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INTRODUCTION

An Overview of ect Development-1 Continuit PDC)

The Office of Child Developmen originated PrOject
Developmental COntinuity, .(PDC) in 1974 as a Head Start .

-demonstration program "aimed at promoting greater continuity
of education and cOMprehensiVeChild development services

.for ehildr4n as71-they make the transition from preschool to
school." The single most -important effect of this under--'
taking, it is hoped, will be to enhance the social compe-
tence_of the children served--that is, to their
everyday effectiveness' in dealing with theinvironment
(at school, at home, in the community, and in s6ciety) .

As part of the overall Head-Start ImproveMent and
Innovation effort, PE emphasizes the involvement of
administrators, classroom staff, and parents in formulating
educational goals and developing a comprehensiVecurrioulum.
The -object of this effort is to ensure that children
receive continuous individualized' attention as they pro-
'ress from Head Start through the early primary grades.
Existing discontinuities betWeen Head Start and elementary
school experiences will be reduced,' -if the program is
successful, by PDC mechanisms which encourdge.communication
and mutual' decision- making among preschool and elementary
School teachers, administrators, and parents.

Two program models provide alternative ways of es
lishing the administrative structure for continuity. In
the Presdhool7Schooi Linkages approach, administratively_4
separate Head Start an.1, elementary programs are brought-
together by the device'of a PDC Council, whose-memb*ship
includes teachers, parents, and administrators from both
6rganizatiorfg7- In the Early ChildhoOd.Schools approach,
Head Start and eiementary prograffis are combined both admin-
Tstratively, by the c4n,cii, antrphysically in the'same
building, creating a new institution. In both approaches
a qualitative1y different program is expected to emerge as
a-result of the Head Start-elementary school cooperation.



Continuity is expected to be established in two *so

contexts: that of the individual child and that of the
school structure. In the, first context, 'continuity means,
for example, that a child Should not have toil,avis or
her personal nature and needs rediscoveredehEll,year as he
or she moves from one grade to the next; insteAd the child
should become a more And more fully,recognized raeiriberof
the school "family" as-time passes. In the context.of
schoolstructure, continuity implies cooperative pursuit
of-common goals, and this involves articulation of
osophies and methods in -all the various areas of school
enterprise. It is expected that structural continuity
will contribute'directly to continuity in the attention
given to individual children.

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

Administration: adMinistrative-coordination between
and within Head-Start and elementary school;

Education: coordination of curriculum approaches
and educational goals;

training: preservice_apd inservice teacher training
and childrearing training for.parents;

Developmental Support Services: comprehensive
.

services (mdical,
children and famili

ritional, and social) to

Paren `Involvement:- parent participation._
policy-making, home-school-activities, and
classroom visits or volunteering;

-Services for the Handicapped: services for
ThandicApiped children and childrenwith learning
disabilities:,

Bilin -1/Bicultural and Multicultural Education:
rams for bill ual/bicultural or Multicultural
dren.

During Year II, 1975-1976, fo rteen sites (one with-
voluntarily)' cotnprising a ta_al of 42 Head Start

.-ers and elementary schools; impleniinted-PDC according
the plans they drew up during Year `I, tested heir

daptations of the program and made adjustments where-
necessary= At the ehd of-Year II another site dropped out
of the protgram.

2



In_Year III, 1976-1977, PDC is expected to be,in mature
fo m at the participating sites, and a decision will1De made
to maintain or modify OD support for the entire demonstration:
program. The decision will be based in large part on ,con-
sideration c the feasibility of.evaluating PDC's effects
on children's, development over a long teem.- If the _program
is continued, it will= be for a five-year period, from 1976
to 1981,-during which, ifs effects will be observed as the
children progress from .Head Start through grade 3.

Purpose of the PDC Evaluation`

The purpose of the PDC evaluation,isto aid the Office
of Child Development,in the development of 'effective
programs for early childhood education. it'atteMpts to do
this by, documenting and 'analyzing the process, of rogram

ficP

development and implementation and by evaluating-prdgram
out -omen, -or the impact of th program on 'the s- ial corn
pence of children, on teachers-and parents, and on the
inftitutions involved in the programs. fr

The proceSs evaluation includes:

Descriptive data on the process of program planning,
development and implementation at each site;

Assessment-of the degree .to which implementation
occurs;

Assessment of pr %ram costs;

Analysis of compliance With livad Start performance
standards and PDC guidelines (Year I only);

Formulation of hypotheses 'relating levels of
implementation with the process of program planning
and development.

The outcome or -impact evaluation includes' assessment

Child development outcomes ("social4competence")1

Impact on PDC staff, teachers and administrators;

1Social competence iS defined by the Office of Child Develop-
ment as the child's "everyday effectiveness -in dealing with
his environment and res-nnsibilities in school and life."



C ngeS in parent perceptions and attitudes;

Changes in the institutions and their relationships.

Although the-evaluation is concerned with both the
implementation prcJcess and outcomes of the_ program, during
the fitst two years the emphasis was clearly on process.
Even- with the extensive testing of children carried out
in the third'year the predominant flavor of the three-year
effort is tAat of a process evaluation that analyzes
relationship_ prOcess and iMpleMentation status','
and increases the potential for explaining implementation
sucoesses and failures..' A major impact evaluation study,
if feasible, would be undertaken during the four years
following this study, when outcomes can be assessed
longitudinally as children proceed through the 'elementary
grades.

-Fur ose of this Report

This interim report describes progreSs in three areas of
the process evaluation:

the assessment of programs' implementation;

the analysis of factors affecting program implemen-
tation and identification of hypotheses relating
1-vels'of implementation with local organizational or

so la' characteristics;

the assessment of pro gram costs.

The overall-deign-of the Implementation StudY,, described in
the last interim report, is Outlined irCChapter II, along with

a summary of data collection eTtivities for the current year.
Chapter III contains .a description of the work done to develop
instruments for - =sensing the degree to which each program has

been implemente The results of a field-test of the data
collection and nalysis instruments conducted this spring-are
discussed, and, evisionsipuggested by this experience are
described. _Cha ter IV reports progress in identifying the
local factors, _vents, or characteristics which shape, or

determine .the 1 -els of program implementation. From this
discussion, and a review of the relevant literature.- a pre-

liminary list c hypotheses is 'derived for evaluation in
:Year III stematic implementation data will be collected.
Chapter V contains the results from Program Year II of the

cost analysis.



IMPLEMENTATION STUDY DESIGN

Pt,esearchQuestions

The implementation study
question:

_What -s

site?

is designed to answer five

natu re of the PDC p ogram at each

to what extent has-each prograw implemented the-
implementation year guideNneS for each component?

Wh at trend
to ievel\sbf

there abross ,sites th respect
lementatiOn?.

What f te shaped, or affected the implerrren
ion of PDC at each sit

What patterns are -there across sites
to the actors affecting or shaping t
of P:-

i-h respect
e implementation

Conclusions from-the study about relationships between
program processes and implementation levels will be
necessarily tentative duo to the -small number of sites=
It will be possible) .however, to generate a- plausible list
of testable- assertions about-the process of implementation
which can then be.tested more fully in future empirical
studies involving a larger number of sites. While tenta-
tive, these hypotheses can nonetheless be of use-to those
at OCD who must design and auper.Vise the implementation
of programs of educational change.
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Y.

