, local program personnel gave satisfaction ratings on T/TA re-

ceived from national, regional, and local providers, and non-Head Start sources.

The percentage of respondents answering "very satisfied" and "satisfied"

.for each type were:

national providers 76.5%

regional providers 83.8%

local providers (PA 20 funds) 95.5

local providers (program funds) 90.9%

non-Head Start- sources 93.8%

It is apparent that 1) the closer to the local level the source of T/TA

is, the greater the number of respondents expressing satisfaction, and 2)

non-Mead Start sources of T/TA provide,highly satisfactory services, second

-only to PA-20 funded local providers.

A bivariate analysis crossing percent of and satisfaction with national

provider T/TA, tegional provider T/TA, etc. resulted in this general rule:

as the amount of T/TA received increases, the percentage of satisfied respon-

dents increases and. the perceRtage of dissatisfied respondents decreases.

For regional provider T/TA, however, the exception to-the pattern occurs at

the 71-100% level of T/TA reWNed from-this source, when the dissatisfaction.

pircentage increases. At the 51-70% leVel, no respondenti (0.0%) -were

dissatisfied, but at the 71-100% level, 7.3$ were dissatisfied. The reason

for this shift is unknown. In addition, the biggest shift in percentage of

dNsatisfied respondents occurs between the 0110% level (46.9%) and 11-30%

level (19.0%), so obviously, some amount of T/TA above the 10% level greatly

decreases dissatisfaction.-
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Section E2: What effects does the T/TA bring about?

N .

This question also is being posed in order to gain insight regarding

the overall excellence of T/TA that is being provided to Project Head Start:

e
T/TA should have a positive impact on improving the expertise of its

target groups, i.e.'Head Start officials, staff, parents, etc., and thereby

have an effect on the entire operation of the program in terms of serving

children better. The measures we have utilized to deterMlne the effects of

T/TA inclUded perceived impact of T/TA received and other appropriate con-

tinuous data rating scales on key items that pertain to T/TA after it has

been delivered. In this section, the topic of effects of T/TA will be

discussed at the national, regional, and local levels.

a. National Level (Provider) Responses

4

National level responses on this topic will be discussed only
1

from the viewpoint of those national T/TA providers sampled. We asked

series of questions aimed at measuring the effects of T/TA provided

by the provider organizations. First, the question was put to national

providers; "How much impact has the training and technical-assistance.
,

your organization has provided in the past. ear had on improving the pro -

grains regions) you serve? Would you say a great deal, quite a bit,

...--°-

.
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some, a littlh, or none?" The percentages for each response appear

below:

Table E19. Extent of Impact of National Provider T/TA on Programs
(Regions) Served (n=34)

Responses Percent

A Great Deal 14.7

Quite a Bit 32.4

Some 29..4

A Little 2.9

None 5.9'

Don't Know 5.9

Not Applicable 8.8

Nearly one-third of the respondents said "quite a bit" (32.4%).
0

A slightly smaller group indicated "some" impact.(29.4%). When the

two responses "a greatdeal" and "quite a bit" are combined, almost

half (47.1%) of the resipondents are accounted for. Those on the nega-

tive side ("a little, none") constitute 8.8% of .these providers.

The national providers were asked a series of questions about theme

effects of the T/TA they had provided in regard to meeting the needs

of the local Head Start program, the staff, and the parents. They

were to give ratings on the T/TAto each referent in terms of the T/TA

being complete, practical, informative, and timely. Now, for each of

these key characteristics, .a,scale of 4,3,2, and 1 was included, and the

respondent was to rate each characteristic using this scale, with 4

equaling the best, and 1, the worst. If the interviewee had a question

about the definition of one of these words (complete, practical, infor-

mative, and timely), the interviewer offered the particular definition

give below.

Complete - adequate in covering the actual needs
A

Practical - useful in assisting their activities

Informative - clear in educating the participants

Timely - punctual in response to the actual needs'

Table E20 presents the rating for each characteristic as it related

to meeting the needs of the local progrlm, of staff, and of parents.
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Table E20. Ratings by National Providers on Key Characteristics of Their

T/TA in Regard to Meeting the Needs of the Local Head Start

Program, Staff, and Parents (n=34)

fPercent

Characteristics
Rating
Scale

of National Providers on Each
Point of Rating Scale for Each Recipient

Program . Staff
.

Parents

Complete 4

3

2

1

Don't

Know
r Not

Applicable

8.8

32.4
23.5

8.8

5.9,

20.6

20.6
38.2

17.6

2.9

5.9

14.7

5.9
11.8

,23.5
11.8

8.8

38.2

Practical 4 32.4 47.1' 14.7

3 35.3 26.5 23.5
2 5.9 8.8- 8.8. .

1 2.9 / 5.9
Don't
Know . 2.9 2.9 8.8
Not

Applicable 20.6 14.7 ' 38:2

lnfoftative 4 35.3 44.1 17.6'

3 . 29.4 32.4 ' 20.6
2 5.9 5.9 8.8
1 2.9 5.9

Don't

Know 5.9 2.9 8.8
Not

Applicable 20.6 14.7 38.2

Timely 4 35.3 28.2 11.8
3 23.5 29.4 20.6 .

2 17.6 14.7 14.7
1 5.9

Don't

Know 2.9 2.9 8.8
Not

Applicable 20.6 14.7 38.2
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Before discussing these findings, an explanation of the don't know

and not applicableanswers should be offered. Some-, individuals were

not involved at the local level in a way that made the interviewee feel

it was appropriate to give a rating. The differences in the proportion

of don't know and no applicable responses among the three categories,

program, staff, an parents, reflect the differences in familiarity of

national providers with each, and, as is evident in the table, the

greatest percentages of don't know and not applicable answers appear in

the rating for T/TA meeting parents' needs. Since the percentages

listed are all based on the total number of respondents, comparisons are

easily made among the different categories and ratings.

As regardt meeting the needs of the program, staff, and parents,

most of the respondents making ratings (excluding don't know and not
.

...

applicable) gave "4" and "3" ratings to practical, complete, and

timely T/TA provided. However, complete T/TA pv i dences' a somewhat

different pattern. The total number of responOents;,g iv i ng "4" and "3"

ratings is much lower for each group (programstaff and parents) in
. '

comparison to every other charactefis%lc. The proportion of"4" ratings

for complete T/TA decline8 deamati,cAtlj,.,%and fipr. pireints' needs, the ..-

.* '
v. - . . . 1'

total of ratings "4V and' "3", i '.1114et M17*..,thanqhp total fOr
.

. .. . . .... t .,..

Ur

(23.5) :
., , % '4

o. 4 r
'I; t 1° 1... i

...87.1. ' . fl ':' ff. : i i

f- . .,,,- \ e.
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yes were then questioned as to the extent of better services to children?

Table E21. Better Services for Children As a Consequence
of National Provider T/TA to Staff and to Parents
(n=34)

Responses
Percent of Providers for Each T/TA Recipient

Staff Parents

Yei 82.4 41.2

No 2.9 5.9

Don't'Know 8.8 11'.8

Not Applicable 5.9 41.2

according to the scale shown in the following table, E22:

,

Table E22. Extent of "Better Services to Children Resulting From
Staff and Parent T/TA Offered by National Providers
(n=34)

Responses

.

.

Percent of Providers for Each T/TA
Recipient

Staff Parent
,

A Great Deal 25.44 i* il .8.

Quite a Bit 23.5 2.9.

Some 17.6 2G.6-ws:

A Little 2.9 5.9
4

None
.

-

Don't Know/Not Applicable 26.5* . 7-58.8

,

* For staff T/TA, 3 respondents who answered yes to preceding question
were not able to indicate extent of better Services. to. children,sO
they are ,included in this percent.
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The percentage of respondents rating extent of better Services to

chiUren as "A great deal" and "quite a bit'; sharply declined from-,

staff T/TA (52.9%) to parent T/TA (14.7%). The much higher, number of-

_don't know/not'applicable responses for parent T/TA does hot totally

account for this difference, because 20.6% rated extent of better, ser-

vices, "some", a figure comparable to that for Staff T/TA. It would

appear that other factors, perhaps difficulty of or resistance to change_

on the part of the AarentS, negatively affect greater extent of better_

services for children -6coUgh parent T/TA.
.

Those respondents who said better services to_ctiildren were not

a/ consequence of T/TA to staff and parents were asked to exOlain why

not. The one respondent answering "no" to staff'T/TA leading to better,

children seryices said the reason was that there was nVfollow-up to the

T/TA given and that this problem is a recurring one in OCD T/TA
1 .p

The .two respondents answering "no" to parent T/TA leading to better ser-

vices-indicated it was because so little T/TA was given.

b. vRegional*Level Responses

Regional level responses on" this type of effects of TPTA

as are 411 other topics in,t41.i-chapter, are distussed,first from

the ,ilewpoint of Regional Office (RO) personnel and then from that

of re4ional level T/TA providers.
I

. A. Regional Of)ce iii0OTIstA
0,
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.. -
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Inquiry was. made of Regional Office interviewees as to -T /TA set-z

vices from national provide,: A list of the most frequently.mention4"

nationalT/TA providers across all regions, along with-the effective-
-

ness ()teach national provider, follows:

Table E23. Effectiveness of Specific National Providers:

.

.

RO Respondents

.___

Provider,

Frequency of Response.. for-Each Rati,pg
. .

Excellent
.

Very Good Good Fair ,Poor

U.S. Department of
Agricultui=e

l

American Academy of

Pediatrics
__.

U.S. Public_Health

Service (Dental)

1

,.

-

6 8

"I.

5

:1

4

.

I

2

.

.";

1

(n=64, many of whom did not_resOond)

Of these three national providers mentioned with some frequency,

two, the American Academy of Pediatrics and U.S. Public Health Service,

received a substantial proportion of nigh ratings ("excellent" and "very

good")--68.29; and 66.7% respectively. Since approximately Iwo-thirds

of regionA, office respondents gave such high ratings (and most of the

remaining respondents rated these providers effectiveness "good"), it

is apparent that of all national providers mentioned, these two were

regarded as most effectiye in fulfiplling their T/TA tasks. No other

providers received guch endorsement.

./

Providers listed. in the "other"'category--generally used with `com-

paratively, low' frequenCy..--were:

American Medical Association

. AmeriCaA.DietetiC-Association

.
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:Amarl-pan-PSycbologjcal Msociation

FY 74 -High Scope 4CDAY

Huron Institute--CFRP

Home Start.

University Research Corporation

TADS

HSST

The .ratings on the effectiveness of these sources in the. national pro-

vider T/TA process wereevenly divided between the "Good" and.."Fair"

categories; one respondent ranked one.provideras "Very Good." Almost

all of the national provider.services mere offered rather than requested

by the Regional Office.

Inquiry was also made of Regional Office staff as to whether any

impFovements pre needed in the eerhte given by these national pro-
.,

viders. Answers are summarizgd_14 follows:

Table E24. IMplovement Needed in National Providers: RO Respondents

Responses . Frequency of Response

Yes 12'

No 7
.

No opinion 23

(n=64, 16 of whose answers were not solicited)

From those respondents who said "yes," the following types of im-

provementsmere mentioned:

Better match of provider skills/expertise with regional needs /

More accessibility of providers

Consolidation of ufforts to avoid duplication

531
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. More timely delivery of service

Less by-passing of Regional OfInce which will allow greater
RO input

Greater knowledge and sensitivity by provider to policy
thrusts of OHD and OCQ.

lip

1E;
Regional Office respondents'wer:e then as1060 to rate the effective-

ness of regional provider , As many respondentsraied effectiveness

1 of regional providers hig ("excele'ne.ghd "v y good") as didmod-
.

grately (good): Overall regional office staff perr eive their proy,i.ders

to be doikg_their jobs well. **Limitations. of money (as it affects hiring

of more staff and getting, as well as giving, training) appear to bear

on the ratings "gbod" and "fair." . .

Table E25. Effectivenets. of Regional Providers: RO Respondents

4

Rating .

A .

Frequency of-Response

Excellent

Very Good
.

Good

sFair

'Poor ,.

.

.

4

7.

11

4

__

7

(n=64, many of whom were not asked)

Inquiry was also made of Regional Office staff regarding the ef-

fectiveness of T/TA service delivered to each of the four identified

target groups. The only group for which more than half the respondents

rated T/TA effectiveness highly("excellent" and livery good") was pro-
.

fessionals (53.00. Then, in order, were paraprofessionals (37.0*,
0.

parents (36%00, and filial-4y, support staff (17.0%). Support staff

and parents recei/ed the )argest percentag$s of 145W 'faii." and "poor")

effectivenas ratings ( and 28.0% repectively). These findings

NwA
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`suggest the following conclusions. One there probably exists greater

focus on T/TA to professionals than to any other group, since they are

critical to the programs' maintenance. TwS, the quality of the T/TA

to professionals is probably better overall than that give6 to the

other groups. In Section Er, we presented data relating to key ele-

ments of T/TA presentation and discovered that more local program per-

sonnel gave lower ratings than all provider. respondents to presentation

Table E26. Effectiveness.of T/TA to Target Groups: RO Respondents
(n=64)

i .

Ratings

Percent of KO Respondents Rating T/TA Effectiveness to

Each Group

Professionals

Para-

Professionals

Support

Staff, Parents

Excellent

Very Good

'.Good .

Fair
1

Poor

Total

4.0

.49.0

38.0

., 9.0
.

0.0

3.0

34.0

51.0

12.0

0.0

5.0

12.0

40.0

29.0

14.0

8.0

28.0

36.0

28.0

0.0

100.0

-7-
100.0 100,0 100.0 .

of subject matter at appropriate level, ability to meet participants'

needs and sensitivity to needs of poor. These areas are critical to

effective T/TA. All groups except professionals are less highly trained,

and providers gene-rally appear to have more difficulty in relating the

T/TA well to these groups.

Based on the aggregated data of Regional Office Head Start

personnel, the training offered by T/TA providers during the past

year was judged to have "Quite a Bit" of impact on improving local

prograMs. On a scoite of A Great Deal/Quite a Bit/Some/Very Little/

None, a few respondents did see only "Some" impact, anda few saw

PA Great Deal" of impact but:the majority judged it to be "Quite a

Bit."

504
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The same scale was used lo,y Regional Office personnel concerning

the impact of the technical assistance offeied by T/TA providers

within the past year. Most judged the technical assistance to have

"Quite a Bit" of influence on improving local programs. However,

compared to the judgments of the impact of training, the judgment of.

the influence of technical assistance showed a slightly larger number

of respondents who saw it was having only "Some" impact, and a

slightly smaller number of respondents judging it to have "A Great

Deal" of impact.

RO persOnnel were asked to rate the T/TA program in regard to'

meeting the needs of local Head Start units using the following char-
.

acteristics: complete (adequate in covering the actual heeds), prac-

tical (useful in assisting their activities), information (clear in

educating the participants), timely (punctual in response to the ac-

tual needs). Using a scale of 4/3/2/T .Ath."4" being the highest

rating, the data indicates that the general reponse foreach of the

above characteristics was "3," which can be interpreted as a fairly

good rating.

Indiwidualized analysis of each of seven case s,tuOy regions

Rresentedoin this section is an analysis.of the collective re-

sponses of the persons interviewed in each "case study'/ Regional Of-

fice on the topic. T/TA effects. (See Chapter 41 for an explana-
_

tion about the selection of the "case studies.")

NEW Viet( (II)

, Data in this.regqon was very sketchy on this dimension but there

4 was no indication that the training and technical assistance had little

or noimpadt on improving local programs in Region 1).

5,37
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PHILADELPHIA (110

Region III respondents indicated they felt the training and tech-

nical assistance offered by T/TA providers within the past year had

"Quite a Bit" of impact on improving local programs in the region.

On a scale of 4/3/2/1 (wilth "4" being the best), respondents

rated the T/TA as "3" in regard to being complete in meeting needs

of local Head Start programs. Ratings were slightly higher for in-
.

formative and practical T/TA and slightly lower for timely T/TA..

-te

ATLANTA (IV)

. Staff tends to regard the impact and influence of the total T/TA ser-

vices in Region IV rendered as -being "A Great Deal" or "Quite a Bit"

(on a scale of A Great Deal /Quite a Bit/Some/Very Little/None). T/TA

services were regarded by regional staff to be complete, moderately

practical, very informative, and moderately timely.

CHICAGO (V)

' Scant data was given regarding the impact of T/TAon improving

local programs in Region V.' One respondent rated the training as

having "Quite a Bit" of influence, and the technical,. assistance as

having "Some" impact on local programi.

On a scale of 4/3/2/1 with "4" being the best rating, one out of

four respondents in Region V rated the T/TA as "2" in regard to how

'complete it was in meeting,the needs, of the local Head Start program,

"3" in being practical , and as "2" is being informative and timely.
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DALLAS (VI)

A difference of opinion is evident between the respondents who

answered these questions in Region VI. One saw both thq training and

technical assistance as having "A Great Deal" of influence on imprOv-
I,

ing local programs, while another respondent judged it to have only

"Some" impact on local programs.

Conflicting opinions are evident concerning.holg practical,'

informative, and timely the T/TA program was in regard to meeting lo-

cal program needs. One respondent rated the T/TA "4" (the best) in

all these categories, while another respondent gave them only "2"

ratings. to regard to being complete, the T/TA provided was generally .

given a 2 or 3 rating for meeting local program needs.