Four principal 'products are anticipated from the
study:

Individual reports for, each site which,dessFibe
jin detail the mannern which OCD guidelines

have been interpreted and--implemented

Systematic assessments of the implementation levels--
at each site relatiVe to the.0 guidelines, along
With analYsesOf =trends foupd g these assess-
ments across sites.

r

HYpotheseS, which can be tested in later studies,
tit posit relationships between program organi-
zational or process variables and assessed
impigMentation levels.

TentatiVe statements about the process and organi-
zatid61',factors which appear to determine the
successor failure of PDC implementation (the,
"lessons of-PDC), reported in a format both
aOcessible:and useful to program designers.

A fifth product, a report on the relationship betwed-n,
--'impleMentation levels and measured programeffects, will be

prdduced at-the end of Year III in conjunction with the
Impact Study.

of_Overview of the Design

The study outlined in this chapter is a two-year effo
to develop procedures for answering the research questions
outlined above. This chapter is, organized according to the
four types of tasks to be' performed -.(see Figure 1)

Identification of variables. The .creation of a
variable list was a major task for the implemen-
tation study in Program Year II. This list defineS
the categories of infOrMation to be collected from
each site in order to rate implementation.levels,-
to evaluate explanatory hypotheses, and to prodube
descriptions of each PDC program. The tasks in
creatingthis-list were a) to define the criteria by

- which iiripiemefitatien will be rated, b) to formulate
a list' of hypotheses to explain levels of implemen-.
tatiofi, and then c) to identify dditionai information
needed. from sites in order to them adequately.
This liSt has now been revis_d for Year.III based upon
the field test `of inStrumen _c6nducted this spring.-

6



TASK I

Identification

of Vari ble

Devel /Revise

Implementation

Instrument (II)

identif implemen-

tatiori variables

(II)

o:Coliduct literature

search (II)

Formulate hypothl

eses (II, III)

o Identify hypothesis

related variables

(II III)

o Identify site

descriptors

III)

Identify descrip-

tive variables

(II, III)

Opera ions

Mandatory Flows

Roman numerals indrOte the program years

in which 'the actiVities will occur.

tiFi ure

Implementafton Study Activities

TASK II

Data Collection

Activities

Identify data

souret for each

variable (II)

Design data

collection

instruments (II)

to Collect data (II,-

III)

File data

o Rate Implerlintati n

levels. (III)

, TASK III

Data Analysis

ActiVities

0 Construct data

matrices (II, !II)

Analyze matrices

toy patterns and

o Deteryle extent of

support for hypoth-

es
A

es (III III)
4 77t741

Formulate new

hypotheses (11,III)

a Identify factors

affecting imple-

Mentation success

(II, III)

TASKJV

eport

Production

Produce desorip-

tiOns of theH,

implementation

status of each

site (III)

Produce the

National Implemen-

tationProcess

Study,(III)



bata,colle tion. 'Data have bee colledted regular
from SiteS*during the study and fill . continue to
be collected in Year III. bat collection tAks
'include a) the selection of o lection strategi
suitable' _for eachv4riable, b) (the deSign of
collection instrumerks, c) actually' collecting
data frot- the sites, and; d),-using the data to
rate implementation- levels of eaph:site.

Data analy e data analysis tasks are-a to
plan effic e_t strategies for organizing and o-

,

cessing data, b) to design data-analysis :pro _ures
appropriate for, answering the basid research
questions, and o) to actually° perform the dz
analysis.

Report production;: Two "rebrts will be 'pr duced
at the end of Year.:III of the study: an-i ple-,
mentation status re -port for each site, coitaini
detailed'descriptions of each.program's implemen-
tation status; and a- national implethentation
process study reportoontaining implementation
ratings and hypotheses .about factors affecting
the-levels of implementation.

Task J1 :- Identification of Variables

While an objective for the' .,:tUdy is to learn as -much
as possible about the processes.cf implementation t each
site, some-descriptive and analytic framework is necessary
if comparisons -across sites are to be obtained:, The' initial
design task for 'the implemer?tation study, then, is to con-
struct this framework. by identifying the categories of infor-
mation to be collected at'All sites.. The steps in this
process of variable identifica-eion,,represented schematically
in,Figure 2, were,completed in the fall of Year-II;:the
-liSt has now been_ revisedfollowing the sprin4 field test'
of instruments._ Three types of variables were included on
the list: r

6 implementation variables which must b
order to assess the. degree to which a program _as

Iimplemented the Pb C guidelines;

measured in

hypotheses-related variables which _ t be measured
in order to determine whether,preli

bite processes
and Ohara6teristios are supported;'

8
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STEP 2 STEP

Prone Identify

implementation implementation

rating items variables from

the next rating

luestiod

Consult

CCU
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descriptive_variables which, in addition to the
implementation and hypotheses variables, must be
measuredin order, to produce an adequate description
of PDC at each site.

Implementation variables were derived -first from the
guidelines by constructing an implementation,rating
instrument and extracting variables from it (Steps- 1-5
in Figure 2). Hy_-theses variables are geneiated
from a-list of hypo heses developed by staff frOm field
experience, a literature search, and consultations with
OCD (Steps 6-9). Descriptive variables were derived by
examining the anticipated needs for description. Sites
and determining which of these variables are not already
on the list (StepEi10-l3). These steps are described more
fully below-

Iden lementation Variables (Steps 1-5)

STEP 1: Anal ze = uidelines and extract re-uirements.
The PDC implementation YearGuidelines provided the source
for iffiPlementation variables. In this first step toward
operationalizing the guidelines, the document was-analyzed
and-individual statements of program requirements extradted.
In the guidelines, program requirements are often imbedded
among program suggestions or clarifications. The foll ®wing
required element taken from the education component 'guide-
lines is an 'example:

The ,ieulum appr}oc c h must facilitate indi-
.-

vidual, instruction.' A diagnostic and evaluative
stem must cue utt -lied to implement this -zdivid-

apnroach.

Tli-:_,3 :L tem shou -d facile- -tuts: indi idu, ali2ed'
tructLon _ t nah ling the teacher 't6t. pinpoint the

Jlevez., Z?/- of each child in the variousvntal
currtcu areas. The teacher should then depelop

st-Ptc?ti-onc -gram for each child based up'-on
c'hi-Ld's .-"ag osed strengths and weaknesses.

The indi-viduaiiaed program might provide oppor-
.

tw2-, t_ es '''-)2, ,,:hid-ren to spend time in other class
rooms;
meet

w( younger-or', r children, in order to
on spec- developmntal needs:-

10



Assuming that "must" here. is synonymous with "should,
and that these are different from "might," four program
requirements and one optional program element can-be
extracted from this single "reqUired.element:"

Requirements

The curriculum approach must fabilitate
individualized instruction.

A diagnostic and evalhative system must
be utilized to implement the individualized ,

approach.

3. This diagnostic and evaluative system should
facilitate individualized instruction by
enabling'the teapher to pinpoint the
developmental level of each child in he
various curriculum areas.

.
m

The teacher-Should then develop an instruc-
tional program for each child based upon,
the child's.diagnosed strengthb and weaknesses.