SEATTLE (X).

Generally respondents in Region X saw the training offered by

providers as having "Quite a Bit" of impact on improving local pro-

grams, although two respondents felt it had only "Some" influence.

.1

The same ratings were given by Region X respondents for the in-.

fluences of T/TA offered by providers on improving loCal programs. Most

said it helped "Quite a 8it," with a couple feeling it only had "Some"

impatt.

On a scale of 4/3/2/1 with "4" being the highest rating, the

T/TA program in Region X was given a "3" in terms of completely meet-

ing the needs of local Head Start units. A "3" rating was given for

its practicality as well as its informativeness, but a lower rating

bf "2" was given by most respondents as regards T/TA timeliness in

meeting local program deeds.
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INDIAN AND !.IGRANT PROGRAM DIVISION (IMPD).

A difference of-opinion is evident in the data from IMPD as to

how much impact the T/TA provided had on local programs. Most saw

it as having only "Some" influence', while to respondents judged it

to have "A Great Deal" of impact on local program units.

IMPD respondents uniformly rated the T/TA programs as "3" (on a

scale of 4/3/2/1 with "4" being best) in regard to being complete,

practical, informatiwe, and timely in meeting local program needs.

2. Kegional Provider Responses

Presented in this section is an analysis of the responses re-

ceived from the 77 regional providers interviewed (group two) on the

subject of quality of T/TA. None of the RTO/STO network (group one)

providers were interviewed on this topic. Regional variations in

these data will be highlighted as appropriate.

As with other groups, regional providers were queried through

a series of questions designed to shed some light orLthe T/TA provided

via their organizations. The first question posited in this series

was, "Now much ,impact has the training and technical assistance

your organizati n has provided in the past year had on improving
- .

the programs yo serve? Would you. say a great deal, quite a bit,

some, a little, or none?" The results are exhibited on the next

page in Table E27:

A
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Table E27. Extent of Impact of Regional Provider T/TA
on Programs Served (n=77)

Responses

I'

Percent

A Great Deal

Quite a Bit

some

A Little'

,None

.Don't Know

Not ApOicable

.

,

',.

39.0

42.9

10.4

1.3

_

5.2

'1.3

Note: Compare this table with E19 on National Providers.

.

The responses in Table E27 indicate that a majoi-ity of regional

providers felt the impact of T/1"A on the programs they served was

"a_great deal" or "quite a bit" (81.5%). This figure contrasts

vividly to the47.1% of national providers making the lame responses.

Using that combined figure of 81.5% positive responses as the

"norm" against which to check each region's provider answers, 4..e find

'that three were higher: Regions II (New York) and XI (IMPD), each .

100.0 %, and Region 411 (Philadelphia), 92.9%. Two regions were

lower: Regions IV (Atlanta), 61.1%, and V {Chicago), 62.5%.*

After the question on T/TA impact, providers next responded to

questions about the effects of T /.TA they had provided to regard to

meeting the needs of the local Head Start program, the staff, and the

parents. For each of these, they wera%to rate theT/TA in teems

of its being complete, practical, informative, and ttmely on a scale

of 4,3,2, and 1, with 4 equalling the best and 1 the worst. Their
. ,

'tespa4ses on these 124 characteristics are presented in Table E28.

(Seethe expranatfon about definitions of the, terms iMMediately

prior to Table E20 for a reminder, if ntocessary).
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Table E28. Ratings by Regional Providers on Key Characteristics of Their
T/TA in Regard to Meeting the Needs of the Local Head Start

Program, Staff, and Parents (n=77)

Characteristics
Rating:
Scale

Percent of Regional Providers on Each Point

of Rating Scale for Each Recipient

Program Staff Parents

Complete 4 22.1 22.1 18.2

3 61.0 55.8 28.6
2 9.1" 13.0 28.6
1 2.6 2.6 5.2

Don't

Know 2.6 2.6 7.8

Not

Applicable 2.6 3.9 11.7

Practical 4 0.0 51.9 37.7
3 29.9 37.7 29'.9

2 5.2 2.6 10.4

1 1.3 2.6 3.9
Don't

!

Know 1.3 2.6 7.8

Not

Applicable 1.3 - 2:6 10:4

Informative 4 64.9 59.7 45.5,

3 31.2 29.9 -27,3
2 1.3 . 3.9 6.5

1 . 1.3 2.6 .

Don't .0

Know .1.3 26, ... 7.8 -

Not

Appl idable 1.3 2-.6' - ;10.4

Timely- 4 46.8 40.a 31.2

3
. 37.7 .. , 44,2 33.8

2 .13.0 9.1 13.0

1 1.3 3.9.

Don't ,

,..

Know
1.3

2.6 7.8

Not /4

Applicable 1 3 2.6 10.4

NOTE: Compare this Table with-Table E20 on National Providers.
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Looking at the highest ratings, "4" and,"3", for each characteristid

across each entity (program, staff, parents), it is apparent that,

in every instance, a majority of providers Are represented. How-

ever, note that for complete T/TA, the percen;age rating each as

"4" declined considerably compared to practical informative, arid timely

4

if;

T/TA across all three columns. Both complete and timely T/TA have a

greater proportion of lower 'ratings, "2",And "1", than do practical

and iilfdrmative T/TA.

Now, of the three groups about whose needs we asked, parents

show quite d difference. The percentages of those providers

'rating each characteristic "4" or "3" dropped compared to program

and staff. The range.of differential was from approximately 20-35%.

The greatest difference appeared on complete T/T,C.

These findings parallel th6se from national providers. Complete

and timely T/TA manifest lower percentages of "4" or "3" ratings

and higher percentages of "2" or "1" ratings across all three groups

(program, staff, and 'parents). 'The parent group has consistently

lower percentages of "4" and "3" ratings on all characteristics,

especially complete T/TA.

OA this. subject of key characteristicsof T/TA,inumerous

regiona4 differences surfaced. We will present them first in

tabular form and then make appropriate comments following the

presentation of these three consecutive tables:,

E29 Key Characteristics of T/TA vis-a-vis program needs.

E30 Key Characteristics of T/TA vis-a-vis staff needs

,E31 Key Characteristics of T/TA vis-a-vis parent needs
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R-egfonal va'riations

follows: (See the three
for regional breakdowns.)

.

------ . . .
- ,

. 4

among proyicie.r.s Can be

preCedi rig= tab,leS.; -:E.2.9

,summarized a$

Tand 5.31 ,
. ..

.

.Region 1-1.-.(Rew YorkY provlde`rs 'consistently rated T/TA.,.
on all character:litica for. each group- (prqgram, staff,. .

and parents) very highly, eider "4" or. "3".Their .:
pattern was to be above the "norm" for the '"4" rating,
and usually below the "norm" on "3". None ,ever gave .' 1:*
a rating of "2" or !,11."pn any characteristici. . ,- .

.
, - :. ..

- - - -:'Region I l l (Phi I adel ph i-a). ,-s.:provi.de?. 'on- ei.mg I y..TYTA:
in regard to program and staff needs, were:-.1_01e14

i
-

than the norm on the "4" and higher than the norm .
on "3 ", which simply means that fewer providers ..
rated tm1y.T/TA at the highest point Of' the scale. , 1:
On complete T/TA to' -parents;:ii;:these.praviders were' _ ..
higher than thd "norm" for "4": on 'neairy.-aLlother...:*,
characteristics for al.l.groups they were at' bp ,'
near the "norm". c. :, 4

a-..i

.1

. .

Region (Atlantaorovider.s, on timely T/TA-',. ,,"
were higher than 'the !inorm"

tA' program and staff needs, and tended toki-at-e,,carnplete, e 7

practical, and informative c-hapCt'er4Stics
gard to, parent "3" Tallier than "4";

.

e

Region V (Chi ago) pray dete,'"or*--precticp Te-A
for meeting program and Oitent, needs; ticghe.i;
than th.e "norm" flu- , and 06:cornzl'ete-T/TA knd
imely T/TA for parent: neects, were also higher than

the "norm" for "Lfk!..

Regian VI (Dail agT dirt ,enact 1/TA
far meevihg prOgram needs ,:were 'higher than the-
"norm" for 0.4",(-.$nd,-_on 9:racti-eal informet
and' timely T/TA or 1%r-wits AlSo higher
than the "normlil-f2c.i!4":,

RegioV X (SeattleVfi-rov).der's'wer'a4,al-most un Nersa 1 1 y '
lower than the "nAn't'161--."-rgin="ortreee:t-titg needs of
program, staff, and parents". rnsfahce-idid
any provider rate '.compte:te I./TA- as "iPe, tliebest.
This pattern reveat$ t1' t%

I

op
a.;

would pick "3" rather than "4". However, .,9ft complete
T/TA in regard staff drrd parent needs, a co4iderabsly
higher percentage than the "no-rm",,rated it a42",
and on timely T/TA fortall, groups', neeas the; perdentage
of "2" ratings was also above the "norm".

.' ;:

515-
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Region XI (1 MPD) providers rated 'timely T/TA for all

groups' needs as "3" -to a level much higher than the
"norm," and for parents' needs were higher than the
"norm" for "3" on complete and practical T/TA. Ihfor-

motive T/TA for parents had a much higher percent than
the "norm" for "4." Generally, they tended.to per-
ceive meeting parent needs in a more favorable light
than most other regions.

:Seeking another measure of quality of T/TA, we asked regional

prwiiders if T/TA to staff and to parents had led to better services

for the children. The majority of providers said "yes" to both items,

altfiOugh a higher percentage gave positive responses in regard to

staff T/TA than to parent T/TA. These figures are higher than those

.
i

i.

Table 532. Better Services for Children As a Consequence of
. Regional Provider T/TA to Staff and to Parents in=77)

//.11111P0

1

. A

.-: RespOns0
.

Percent of Providers for Each T/TA-Recipient
Staff Parents

.

.

.

! Y'dis

-. ..J. 4d. I

. f

bon't Know

.-Nbt APpflo.-able

92.2

2.6

3.9

1.3

'76.6

2.6

,

1.0.4

10.4

ote:, /Compare this.Table with E21 on National Pray! ers

e
. ...-.

.,
given by national providers (92.29; vs. 82.4% and 76.6% vs. 41.2%).

.,

. ....: ;

. : .:

.
,

. .

.0.. .

,. .

.. .410 regional variations occurred for staff T/TA, but there were
t .. . !. :.

sbme.f9r. parent T/TA. Comparing each region's provider responses
:

.
to tt:ienorm" Of 76.6% saying "yes," Regions II (New York)., VI (Dallas),

,:qad:X1 (IMPD): provideri were higher (100.0%, 92.9%, and 100.0%
: :

I'
. .

respectively); whije Region IV ,(Atlanta) providers were lower (55.6%)

:

''.

1
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With those providers who said "yes," our interviewer: asked,`

to what extent, according to the scale appearing below,;did

staff and parent T/TA lead to better services-for the childre9.

Table E33
4.-. .

Extent of,Setter Services to Children Resulting
rrom Staff and Parent T/TA.Offered by Regional
Providers (h=77)

.

..

.

Responses
.

Percent of Providers for, Each T/TA Recipient

Staff* . , -Paren..tj
,

. A Great Deal
...

Quite a B,it

Some
. .

A Little.

None

Dont'know/Not
Applicable

.

.

40
.

.

.

.

51.9 .

33,.8, .

3.9

-

.

,

10.4

20.8

39.0

15..6

. .

-
.

_

.

24.7

.

.

For staff T/TA, 2.?espondents who d4.id yes were not-able to judge
the extent of better services, to the appear in the don't know/

-not /applicable percentage.,..For4arent T/TA,-1 respondent was
treated the same_way. r.

it can be seen'that,, for staff T/TA, half of the providers responded

"a great deal", Mille only one-fifth gave that anpwer in regard to

parent T/TA. The..iercentage saying "some" was higher for, parent

T/TA (15.6%) than for staff T/TA (3.9%). '

These findings reveal higher percentagesfor the responses

"a grea t deal" and "quite a bit" than for thcise Of national providers

(see
.

Table E23) However, more natiOnalprovfdert than regional4

said exient`of_5etter services 'for , ichldren resulting from parent

T/TA was only "some" (20.6% vS. 15.-6%).
--.

:One js always mindful of the vested interest that providers

. have in expressing posit ive resultS of T/TA they provide, and;

519
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while thiS factor cannot be discounted, the variation's that occur

in relation to this particular perception of .extent of better Services

for children between staff and parent T/TA (as well as other questions)

indicate the sincerity and honesty with which most of these providers

attempted to approach the interview for this study.

On a region-bycegion basis, the following diff-e}ences have

been noted:

Region II (New York) providers Bove the "norm"'
on "a great deal" 00.0% vs', 51.9%) for staff T/TA,
and on "a great.dealY (50".Orvs. 20;84);:and "qiiite a .

bit" (50.0% vs. 39.0%), for parent T/TA:

Region III (Philadelphia) providers were 1 er than
the "norm" for "a great deal" on both staff TA (24...,4%

) and .parent (7.1%.vs. 20.8%) , an her
on "qU Ite 'a bit":Jorstaff T/TA (64.3* vs. 33.8%)-

providers rated both staff and parent T/TA extent of
better services as."quite. a bit".

Region IV (Atlanta). providers were
..

below the "norm"
on .quite a E27.8% vs,, 39.0%), far parent T/TA.'-

,

*Region V (Chicago) providers below =the "norm': on
-...".:"qa!te* a bie.for both staff T/TA (32.5% vs.*33.8%).-

and parent T/TA (25.0% vs, 39.0%),,and higher on
"some" for both stiff T/TA (25.0% sit, 3.9%) and
Pd.r.nt T/TA*(37..5% vi. 15.6). vhich simply says

that for staff T/TA (except for a "a greaedeal")
more providers rated extent of,better services
"some,'" and, for parentsT/TA, more providers said

"some" extent of better services than said Aither
"a great deal" or "quite a bit."...

Region VI (Dallas).providers were, for staff T/TA,
,4hkgher .than the "norm" on "a great deal" (71.4% Ys.

51.9t)' and lqwer than the "norm" for "quite atit"

::(1.4,3% vs, '33.8%). For parent T/TA they werhigher
tin the norm on `.'quite a bit" (57.1% vs. 39.0%) and
iower than thenorm on "some" (Z.1% vs., 15.6%) .

This distribution' indicates that on staff T/TA, more
providers,- .rated extent of better services "a great

deal'," and, on parent T/TA, more rated it "quite a
'.bit."

.513
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. Region X (Seattle) providers were lower than the "norm" bri0
"a great deal" for staff T/TA (33.3% vs. 51.9%), higher on

. "quite a bit" {55.6% vs. 33.8%), wIlich means that the ma-
jority rated staff T/TA "quite a bit," and were lower than
the "norm" on "quite a bit" for parent T/TA (22.2% vs. 39.00 .
For parent T/TA, of the six providers making ratings, the

_responses were distributed evenly_across all three categories
(a great deal, quite a bit, and some).

Region XI (IMO providers were higher than the "norm" on
parent T/TA for "a great -deal" (40.0% vs. 20.8%) and "quite
a bit" (50.0% vs. 39.0%). Only Region II providers rated

+P. extent of better services for children resulting from parent
T/TA higher than Region XI providers.

Those respondents who said that no better services for children

resulted,from staff and parent T/TA were asked why not. Of the two

respondents who said "no" in regard to staff T/TA, only one could offer

a reason, and tat person said because there was no centralized state

plan. The two respondents who said "no" in regard to parent T/TA said
...

the reasons were, for oRe person, because too. little T/TA was provided,

and for the other,, because the T/TA was condescending toward the parents,

thus it did not generate the desired effect.

c. .Local Level Responses-

Local level responses on this topic of effects-of T/TA, as has been

the case with all the preceding topics in this chapter, are discussed

first from the viewpoint of directors, staff, parents, and community

leaders associated with the 30 Head Start programs sampled and then

from that of local level T/TA providers.

1. 'Local Program Responses

Project staff interviewed a total of 428 directors, staff, and parentt
and 162 community leaders (see Cripater 11 for an explanation of the selec-

tron process utilIze0.

. 519
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To begin the portion of the interview on the effects of T/TA re-

. ceived, the respondents were asked how much impact the.T/TA they re-

ceived in the past year had on improving their program. They were

given five possibTe answers; "a great deal, quite a bit, some, a

little, and none." There responses are given in Table £31;, fol7

lowing this page.

Wnat this table shows is that six out of ten respondents (59.1%)

reported either "a great deal" or "quite a bit" of impact on their local

program as a result of T/TA. If the "some" answers are added in; then

the percentage jumps to 84.6%_. Only 8.4% of the respondents said "a

little ' or "no" I-Ipact as achieved as a result of T/TA.

4

A look at this data for regional differences shows that--if only

the responses "a great deal" and "quite a bit" are binned together within

a region--the case studies.compare thusly, going, from the one with "the

greatest frequency of these answers to the one with the least.

Region IV Atlanta

Region Vi Dallas

Region X Seattle

"NORM"

Region III Philadelphia

Region II New York

Region V Chicago

Region XI 1MPD

78.9% a great deal/quite a bit

67.3% a great deal/quite a bit

65.4% a great deal/quitea bit

59.1% a great deal/quite a tilt

57.7% a great deal/quite a bit

50.0 %. a great deal/quite a bit

49.2% a great deal/quite a bit

42.6% a great deal/quite a, bit.

Some might argue that "some" as a response indicates a positiye impact

from T/TA as well and should therefore be included in such a region by

region comparison.' Accordingly, here is-how the seven case study re-

gions compare when the "some" responses are'added to the "1 great deal"

r
J

520



www.manaraa.com

T
a
b
l
e
 
E
3
4
.

t
x
t
e
n
t
 
O
f
 
I
m
p
a
c
t
 
o
f
 
T
/
T
A
o
n
 
l
o
c
a
l
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
-
o
n
 
l
o
c
a
l

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
(
D
S
P
 
r
4
2
8
)

,

(.
1

.1
'.

1
I

,.

I
LI

.,
O

f: 
T

1
' t

, C
o'

 4
J

1

l_
I

I
P

C
 I

I

to
1

1 
I)

 . 
1

1
1'

 .
1

1 
(.

1
P

( 
1

1
,!.

 1
1.

.1
...

1
8)

. i
..

"(
T

A
U

 I'
Li

1 
- 

- 
*5

 -
I

1
1-

--
- 

--
- 

-1
-

- 
- 

-I
--

1
t

..
,.'

1
I

!'
I

1 
1

1
a,

1
1.

 1
1

)
1

.
;

I
P

s
I

.
1.

3
1

A
...

t. 
1.

4 
I

11
1

4t
.

1
to

 .
1

1
1

I.
1

-t
o.

 1
1

11
 .1

,
1

'
I

18
.1

1
1 

4.
/'

I
s'

.k
I

1
. )

 . 
/

I
., 

1
.

1
1

.. 
,

.1
i

I
_4

1.
)

I
,,.

.I
I

" 
0.

'1
1

1
1

.
l'

4 
4:

1
1

,i.
.

1
1.

.
I

7
1`

*4
)

1
'4

 Is
'

I

71
:7

.,
1

t -
-

1
1

/
1

-
1

21
.,

1
1 

c
I

2.
 t

1
...

.
1

1
11

,
1

1
,

1
11

t
I

'
I

I .
 ' 

o'
L.

11
11

 T
I-

A
 1

11
4

...
, o

t
1

15
.1

1
;5

'1
.5

1
11

;.-
1

1 
.5

1
,

1
k
.
'
 
.

I
1

1 
4 

.
1

1

I
8.

i
.5

t
".

.4
I

.,
4.

,
,t

I
I.'

. I
1

.1
J

1
II

."
 . 

1)
t
.

1

.1
(4

. .
.1

;

#1
,s

,
o

/
4,

!
.

1
1 

a 
?

I
.1

 p
 .

i
,. 

I
I

J.
::

I
4.

 )
1

1 
';

I

1
-I

 -
 -

-
.1

" 
4

.
I

-1
 1

I
1

1
.

C
i
l

.j1
.
,
!
.
.
?

.1

'
1 

r
1

1/
.

1
1

-
1

8
1

.)
1

I'1
1

..'
4

1
1-

 9
C

.."
.

.)
4.

1.
),

/lt
.

I
1 

.1
 /

1

.
1

1
1

t .
 1

4
I

. 4
.
.
3

0
_
1
4

I
'

3 
5 

.
I

1
.'1

14
.1

1
S

.
.

'
I

1.
t .

.,5
4

II
.1

.5
1:

 P
i

11

,
. .

 ,
1

5 
.

7
1

-5
.

..1
..'

.3
1

4 
1

I
1 

.
1

5.
 to

1
.

o
.

I

...
...

1
I

4
I

.4
,

I1

I.
'. 

0
r

.)
/'

:
1

...
., 

.1...
;)

t I
N

I

t
1

., 
3

...
.

1
1 

4.
'

1
0 

I /
1 

4-
.1

1

.1
I

4 
.0

1
'

'
1

...
 o

t
" 

" 
''''

' .
- 

".
 I

I
t 0

..
,

1
1

l
4

4'
. i

I
I 

.A
I

...
 -

)
I

4 
1

`0
 6

7
1

:1
 .1

I
.-

/I
.

.)
.. 

/
I

l'
I

1
I4

1
0

0!
I

-
.7

.t.
/-

-T
I

t
-1

8-
1

I-
--

 -
 -

 -
 -

 -
1

1
1

5-
A

4
...

-,
C

1
1

1
..:

1
1

...
I

I
I

.2
.

I
11

(5
11

)(
41

.,
...

/./
1

-
+

.)
r

.1
9 

. 1
I

t
I

.1
I

I
...

, 1
1

1 
:)

. :
'

1

1
1 

'.'
r

1.
 5

1
J.

 .
.1

F
.'.

1
I t

-
1

1 
'I

1
1.

 1
1

.0
i

.1
),

,,L
o

I
4.

'' 
4;

3
1

J
.1

A
1

.'
1

...
..

I
.. 

.,
I

I. 
)

1

-I
.-

'1
4-

 1
I

1
1

1
1

-,
'

lit
t.

I
1

7
-

1
...

5
1

.
1.

-.
1

1
1

i
1

.!
.1

'

.1
.)

t)
14

I
t.4

1.
11

-

.

I
.

1 
4,

,_
,.

I
.)

 ..
.

1.
.4

...
..!

i
. /

..'
0

I

. -
r

I

.0
51

 ..
.,.

 ,3

i
.1

:4
4 

..
so

11

el
'1

.

4
I

3 
$ 

.
)

1
I

1
. I

,
I

1
/ :

 .,
.

.
I

1
t.

1
,

t
1

1
.."

1
;

',
1

3
. .

..
I

8.
,

. .
1

.1
.

7
1

4

...
I

7
%

. .
.

..
1

A
 -

I
1

.
I

'))
: .

..'
I

1.
'

I
I

1
..

.
1,

,
1

3
I

1
1

1
.t

7
'

l '
:M

A
I

A
P
P
t

1
'.3

'3
 . 

t
1

o

1
1

.1
'

1
II

, .
1

1
1

1
1

. 1
1

, .
.

1
) 

.
1

1.
S

1
s.

.,
,

1
1

i .
 .!

1
1

. 0
1

"
.

1

Itl
 (

,:4
1:

1 
1

1I
 %

.1
1

I V
tl 

(W
I V

c,
 r

.
V

1
, 1

01
I

.
T

 .2
.

1 
A

l

1
.

1
i

1
'

.0
1

1
1

._
1

1

'C
l.1

1
11

,1
1N

'
."

4
to

I
1

'
I

(.
1

4 
!I'

11
1T

-1
51

'
1

1
.

1
5 

1.
., 

.
1'

+
 .7

1
.

1
1.

 8
1 

4 
.

s
I



www.manaraa.com

a

'KIRSCHNER ASSOCIATES INC

-

tl

and "quite a bit" ones. Again, they are listed in order of declining

frequency of response:

Region IV Atlanta

Region X Seattle

"NORM"

Region II New York

Region
VI Dallas

Region XJIMPD

Region III Philadelphia

Region YChiCago

93.0 %a great deal/quite

92.7%\a great deal/quite

84.6% a great deal/quite

.3% a'great deal/quite

'82. a great deal/quite

81.9% a great deal/quite

79.5% a great deal/quite

79.4% a great deal/quite

a bit/some

a bit/some

a bit/Some

a bit/some

a bit/some

a bit/some

a bit/some

a bit/some

Atlanta remains at the top of this listing, as it was in the pre-

vious one which excluded "some" responses; Seattle moves up from third

to second place; New York, from fifth to third; Dallas drops down to

fourth as opposed to second in the previous listing; IMPD climbs con-

siderably from the last spot in the previous listing to the fifth one

in this; both Philadelphia (fourth to sixth) and Chicago (sixth to last)

dropped dowh in order of ranking from the previous listing to this.

These phenomena make it difficult to draw any solid conclusions,

except that it is obviousdirectors, staff, and parents interviewed

in Region IV Atlanta consistently thought their T /TA was having greater

impact than those in any of'ithe,0ther'case studies:

-

The community leaders were also asked how much impact the T/TA
.

received had on improving the local Head Start program.. Their answers
r.

are displayed in Table E35, fqlowing this 'page.

This data shqw.t that, as was the case with dcreetors, staff, and.,

parents-six out of terirespondents.(62.9) repOrted either "a great

dial" or "quite albit" of impact of the 1oCai Head Start-as a:result of

.1-/TA. If the "some" answers are included, then the percentagejumps to

57*
22
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_

84:a%, almost _identical to the 84.-E0g figure for the directors, staff,

and parents". This data thdrefore tends to show that the perceptions
t,

of the community leaders; on the overall -impact of T/TA across-the seven
,

ease study regions af.e.rema'rablifalike*to those.4.-thAiTectors, and

staff, and parents., . 4

Next, KAI intervieiers 'anoCher.similar question on T/TA

sa a to get- b. better fix on the perceptions of the directors,

staff, .an.COIreiiii. Thi-grojestiOn was "overall to w hat extent .have the
....

.
.

t

. end result$ of your ef-flirts to assess needs, plan,.and management T/TA
.

improved your pros.3.6.Ferformance?" The focgs here is more narrow than
-3:-

the pri.:Cedirig q4estion,'in that the answers are supposed torefleCt im-

-'0act of T/TA resuRing from local level efforts to assess needs, plan

accoYdirisly, shd. .thehmanage .their T/TA.Possible answers included "a

great deaIi-..quite-a.:bit, some, a little, and none." Their responses

are shown in Tah.l.dE36",-following this page.

' The finding:s.that.stand out are that again six opt"of ten respon-.
,..,: .. ____

dents (40,. 3%) rdOorted either "a great deal." or "quite abit" of effect
t

from T/TA. A total of about eight out of ten (78.12) said that these

had been at a.mittc..mum "some" program improvement due to T/TA. Very

small percentages of interviewees said either "a little" (4-.9.%)-or-"no".

(1:9%) improvement resulted.fi-om-T/TA.

Another finding is that; if the two resporises "a great deal" and

"quite a bit" are isolated as a means for determining relative program

improvement due to T/TA among the case study regions, certain regions

seem to.have more marked improvement than others, at least'in the view

of these 428 respondents. The. regional variations oh these two answers

536

4
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. .

1

look like this, going from the

high impact answers to the one

Region IV Atlanta

Region X Seattle

"NORM"

Region

Region

Region

Region

Region

III Philadelphia

VI Dallas

II New York

V Chicago

XI IMPD

Some might

at- when looking four regional

to those of "a great deal"

are as follows
e

again from

three responses to that with

.!'
.. '!

r* ; *-
/ .4( .11

%/4., e

; /'.
,_1."

regionwith the greatiet peiT,nt.a4e,10

with the least:

.- "-` ."%;

i

_77.5% a .44elbt.'dedi?clut:te e1144" r ./ ,! .

61.8% a'igreat xleatAlsi abi t .".

60.3% a. g rpt t-.4.11!ificeilte -;
60.2% a § eee`t.-4girto ukg-:,3*;

54.2% a:g:e:q15:0-e
1. .

.43Z6
.

53.9% g`re.,4 dea.z-/

59.6f a grfia.tvdear

50'1% a.greaea:IyI04.a.Alx-7:-
-,; ",

object that "some" as a response stionl-U,ai-

variatilons. If these answpi-

and "quite a .bit"Ihe1-i't4Ne4,

the region with the highes,t

the lowest:
I"' Mir

Region IV Atlanta

:AegjpF-LX Seattle

Region V Chicago

"NORM"

Region III Philadelphia

Region II New York-

RegibnV1 Dallas

Region XI IMPD

. 1

4t10fi'tquite "a bit/soixe'

e !added

al variationS,.
uency of these .

81.8% a greatie8ea1 /quite'a
;4 4;

79.3%.4'74Ceat:daWquite a

, .
b

bit/some

78.1% a great deachktea bit/some

78.1%-a great deal/quite. a bit/some

75.0% a great deal/quite a bit/some

731% greatydeal/quite a bit/some
.

,

72.1%0 great deal /quite a bit/some

The in this listing from, the pr4ous is .non-ekint inthe'change
4

cases of:Atlanta and Sattle(first and second places respectively both

tlmes), New 'York t(fifth both times), and INN (last both times); negligible

in the cise of Philradelphia (fourth one time, thirerhenext); and rather

mi,R;rdfin:the cases of Chicago (third-place the first time, ne;.(C.tg last

the other,time) and Dallas (sixth place vs. 'fourth plaCe).
,..

526
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- 7 ttha-fTsliould:Lbe-nat-id-qcon-siclering again the global !dew instead of
-flie:_-'7'4411:)rra-1-"differences --is that once more Atlanta respondefits consis-'
tentry- repber3447:-illore rre.qugntiy_tben. those in the other six case study... --7-regions7 P4k-ighe--pe_rieenTasers trf -9-'6.4gr' effect or program improvement as: .- -.-...- ...

- . -. rfeintr of- frit ix T/TA activities. Conversely, IMPD respbndents regularly
__

.---
....-.....

. 6'''' -* ,""'-gem--e--t.'ne least:percentaoei of "a great-cleaJ, quite a bit, or some" answers__ - . _
--:. .--_ . ...''''---" -- -Yt,,-t1 euery, -a-bout-110r much effect their T/TA received actually had

-....

-
- Theri, 0 i ven-tite§e f_iftslirm-,-wf.,:-Iiroct'ded to run a bivariate analysis- z . .

of the results_ frdrii the di sta):f, and parents orr the extent ,of
.

,

... , :.,

*:........ '-' ..._----nged-tor improvement -in-"T/TA needs assessing and' planning processes -174jth ------ -- -- --- - ,* .: - ,..:.
-- - ,",..;,.....-_":....'tlielp.retionvS'-on.;o,(i..erls.1.1. imPact-of T/TA (Table E34i. Some significant-.. ,..,- - - .

----. -::.: - - res'ul t's'.'apfSear4'ct:' .they:a-re displayed "here 'in--Table E37, fol lowing th i s- -
_ -i- .-- -::-- .. : t- .page.

.. ..
--- ; _ .. .,., ,.-

6

those .respond"eht4...4ho indicated highest T /TIV impact -( "a great
.ri*L) ;:-.the..1.argest pt rtertt-a§e,Lo'c'curis --f_oP-those who said "a great deal"-- .

or -I'mproferiient it requ- ired tffely PlanFripg4toces5es. The next largest,
percentage appears for those who said will, "a til'ai.n.one_t_improvement
requi red, :followed by those who. Trali-cated ctiqui to a bit This distri-
bution suggests that VIA- is perceived-to hayethe greatest impact among-

,

.those whO recognize -the most need for sufiStantrveimprovements in the
T/TA needs assessment and planning- processes.

-

As the extent of T/TA impact and-eed for improvement in T/TA plan-. ..
ning declines, the percentage of respondenttincreas'es. Thus, of those
who answered that T/TA impact was "a little/none," the highest percentage
occurs among. those indicating need for. improvement as'"a i tt le/none."

.71-here is evidence that if a pers'on gave. one response on one question,
he/she tended to give the same response to the other question. The high-
est percentage of respondents in each row nand column is *found- where the
same categories cross, e.g., "a great deal," 58-.6%; "quite a bit," 421%;.

"sorile,";44.6%; and.rta little/none," 35.7%.
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t \ aext! i n otde,r to get furtligr precision of perception by these di-
X Is. V

rtctArsl,'. stlaff, alid parents in terms or impact due to -T/TA, several fur-,

O 'e ir )3:14storisetrere.asked. %Each interviewee was querited as to how well

t
010

6

.

. , ' .
... ".

. . tte T ;received by them irr.the past year met the need;"bi...r..14e pro-. . ra
. '' . . ,...
al ! grain-as ,A.i.,thtle, and 'Mien the needs of the staff and percents in par:k , . , , t .4"

-t * -ticular.;:Filey_were asked to answer in terms of fad? key characteristics--
, . , . .

.
, ,. .

, .. ..,-compl-etenessl practicabili.ty,informativeness and timeliness of the T/TA,: .-1,---

--retei.ved. -_They were rAuested to answer 4,-3, 2, or 1, with 4 being the. .

I.

5

4 g.

Est 'qn Ci. t thd:.orst answer. Their 'responses are shown in Table E38:-, ... l. '.
Tab-le t- 38: . Ravings by Directors,' Staff, Parents on Key Characteristics

of Their J/TA` ih Regard to Meeting the Needs of.-the Local Pro--
- :*. gr:iffl,`Stefj and Parents (n=428)

-
.*.

[Characteristics
-

. .

iltilzr;g
Sa--le*':-.Program

.

Percent of Rating Scale for :Each Recipient
. Staff "Paren.ts

CoMpi.ete
.
4,- :

-.. ..

2..
A

..

. .-24..5.

434
20.1
4.4-

25.7

39.7,

15.7 .-_,:

'4..2

. 24.5

33.2

19.9

11.7 ....,/`

_

.

.

,Practical

.

4."

3

,,, 2

1

.

,

. ..
:35:0 .

400 .
.:15.4

3.5

26.9

42.3

12.1

4.0

%

28.7-

32:7

-17.5
10.5

._

.