Optional Program Feature

The individualized program might provide oppor-.
tunities. for children to spend time in other
classrooms, with younger-or older children, in
order-to meet their own specific developmental
needs.

All basic principles and required elemepts in the guide-
lines were analyzed in this manner and disciVte'requirements
(i.e., "must" and "should" statements) extracted and ,listed
for each comppEept. All nonredundant "must" and "should",
statements were incnded,at this point in phrasings as close
as possible to the original, without regar&to their
potential for being operationalized. The objective at this
point in the .nAlysis was to identify the' requirements, not
to-interpret or operationalize them.



STEP 2 FraltimElementatipn,rating_items. Once a
list of PDC pr

(
gram requirements had been identified, the

t
next step in he design sequence wa -Ep devise a procedure
for assessing' systematically the degree.to.which sites
have implemented each requirement. The product'of,Ithis
step was the Implementation' Rating _Instrument (IRIY, a,

battery of rating scales tO be applied to the data frdm
each 'site. ,

--)

BY design, the guidelines_ were only,to provide 'a
framewOrk within whi!ch each site could plan its own pro-
gram, rather than an actual blueprint.

, m yn locally _pp ods or
/

activit C.
,l '' each compone-7.it cr c provided that

rl L Z z'_ pr i.nci pZ -- -a are addressed an tie required
s. included. Regardless of strategies
1 ubon for full, component. coverage, the total

muet, b7, suitable t6 the particular needs of the
,__ _,- and c;t be satisfactbry to the Oommur

Must be 7-aken into account. (PDCGuideline-
Looa .ethnic, cultural and 1,anguage characte cs

for
the Implementation Year, page 8)

in designin prdcedures for assessing levels of
implementation, then",,it was important not to impoSe-more
Structure or specificity-on programs than the guidelines
intended. Therefore, if the guidelines only stated that
programs must have a diagnostic and evaluative syStem for
identifying the educational needs of individual children,
vq4hout specifying features of that-system, rho fedtures
could be imposed in assessing irnolepientation.

Site could be-differebtiattdi however,by aspects%of
required elements' implementatien--regardless of how an
element was interpreted lOcallY, , Three such aspect8 or
.dimensiow:, were selected for this purpose, in the initial
version of the IRI:
I

The dur'atitl of imPlementation: the amount of
time that has elapsed 'since implementation

f
of

artIcuiar required element began. ,

The extent of imkle:- th proportion of
the target populati-n or a required:elemen't who
are aetually affected that element's imple-
mentation, or the frequency with which a;reTii-
event or activit'Y occur_

The effectiveness of the implemented element, as
perceived by individuals frdm the. element's,'
target population.'



By applying these,dimensions 'to each extracted require-
ment, a series of:question wee derived which define the

1information needed from a .ite in order to assess implemen-
tation. For example, the tour extracted requirementq
illustrated above, when sbi cted to this anal'sis,
produced the following queue ions:

Extent of Implementation

1. Have strategies, been developed at the (Head
-r elementary) level to facilitate individ-

akfed instruction?

2 Have strategies been implemented at the (Head
StarVerementary),level to facilitate:individ-
ualized instruction?

Hai. common PDC diagnostic system been esta
-lishe to identify the educatk.brial eeds of
indiVidual chil:ren from Head StAr thl7bugti
third 'grade

In how many- (ead Start/elementary) classrooms
has the diagnostic system to identify the
educational needs of individual children been
implemnted?

On how many (Head Start/elementa children
has the diagnostic system been used?

-6. How many (Head Start/elementary) children haves'
had instructional programs developed for them
based on their diagnosed strengths and weak-
nesses'

Duration ofITELtE9ntation

2. When did implementation of the diagnostic' and
eva,luative system,begln at the (1-lead,_Start/
elementalty),,Tevel?

EffELLyness'Orf,--Impementation

8., H r many PLC (Head Start/elbmentary) teachers
that ''the Pniragnosticand evaluative
m used this year had` been effective- in
ifying the'educationaIlneed of their
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Extracted requirements from Step 1 for which questions
suc as these could not be formulated were omitted at this
point, from the study because they could not be operation-
alined for assessment.

Having identified the dimensions and categories for
assessinsimplementation.levels, a series of four-point
rating scales were 'text created to'insure a consistent
framework for interpreting answers to the questionS. Fort
example, tilelhree scales illustrated below were generated
from questions 5, and 8, respectively, in 'the abovej.
example.

Extent of Implementation

A PDC diagnostic and evaluative system to identify
the educatlional needs of individual children

a) Has not been developed or selected.
b) 1-1as been developed or selected, but'is not

`lope rational
c) Has been developed or selected and is-oper-

atlional at the Head Start level or elementa
level, but not at both levels.

d) Has en developed .or selected end is oiler -,
ati_ al at both the Head Start and the eleme
tart' school levels.
Data insufficient for rating.

The PDC (diagnostic assessment and evaluation system

a) Has rot been implemented in at least one PDC
Head Start classroom and one PDC eleMentary
classrabm.

b) Has been used with less than, 25% of the chil-
drIn in ,the PDC Head Start program-and with
less than 25% of the children in thFOC
elementary program.
Has been used with more than 25% of the chil-

\ dren in', .both the PDC Head Start prbgram and
the ,PDC'eleMenary program, but with less than
75% of the children in one of the two programs.

d) Has been used with more than 75% of the chil-
dren it both the PDC Head Start and elementary

0
progr ms.

insufficientnsufficient for rating.

continued:
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Ef_ tiveness of Implementation

What ercentage of the PDC Head Start teachers
said that the PDC diagnostic assessment and eval-
uat e sytem used this year had been effectiVe
in identifying the educational needs of most of

)the children in their-clas?

No PDC-diagnostic assessment and evaluative,.
system was implemented.

b) Less than- 25%. -

c) Between 25% and 75%,
re than 75%

e) td insufficient for rating.

The intervals between the points on the scales were
of necessity set someWhat arbitrarily for the Year ,II
ratings. The distinctions employed reflect sta4f expecta-
tions based on fie experience:of the intervals likely to
reveal differences between sites. One objective for this
year's: field test Of the IRI at five sites (reported in
Chapter III) was to determine the adequacy of these dis-
tinctions.

Almost 300 scales were generated-in this manner for
the Implementation Rating Instrument. These were then---
organized into "subcomponent" clusters within each component

lc
containing scales which address similar asp cts of the PDC
guidelines. The three scales illustrated 6 rlier, for
example, were all placed in the "pDC Diagnos:_ic and Eval-
uative System" subcompohent within the education component
IRI. When analyzed, scores on items. within the subcomponents
could be averaged'to produce a single subbomponent,score,,
whidhcould in turn be averaged with scores -from other Slib--=
components within the education component to produce an
overall -component score.'
______

1C1Ustering items into subcomponents alsO helps insure that
each ektracted program requirement will contribute equally
to the overall implementation rating for a given component.
If this clustering were not done, an extracted requirement
which happened to generate eight IRI scales would have a
greater impact on the component rating than one which had
only generated four. While it can'-be argued that all program
requirements-should not be given equal weight, until there
are clearer criteria,upon which to base these weightings,
there is no alternative but to weigh each equally.
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( kA draft version of the complete IRI was submitted to
_OCD program staff for review) in ,January, 1976 to assure
that the dimensions along which sites were to-be rated
conformed to OCD intentions for PDC. A revised version
of the instrument 'incorporating-their suggestions was
field-tested at five sites this sprinq. Results from
this field test along with the changes made in the IRI
are reported in Chapter III.