Informative 4

3,

2

1

.

40.9;:..

37.1

: 10.5

--4.7.

37.1

32.5
12.6

2.8 ,

'

35.3

.30:6
14.7

8.6

Timely

.

4

3

2

'1

28.7

32.9

22.0

8.6
a

22.9

36.0

18.7

6.1

_

-24.3

33.2

.19.4

1).2

4
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It appedrs that if an individual respondent answered one way about

the completeness of T/TA received meeting the needs of the entire-pt2y,

gram, that same respondent tended to give the same answer to the sister

questions on meeting the needs Of staff and parents in part! ular.

It also appears that this group of 428 respondents tended to think

the T/TA received was more informative when it was received than.timely

in its 'reception. Sixty-two pepticent (61.6%) answered either "P'or.:7--,

"4" (the best) on how timely their T/TA was, but 78.0% answered "3".

or "4' on how informative their T/TA was in terms of meeting the needs

of their program. The answers on how practical the-T/TA received was

also tended be favorable, with 75% responding either "3" or "4" on a

scale of 1, 2, 3, or 4 (best)._ d/

These same questions on-the key characteristics of completeness,

pract'icality,informativeness'and timeliness of T/TA were also put to the

162 community readers who were interviewed. Their answers Can be seen

here in Table E39, following this page.

The same comments made about the directors, staff, and parents' re-

sponses, i.e., that if they answered one way about the completeness of

T/TA received meeting the needs of the entire prograrl then they tended

to give. the same response to the sister questions regarding the meeting ,

of needs of staff and parents, can also be made here about the community

leaders.

The community leaders seemed to give their highest ratings for T/TA

informativeness. In this too they paralleled the directors, staff, and

parents' responses. They seem tp thirik however, that T/TA received, istimely

more than did the directors, staff, and parents.. Threefourths of the leaders

04.1%) answered "3" or "4" vs. six-tenths (61.6%) of the directors, staff,

Or parents:

5%3
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Table E39: Rilings by Community...Leaders on Key Characteristics of T/TA
in Regard to Meeting the Needs of the Local Program, Staff,
and Parents (n=162) :

Charac.teristsiRating,
S$Ble

P6cent Of Rating Scale for Each Recipient
Program *Staff I Parents

.

. Complete

.

.:4

3

. 2

1.

. _

19.9

50.3

19.9

2.0

23.3

43.3

15.3

0.7

22.5

36.4'

.17.2

'4.6

V

, Practical

.N.

if

3

2

1

-

.

36.4

46.4

8:6

, 1.3

36.0

39.3

9.1

0.7

.

.

26.5

39.7

1'3.9

2.6

,

.

,
.

informative 4.4

.

3

. 2

1

.

41.1

43..0 .

...

7.9

0.0

38.7

40.0.
4.7

0.7

32.5

37.7

9.9

2.6

.
.

Timely .

3

2

1

...

37:7

36.4

12.6

4.0

33.3

31.3

13.3

2.7

5.1

27.2

12.6

6.0

Note: Compare this, Table with E38 on Directors, Staff, and Parents
4 .
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A cross tabulation was then run of the ratings of direCtors, staff,

and parents on key characteristics ofT/TA with rega,rdto meeting the

needs of local programs (see Table E38) with their responses on the extent

of impact of'T/TA (see Tabl-e E34). Yhisbivariate anatysis is displayed

here inirable E40:

Table E40: Cross-Tabulatioq of Key Characteristics as Regards Meeting
Program Needs with Extent of T/TA Impact on Local Program (-DSP).'

Key Characteristics

of T/TA as

Regards Meeting

Program Needs

Percent Indicating Extent'of TITA
Impact at Each Point j n Rating
9cPe for Each Characteristic

T

Total Percent : I

it

, *

Rating! A 'Quite'
Scale Gre. Beat a'Bit' Some

-

A Little/

None
atEAch-P.oint
Rating Scale

(

...

Complete

,

.

4 60.4 26:7 i 11.9
.

3 28.3 42.2 23.3

//I 8.9 16ik, 51.5

,

1:0

6.1

22.8

(n=382)

26.44

47:1

26.4

<71

Practice 4 48.3 33.6 .14.7.

3 24.2 38.8 30.9

2/1 20.0 ' 10;0 115.0

6.1

25.0

(n=388) r

-36.9.

42.5

20.6

Informative 4 45.2 -34.5 16.7

3 ! 27.5 1 34.b 34.6 !

2/1 10.9 ; 109 42.2

1,6

3:9

35.9 .

(p=385)*
43.6

I 39.7

16.6.

Timely 4 '48.7 33.6 15:1

.3 31.2 36:2 25.4

2/1 16.7 2378 4.7

w2..5

7.2

,159:

.(1=383)
, .31.1

..:: 36.0
,

. 32.9

Note: The.percents listed.in the right-hand column are basedon varying numbers
of respondents, as indicated. All 'don't know and not applicable responses
have been omitted.-
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Tabl-e E41.' Cross-Tabulation of Key Characteristics as Regards t eting
Staff Needs with Extent of T/TA Impact on Local Prog (OSP)

Key Characteristics
of T/TA as Regards
Meeting Staff Needs

Rating
Scale

Percent Indicatino Exterh of
T/TA Impact at Each Point in

Rating S,daie for Each

Characteristic

A Quite
Great Deal A Bit

Total Percent
at.Each,

A trte,:oi/ Point in
Some None Rating Scale

, Complete

3

2/1

49.0

29.0

16.7

37.3

34.3

16.7'

8.8 4.9

33.1.1 4.6

42.9 1. 23.8 .

..

(9=355)

28.7

47,6

23.7

-. .
Practical'

,

4

3

2/1'

51.9

23.3

20.6

33.3.

35.6

16.2

12.0

35.6

35.0

2.8

5.6

27.9

,(n.396).

30.3

50.6

19.9
.

..

(n =356)

Inforeitive -. 4 46.7 30.9 18.4 3.9 42.7

3 22.5. 40.6 30.4 6.5 38.8
.

. 2/1 16.7 12.1 45.5 25.8 18.5.

.
. .

....

(n=352)

Timely 4 . 52.2 31.5 15.2 1.1 26.1

_
. .

-.3 30.5 15.1 28:6 5.8. 43.8

.2/1. 19.1 25:5 , 39.6._ 19.8": j.0.1

Note: The percents listed in the righthand column are based on oaring
numbers of respondents, as indicated. A11.-don't know and not
applicable responses have been omitted.-'
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Table E41, displayed on the previous page, shows the bivariate

analysis of the key characteristics and the meeting of staff needs vs

the extent of T/TA impact on local programs. Similar patterns-are evident

in regard to T/TA meeting staff needs and T/TA impact as was the case for

T/T'A meeting program needs. Among those rating each kei, characteristic

"4", .tne highest percentage of respondents is found indicatinq T/TA impact.

Generally, the greatest percentage of those rating each key char-

acteristic as."2" Or "1" said the highest percentage of minimal T/TA

impact (a little/none). This conclusion applies:

As the rating for each key characteristic of T/TA-1-n
regard to meeting staff needs rises, so too does the
percent rating the extent of T/TA impact at_the high-
est level ("a great deal"). The lower the rating of
each keycharacteristic, the greater the percentage
indicating extent of T/TA-impact at 'its lowest level
("a little/none").

To complete the possible comparison's with data shown in Table E39,
. -

still another follow-up cross tabulation was done, between the ratings of

the directors, staff, and parents On key characteristics of Trikvith re-

gard to meeting ,the needs of parent's a*thei4 r responses on the ',(tent:of.'

impact -of T/TA (see Table E35). Thisioi-vei'iate analysis is displayed 1:

in Table £42, following' his page.

Sinc.the same patterns:qcerthere as .fop T/TA on each key' eLeirents ''

programTr regard. to meeting botb end
.

staff needs, we will summarize the
.'.

findings for all:
_...,. ,

.

. ..,..

As the rating for each key thar;Iteeristic Hsesso does the
percentage nitfng irA.ifiipact at ,tile.highest level ( "a great.

deal"). , . ,.. ....,
.. k

: :' .-, 1 .*

.

0,.. As the rating for eaChtkey cbaratteristi.t.dgeli es. hyper-
- tentage rating T/TATmpact.at the roweSt leve.l.'ValITTle/
honer-increase's. '' .

,

,

y' O.IMlb.w
.5'

Z 1 :.' b , . d '
....'

For .41i-ratings; ttie highest percentage fer-OA tmpactincyrs
in the "a grfat dearcategorn for "3" ratings;'in th4 "a quite
a bit" category; forii".ratings, in thq "some" category.

:

5 t3' 6
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Table E42. Cross Tabulation of Key Characteristics as-Regards Meeting '

Parent -Needs With Extent of T/TA impact on Local Program (DSP)

Key Characteristics
of T/TA as Regards

Meeting Parent Needs,

. Percent Indicating Extent of
.T/TA Impact at Each Point in

Rating Scale for Each
Characteristic

.
.

Total Pecent
at Each

.

iPoint n

Rating Scale

Rating

Scale

A

Great Deal
Qutte
A Bit Some

A Little/
None

(n=362)-

CoMpleie 4 50.5 35.1 10.3 4.1, -26.8

3 33.3 41.5 22.2 3.0 37.3

2/1
,,

18.5 17.7 45.4 18.5 35.9

I.'

.1 (n=363)

Practical 4 52:7 33.9 10.7 2.7 30.9

.

3 29.2 41.6 26,3 2.9 37.7

2/1 16.7 -37.-.5 43.9 21.9 31.4.:

.

(n=364)
.

Informative 4 48.2 32.6 17.0 2,1 38.7 . ..

3 28.8 44.8 _ 23.2 3.2 34.3'

. 2/1 --,--15.3 13.3 45.9- 25.5 26:9

- - (n=360)

Timely - . 4 53.1 ..
29

.
6 1'2.2 5.1 .2;.2

3 30.1 39.0 25.0 5.9 37_8

-.

-
2/1 17.5 26.2 41.3 1 15.1 35.0

Note: The percents listed in the righthand column are based pn varying
numbers of respondents, as indicated. All don't know and not
applicable responses have been omitted.
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Then additional following questions on the ;mgact of T/TA were put

to t e directors, staff, parents, leaders namely-, did they

feel T/ TA provided to the staWand pa\rerits daring the past year led to

better services for: the children., ',and if ,so,, to what extent? The answeers.--

tbOygave .are exhibit tad 'in Tables and EY4,

Table £43: ,Better Services.to Head -Start Children as a Consequence of

, T/TA to Staff and to Parents .

.

Response'

'Staff ;T/TA arent iT/TA.

,

Percent of
Di rectors ,.

Staff ,. ,

Parents

(n.48) s'-'

.

.

Percent' of

Communi ty

Leaders
(n=162)*'

.

. Percent. of

Directors,
. Staff,
Parents ,

. _{''n 428)

.

Percent of
,Community

Leaders
t- (n=162)*

Yes

No

,

88'..i .
.

31,4

''3:3

.

..1,14.8 .

11.7.

78.1

4,0-

'a 14
.

'Table -t44. Extent of Better Services to Head ,Start Children-as-a
C 'sequence of T /TA'to Staff and to Parents

.

Responses

Staff T/TA- .

. _

Pat-el-ft T/TA -

Percent of
Di rectors,

Staff,
Parents

(n=377)

Percent of
Commu i ty

Leade s
(n=13 )*

,

--Percent of
Directors,

' Staff ;
Parents

i-(n=-19) ''`. ,

. .
.. .

Percent of
Community
Leaders'

(n=1184*,.,

A Great Deal :

Quite a Bit

SOme-'--

A Little

.

-:-...--.-41.5

''43.5

13.8

\.P.q

41.i

41.2

14.7

2.2

-

. 5

38.6.. -1"' .35.-8
.

34.2
,-, .37.3' :

a /4.5 :,' 1E6.
2:84f 4-.2.

*The responses from,cornmu.nity leaders parallel rath4r closely those of
directors, staff, 4r1 parepts.and hence will not be discussed" separafel

:e
.

;,;11 r4"-
;!!:

' N. ,

.536
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This data seems to indicate very high degrees of conviction that
T/TA receivecr,by the local program staff resulted in better services
to the chi ldren because near.ly nine but of ten respondents (88.10
a ed ''yes" to this -- question. Of -.those who did (377), 85.4% said
the impact was either "a great deal" or "quite a.bit.".

Three-fourths, of the respondents (74.8%) said that T/TA given to..
4

!parents resulted in better services to the'children. Of" those who said
'.."Yes" (319): 72.8% reported that they thought the impa'ct.was either "a
great deal"' or "quite a tit.."

J'

Tht data seems to lend great credence.to the Head Start policy of
pro%Odrng training and technical assistance for its staff and parents

_ s.O,that better services result -for the children Head Start, serves..,

Some vari.ations in.this 'data occur on region -by- region basis for
those answering "yes" to easA questiOn. They aan be observed here in
Table E45.

Table E45i Regional Variations in Regard to Better Servi es for Children
as a- Consequence of T/TA to Staff anfi'Parents (OSP n=428)

_ . -

Rank

...,
Peicent of .3C1-1 Region's Respondents Ansv-iering "Yes"

Staff T/TA Leadingto Better
Chi idrenrs Services

. Parent' T/T-A-j..eading,,to Better
'' Children's s Services

... ....
.

l s t

2nd

3rd

4th .
,.,

5th
6th -

7th

V I [Pallas 100.0%

IV Atlanta " 97.2%

X I I MPD ,- .--,-, 95.1%
-- "NORM'' -.-_..' B8.1%

' i I "ilew"-York .- -47.5%

:

X Seattle ---,.. 87.3%
I I I . Philadelphia 79.5%

s.:V Chicago 73.0%:-...,..

11 New -.York 89.6%. Y

ill AtiariCa 83.1%

X. 78%2%

."--; ;:-
.. . .

vi-gaita's ,75--0%

. "NORM" 74.8%
Ill Phi lJdelphia -73.1%
XI .IMPD 65.6%
Vthicago

,
6-i ;99;

..

5i7-

,. ,;
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The findings about Dallas stands out, of course, in that it is the

only region in which all respondents answered "yes" to this question

about whether T/TA delivered to their staff resulted in better services

for the children.. Also noteworthy here is the large numberof IMPD

interviewees (95:1%) who also answered "yes." This percentage gives

IMPD its highest ranking in any of the tables so far displayed in this

section on excellence of T/TA.

These data on better services to children as a result of T/TA to

staff and parents were then subjected to a cross tabulation with the

ratings of the directors, staff, and parents on extept of impact of

overall T/TA (see Table E34). The results are displayed here in Table

E46:

'Table E46. Cross Tabulation of Staff and Parent T/TA Leading to Better .

Children's Services and Extent of Impact From T/TA Provided
to Local Program CDSP)

1, '

T/TA to Each Group
Led to Better

Childre's Services.

4 -

Percent I dicating,Exterh,of
T/TA Imp ct and Whether T/TA

to Each Group Led to'Better
Children's Service's' -

.

.
.

.

Jbtal Percent
Undicatiing Whether

Staff and Parent.
T/TA.Lecito Better
Children's Strvides

A Great
Del.

_Quite

A Bit
-..

.Som
A Little/

None

Staff T/TA

Yes

No

34.4

0.0

,32.7

4.5 36.4

3

:5.9'5.9.

59,1

(n=380)

94.2
.i

% 5.9'
.

_ ..,

*, 4

Parent T/TA .

Yes'.
/ .

- t

,Nc:

.

'35.3

21.4

34:7

'12.8

26.1 .4.4.14..

29.8

,

36:2 %

t1=390) '''

, 86.6
....

. 13.4

Note: The percents listed 'la the righttand'bplumn base on varying
numbers of respond nt%, as,indicAed.'. All don't.' know andeot
applisabld.response ave' been,omitted..

. .0

938
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While the Pnetage of respondents-who said-staff-and Parent T/TA
. _

did not,lead to better children's_spilvices.and,w60,gave impact ratings.was
.

relbtively ,small (5.9% and 13.4%-resbectively);
.
theserespondents differ very

markedly from those who said T/TA to these grbups did lead to better chil-
-.

11'

dren's services. A comparison of the high categories of extent of T/TA

'impact ("a. great deal" and "quite a bit") shows that, for staff T/TA, those

who answered-"no" totaled 4.5% and 1h.1', respectively. Among those in-

dicating "some" or "a.little/none" impact for staff T/TA, these answering

"no" constituted nearly all the respondents; 95.5% compared to the 66.

of the "yes",respondents. Thus,.as extent of impact declines, generally

the percentage orreipondents indicating T/TA to staff and parents did

lead to ,better children's service's also declines, while the percentage

of respondents indicating such T/TA did not lead to better children's ser-
i.

vices increases.

_

. A comparison bivariate analysis was also undeittAkell 'fa-Bt./rat:VT"

these data on better services to children as a result of T/TAto staff'

and parents with the ratings of the directors, staff,'and parents on satis-

faction with overall T/TA (see Table E9). The. results are shown here in
. .

Table E47.

Table E47. Cross Tabulation of Staff and Parent T/TA Leading to Better
, i Children's Services and Satisfaction Level With T/TA Provided

to Local Program (DSP)
, 0

-

. Percent Indicating Level of.
.

T/TA Satisfaction and Whether
.,

T/TA to Each Group Led -to
-,

.
Better Children's Services To tArePiEsifit--;,:::

IndicistArl',Whet-fier:
T/TA to 'Each Group Dissatisfied/ Staff n* -Ra.t.

Led to Better Very Very T/TA_Led-to-Utter::-
Children's Services SatiSfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Children-s SerVides, -

Staff /TA . -. :(163.0)- ..--,.--
Yes . 35.4 54..:

.

2' 10-.A --

.

5 4".1:- -

ko / 6.0 2t7 78:3 .
- - z 1,9,

.. .

Parent' TM. ._, .
-.-....,Yes 56.'5 Y.55.2 ' 8.i-

.

- ---...
.No "a.2.. - 42.9 -49.0

.-

-----,-. 3, 6 -----
---.....--. A f-- --

r
. .

Note: The percent's:listed,in the.righthand -Cotuthrl- are-ba ,pnyarvjp,IL,r41,
of resPondenti, as indicated. All 4011.t.--rnow.a04-001.,'004:caole..re"
,sponies have been Ottted,

._
'
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As can be seen in the righthand column, the total percentageof re-

spondents who said that staff and-patent I/TA-did nit lead, to better chil-
_

ratings was relatively small

the level of overtkl -17/T:4-satis-
,

groups showy sabnormal.differences

yes," staff and 'parent .I7/TA did

dren's services and who gave satisfaction

(99% and 13.6%) respectively).. However,

faction expressed in these t;do respondent

compared to those respondents answering "

:1-e.aA to better children's services: For staff T/TA, over three-quarters -of
- .

the, -,'espOndarits 'who answered "no" were "dissatisfied/very dissati Sfled"-

(78.3%),- 'comPared to one-tenth of the "yes" respondents (10.4%). For, arent

T/TA, the-number "dissatisfied/very dissatisfied" who said "no" drogpedqo

one-half (48.0 %), while the "yes" respondents totaled slightly less than"

. one-tenth (8.1%). The great majority of "yes" respondents to both staff and,

pirent leading to 'better children's services gave. positive 'tatisfacpOn:-.....

atings The great majority of "no" -reSpohdihts,to:staff T/TA gave nefati1.4:::.:..:.7

sat ti s

_

fag fliph rat tags Land ngaki y.z major ty jgaye_ ttle samt rat i ng for pareint"!4:

1-1-7fA

,
- . - .....: .. . . ,

--::;-;:- -' --,.. . -- .., . PUY/Trig."-tif4kktiler 'these findings for staff and parent. T/TX*.ro i4' -.-

, -
- --_.

. . .

' ' .--=:,= .. <,1/1:01 T/TA satisfac.tioii and impact leVd Ls res u 1 t S.- ih -these,7contluilOtr .4. - .-" --. ---.:. -. V . . : --. -.
,-. ',. 1v- ---. - r'7: ' - .-- .:':,. . ; -';:z.".- *1. .

.
. . . , - ,... ; ...--. . ...

. .
. . it ''' 'Ai.*r&Ve-refationship exists between _staff T/TA-104ing:txk ., --

*--',----!-Iletii.rcchildren's services and '1) high -TJIA -Impact (67 . M) 7.7., -:-',-'''
- '-'..::.....` 45,1 Viel-1 vaS 2) pos i tive. sat i sfacll'iiii (89.6%) - . _ ,-.... ... ....... P.; o ... , .....

.7"4" ).7-..... /-. .. - .'.
.....k. pos,it i ye relationship ex ir-sfe- a Lso.,betwe.en pa rerik T/TA l ecii -..

.. 7, 1!99-..40: :&.ter -.0,144:1i-en ' s $ ry i cbs and L) high T/TA impKt,.e,, -./ 40, vv--:-.-

.(y-6,4'044' mill': ,a -2 ).: 'prsi t i ve -sa t i s f ac t i on (92 .i0%) '-- ',

,

, ,P pP
,

d*I12!stv:711.9'. 1.0 d icated staff PTA did Let feat

r 1

; timi&itt . nd sa t i-i'$acp!.frion rat i Rg s .

,ellip're' ex is ts, a posi t ve- re 1 as i ojiiiiiis2-15efikeen agfc-7?". ;

ch ren' s services- fFom staff T/Tkand 1 1-19w7f1tX
mpaie we 11 pegati lie sat PS f6C4 i on, (7t:P4":

----- :--- - "......- 446', - - .

. - -__- .7- -._.. A.

-. _. -...4-,-:::_e-,!

;..,
.. ,:-., ' -:' i:

.......,.- i. - -,-- -.- 4
.

-.

. 4

Rg :tos-e .r.e...sRoriden t -who- A nd idaited; -perv6-t12171-A-z1.1 et' not-,
. -

-.4 2iiek d61..st -i- t ""-:' ti ti,-" 10 Vvv..---. ---- - 7 7 ' :* ,, , 1-1, -to- tar t. ren . Tex v+ q's 4 pos-t. ir -ra a ts..n FP -- .

; --' ..-2:-;-.: : ' -: :- 1.:411---...,iit-§Te&i,kfi..5117. .q:C.:.1.4-1::, -.1"if:1:-/ Dek-;;M. i'.4:Jr -z-6:4441$.4-.:lie.-jt: -.-4.i;:. -?:.,:';:-
,, .,--

_,--- ,_ ,...,i--....--, 7.1,_es7",posrtIV: tgr- TTOgzt-Vve gat; 5ractf pm 4-4Y,74,1, --=,- -.......f,- - ,. %.- .:, -. .. .. .
, . ..- .., / -I",' j';;...,! ./...,--.....:*,

........ ,..;,..-. ;.. .-j;.* e .., -.-- ;" , f ,,!!"'" -.."-'
.:;--..., --."4

'
*--

; ..4

- 7%. - , . g. - /*
. , ..-

r " . ." o' 0. .?.,r - : _ . .
'PL.. # p-"- - r"- ...

" " *,
- - "..". 1."*." _ ;1 "

,

. 3 .* :-;17t. '
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'The refo appears, :6 irritin-g: respondents answe
. ."no ," staffta ff T-/TA- s pore crit toa-1.."9.# . regards. .imp..7 ori .

gram than i s T/TA.. .

:

------

...:
. .

. .: ' . .
.. - - : . . . . 0 .... . ... 1 ...." .. ... a ' . ...

.
- .." . O': -1.--; '.... a .. a. a

For .-. bo.th.'-4 ta f.:f :en71 ber,e"ra:i TZTR, -it - i'::s "Inore- dtif-fiAti I tb1:eti- . --.
sure" impact than i .t.-1.-,s.".at rs.fact ion._ .., . .. -

-,.. , - -... - ,-. ,;,..!' -
/ * f -S'Last ly-;-brwey of getting sti i.1.-ariother:-.i ndicUiOr) of the irtpatt- of,. -

T/TA ,perceived by ti s category of-,irespondent., eacti of ttTern was- aSked .
. 6.

whether their- own career development has been helped by any of therl./.0
tiie y rede imed at. their Head Start ari:11-ni., Their anikers -are- di sp I aVed,- .

he're
. .

in Table E48, lcedin.g prpe... :.
. . . . . .

:T}iPse respondent s were t hen *as ked how snpch. the4Y.,i-areer -tlev..e.10

. . . . ... .. . : -. . .

- .

"he I pest by TJTA t hey received4 responses..A re g i verr, hsr izt Tat, -Elf% -

poi IOW ing Table:-E48- . " ,
. .

-.-,
' . ..

.

' . :- : 'What: they_ e, fIn-di69s 17nifitA cc' .i.t- (ha t..ael f-ovdr-;erghk".91t-T-:of. Itn re-
li.P.79;i45:1"6.1.4 -ig A ali:: iI i .00 i:e've -TiA"-f.-Voin- fiep tl..S.-t'ar.i - 'Cs% ii di nfl'-theI'r-careet de.-de.- .,...:. ..... .

.. . ., .--... . ;_ _: ,..
---.. '-`''14flOptent: '.0.f.....tto;e -.141O-.a.O.g.Pra .111.'t-- a r!--i",;03?a..f.e 1460/ /. rough I y...-1 .1:t ..-

' ' -
,.

t...- - 7_. out -.of' ied.:(15:4.ibiVgIii. '- i .ile1f1: from t;TA: -t"iFt--6Z-Z1:i6; C 1' '1. " ..: ..:.

..P ....: -.-- ". ...:.... ...-; . . ._ ,---O-i-s-."itillt ...,Z_Pcint . . . - 4 ' 7.--- .. ., .- .

e 6
. -,

. - .:...". J.:.:/. - -...--... ,. s .

.

ab ' .

Reg lona I varia,-tiOn's .:4jatat_ttiat::-..ate"-noteb -art.; -
. ' -.7. "! ' :......... '' 4.. .7. ,.....-"; .''' . - ,-....-: -; -1 " . . -. . ,

, ._ .. / -O..: i "'' . - ..-. ,............ .., . ,,..: -1,-.,...... _;.---;-.!,,,,, -.-..:. l --7.." : "..... ;;-.. "I -'- '-6. --" i - t ebi on'. 4V -.4t::f-dni't Es -.T:415.0.rtcferit.7 a4...Swer. eV ',Ili!: *(.1. -
A was ..h e.T.p.fuj-:': . P

'. '... :-.4- -" :-;'' ..'"7." ''''iCi .--iiiii;',c"---,:a,roi, dgirei Oi)ine.h..t/ 9-51.8% qf. Itb,,.. - 2.---- ears,
r "1.',.,,si .g.:e4.:,

i- ' 7" ....:--i: -..-_r 4,...-- `. -:' -.%, - .- ,7-"' .- ''."'".:. If. h,. ri*I'sj,`.461 ".,SF,4e S:ttClif or _thaii trke; , n9 rill- ;...... ., " ..
, ......: .- - .

:.,...,...:
tt),117.-a-py,.ot ,,....7..,...."..71-:

,... -. :. ........ .:. .; 4... -. , :,.. -... ry a7* . : .." ='
,..,,-:: - 7 ... _ z.... .... . ;. i _...,_.. . ,... .,..,__ ..._,.., ..,..,..:,....

-.:---.; -Q F--$4'a844Z-4c-irciss--:`,a-11'stven c-e.43 on s `saPiPi-e, .414.0..192...e.,9.1.45rt-. w , .- .. :.... .--""r""' '" --;" ." ''' t.h"e- on ry- "case'.'s:fay.: rp %AA 11Qls S tIgle. d41-1'?.!ri...11,1F' 1 j4n.r7:!,. :Of= '; '. .. ' .: "'; ' '. ' - *: "'' '''.7.7';t 6 ; I 4i f 0.ii -1:Q14-V.7 r , ,,,.-7. -. :-,' i: : -. -', :,:"., ---,:: -.-.7.-:/t.,;;.:'.:-",!!-.;...; -77- ';:,.; -.:74'" , , : ''
*., ,::........---":.: ','
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When the variable indicating whether the respondents own career

development was aided through T / `A is crossed with the over244.-T/TA im-.

pact variable, the following relationships appear:,
,. ' a..

- . 4,

-Among those who answered "yes to T/TA aiding personal -Career
development, the highest percentage is found under the highest

TA impact rat ing (--"a great deat') , and thereafter__ decl Ines
as the impact rating decreases.'

Among those who answered "no," there, is some_ variati_on in the
distributionof responses, but the tendency for the pd'ke:nt*-

-age of ,despondent,,despondent, to increase as the extent_ofTITA:Ipp.act -

-- decreases obtainfi.
_

.

.
-

s's77a31.+-1-ifl'O'fi `0,f- 1/TA th-tari4.7.0evelopm.

- -. 46
-

f , "
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Those answered "yes" to the question-.of career development were.asked-
..

to what .extent their development had been helped by the T/TA. Their re- ...

sponses were then crossed with T/TA impact and the folloWing patterns re-
vealed in Table E51.

.
'Table E51. Cross Tatrulation,of Extent of Career Development and T/TA Impact

A

ITAL.i-IF CT
CO U N T I ..

.0,0 PCT IA G ;? AT COI TF A SUMm 44 LITTLE .o:CerCOL ?CT IDEAL . 31T ,--;.--t--.. TC.TALTOT PCT I. 20.1 21.'1 c..: 2---3-,1,CA1Ei-7EXT I I / 1 1
: -20. I -;0 1 53 a ....... 1 VI 1 142...

A GREAT LSCAL 1 45.9 I 33 .7 1% 16./ 1 5.7 I 54.5
o

I x,74.4 I, 51 Att I 34.v I 44Z: I
I 25.6 I, t6 .td 1 9.1 I 3.1 1

,.' I I--- I . I22 I \ 41' 1 ...e - 1. d i I:3.21.4 I 39 s, 8 . 'I .1:1 1 `1. 7. 8 I 29.314.2 I 36.0 I .14.4.) 1 32.3, I6. 3 I .11.6 I 9.1 1 2.3 1- -1 1r. - / 1
'7, 1 13 ;L 21) 1 S I *" 5113.7 '1 25.5 1 e....., L 11.Z.s I . 14,55.8 1 11 .4 1 67.4. 1.. 24.0 I2.0 I 3-.7 1 7.1 1 1.7 , .1

1 1 1 1\",..

QUITE A

SliME

21.
clIT ....

22.

23.

I
1

I
I-
1

1r
1

I.

1 2 I 1 1 :5 1. 3 I 6'# .A L I TTLE-INCNE 1 43. 3 1 16.7 1 z.o0.0 I 0.0 I 1.7
- I 1.7 ,1 0.9 1 ..1.I..i I C .0 I

I. ':. 6 I 0.3 1 :: :I I 0 :t I
I . 1 1 1. 1.

. 'COLUMN 121 114 4 25 352
- 'CO T.I.. 34.4 32.4 4t, .1 7.1 1CO .0

Two findings emerge from these rialiA

I
A,positive relationship exists between extent of career develop-
thent and T/TA impact. The higher the extentof career develop-
ment,.the greater -the percentages as extent of T/TA impact rises.

Respondents tended to use the same category,of t'esponse in both
variables, thus; the hrgheSt percentages are found in the cell
where each ,like category crosses' (e.g., "a great deal o' 46.9%;
"quite a. bit," 35.8%; and "some," 45.0%).

577.
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5P,

2.. Local 'Providers Responses

,,

As with other providers, locaT-providers queried thro ugh a series of

questions des igne4 to give us some measures-of effects throu gh the T/A

provided by their orgaffizations. The first queitionputto them in this

series was, "How much impact has Ihe training and technical assistance_

your organization has provided in the past year fiad on improving the pro-.

grams you serve? Wodld you say a great deal, quite a.bit, some, a little,

or none?" -,..

Table £52. Extent of Impact of Local Provider T/TA on Programs Served
(n=24)

Responses ,Percent

A Great Deal .29.2

Quite a Bit 20.8

Some 29.2

A !Attie

None

.Don't Know- 12.5

Not Applicable 8.3

.,Note-: Compare this Table with Table El9 (National
'Providers) and Table E27 1Regional. providers).

The distribution of responses is relatively-even across the first

three responses (a great.Aeal, quite a bit, and 36me ) . The percent re-.

sponding "a great deal" is higher thanIhatior na tional providers (14-7%)

and lower than that for regional providers J99.0%). Looking at the cam-

bined percentages ofthe two highest ratings-reveals that locaPprovifiersi

responses totaled 50.0%, a figure comparable to that of national provider's,

47.1%, and that both these percentages aYe sighificantlir lower thri that

for regional providers, 81.9%. Whether this congruency between local and.

national providers fndicates,a more realistic percept ion of impact than re-
.

gionarprovider,Os not known., .

546
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The Only regional variations among theseylocal providers -are that

no provide-rs in Region li (Philadelphia) rated impact ts "a great deal,'t. .

said
. -

.

and no providers ill Region V (Chicago) said impact was "quite a bit"--it'

was either "a great deal" or "sole. ". -
.

.

. -'' -.'" -.1

.

.

. . -.

From,the questionon_impactwe began a series of questions designed 4v,...:,.,,,,.,
,--;

;

to determipe how completepractical, informative, anct;(timely the T/TA given4
- : ,-

by-local providers was in regard to meeting the needs 6C.tha locipliead Start

program, staff, and parent, For each of these key characteristics (com-

plete, practical, inforMati;i-ej and timely) .a scale of 4, 3, 2, and I was in-
...,"chided, and tH6 respondent-was to rate each characteristic using this scale,

.,

w,I.,th.4 equalling the hest, and I, thlivoist. If-the interviewee hid a ques-
;C. 3 ;

. .ion about the definition of eone of thAs,,,e,,words (complete, pr,actital,%infoi:,;-:
tc'.,---- , - ---

mative, and timely), the interviewer Offered it using only the par.ticular ':,.

definition given below:

Comptete"adequate in covering the actual needs

Practical--useful'in assisting their activities

'Informativeclear in educating the participants

Timely--punctual in response to the actual-needs

Table E53.follows this page.

r
Tile common pattern across all these characteristics and groups i5 that

most respondents answered "4" or "3.". For practical, informative, and timely
liTA in regard to meeting program and. staff needs, the percentage of those

saying "4" and "3"'hovers around 'the 80.0% mark hut, for complete T/TA in
. . .

regard to these two groups, the'figures declined to the 60.0% level; and a

high pe?centage of "2" ratings occurs. For staff,dVery few 'providers rated
.

complete T/TA as "4," and for parents none. The majority of providers rated

complete T/TA to parents as "Z." Ail characteristics in regard to meeting

parent needs evidence lOwer percentages of "4" and "3" ratings than da_pro-
. gram and staff needs,, and Lt is only on these characteristics fOr parents
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Table E53. Ravings by Local Providers on Kw/ Characteristics o Their T'TA
in kegard to Meeting the Needs of the Local Head StakArsvram,

\Staff, and Parents 61=241
, .