STEPS 3-5: Ilen ngtifyi implemeptation variables.,
_

if i- The task in these steps,was to identify the information
needed to destribe. and'rate each program's impleMentation.
The'list of implementation variables was constructed in
two stages: first, the IRI rating scales were e0amined to
determine the information required to perform the ratings.
Next, this initial variable list-was reviewed and items
added to insure that data necessary for describing the
implementation as well as rating it were included. qkgain
referring to the eaxlierexample, applying this procedure
to the total set of IRI scales produded from the imple-
mentation questions, the following variables were ident-
ified and added to the variable list:

1. A desc-7-ription 'of the PDC dia nostic and eval-,
uative sy4tem, developed or selected.

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

3. The number of PDC Head Start and elementary
children upon whom the 'system has _been used
for matching children with a particular
instrudtional plan.

4. The number of PDC Head Start and elementary'
teachers who said that the System used this
year had been effective-in identifying. the
educational needs of most of the -children in
their class.

5. The dates when implementation of the system
began.

Identifying Hypotheses- Related Variables (Steps 6-9)

Variables tto'be measured in order to determine whether
an initial list of explanatory hypotheses is supported were
-der ived following the procedure illustrated in Ste: 6

through 9 on the. flow chart in Figure 2.
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STEP _ formulate an initial list of h potheses.
After implementatiQnrating criteria, procedures, a
variables had been identified, the next desigrractivity
Was the formulation of an initial list Of.hypotheses
relating siteorganization and process characteristics
to rated levels of impleMentation,- This initial list has
been, and mil continue to be refined, pruned, and
expanded throughout theimplementation study, anci.will
calminate- in (a) a list of testable hypotheses for
'future research, and (b) .a set of statAents summarizing
the "lessons" leai'ned from the first three years of PDC
about the *relationships between process and organisational
facto and implementation success.

j o make this Ini _al''iist as comprehensiv-
--sible so that sys matic data collection co _ be_
ediately at all si es, hypotheses were Obtainedfrom_

three sources: _

knowledge of PDC programs obtained by staff
members during planning year and fall 1975 site
visits; t,

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

consultations with PDC program staff.

These hypotheses have been revised several times in the
course of the study. Chaptek IV of this report contains
a discussion of those forpulated: to date-

tom.
STEPS Identification of hy_22Illt-l=LII.,

variables. As hypotheses wereidentified, the information
needed to evaluate each at all sites was next identified
These hypothesis- related variableS were then added to
the variable list.

The analytic procedUre for this step was the Same'
as that used to- identify -implementation variables:
hypotheses were examined and the dependent and independent
variables identified.s'After the variables had been iden_-
ivied, those not already arflbing the v-impleMentation Variabl
were added to the list-.



dentifyin5 Descriptive Variables- (StekS 10-.13)

SifPi10: identification of descriptive vA r ables ,

1LLiaaLoduce a descriptive report ,for each te. Lot
.77all informatidn needed about eacii_alti will b? de= fled
through the above, design activities. Implementation
variablA$ only identify information needed to describe
each ne-isie in terms -'of the.-PDC guidelines. Hypothesis
riables onIy:identify site characteristics suspected of

exerting ome influence over a site's implementation of
the guidel -nes. Some_addition(al descriptors are needed
in of-der to roduce adequate reports describing peach site

The process o 'identifying descriptive variables.iS
much _e that des ribed for the,implementation and
hypot esis vare After-staff diOdussIons of the
des o iptive. eAs for site'Neporis, a kist Of
desc tors- aS-ideat4ified-', This list included sud Items
as the demographic characteristics:of the community served
by the PDC.prbgram,'the-events ,leading to, the,introduction
-of PDC in the community,-,the backgrOund of key. program
personnel, etc. ..Some-items were included in the list
because staff members suspected that alture.hypotheses-
might be formulated from them... iiThe listwas' next analyzed
and variables identified; thoe.,Va;iables already .on the.
Variable List were removed,.and those remaining added-to
the Variable List.

Task 2: Data Collection

The basic data collection tasks are, ((a) to determine
the optimum methods for obtaining each catle4ctry of infor-

,

nation identified on the variable'list:- (bytb design
instruments to collect the data; (C) to colaect the datav
and, (d) to complete the 1RI rating scales for each site.
The sequence of these activities-is represented schemat-
ially in Figure 3.

In the'originalddsign (Interim Report III) fullscale
data collec,tions'apd'iMpieMentation ratings were to-.have
occurred.-tWice--once at the end of'Oro ram Year II, and
again inct e 'spring of Year III-. DelaSrs by.Nthe Office of
Management and Budget in approving the data collection
forms, how ver, forced a reduttionin these plains for-Year II
to a field test of thesinterView forms and IRI e ,file
sites -(see Chapter III), and a reduced collection effo-t
At the re_aining nine.

Itl all phases of the data collection process an
effort has been made to impose a minimum burden on sites
and reduce redundancies between the data collection activities
of the implementation study and °their parts of the total
bvaluationeflort': This will bp accomplished in part by
utilizing an integrated data collection procedure' in which
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data collectioh activities foi all'components of the-
evaluationthe Impact Study, the implementation Study,
and the copt analysis--are coordinated. Some data
collected, part of the IMPact or Cost Studies will

___be used :for the Implementation Study. 0

STEP 1: Decide on a ropriate data collection
stratrIes for each variable . :,41-i-THis step each variable
on the list is examined in turn and a.series of decisions

0
;

made:

EaVe- the necessary da ,,already been'. collected?'

f the data for a variable have already been
'collected,- is more recent information needed?.

If more recent information-is required, or if
data for the variable have never been collet
what is the most appropriate strategy for
collecting its

eight data collection strategie6 have been develciid',-
either2'6r the Implementation Study specifically, or. ..

I for the Impact or Cost Studies in conjunction -with the
C[implementation- Study. :these strategies are

Structured interviews to be conducted with PDC,
administrative.and teaching staffs during site
visits -by teams from the contractor and subcon-
tractor;

:Zthnographic, (1,0. non-instrumented) observations
of PDC classes and activities performed by
IiigA/Scope-staff during site visits (Year II only);

Systemtic observations of PDC classes performed
by local testers trained_ _by High /cope using an
.observation instrument designe& by High/Scope

and(Years II and

a collection from the sites-:-,-bega n the'Vlan91_ng Yea
ith the gathering of information for the case studies.
h t c011ection guided by this asign was not until

n'ter-site-Iiisit of Program Yea:r__II.
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Parent Survey questionnaires, aided to a random
sample of-PDC and comparison 0.bhool. parents as
part of the Impact evaluation (Year III.only);

Teacher:Surveys:conducted with sample of PDC
and-comparison 8.chobl teachers ar III only);,

Docdments(i.e-., propdsals curriculum statement
etC.Toccllected from sites (Years I-III);

Data collected as part Of the, cost
(Years II-III);

.

An optional on -site record-keeping s6yS to be
used by PDC staff to record- needed ation
'on-PDC meetingS, training activities, :d delivery
of required health and social se=tvic

Data for most of the variables will be obtained-through
the strUdtiMed interviews, with the other strategies sup-
plyqvivaUxi;4iary or:verification information. SitedOcuments,
the record-keeping system, and Cost Study data will, however,
be a primary source for certain highly quantitative data
(for example, average monthly volunteer hours) which would
be difficult and time-consuming:to collect in interviews.
The parent surveys will be used Primarily to obtain
opinions-from. pawnts about the effectiveness with Which
various:parent involvement requirements ftave been impleCented.
Data on the actual number and kinds of parent activities
will be obtained from the other.source-

STEP 2: Design data collection instruments. After
the procedure for addressing-each variable was identified,,.
'instruments were_designsid to insure that the needed infor-
mation would becollected.-

STEP 3: Collect hdata.. Datacollection activities
have been ,occurring and will continue to occur 'th ughou.t
the study. A schedule of collection times for'eaah t

-`

methodology is provided in Figures 4 and 5. Most
of

tl
the data f r the implemeptation study will be llec ed

ihint'erview-and ethnographic' observations, Derformed
during one-week visits to each site in the fall, winter,
and spring of Program Year II, and in January-Febrdary -
of Year III. Site documents will also be collected during
these visits



Figure 4

DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE: PROGRAM' YEA

.Method

Information'

Collected; ..e, Collected Re' ondent

Collection
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-.

. Structured

Intervie

. ,

,

Implementation,: hypoth-
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sstrategy:

,
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,

PDC administrat4m and.
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.,
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.
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Figure 5

DATA COLLECTION SCHEDULE. PROGRAM YEAR III
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Systematic observations will be:Terformed
cal teste is n-the fail and spring of.Program-Year

in the fa and spring of_Year Iff,'at Head Start
terse only; the Parent Survey will be administered in
spring of-Year III. Cost data will be collected 'con-

uously throughout both,years, with site visit's by cost
cialiSts from the subcontractor occurring twidein
r If' and once in Year -I.

Data collected in individual interviewetand
-gr-phic observations will be Summarized by site visitors_
at the end of the site visit. -Both the summaries -and.
ra data Willthen be plabed into the-data-files.

STEP 4 Rate implementation usin the IRI. Full-scale
ra ng'of program implementation will not .o ur until
-af er -the Year III site visit. While data frOm'all sources
anti data. collection periods: will be used in the al is,
th primary source of data for the rating of iMP lem_-ation
le els will be the structured interview conducted du ing
that s

At thq end of-the site visit week, the site visit
teams will meet to'consblidate their information and,
'complete the IRI ratings;-ratings will be obtained on all
sdales for which data were collected from structured
interviews. The remaining scales- will be completed by
the High/Scope site-visitors in Michigan from other data.

Site visitors will also perform '&second set of
implementation ratings at each siteldesigned to-incor-
porate more latitude into the assessment process. Whereas
the IRI contain a battery of scaleS with clearly defined
criteria for-rating (e.g., the nuffiber of classrooms in
,which a given requirement had been 'implemented), this
second set of scales is less restri4ted, less guanitative,
and more fudgmental.

At the end of each IRI sUbcom onent,' after the
specific ratings have, been pdrform d, raters will reassess.

hplementation-alohg.the diMe sighs encountered earlier.
)

I
Their assesgments tflis timel0h6, Ver, will be based upon
whapever information that rater can bring to bear on
the site's mplementation experience. Mitigating circum-
stances can

:

be included in these assessment decisions;
if a site had achieved imple entation of the diagnostic
and evaluative system in on 25%'of its PDC classrooms,
but because- of a fall teachrs strike this represented
a fingulariimpleme4tation chrevem ent, that site-might e
still receive a high.rati on these scales.



When-analyzed, the IRI scores will be compared
with-the judgmental scores Should substantial
discrepancies,appear,.-both sets of score---s will be
reported and analyzed..

STEP 5: Pool collected data in files. Data frgm
sources will be pc into a single file fbreach

si e at High/Scope offices in Michigan. Data in these
files will be of two types: raw and processed. Proceased
data include Monitoring reports for each-site from Year 1,
interim implementation statIkT reports from fall, 1975,
site proposals, interview summaries from each site visit,
case studies from program Year 1, and summaries of data
collected by the ImPacran .Cost Studies. Raw data kept
in these files will inc inaividual interview responses,
ethnographic observati tes, and site documents such
as curriculum statements, meeting minutes, and so forth.

Task 3: Data .Analysis

.Because of the descriptive nature:of much' of the
information collected from-the sites, and the largely
inductive nature of the study, large amounts of qualita-,
Live, uncoded data-will be obtained using the methods
describelin the preceding section. -Thpse data rust be
analyzen ystematically and efficiently'to identify
patterns in the implementation eXperiences of-the PDC
prOgrams', and to generate hypotheses for their explanation.
Most of the data analysis (Figure ,0) will occur in
Year III; the process is an inductive proceisbeginning
with the organization of the files o pooled data from
each site into a set 'of iatexices which facilitate rapid
ovmparisons of similar categores,of information from
different sites. These ivtrices will then be analyzed
for patter11s.

Or anizing the Data (Ste 1)

Data from all gOU-ces have been or will be organized
into five matrices= th
the three categories of
a separate matrix- =for the
containing the explanation
levels of implementatiork-n each component. Because of
the quantities of information involved, and the need for
easy juxtapoetion of matrices; the "cells "" of a giyen
matrix will generally, be_represented by separate file
folders containing extensive written descriptions.

re will be'one matrix for each of
iables -on the variable list,
Rf scores, and a final matrix
obtained from sites for their
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STEP la: c ons tuct a' matrix of implementation data
(Years IandITI) The first matrix contains` data
needed to complete the IRI ratings, organized-by:site and
guideline component. The contents'of each cell are further
organizedlty IRI subcomponent variables addressing
the same-extracted guideline requirements) Thus, for
the:_educationpomponent there would be on the matrix a
row of 14 cells, each containing information about
education component implementation variables,at a PPC:

The inforMation within cell is organized according
to IRI subCOmponentsi there is, f_ example, a desbriptionl
of the diagnostic and evaluative syst m, a reporton the
judgMents of teachers as to that syst m's'effectiVeness
and information on the extent to hic the system had
been implemented at the site inlquestiOn, Similar data
are also included, for other ,educatiOn component clusters,
Such as the PD ,plan forindividualization of instruction,
developMent 64a coordinated curriculum, etc'. This-matrix
has been updated following each site visit.

-STEP lb: Construct a-matrix of implementation ratings
only The previous matrix contained the infor-

mation needed to complete the IRI ratings for each site;
this second matrix will contain the actual prbducts'o,
those ratings--the IRI and judgmental rating soores
The matrix will again be- organized by site and component,
with each cell organized by subcomponents. Thus, each
cell, would contain an IRI score for each subcomponent,
a judgmental rating score for the Same clusters, and an
overall score for the entire component derived.from each
rating system.