_

. . .----

.

'---

Characteristics

.......: ,.,., )

Rating
Scale'

x
,

- ,,- t
,

Percent orreal Prbviders on EaChPoint
of Rating Scale f6r Each Recipient

'Program Staff Parents .

.

Complete

.

' 4 -

3-

2

1

DiOnit
Know
Not

Applicable

,

25.0
37:5
25.0

4.2

8.3 .. =

8.3
'54,2
29.2

4

...:

8.3

20.8
41.7

8.3

12.5

16.7

Practical

.

:

4'

3.

2

1.

Don't.

Know
Not

Applicable ,

0

37.5
45:8
8.3

8.3
_.

- -

-

.

-

.

33.3
50.0
8.3
-- -

-_
.

8.3

.

.

,

.',

16.7

33.3
20.8
4.2

8,3

16.7
.

.

Informative

.

. .
.

4

3

2 ,.

1

Don 't

. Know
Not .

Applicible

-

,

t
.

.

.

25.0
54.2

8.3.
--

4.2

8.3 ',

.

- 37.5
45.8

8.3i

--

8.3

.

:

.

.

16.7
50.0

4.2
'4.2

8.3 .

16.7

.

Timely
$.
t:

\,., i

,

4

3
2 '',..., ..,

1

Doet
Know
Wit

ApplicAle

.

.

f --'''..

,.,_/

41.7
37.5
1/-5
--

. ,.

--

8.3

..

.

II7--

3 .5
.

ds..-3--

4.2

8.3

.

-'

-

20;8
33.3
8.3

8.3

12.5...

16.7

COmpare this Table with Table E20. (Nationa Providers
-(Regional Providers)

580
548
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that "1" ratings (the worst) appear. Generally,

the same type patternas.do-the other providers:,

to meeting needs of all groups is'more difficult

t.

local providers manifest

complete T/TA.ih regard

to,effect really well,.and -

. T/TA that meets parents' needs enjoys a reduced level of confidence as cOtit.

pared to that for prograM and staff-heeds.

here.

1W:
Regional variations Occurred, And they are simply summarized briefly ...

Region,I14..,(Philadelphia) providers*, in regard to meeting. needs
. of the local program, staff,and parents,, never rated either

complete T/TA or informative T/TA as "4," which made each lower
than that norm for every group. They usually rated each "3,"
'which made that percent higher than the "norm." On timely T/TA,
the per,centage of "4" ratings was higher than the nor for staff ,
and for paren.fs'-needs.

.Legion IV (Atlanta) providers tended on most characteristics to
rate theT/TA as "3" instea4 of any other rating, in regard tO
meeting needs.of the locarprogram, staff, and parents. There
were higher than the "norm" for "10' on complete T /'tA for parents -
needs.

-Region V (Chicago) providers were-lower than the,norm on' "4" and
."3" for complete T/TA in regard,to program and staff needs. Ex-
cept for this, they tended also to rate most characteristics as
"3".for all groups' needs.

Region XI (IMPO) providers were higher than the "none for "4"
on every characteristic,in regaild to program and staff needs.
'Most respondents answered "4" foe each of these. As regard parent

, needs, exCept"for complete T/Tkon which "3"-ratings were higher
than the "norm," all other characteristics were, lower than the
norm for "4" (0.0%).

$

.4,

581

549



www.manaraa.com

,
.---,. _,-.-.

Still another measure, of the.effects 1'/TA to staff andRa-r!!!55,!Jr.*-'-'

- , ....

through questions asOng if T/TA to eath of these gEgTps4ed tp...it=e1-ierT
0....,-7,vices for children.1, yirtually alllocal proyiderS-p1'8W-ia regard 0, :,--,

..;,..?,

'staff T/TA, and thMe-quarters gave positive repilirtes-m:regard elAreat._-_-_,_
, ..._,.

_,' ,,
_........;,,--:-;:-'.-

. ,..,. z. ; .-
..

./-- ....: 2." " ,;-..e. 7 :-.... ,

ri.0- i"'.' ... :-

..":"..". ',..'` --iii.-'w-
c

--- ----/ .,--Table E54. Better Services for Childreu as'a Conseciancylirtocal Provider
T/TA to Staff and to Parents/1 Ait=24) -,-' 1";g'5'."' ,,.' - 11

'TPA.

_ .

:

Responses .

1

. .

,

Percent of PcdP: 44.,-fo'r'EaCh T/TA Rec.10-k'.

Staff
.-
/ gl

-
arents

.

Yes

No

Don't Know .

Not AppTicable

'e.-,

t.- -,r7
. .

ii
- - '..J

.8.

,

-. 75.A.

. -

-8:3.

; -46:7 .

-

f
Note: Compare this Table with Table E21 (Na Tonal Providers a nd Table

E32 (Regional
x.

These percentages are highei than those national prOvideli who said

"yes" ! (82:4% and 41,2%) and almoste*actlythe same is ihoSe ,of regional

providers (92.2% -abd76.6%). Unlike each of these grqOps,of providers, ri4D-

local Wroifider responded "no.".:

.
.

No regional- variations' emerged on staff 1/,TA, but for parent T/TA,
....

.Regio!1:11L(AtlantOprovigei-S-were higher Oian the, nnorm".(88.3% vs. 75.M.
- -.

--e A; :)
(._

,. .4ai::-.
;

2
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;--__.-;..-----' - -..

.-
---",--". _..,-- '17,...-i...r..--

_...7_..;-..- .

AgeStiCt. Tgr%:INe.:::., r :
:" 4-

._ - .T.:)....._-
._. . .

_..s.
--',".^..".75"-

,,,,..-...4=
...-...rs--- r

...._- .:. I,

-

y

-"better s-ervi-ces to chi i

,1

.

were then asked to spec fy the extent of these

dren resulting from staff and parent T/TA. For staff__.
TATA; most providers _indicated "quiie. bit"

4 1..-/-7'

to' "Chi- - -
._fam..ljE

..(
se ifices, while*o

dr -7Fer.im Staff

- .::-.--,..-=_.,. ---'7::::"---------:-----!---- -, ii3 .

,Responses
.

. .

-'t of 7roviders for Each T/TA Recipient

-
Staf --

- Parent .,. ---
A- treat_ Dea-li

-::-
-,-,/il

1 25:0

-- -

-2i
. at-3

__

...\.---...

_

. . ---

7..a:Aripj.A.

- `1.1:5-;: ..,

3-3 , -_

--'.. 5.0'

&Jule-- .'.-1---`-=-=-=''.".

7-A-4.--_,I:ttle.

Don't , ow/Not Appl'icabl'e

to : Compare t is b114o Tablf E22 (Nati-orrar-Pfovrders)
and Tab.], E3 (Regiohal If'rbvi,ders).

'rtOr Indicated-only "some." _The percentages for

r for -the higher ratings- -only one-quarter. for -"quite

ird for.'!some," extent of better services to children.

rent T/TA are I

//W. t"--but one

ings-wi-th-t-he-istii-64-7provrdets shows that,
combihi g "a great deal" an -"quite I-bit" responses for staff T/TA, local
provi eri to haled 66.6%; re Tonal providers.,-85.7%;'and national providers,

I ..52

d natio

parent percentages were local, 37.5%; regional,. 59.8.%;

a1, 14.7%. Thus, in both cases., more regional providers
-.

the exte t of better services to-be greater than did focal and national providers,. -
Nation 1 provider's tended o be more pessimittic, especially in regard to

..
pareyt T/TA. The fact that both local' and national perceptions 'of'extent ofI .
better children's services tended to be lower seems to decrease the pa'aust-
htlity thai less familiarity on the part of national providers with local

583
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programs accounts for the lower percentages. Our sample size is small for
local and national proOders, granted, but the findings suggest _that this
may be an example cif inflated responses fioni regional providers, giVen their
vested interest in making positive responses.

t
Sorrie differences among the regionf' local providers exist. They are

summarized as follows:
I

1

Region III (Philadelphia)ladelphia) providers did not /give extent of
better services resulting from staff T/TA., a valuation of

,,:.-----"a great deal" (0-0% vs. the "norm" of -20AN ; rather mostsaid "quite a bit" (66.7% vs. 45.8%): But f4riparent T/TA,
Pa great deal" was higher than the "Orm"(3j.3% vs. 12,5 %)

I

and. "quite bit" was -lower (0-.0% vs. --2,z9g.
.

Region V/ (Atlanta) providers were at or near the "norm" for
each valuation under staff T/TA, but for parent- T/TA were
under the "norm" for "a great deal" (0.0rys. 12.5%)t and`

71

, AL

r.

higher thaq the "norm" for "some" (If4.14 -vs-. 33.3*, which '
Simply means ihehalf the providers making;valuations sai4
"some." ,,, ;

. -- , ,/ ,...,
% , i

.
,

/Region V (Chicago) providers -were at or near the "norm" for
each valuation under staff T/TA, but for -parent T/TA were -,

lower than the "norm". On Some" (22.2% -vw.- II. 3%).:- The i r :----."
responses Were evenly distribUted across the valuations "a
great deal," "quite a bit," and "some" (three said don't
know or, not Jappl idahle): =

', .--- .

Reg ion.XI (IMPti) providers, Were higher than the "norm" foi-
"a great deal" in regar_cl_tO _staff- T/TA resulting in better

.children!S services (66:-7% vs, 20,8%):, No p-roviders rated
it "some." For. parent T/TA;none, rated extent of better
services as "a great deal" (MIA 1./.-

=552
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'''.:Summation n of E2.:i ndi rigs i?,,;? effects of t/TA,, .,i-
.-*-- '.'-

The questiOn at isstAllere was "After ileact__SiArtl'ias "managed T/TA,
and the prbvidershave.ZeitVered it, what effed-4.0pes it bring about?"

... . _ ,. - --- -In 9enerai an easyfmajori ty of both reg1:0,41:,,g6ffi ce s taff . intervi ewed- ,,--,:f1v..-.'and local program resnderits (directors, -s,4...t..0..,;,.-and community leaders). .
, . . ...., -.:.:.-et.,reported that they perceived- the oVerall...1444 on-lead-Start T/TA to be-

1Iqu ite a bit ":-or "a7 greet 'deal"_, iv aie -SC4-feikw.""e great 'deal ", "quite a ..b it",
some ", a "tittle", or "none". see tables' -E34 and g35) . -Consideri.ng. ., i

z'.--al program -1-esponses alone, "1.f. "iope"...littpact answers are included, . .

- r.

Aen 85% of these'reSPondents-respondents-ported the T/TA impact was moderate to
,..._

. - hi gh; i .e. , a .great...deal-_,:_q..iii_tel4-1--tiso-rner---Erth-e-r, way these answers
"--=' *: are grouped, it.'SeeMs that -the 1-/Ti,f, being- ProVi-ded.,:to Head Start is

-
7

i
:

having a substahtivejtpact,-accordiv to those_people
; .comprisedwho,3 : ,

k. our sample.. -,.:- . __.

......
.

, , ,

,.i...;,.:, t- A related ,cii4tion, on 'impact wes..4,1sO,.aSked of _ the i °Cal.- peogramIt
' respondents, ,n;inely_. "it) ,1./hat: extent -haVA..-the: eriefesbl ts of your efforts_ ,.

-to assess ' :deed, plan and manage fiTA ipproved Your program- performance?"
;4:'- 'the Same five Point. scale, six oqt of (see table

E36) reported tf.a "great -441-" 6,r a fIlt" !cif - which percentage
'parallefi-'-and "eaH io-g on overall ,Iornpabt of .T?TA..--

The provi_derS- sampled were I ilteWilse:.-q:ueri_ed about their perception
-.-on-how-_ much _ the TITA ith-4 4e,1JY-Ored had on Read:Start.:

4111:9" ;*11 41,a: gi.elbt:,A-elnf,-_`'quj-p_,a-L-b-i.t", -and ,"some"consumers.: k71uMji

responses toAthilYfoi the :foll city ing-,:pattern, emerges-
among`- p 6;1 v.lArS1- of-T the-regional arie
X75 1 the regarding overall..-

xmpect-J5f; ClierlYtjheeegtopet Provtster§-hef ieve More 1111pAct_ _

T/TA:theY:,rieffveK ,the-r1-'_-etther -.Ale yeti ona 1 or local ones
report --reSult ing =feonj i$ge-i4ef l e. X115; '527 and

.

RoWever ,

Of-providerS' perceiVe- 'the impact: ,of T/TA tb be
_"--qifite'bi4h" this- ocillietiVe perception--elio` pkrat tal s _that of-t-he 16Cal._

program -respanderit..s.--_:geRe.ra.U.Y1 t hat imeortarrt- here, to- ---
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reiterate a conclusion mentioned in the Summation...of 115 Findings, namely

that "regional Officers - through somewhat regular reporting at least -

are controlling their providers quite effectiveIy,and seemingly more-

stringently than the National Office controls the national providers."

The conclusion of this section that regional provider T/TA seems to.

be'having the best effect of all levels of T/TA seems to_be very compatible .

With the conclusion of that earlier sect -ion that regional providerS

are the best controlled. In other words, in the regions samplergood

control of T/TA providers by such mechanisms as reporting isapparently

paying-off well j terms of high impact when the T/TA is finally delivere

This control mechanism and the matching of expertise to needs were

factdrs affecting regional offices responses about the effectiveness

of both national and regional providers. Overall, national,providers

wehe.judged less effective than'regional, although two grdups, the United

States Public Health Service and American ACademy of Pediatrics, received

.a substantial proportion of high ratings. Regiohal providers were ",

almost unanimously rated .!'good", "very good", and."exce4lent".

Questions were also asked both. the local Program-yrespondents (i.e.,

the directors, staff, parents, and community-leaders) and a1 1' the T/TA--:

-providers interviewed about certain key characteristics 'of T/TA-.- This

.

,

Was done in-order to geteadditional insfght.ipto the impact of TPA.

key characteristici probed were completeness, practicality: informativeness,.

and tWo key-characteristics that stood out as strongest

conSider ing the answers of _al l these. respondents were lifactizal i ty and

informativeness.

. _generally far the

and parents were

to these

Cor0.4rsely, they'reported.less favorable opinion

completeness, and timeliness of T4TA; _The directors, staff -

always paralled by the- community leaders on answers

still nother, albeit indirect, indicatiorkof the-,apparent

ease relationshirEbetween_the two groups. ThethreelevelS.of providers,

however, did nbt at all'reflect one another. in answering about these
)

key_characteristics. The regional_providers, following what:b now is,,

familiar pattern, tended to rate -their TM, on all four characteristics

much mot-op favorably than either national or local providers rated theirs,-
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_
The national' providers';as a group agaln scored lower - by quite a margin, -

than both the r=egional and :local providers interviewed. All- of this data

can be considered in detail by referfing to Tables t2G, E28,-E38,1and.,

E53.

Once' more the possibility of "inflation!' of answers 'by respondents

-should be recalled as a consideration- viten" inte preting these -data.

Specifically, regional'providers obvi'ously'r'hav much-to gain-by inflating

their answers on how mbEh impact the,ir:.T/T ha;/ing.' Even, if only
-

'subconciousTy, they-mey-"be_trying to suggest a greater impact, ihan;is

-One- counter,point to this

ders cons i sten t ly, be guilty

y they are as well. If so,

1 three levels. This would

actually fhe -ease:

the regional provi.

or' local? POssibl

is occurring at di

quite valid as far

and local providers.)
-

.
i

as the relative difference

of 'course is, yhy:would

of thli and-not the ,national_
11-

the phenomenon is one that'
.1c1

mean that our data is still
dlo- 4.

s amongl,national,:regional

n

indlidueAnother finding that emerges from "these data is that es a-rule,
.

,t/TA delhtared- to-Parents- _is rated_ lower in terms df four key _

characteristics, i.e., complete, practical., :informative, and. timely,

than
, 34 oth T/TA- delivered to staff or to' the local program considered

i

as
.e

Lai
,

whole. This information relates closely to that revealed in qictlop 04,
,',,

. , . v , .

T/TA, Target Groups, about howcOar'ents were regularly perceived, as a

group that'neided' more T/TA., (See, for eXamp4e, Table 048) . .
..

.
' --13. ve>1

._,

',:-

, T - ! .; brie)Linked to these findings are ,those front regional office respondents,

. . Gflh, em

more ofwhom judged T/TA effectiveness as ,"good"; "veryigood, 'or .

.v
"excellent" to .professionals and paraprofessionals (91.0%-and..88.4'

o
respeFtively) than to, parents (724).