STEP 16', Construct a matrix of lementation'
explana=ions Years II and III As part of the imple
mentation rating ocess, site visitors have been investi-
gating and reporting local factors, conditions, or events
which affect implementation. This explanatory information,
derived from several si-xresi is organized in this matrix.
Like the preceding matces, the axes on the implementation
explanation matrix are sites and gomponent, with each
'component organized by cluster, hlas, a site may haye
been-unable to implement its' iagnoStic and,evaluative,
system because teachers had oted against using inservice
training days fOr instruction its use. This explanation
would be entered on the mats" the diagnostic and
evaluative system section of the education component cell
for that site.
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STEP ld Construct matrix of h _othesis-related
'data Years II and-III). The information nee e
evaluate the extent okempiricai support for the hypotheses'
generated earlier is being organized into a atrix.by
site and individual variable (rather than by guideline
component as in the preceding matrices) . Each cell contains
the data for a specific hypothesis variable at a given
site. A hypothetical example of a section of this matrix
is illustrated below:

Teacher Recruitment
Procedure

SITES

Teachers compatible
with PDC'philosophy
actively recruited
by PDC staff from
all schooris in
trict.

No recruitment or
selection of
teachers. Teachers
previously in
school retained
for PDC.

Number of Bilingual
Head Start Teachers

(100% of total) (25% of total)

Number of Bilingual
Elementary Teachers

10 (50% of total) 0

STEP le: Construct matrix of:descriptive variables
(Year The final matrix will otganiz data
collected to complete the descriptions of each program beyond
what has already been obtained as' part,of the absessment
of implementation or hypotheses. Like the hypothesis

matrix,the descriptive variable matrix will be
organized by variables and sites, with each oe,11 containing
information on a specific variable at one site. Examples
of a few hypothetical cells from this matrix are illustrated
below.

SITES

Population of
Community 25,000 5oo,ono

Total Number of
Schools in District

28
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Analysing the ,rata (Steps 2-6),

Once organized, the data Matrices will be analyzed
for patterns and relationships. For the Most part-these,
analyses are done qualitatively, although quantitative
procedures will be used where appropriate and posgibie.
The analytic tasks are .as follows:

Step 2Analyze,the,implementation data and rating
matrices to discover patterns in implementationdiscover_ in
experiences across sites;

Step '3Analyze the hypothesis variable matrix to
determine the extent'of support for existing
hypotheses;

y

Step,4Analyze the implementation explanation
matrix to determine whether additional unanticipated.
pausal factors emerge from thedata for which new
hypotheses must be formulated;''

Step 5"Analyze the descriptive variable matrix 1
for patterns;

Step 6- =Formulate6Formulate conclusions -and findings
reporting.

STEP 2: Anal ze implementation satin_ and data
matrices for atterns.- The implementation data matrices
and,implementation rating matrices win be analyZed for
four types of patterns, or relationships, using statistical

0 or qualitative analyses as appropriate:
4

P-tterns in the levels and varieties of implemen-'
tation for each site, across components;

Patterns in the levels ands. varieties of -imbl menu
--eation for each,component across sites;

Relationships within sites between implementation
scores in one component or cluster and,thosein
anotr component ,or cluster;

iA portion of this analysis for the five field test sites
.

is reported in Chapter III.



Relationships between degreds and'features.,,of
implementation success and degrees of measured
program impacts. .

Patterns of the first type will be identified by-
readingdown each column in the implementation matrices;
this reading will produce an implementation -"profile"
,for each site.' These composite profiles can then be
compared across sites-to identify regularitJtes,4m,general.
implementation levels at allisites.

Patterns of tie secohd variety above will be iden
ified by reading aci-o's each row of the two matrices,
Such an.examihation could, for example, reveal' that

- .

several sites had equal difficulty.implementing_the
parent involvement component, whatever thd reasons'. It
could also reveal that the best imPlementedSiteS used
the same commercially available-diagnostic_and evaluative
system, while sites which opted to design their own
systems wete-unable to achieve substantial implementation
(thp'exaMples are, lypothetical). Depending upon other

fNyater analyses,-these pattens might suggest a hypothesis
f to be explored in the study for-Year III of the project.

The third variety of pdttern will be disdovered
through sttistical manipulation of the component and
factor.scores in the implementation data matrix. Each
-component and cluster score will be correlated with all
Other component-and cluster Scores to identify relation-Other
ships bet en.implementat*onsuccess in' one program area
and succe s in Others. This analysis can also reveal
valu-ble information about the Implementation_ Rating..
Ins ument itself by-identifying the relative contribu-
ti ns..kf implementation rating's for sites.,

.x'

Patterns of the fourth variety will.be identified by
relating implementation .rating scores with outcome data
obtained= through .child te ing and surveys of parent-and'

A,-

teacherS.

STEP' Analyze the hypothesis variable and .imple7
mentation rating matrices for patterns. The objective in
this next analytic step is to discover patterned relation-
ships letween,hypothesized independent.variables on the
one -had, and implementation rating levels on the other,/

',Two'types_at, relationships-are predicted in the hypothege
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Relationships between'iMplementatbn of two .6
guideline requirements (eeg., ,"sites with a
functioning PDC Council will have higher'imple-
mentation ratings for the parent- involvement
component");

Af"

Relationships between independent process
factOrS or organizational characteristics and
implementation riatings for'given components or
clusters (e.g., "kites with voluntary teacher
participation will) have higher. znplementation
for the,, education component").

Analysis for relatIonships of, .the first type described-
abo4e,will'be based on the implementation rating matrix
only;,:apalyses for the other types of relationships will
use _both the implementation rating matrix and the *po-
thesis:Variable' matrix. All three' ana .ses will involve

A
:three steps':'

Review:each hypothesis to dete. pe the nature
and directionlof the Predicted relationship
between the Mdependent and dependent variables;

Lo,cate the dependent a d independent variables
from. the hypothesis o the appropriate matriceS;,

,Determine the extent to which the hypothesis, is
1,.supported by the data: e re_

STEP 4: Anal ze the explanation matrix for erns.
The explanation matrix is a primary Source for ne
hypotheses for investigation in Year' II. Thus, this
n, analysis has already begun and isxeppeted in Chapter IV.
ExplanatfonssuQplied.by sites for -theirimplementation
successes and-failures were examined for patterns,a0ross
sites. Where such patterns were fouhd, they were examined
to determine whether the explanatory factors involved
had already been identified in existing hypotheses. For
those factors not already included in the hypothesis list,
new hypotheses haye been formulated and added to the list.
ff the data necessary to,evaluate any new hypiothesia at
all sites we e in the files already,, the indepetdent
variable was imply,added to he hypothesis variable



matrix and the hypothesis will be evaluated a.t all sits
following the procedures outlined for Step 4. If the
necessary data have not been collected at all sitea,=
the-independent variable(sY, from the hypothesis have
been added to the variable list far Year III data
c011ection.

STEP amine deail-i ive matrix,for patterns. .The.
principal function :for the descriptive matrix is to
organize data. needed to complete the necessary description
of each site. These data will also b. analyzed, for

14

patterns so hat aummary statements a out trends among
cWaracteristicaof all the programs, c he included in; the
annual report. If it appears-that any of these patterns
are- related to implementation success/ the variables will
be transferred.to the hypothesis -variable matrix and

.

hypotheses formulated for them. 1--..-.