=A bivariate,analySts °Vera]] perceived Impact of*T/TP (by tl)tr

inforMative and timely-TM is showed that, as might be expected, the

directors, staff, and ,parents) with ()Pinions on how complete, practica,

p

555.,
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,
-- .' ,:,--:.:higher the ratings for the key..characei4 istios'of.,,,-T/TA, the greater_ .--

-::: c ,-.,
-'2 : :the Overall Impact, t hat T/TA 15-perceiVed.:,:ak having -'(see TaiiIii:-'449;"

' r* '. , ..+7. '
,

o ..
.:.,

-' Filial ly , asp stilt t "a nOtSer measure -of :e-ffect-of 1/TA, tile. 16cal prog rpm
., 4 ,respondents andtha_providers were asked ,,if and- to what extent ,t/TA dellyere --

,

._ , 4, . . ' 'T. 1 ij '''.../ti ',.% _' ' . 4 /- %,-, , r !to staff- and __Paren ts resiitted r.in better servi co . to thechildren enrol 1 ed,..

in ,:th6 Head Start ,:progremS 'sampled; Almost;a 1.1 respondents (over: 82% and- -,
'Up to...9A cif- ne:tionat'' re-§ i Orea1-, _and local providers;. di. rectori , staff, pa/r7
ents ,-"nd,'5c.o. minim ity.'".leaderg) reporiWthat T/TA to-staff resulted in better.-.::: ,

-:-. . ,.. sirviceS' to .children. .04 rectors , staff; parents-and communIQ'y -.leaders, rand . .
.- ... ,.., ...,

._ , ,.regionarprovider more frequently enswered,"to a' great extent" -(1,e; , 45%. .- ..--;,-
'..

----
of the time they thought T,TA g'r'een to staff -Was having "a,.ng "a.. great dea-l",or 4',.., t

1-7;4.t.,:--,:-.- , ,
.

_- 7 "r7ixfre-..-,a.,,bi,e_ of effect i n, terms 'of better servicesl.ces to ,4:61:l dren)'-. Fewer..."- ...
..,)

: reOpondents (apout la ii-f-`4ieg Lonel and -1 oca 1 prov i de rs -,-. di rectofi ,, s taffp, ';

parents; and community leaders "1,1s 41% O:fltie---00;m41 providers, many-':cif. . . ,, . ..
whom indicated -the quest ion. was not appl icab 1 e.) . fel t TitA detivered::to
parents resulted i n. better- services to Head Start- children Local "program --
repondents inost frequently thought T/TA being gfyeri.td parents .was havingr,-- ..:

., -.,_
"a great,deal" for "gal to a bit" of effect in termS.of better sery icestq,,,.

,children labdut '75%i; however it is difficult to ,a prov;idAr responses- -,
as 'there were a large number 'of them repqrting "not apPl,i,CaBle" to.this

,.. ,..

t;
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* CHAPTER , III

FINDINGS AND CON'oLbSIONS-

UAD4R'S GUIDE- TO TOPICAL SECTIONS
,-

.

:.MANAGEMNT OF-i/TA
_cps- -

Mi...Eia4eSirtart Objectives

M2 Pollicr and .Guidance

1

M3
C Needs Assessmeht and Planning

M4' - Selection'o4f Providers,

N5. Control or Piroviders

146-'"iSyaltration of Providers

DV.T/Ta
: .

SA;tts ciAfatti' T/ A:Dollars

D2' TITA itesour-ces:Vtilizee;' ,
"

b3 .ther SAppoitiVe P.bsOui.cesr".A..g/'

:4"Dif":Tar&,t"G.fOnps
r

14 dC71,erkt catig0;i1S
D6 Special datesoriei

tX6ELLiNCE:OF 1/TA
. ,

-Quality of--"T/TA-

Effects of T/tA:-:
.

' SPECAL SEC 'ION 4

Direct "Funding of VIA..

589 O

4,

5.7

;C:. )S"
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-Ss"

a
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ASection OF: Are there advantages to directly- funding local
'

prbgrams,so'
that they can purchase their own 'WA? .'

In this last section of Chapter 111 we are presenting, data related

to differences thatcmac be found between those programs which receive

money directly from the state trainalg 'office-or the regional office

(PA 20 monies') to buy some of their own training and technical assistance
. and those .program& which do not. . CA

I..
.

.

KAI staff assumed, that variations in T/TA sltisfaclion and impact,

as well as. other key variables, could occur between directlyfunded

and non-directly funded pro9rams. Our sample included some directly- .

funded programs, which sxlst in most ,regions..

Among our case study regions, Region II (New York) has several;

Region III (Philadelphia) has directly-funded all programs in the state
of West Virginia, as wellas numerous other programs scattered across

the states in its jurisdiction; Region IV (Atlanta) had, at the time

1 our interviews were conducted, some 3 dozen such programs,bt planned in
FY 715 to eliminate alltsuch funding directly to these programs; Region

, V (Chicago) has recently instituted a policy of all programs being directly-

funded in some amount, and it is.the only region'of all the eleven .

his 'has this all-encompaspig distribution
of T/TA money; Region VI

(Dallas) alio has distribUted PA 20 goniesaTO selected programs,'but;

they constitute a minority within' the region; Region X (Seattle)

funds programs directly,in the State of Alaska only; and Region XI

(IMPD), through its. Offices of Indian Child Services (O(CS) and Migrant

Educational Development Center (MEDC),/channets T/TA money to numerous.

programs under its management. In our sample,directly-funded programs
-were selected In these regions:

Region III' 2

Region IV' ''2

Regron V I 3

Region XI . 2

Total 9

In Other words, nine of the 30 local prograigs that constituted the sample 'y

were directly funded; slightly less than one-third ofthe total, 1

5O:
957,

.

s
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The strength of determining whether differences in fact do exist

between these two types of program lies in isolating selected variables

and crossing .each with the two program types. Therefore, we separated

directly-funded programs from those which were not and ran a bi1ariate

analysis on these selected variables. in each of the discussions and

tables that follow, the percent of don't know and not applicable re-

sponses wilt be.ignored. everalt, T/TA satisfaction did not reveal

notable differences between respondents from the two types of programs.

About the same proportion. of bdth groups appeared in each category of

response (very satbfied to very diss'atisfied).

In the matter of overall T1TA impact, a comparison of the two

percents in Table DPI for each program type indicates that a higher

percentage of directlY-funded program respondents said that the T/TA

to their program had "a great deal" and "quite'a bit" of impaCt than did,

non-directly-funded'program respondents t74.4% vs. 53.9i1. Conversely,
(

fewer, respondents 'from directly-funded programs said T/TA impact-was

"a little" .or "none" than did those from non-directly funded programs

,(5.2% vs. 9.9%) At the neutral level of "soma, the. comparison was

18.5% vs. 28.7%, the les'ier percent being from directly;.funded programs.

So, by a 15% differential, more directly-funded program respondents-
.

indicated T/TA impact at the positive end of the rating-scale.

...See Table OF1 following this page.
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-"the next question we choit for a bivarable cross was that bsking

the respondents to rate key characteristics of T/TA in regard to

meeting the needs of the program. Several tables have. been collapsed

into one fcir ease of comparison.

Table DF2. Comparison of Respondents in Directly-Funded Programs
and Non-Directly-Funded Programs Rating Characteristics
of T/TA in Regard to Meeting Needs of the Program

'characteristics
of T/TA

.

Rating
Scale

Percent of Respondents at Each Point. in Rating Scale -

(n=135)* (n=293)*

Directly- Funded Programs Non-Directly Funded Programs

Complete
.

: .

Practical

.

.

.

.

'Informative

,

Timely,

c

:

.

.

.

-

.

.

-

:

-

.

4

3

2

1 :

4

3

.2

1

4

3

2

c. 1

4

3

2

I

.

.

.

.

-

,

.

.

25.9'

51.9

14.1

3.7
N
47b4

34.1

10.4

.3.7

54.1

28.9

8.1

j.o .7.s.

37:8;.:

28,5

il..9

.- 5-9

..

,

,

/ ;

..

.

.

- 23.9

38.9

22.9

4.8

29.4

4t.7

17.7

3.4

34.8

41.0

11.6

5 5
'.

'24.6

20.4

.
26.6

9.94

..

. .

.

,

.

N.

..,

.

. .

* Don't know and.aot Applicable responses'omittedf bit percentages based
on 'total numbdr in, each type of program.

4
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4 A;review.orthis table reveals several differences between -the

;two types of programs. ;. For every characteristic more respondents

frewthe directly-fundecfprograms gave the rating "4" than thOse from

non-directly-funded ones and more respondents from the non-diredtly-

funded programs gave the rating "3" than "4"; (Recall the 4 equals

the best, and 1 equals the worst.) The directly-funded program respondents
,

foklowed that pattern for complete and timely T/TA (although On timely.

T/TA the split between "3" and "4" is practically even), but for practical

and informative T/TA more'TesPondenfs rated each ',4.1"117r1, "3".

In addition, a coMparison of the totals of 'it" and "3" (theepositive

end of the scale) and of "2". and "1" (the negative end of the scale)

for,gach 4i-oup on each.charactEristic shows that a 10% or greater differen-

tial occurred On two cha"ractesistilcs. For completej/TA, 77..8% Of the

directly-funded progra; respondents rated it "4" and "3", and 17.8%

"2" and "1". The-ligures for non- directly- funded ppogram respondents

were 62.8rand 27.7%. Fdr timely T/TA, 76.3% of respondents from:directly-

funded programs said "4" and h3" .and 17.6% '2" and "1",'compared to- 7

55.0% and 36.5% of respohdeftts from non-directly-funded-programs. So,

for complete and timely T/TA.(two characteristics which had lower

percentages of "4" and "3" in the aggregated tables for DSP, E35, and 45;
for national, regional, and., local providers, Table7. E21, .E25, end-E49,

P

respectivey) directly-funded program respondents indicated a stgRifictntly

lower percentage of negative' ratings tifan did non - directly- funded

program respondents.

In-regard to the qUestfOrt as to-whether T/TA ia.Staff led to better

services for the children, no appreciable"differenCes occur on this

variable.- "Yes" `responses total led 50.4% of respondents from directly-

funded programs compared to 87.0% from non - directly- funded programs. But

when asked to what extent this staff T/TA led to better children's services,
tgere were some variations, as Can be noted in Table DF3, following this

page.

,
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-Table 0F3: ,Comparison ofifiespondenis' in Directly-FurRied
Programs and-Non Directly-Funded Programs Rating
-Extent to Which Staff T/TA led to Bette- Services'-

. . for Children

OIRFUNO

YES

NO

1-4

EXTImPP
COUNT I

kC.Ir PCT IA' GREAT
COL- .PCT IUL'AL
TOT PCT I 23.1___,,... $ ....I

1 1 S7 I
I 46.7 1

I 1.16,1 1
r 15.1 /

-.I -4 -1
2. I 101 I

-I 3c.f. i
I 63.9 I
I 26.6. I

. -I 1
CM-USN '156

TOTAL 41.9.

QUITE A'- Sui.2 . -. iBIT
21 1 .2'.1

I I
56 1 cs 1

45.9 1 6.0 1
34.1 I : 1!..v.4 I

-1'4'.9 1 : 4±1 I
I - .- -- --I

, 108' t 44 I
42:4 I 11., I
65.9 :I C.14,ti I

'2E3 e6 I -11.7 I
/..,...-

1
164 ..) .04

..- 43.5 13.6

A LITTLE :_ROvt
'. , TOT AL
23.1 ..
-.- . 7 1

1 I 122
0.8 1 32.4

33.3 I ..=

0.3 1

I
2 I 255I.

0 .8 I' 67.6
661;7 I
Q.5 I

I

0' . 38 r c i:+3. 7., o-4-

Of the dfrectly-funded Program. respondents; 92.6% said )'a great
d,eal".and "quite a bit"; while only 6.6%,said "sbnte": These figures

. - \.compare'to 2.0% and 17.3% of non directly-funded program respondents.,
iSo therejs a tendency for More of theormer group of respondents to

perceive greater amount of improvement to chi idren IS. services resulting-

from staff T/TA than the latter; grtiiip. Those respondents Who. Said
to the. staff T/TA Je,ading to better children's Services.,
showed no particgler differences between -the two program types.

.
.'''Id regard to parent I/TA:leading to better; services for die children,

, .

.and extent 'of. impravemedtpo appreciable differences existed. 13ut;,When:
thOSe Whosaid no to -the question aboutI/TA

to parents leading to better, 1

children's services Were asked why not, Nariations,appear among the responses:li
Table 0F4 shows that those directly- funded ,program rttponclents

_

who said
the reason for no better,servicds was because no T/TA or too little,waS.'
provided totajled /5.0% (dut of- 12 answering no); while;those from the- -

non-directly programs totalled 635% (put of the 36 answering no). So
gar* T/TA apparently is provided more frequently td direct-funded .than.
non-dfrect funded programs. An interesting reversal comes,in the reason

5'9'5 .

'562
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Table DF4: Comparison of Respondents In Directly-Funded Programs and in Non-
Directly' Funded Programs Reporting Why Parent' T/TA Does Not Reser-`in Better Services for Children.

. COUNT I. .
.

DonnROW .PCT MU T &TA LACK 317 TU. 4...,:.,) uTHEP Donq .tcr
CCL PCT IPh?ovizei3 INTERbST 0.64..0t,14.)....4- .. . Know TOTALToy PCT 1 1. 1 ..1 .1.-1 .5 .I 4;3.I ..O'l RAMO I I - 1- - I 1 i1 .I 1. I. 3 I .4 k 4 0 I . I i . . 12YES I; 25.9 I 33.3 1 ..r.s...3" 1 O. .1 6.3 I 25.0

1- 11.5 I' 66;7 1 .20.0 s 0.0 - 1'106:0 L.I 60.3, I 8..3 1" 0-* i 4 f.) .0 / '2 . 1 II -I 1' I' -11 . .1
-2: I 23 I . 2 .1 1. i c-' 1 -1 3 .1. 3tS-NO I 63.9 I 5.0 1 47.0 s 2.03 1' C.0 -II 75.0I 8:3.5 1 33.3 L 71.4 I..1CO.,3 I- C.0 1

_

t ..I 47.9. I 4.2 -I Z.'...".r I 2.1 I 6.0 I--t - - -I ;- -..1-'-k-' IT
1

.1 I
c CLUmN 0 0 14 1 . I '44.-;TOTAL 54.2 12.5 .e.9.. 2.1 2.1 193.0

"lack of interest" on the part of the parents, which 33.3% of dire;tly-
1..finidecrprogram respondents an.iwering "no" cited as:. compared to only 5.6%.

of the other group.

, --

a.
'Finally, we checked to see of satisfaCtion with nutrition, psychological

services, and handicapped services T/TA _altered as a functioryof the
of finding. -The assumption behind doing this particular'set of 4i-
variatei was that directly---funded

programs would,, if resources we're
. available, be able to fill' th,e,T/TA gaps -in these areas..if they existed,-

. Howevei, in none .of these three instances did notable Variations-appear
between,the two groups.

-
_.

. ._ ,.. .
. . .

TO'sunimariZe; -based on 'some selected variables, directly:funded
ptogram-rdspondents show:

i a higher percentage of.
perceived.-posi,tive overa31- T/TA imjiact

great deal, quite a bit) .than the other group (70.44 vs.
53.9%) ;

4

'a higher percentage of perceive d.Positive ratings (4,and-3.) than
the-other' group for complete :1/1A (77.8% ys...62;8%)*and timely
T/TA 06.3% vs. 55,00 in, regard to meeting the needs bf,..the

local Head Start Program, which 'stands 'in contrast to, al 1: ,other"..

categories Of respondents (49regated director,, staff, parents;_.-

Nr,

95
5 &3'
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"national; regional, and local providers);

a highe'r percentage of perceived positive, eicteni.of better

services for children 'resulting from staff T/TA (a great deaPf

quite.a bit) than the other group (92.6% vs. 82.0%) .

no differences on overall T/TA satisfaction, nutrition,

. psychological services, and handicapped services T/TA

satisfaction, or extent of better services for children .
.04

resulting from parent T/TA,

Generally then, while no appreciable differences emerge in regard

to the quality of T/TA among the variables we selected to compare directly-

`ftinded and non-directly-funded respondents' answers, there are differences

ill regard to the effects of T/TA. More of the directLy-funded group

see positive impact than the non-'directly-fun-ded group.,

it would be worthWhile to explore, these findpgs in greater detail

across numerous other variables in our instrument. The tendencies

revealed here favor direct-funding of programs, but, at present, that :

must,be a tentative finding applicable only to effects of T/TA/
`.

Y
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Summation .6f- OF, . Findings:_ Di rectiy Funded T/TA_

Several factors involving direcf7funded .programi were compared to non-,
direct funded ones. On the matterof satisfaction with overall. T/TA received

..,
there seemed to-be no notable differences between respondents from the. nine
direct-fundePOrograinse in our sample and those from the titivr 2.1 programs.. .

._ ._. _.
However, on the matter of impact perceived from T/TA, more respondents astociet0

--.- -

2,1"-

with direct funded. programs (7-0.14%) reported that the-impact-of --7 /Tk.was great!
_than d id those associated with non-direct funded. programs -(-53.9% s _of

.- --course seems to be the most important place to look for a comparisonAci.e
the effect,that T/TA -is having. The data suggests strongly, that a greater.

'effect, result's from T/TA that is directly purchased by a local program.. This
funding rebates closely to that in El showin.g, that, the closer to the local
l eve 1 the qoprde of -the T/tA--, the -greater the chances for sat 1.s-flot toir- _wi tit
overall T/TA and, by local .program:peapI.

. .

giini lar results were alitailied.when"analys is Of other measures of TrrA
, ,

-
. ..._., .. . , . f . .,'

:-..
effeCt-2 r.e.,.., the key characteristics described- in E2. (complete, practical,
nforMat ive, timejy)-, was undertaken,
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-__

to thiS--',.po -:uk`thiS4-ina.1- Report; KM has presented the data col lect-,
ethon --T/tA:arid---t.SoWedifii, the b4neff# of the reader the salient findinge-
and conClusiorii' that 'surfaCed- in-the. data. 'The thrust oo our efforts In
lap 11.-,-v-ia_S.-ta.":11e.ObjeCtive._. display the;d4ta -and,,et it speak

-;

1:10jf rilapter, -wo- are presenting for consideration-by OCD: =

e.belleve -can justifiably be made,

_Thwe recommendations are subjec-
esother readers of th_e_data would

riafte. _Me offer them, heviever, as inteepredvejudgments which OCD can consider
. 4,*0.4 erminj rtg futp re T/TA management activities. .

.-
_ :

pistl-therCia much eboUt which Project Head Start should be elated.
o example, Its:JOcal. "programs. (judging by our sample)-"seem to be _doing-a

1/TA services ,donated- by the if corrmuni:ty resources.
°rlS-Tith_ding-stg0sts a very strong impact has been made by local progriftii`

_ _-___-Xtheif -coopitipit+45 (.as -was verified by -KAU i-Ve7Yeears n: its National
Survey of the th acts of Head .Start -Centers on Community Ins' tut ions) and that

poiltive,sand-'Cooperative relationship ,exists-between grantees and community

-pertinent tecomehdatio
.1ht of the firid ifigsandconcl us

-tveAm:OUr part ;art'd, tray' lot be the:s

're.,locir;eSA -;
.."

"tecOlid,-regi'lipal -providers Of T/TA as. a group (again, judging by our sam.
01-4):5-elfi! i6 be"- WO rtfittpteif-ind-delive-rtiriii_T/TA- that is quite excel lent.
91SCoUnting the-ifittMlat,part 'of the basiS.for saying-this- is:the_testiMonV"

.

If dere./ the-lose-14/es t _st ated_ that -the--reg dna 1 - I evei, /-tendA4=-16 goirpare _verk -to the---nati ona 4, and I-- ones i
terms .hOW-'they'Wer* managed,;::how they del ivered-,TAA, and the exc4f9 once -6--

=,6rieftri4: i-s--ona for which no-. doubt i - Esotir the t Iona
_

deserve-a ghare-r-Of ,the credit. I n cif-a1.1.-- thefriction
over the 'years regardrng Regional -T/TA Plans demanded bythe ,

,... ,
adgUarter they'end',.result 'apparently has beiri. a-good-one;

. .

7fp#th,;, he re- will fill Tow t he bat ic topical format
!Chapter- 1 frorr,Ftnif Itigs .
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Regarding the setting of -nittotiaT-tibiectives it seems imperstive

that.00D HQ devise a_methanism that or_ makesmore).
theoroctes.for .gathering input on and seiti--00-_-=up Annual-objectitvei. _Th'is

methenism should then be articulated- toloth:national' and regional 1.0-61 per-

sonnel so tHat -they know exactly hciw to feed into the process if thii so *desire.
eurther refining and articulation of the mecirlantim should take place' in

order to maximize local level input, This will_'_ultimately aid the entire T/TA
_

system, even though the inpact of_such a reCommendation-obviously transcends

T/TA matters..

M2.
,

Numerous poi icy and guidance' issues were.mentioned is needing updating.

or initial attention _Granted, much has been accomplished 14 the past several
.

years for which OCD HQ deierves enormous credrit
4but

much still remains to be .1
done, The Revised Head. Start. seems_to be :grdssly .oyerdue; pUbl-ita7

tion would -pri-SumebW reSOI-Ve many questions that currently are unanswered,

Felting the-,pu-b-litation of the flinuaI,in the near futures_ another solution to-

the problem-of needed polities Would be indiv iAual issUances. on the most

pressing subjects._

Oaths subject of-the Annual Regional T/TApian mandated by:OCD Head7
Ik7k

_quarters, many problems, cited by the. Regional Offices,,e.g.,.a. new format--
every year, 'too much information requi-red, _tc,, apparently haVe -been

_ed as a result of tt he FY 7A policy issuance, rt still -remains to be -seen; how-
_

ever, whether the current policy will function well over aJ3eriod of years or

whethet_tt,wi_11_,,beC=4 outmod_e_d _next year and need-refinement or rOplacement.

7

This uncertainty seems reasonable-given-the-lett that Project: Heedstm 15._ 7_

reall_y only beginning the Pratess of decentralizing its T/TA, program, and --the

transition period is bound to be, one filled with tension, The current tension

seems to be not entirely a bad thing, in .as much as there is, abundant evidence

that the T/TA being delivered by the regional providers as a consequence of the
t

Regional T/TA -Plans is quite effective, Therefore our recommendation_ would be

not - discount_ the valve of the T/TA planning processes that have been tarried

by the reg loos over the past,severel years in comeinate wttb.fiational

Off,Vce dandatei, he natjon,a- Tc(CD' ought, ,to_ even .more
_

600
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a balance. that al-lows the 000 Headquarters fo_coordinat- e ail T/TA. in accord -..
_

with-established goats and ,objecties and at the sarce-time:; -enables each
ibdividual Region ta:filen-its thin_ T/TA program-with the maxirrium amour-nt of .

autonomy. --
1e

M3. As fares needs assessment and -T/TA glance ibg- is concerned,' St-
seems that the National office should reconiTher-i-ts role in these matters.

role only secondary_ or after-the-fai-t-as many _central office staff
maintained? What needs are being addressed when national- providers are
hired? On what basis have those-peeds been determined? Why do national pro-
viders tend to- feel-qnach iii-ore involved in these needs assessment and T/TA
planningprocesses than do 00 officials? Even if OCD s 'role is to, b'e only
secondary, i .e. , to collect -data gathered at the reg ionb 1 and local levels,-

_ -what mechanisms does' it have in place to integrate thise data and make appro-.
priate decisions for,the total -T/TA program based on the data? KAI would_
'redommendthat these kinds of

_

q4estions 'be addressed by OCD officials as it.
_

_.

!recons,ide_rs its role l
n_needs___.assessrnebt;,-abd--11TA---15-lebb-ing-processes.' KAI -

would_ also recommend that -e'coiiiprehensive klanagement-information Sfstem .(141S)
. 6e considered as one possible mechanism to aid in the overall tasks of.ne-e-ds.--,

fr

assessment _and: T-/T-A
,

-There appears:tO`be concurrence at both-the regional and local levels
amang'prOgr'am personnel- and providers as to -.what their roles are vis-a -vis____________

; -4"..

-needs 'assessment and how well, those roles are being fulfilled. That 'remains o ;',
be done, however, is to4-eki_ne_and--perfect-the tools-uted for _the assessing" v-3.
of needS.-' -Appar-entl-Y abum-6er "of excel lent assessment tools ere, eve i lab
suchas those, among others, in Regions II, IV; and X. But whether or not
they are:ail-readily available to interested parties is dubious. .Even if the
yarjous idols were used 'only as guidance resources, a wider-distribution of 'them
wOul&be very- beneficial.--

f4,,"

. Mii. , rrovider Selection is a. process that needs' regular reexamination to.
.prevent complacency among Head

. Start staff. regarding the providers they-arei
utilizing to del iver T/TA, Constant refining and improving of the 'cri feria

569
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- -
followed for selection purposes 4nd continual building Of.safeguaxds to orOerve --T-

.

a process that encourages the choosing of ofpviders mos.0e61e_to meet -tile./
needs.of*a given:consumer group are two -Obvi-ISU -things that can'be rectiernmnilelf

in 'this area.

, . __

Local level respondents seemed Woefully unaware (70rof them) ofthe
. ,

procedures followed by their Regional Offices in_secting.p.r&IderS_tO jerltr_e___ __

i
their region. It would,Seem forthe-Regional, Offices.,to not bnly

.

apprise their locals of'their prdvider Selection procedures, but also to In7
. .

vitd them to participte In them as appropriate. Recall that a positive.

relationship was found to. exist betWeen familiarity with the regional selection
_ ... ,

, , ...,,..

processes- and -overall satisfaction with .T/TA.-
.,.

".. - ,-...

s..-.
,

--,

;a115. . Thee ssential reconordndWon regarding' provider cgrfti is 'serious
--,-,. . ,

cons i-dera ti on of. a compreherts lye management. inforMat ion system that_ would
, ,.,. i

integrate data on all facets of the T /TA program at the,national.-5 re4iohal,
, .

, 7' . 0 . ,

Provide of at_ _andlocalFeveis.suchasystemwouldprwide for al of data any_, .,,

etri

.given time toymeet a multitude of needs, from satisfying CongreitiOnal
0

information requests to.preparing for the-formulation of national-'Head Start

objectives; from thecoordiiiating of needs assessment pad T/tA planning act-
.

.

.

ivitie"s at.the national, regionaLand local levels to -the trac k i ng:offlOpitoring,

`reporting, 41d.qavaluation results from various VIA activities.,

This recommendationneed not,lead.baCk to centraitzed control of the nearly
., 4,

$20 million aelnual,T/TA Oudget 4 pcp Headquarters.
.

On the contrary, it
.

would
. .

l . 0
. 7 '- .

.

- enable the central office to coordinate the total VTA progrem more effectively,

the regions to continue tp plan and implement their own ETA Programs autonomously,
.

.-
and the .locals-to operate more of -,,... '

, .

Another recommendation on this topic is that OCD HQ devise a more coordinat-

4.:
, .

04 System for control of the national providers; ,Steps An the direction .of a
.

. ,

better system .
might well include more standard reporting and ,evaliptionmechanisms

for project.officeri ,who act-as liaison to national providers,,and'hetter idte-

gratiOn of efforts carried out by,separate PDgi, Cdt,

relation to-national prdvider controk;

.
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146 -Concerning aaluation of VTA,,our basic re.coramendation is to'do
more of it.' Granted, this effort would require-time and money, however, -II

`)additional evaluation.uvuld force the T/TX managers,.prowiders and recipients.
.to. beimorecencerned about the impact of T/TA;

At the national level, there appears to-be no uniformsystem 'or
.

evaluating'national providers; or-b) collecting evaluation data regional
and local providers. We suggest that

.

resOonsibility in the central office for

both these activities be assigned clearly.' Those responsible should'devise

adequate policy and,guidancecovering evaluation peodedures and:then articulte
those procedures effectively to'the &volved personndl at the national, region-

,

al, and local levels. 014

4

DI. Regardinglattsfaction with T/TA dollars, all categories of

respondents-manifested considerable dissatisfaction. There are valid reasons
for this. Our study uncovered strong-data showing that certain target grgugs

arenot getting sufficient T/TA and'that specific' content area are not bein4'-

adequately addressed. Accorein6ly we recommend that,OCD officials give consi-
eration tor possible ways to provide additional financial supporit for the Head

Start ,T /TA program.

*

DZ. On the topic` of Utilizatilon of resources inrnatters relating to T/TA,

KA1's study uncovered evidence of strengths "in .all facets of the delivery sysT: : .

.

temmprOyed,by'hational, regiOnil, state, and local'Head Start personnel.--7'"

--Therefore, we do not intend to recOmmend-that'any'one piece of the overalf'de-.
;. .

'livery system becscuttled. .0n the contrary, the.variouS national, regional..-...4. ..

-,State, anctlocL1 T/TA'reso6rtesion the wholeserie discrete and valid functions
. /
and tend" to complement one- another. :

Our findi%rg on this topic of resour=ce 'utilization should be reiterated
here: the closer:t4e,source of VI:A.1s to the local level, the greater

the satisfaction with overall VTA by local program people. This finding leads .'
. us., to recomMend.t4t 6CD.Continue to pr:ovide.Mechanisms, such as direct-funding

' r

which will edable local programs, to have effective access tdo TZTA,resources.
.

..

/
. L 60-,
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Still bnotherfkOing of note was thk local program; sampled seem to have
1

-

-

4.

'a,good balanteof T/TA services-from national; regional-, state; local; and '

. non-Head Start resources. We.cite this ab further buttressing for our suggestion

r
.

that.all levels of the Overall TA delivery system for Project Head Start

be.maintained. However too much 'eMphasii on any one resourceito the extent that'
o

other T/Wresources are minimized, dogs not at all seem justified according
*

. to --our data.

D3. As mentioned in the introduction to his chapter local programs

apparently are doing a phenomenal job of getting T/TA services donated by

supportive resources, such as their community agencies and organizations.' We

recommend that OCD.officials look into this phenomenon further and investigate

possible ways.to further capitalize on the apparent rapport-existing

at the local level between the granteeS and their communities.-

1

Our data on this topic also'showed that local Head Start programs are

receiving substantial help in T/TA matters from the parents,of enrolled

'Ihildren. We therefore recommend that OCO officials also look for additional

ways to capitalize on the resources of parents - a suggestion certainty in

line with Head tartds-committment to parent involvement.

D4.
. ,

In regard to the topic of target grouns, Int-wits are again-the appro-

priate'focus of dicussion, becluse they ranked first as a category of persons

in need of additional T/TA. They were follOwed. inn order, by coordinators and

administrators: All target group's moreover (i.e., the above three; plus teachers,
=

aidess.and support staff) were clearly perceived by our respondents to need.

additional T/TA; no target group was reported to feed less T/TA. Therefore

we rocommend that Head Startofficiats and staff work to devise ways to improve'

'the coverage of T/TA across all appropriate target groups.

Regarding content categories of T/TA KAI collected data showing that

the mostfreguently:offeed categories were educations parent involvement;

572
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4 -
handicapped services, and performance standards, We also found that handicapped'
services T/TA was mo frequently mentioned as an inadequately covered category,
indicating that,even though it is a subject being

addressed mightily, it'
still needs further emphasis. Other content categories mentioned' often as being

. either totally overlooked or inadequately coveredwere management and administra-
tion,- parent education

(whictrparall11,4:the.fitairld-Cltel4 ...rfter about parents
target group needing more T/TA), health services, social services) inter-

.

personal ors group dynamics, performance standards, and-child development/A
psychology. %lie recommend to OCD, as a result:that

appropriate' steps be taken
to fill these gaps in TZIA content categories.

So faeas special categories of T/TAare concerned, i.e., nutrition,
psychological services. and handicapped, KAI gave special emphasis to these
in response to suggestions. rom OCD. HQ officials. The data indicate that a
high need exists for T/TA in these three special areas and that the need is,

. tcomparatively, most for handicapped (which parallels the finding cited in the
. previous section) next for psychological services, and last for nutrition services.

One-half,to one-third of our samplarperceived their needs as high in each of
these three special categories. Accordingly tKAI recommends to OCD that an effort
be Made to fill these special unmet needs.

Data from the topics 'relating tO.T/TA excellence, (quality and impact)
have been used to support recommendations made about the T/TA manage -'.

ment and delivery-systems.' No specific recomrnendations on these topics-will
be made.

.

.
.

.
. .

.
. .OF. On the, topic of dicect fUndimg of local progfams to purchase their .

own VIA, KAI's study uncovered strong evidence showing a pos-itive relationship.strong
,,-

bet§:leen'direct-funding and perceived impact of overall T/TA. This finding indl-%

cites'it has been very effective. Any decision to expand the ,practice of
direct -cunding, howevog, necessarilyiast take into consWeration other-issues,
some of whiCh have been touched bn in this evaluation and some of which have not.
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A local grantee roust have the capacity both to assess needs and to plan, for

a T/TA program. it nest further possess ,commensurate skills i;n other areas!
orl /TA management, it must, -for example, be able to identify and recruit

appropriate T/TA resources that fit its financial framework
.and fulfill its

T/TA needs. The implication here is that grantees will always need more T/TA ,

than is available to them via direct-funding, lrantees-must beable to deperid

upon state, regional and national. resources for'T7TA services.

It is also safe to assume that in some cases direct-furiding for purchase

. of T/TA is not going to be the most cost efficient. This situation would likely

exist in 'rural areas or with regard.to highly specialized forms of T/TA. in

cases such as these, a broader state and/or regional system seems appropriate.

Hence KAI recommends that OCD retain the direct-funding mechanism as a yand
and viable option for delivering T/TA but be judicious in the selecting of

the option.

4
Lastly, we Mve a recopmendation.on the diisemination of this Final

Rtport. Since this document contains, but does not isolate for ease of re- .

view; much dataon strengths and weaknesses of the seven case study regions, we

suggest that la series of subsidiary reports be prepartd, one for each individual

case study region, ptilizing data contained in this Report that is presently

organized by topic and not by region. This dissemiqation procedure would help.

the regional office staff focus on the findings directly relevant to their

operation. We also suggest that ways be considered to disseminate the results

of this study to the local prooram level, as well. ,e

...J

6 O. a
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