, STEP 6: Draw concluSi_ _a fro ,the axliy!! After
all data*have been analyzed an patterns- and'relationshipa
identified, answers to theorl_ihal research, questions will
be formulated for. inclusion in theJImplementation study
interim report for Year III. ,

Task 4: _sport Production

Two types of reports will be prepared for OCD from
these analy.ses:. Implementation Status Reports and the
National Implementation Process Etddy.

Implement- u-. orts

.Submi ss March 1 , 1976
=

August ,1,1977

The Implementation Status Reports will contain
descriptive accounts of Pmplementation activities at each
of the sites for each progkam year. They are intended,
to supply answers to the f4-st research question .,raised

at the, beginning of this chapter:

PDC prop _ g'fic4z, e

ti

'1,,



Thdse reports, _ p_ are based upon inform Rion
organized within .the_ implementation data matrix, were
prepared for each site following the fall 1975 site visit,
and a second set will be completed after the spring,'1977
visit.

Nati-onaI Implementation ProcessAti. dy

Submission D
4

August 1, 1977

Whereas the ImplemehtatiOh Status Reports 'are
descriptions of the PD c program at each individual site,,
the.National Implementation Process Study will contain
analyses of that descriptive data. Specitioally, the
report will contain answers to the following research

1
qu6stions:-

tre
if Zrots

has ea 1 proclram impZ,emented
ea° 72aM

de are across sites with .t

1,mp4ementation?

at fact -ro shaped or
of PDC at each
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III

DEVELOPMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

Purposes of Sing 1976 Field Test

The original plan for the spring 1976 site visits called.
fob continued data collection activities and initial'assess-
ments of program implementation at ea .PD site. This visit
was to have resulted in a set of individual reports describing
program progreSs at each site and a single national report-
analyzing trends in implementation across sites. These
analyses would have provided baseline data for evaluating
changes in programs implementation of the PDCgUidelines,
at the end of Yea'r III. h delay at theOffIce of ManageMent
and Budget in approvihg the spring,data collection instrumentb
however, forced a modification of those plans.

Instead,of full-scale data Collection at all sites, a
field testing of the Implementation Rating Instrument
and accompanying interview forms was carved out at five
sites, while a restricted data collection plan was carried
out at the other sites. ' It was anticipdted that through-
this 'revised strategy some interim information On projects'
implementation could be obtained for all- sites. It was also
expected that the experience gained through, the field tests
would permit substantial i-evisions in the'instruments to
improVe their sensitivity to differences in implementation
levels-, and to reduce the data collectionq2urden-fpr the
sites. .(

Visits to the nine sites not paticipating in the field
test included brig!' summary interviews with the persons most
Inowledgeable in (each component area. These interviews were
semi-structured guides to conversattion designed to.provide
,interim data on'the progress of program implementation at
each site. Vititors also reVIewea availabIe.sj_te dbcnments
and conducted ethnographic observations of'various site
activities. t(Results from this nine-site data collection
acuity will be.-incorporated fito the Implementation Study
final report in Aught 1977.) The De lopment Associates
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. _
member' of each of _these ninvfield teams gathered information
bn one,specific aspect 'of each program's implementation in
order,to provide additional suggestions for hypothesis for-
mation and instrument design.

This chapter reports the results from the field test
of the interview-forms and application of the IRI at five
sites. This field test had three purposes:

To determine the suitability of the data collection
collecting information n-tided for

rat ig levels of implementation;

To determine whether evaluation staff could complete
tip ratings on the IRI;

To examine the capacity of the IRI for measuring
program implementation.

The activities carried out and the info mption gained relative
to each of these purposes are discussed below, following
a description of th field test procedures.
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Sampling

Fild Test Procedures

N

When ser4Ctihg the five sites to participate in the
field test; n'effort was made to obtain a sample that was
geographically, demographically, and organizationally repre-
sentative of the entire population of PDC sites. Sites

.uded.in the sample also represent something of thp range
_oprogram foci: Site 5, for example, was known to have

focused considerable effort` on pe implementation-of the
developmental support services compolent, while Site 4 con-
centrated' on implementation in the e ucation component. The
sites were as follows:

- Small, city; PSL mode . bilingual emonstration
project

Site 2 -Rural community,; -PST, model

Site 3--Urban area; ECS model

Site 4--Small town; ECS model; bilingual demonstration
project

Site 5- -Urban area; PSL Model

Instrument Design

''The process by which the interview forms and If were
designed was describedtin-Chapter II. Briefly, this'processL
involved extracting a list. of program requirements from the
guidelines, and devising a set of rating,scales that could-'
be used to assess the extent, intensity, and effectiveness.
(as perceived by participants) of implementation of each
requirement. , Jnterview forms and other data collection
strategies were designed to insure that all of the information
needed to complete the ratings was obtained from each program.
Two-types of interview for were developed. One was designed
to be administered to the erson most knowledgeable in each
componen.t, area. In this f rm specific questions were asked
about aspcts of sites' i ementation experience in each of,'
the seven Component areas any reasons for whatever successes
or failui-es had beenrexperi need.

r
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In addition to these seven component interviews, a second
type of interview guide was-developed for use with PDC teache-1F-
at each site Questions in this form focused upon-the teache
perception of effects of the program on his or her classrobm
endeavors, and the extent of their personal participation
in any PDC activities.. Unlike the component interviews,
questions in the teacher interview were derived from all
areas of, the IRI which related to classroom activities.

Int rview Procedures

Copies of the inter iew forms were sent..to each site
prior to the field test, g with encouragement that the
coordinators distribute the .forms prior to the visit, so
that the p ople to be interviewed could gather requested
in*format n before the actual interview sessions.

Originally, it had-been'intended that three teachers
would be interviewed from each grade revel at each site (a
total of 15 teachers per site) because many IRI items ealt
with percentages of teachers who indicated that partic-_tar
program activities took place and that they were effecve.
Without OMIlearance, however, a total of no more than nine
teachers could.''be interviewed. Therefore, three teache s- -one
each from Head Start, kindergarten,_and third grade--were
interviewed at Sites 2, 4, and 5, and no teachers were inter-

.

viewed at the other sites. _

Field. teams consisting of two (at four sites) or three
(at the largest site) visitors from the High/Scope Foundation
and Developmedt Associates visited each_Aite for one week
in April or May Efforts '}were made to-send to each site
only staff who had previously visited tha-t-site. EffOrts
were also made to minimize the collection of redundant infor-
mation,by completing information for each interview question
from existing files and instructing site visitors to ask
Only questions for which information was not already available.

Interviews were conducted as on previous site visits:
coordinators designated the staff'and teachers to be inter-
viewed and scheduled times and meeting places .for them.

Ratng Procedures

When the interviews were completed and'ecessary supple-7
'mentary documents compiled, the field team met onsite and
completed the IRf"item and judgmental scal: for_each compone_
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area (see Appendix A). Rating procedures actually employed
by the teams varied, but in each case visitors were instructed
that the ratings should reflect the-consensus of the group
based on all available information. Generally, the procedure
followed was for one team member to read the individual IRI
items, while the person whO conducted the relevant interviews
consulted notes and suggested ratin*. If other team members
had supporting or contrasting information, the team would
discuss the rating further; if no consensus could be reached,
the component interviwer!s rating was used, and an explanation
of the differences of °pillion was recorded next to the IRI
item. After the separate item scales for each subcomponent
were rated in this fashion, teams assessed the implementation
for the entire subcomponent using the judgmental scales,

If the information necessary for completing a given
rating was not amail4ble, raters were instructed to code an
-tem\Data insufficient for rating." SimiLarly, if for some
reason-4 particular item was not applicable to a given
proOraM, "Not' applicable" was recorded. Team members were.
inskrlacted to be conservative in the application of this
latter coding category. The field teams were instructed to
make notes of any difficulties encountered either with the
interview forms or with the Implementation Rating,Instrument.'

Data Analysis rocedures

FolloWing the siitevisits, the ratings and site (visitor
comments were compiled and tabulated. The first step in the
analysis was to computemean ratings for each subcomponent
by averaging the ratings,of each item in the subcomponent.
Component means were then derived by averaging:the subcomponent
scores in eachcomponent. This computational proceduP
prevented any one subcomponent from contributing more heavily
to the-component score than others simply,because it might
have more IRI items wit-in it. While it could tte argued
that subcomponents are pt of equal importapce, in the absence
of clear criteria for weighting, it was decided to weight
each subcomponent equally.

Nextk the component and subcomponent means were plotted
an analyzetTAfor pat erns. From these analyses and field
'team cOmmentt the IR --d interview forms were modified.



ield Te Results and Pro osed Instrument Revisions

The results are organized around the three general
purposes of the field test, .and are presented as discussions

`related to the three basic questions:,

Was the data Collection strategy_ suitable for
collecting information needed to Complete the pU?

Could evaluation staff ',assess implementation using
the IRI?

How well does the IRI measure program implementation?

In each of the sections below, experience gained in the
field-test is synthesized and presented to answer these and
relat_ questions. Since-for each question the answer is
not an, unequivocal "yes," steps have been taken to modify
instru ents,.procedures, or analysis plane to improve the
overal uality of the Implementation,-Study.

Was the Dd'ta Collection Strat22yable for Collecting
Information Needed to Complete, the IRI?

For the 'most part, the interviews went smoothly thrqugh-
out the'field-test. ecause they Mad been given the forms
prior to the visit n wer Interviewed by visitors who had
been to the site be e,-most site personnel seemed to feel
that the interviews were more comfortable, if not less
demanding; than those of pripr visits. The most recurrent
comments by interviewees andVisitors concerned the, length
and ocdasional'redundancy.df the interview forms. At one
'site,"for example, the developmental support services inter-
view required six hours to complete; interviews in oth
component areas generally required at least two hours, and
frequently more Judging from the responses from those
interviewed, local personnel did not object to the length
of the interview, per se. 'St4 Ts generally realize that
their's is a complex program and complex prograMR take time
to describe. Frequently, in fact,.interviewees seemed to
welcome the opportunityrto describe their programs, regardless
of howzfrong- this took. Most Site visitors found that by
segmen_ing the 'interviews so that no one person. was interviewe
fpr more than two hours. in a single day, project

not unhappy with the demands upon their time.
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When interviews occasi ally become onerous,
.the cause generally was not length so much as redundancies
occasionally encountered within them- in deriving the
guides from the needs of the IRI, specific questions were
often aske and sometimes the differences between some of
the questions were not obvious. Thus, interviewees some-
times found themselves giving the same answer'to a series

,of questions. The most salient example of:this type of
redundancy occurred- within the developmental support
services component interview., In that guide a Series of
questions was asked which sought program information
_related to the nutrtion corm nent. Since the guidelines,0
and therefore the I I, speci_y several types of nutrition-,
related instruction which Must Occur in PDC, there was a
series of questions in the guides asking whether and how
each had been accom listed on-s -ite. In most interviews the
first question in thseries elicited a Complete description
of the site's nu ritiOii-instruction program; the subsequent
Questions were re undaht.

A second type of redundancy also added unnecessarily
to the length of interviews. Another artifact of the
instrument development process was that each interview
guide fbAlowed closely the IRI*Componentfrom which it was
derived; thus, there was often considerable redundancy across
interviews in the kinds of information requested. Information
about parent training activities, for example, was requested
both in the parent involvementand in the training interview.
In some cases this redundancy added useful supplementary,
perspectives on sites' activities; inothers, however, it
simply added tp the overall respondent burden.

In revisions of the interview guides for Year DEI,
both types of redundancy have been examined closely and
removed where unnecessary. Consequently,several o the
interviews have been shortened consia,r,ably with 11 tle
loss of information.'

An indj,4ation of the adequacy of the interviews fo
obtaining(inforMation needed for completing the ratings can
be seen in the number of IRI items for .ich the field teams
could not.complete the ratings. The pe centages of items
rated for each subcomponent are listed n Table 1 at
the end of this chapter. Although the percentage of items
rated varied from component to compone t, it was low for

,a number of components (ranging from % of the items ih
the parent involvement componentto 8 % of the administration
component items). When the percthltag of items-rated is .

examined within subcoMponents, th e is from 0% to 100 %.
Only .51% of the subcomponent scales more than 75% of the
items rated, and 15% of the sralej h d fewer than 50% of the
items rated.
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In part these low percentages can.be explained.by
the unexpected:absence of data from the parent survey
and multiple teacher interviews at each 'site. When .the
IRkwas originally designed it was anticipated the. raters

able to use data drawn from each of the sources
described in Chapter II. Thus approximately 20% of the
item scaleS in'the,IRI require data on the percentages
of parents and teachers who gave particular responses
to interview or survey questions. Since neither the
parent survey for extensive teacher interviews were
conducted in .ehe field test, these items automatically
could not be rated'in the field test.

Additionally, some items-in the IRI could not be
rated because of difficulty encountered by interviewers
in obtaining some of the .specific information requested
about such areas-as the number of training'-sessions
participantS in training and meetings, the number of
children receiving the.various diagnostic assessments,
etc. sites records in these domains were often absent.

since the adequacy of scale scores (sums of items
.within components or subcomponents) depends on the number
of completed items, it is critical that procedures- be
eStablishdto-insure-inforOation that is as complete as
possible. i.-Three types

-,

ofre)JiSiOns have been completed
_.._

to accomplish this first,frA suggested system ;for main-
taming certain site records has been designed for pre n=

._,

tation to sites this fall. The suggested system consists
of several model forms which outline the specific varieties
of information needed for evaluation. These forms can-.
be used directly-by sites, or existing"--local systems might
be revised to accommodate the. necessary categories of
information. Specifically,, the system will inclUde (a) a

model form for recording pertinent informatioh about each
Ppc training activity (illuStrated in Figure 7) (b).

a model form for maintaining attendance records of PD council
Meetings; (c) model forms for recording assessments and
service deliveries in the area-of developmental support -.
services.; and (d) A suggested form for recording the amount
an types of parental involvement in PDC claSsrooms. In

ad maition to insuring more complete and consistent information
abut programs, the suggested system will also contribu-_
-to an overall reduction in the-length of interviews..-
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Figure 7

Sample Form From the PDC
Optional Record-Keeping System

Training Report

Instructions: Please fill out this form for each PDC-training
session or activity held. Please attach the PDC training roster
sheet containing information on the names'and positions of session
participants.

. Date Of.Traininy Session:

Who conducted the training: (Specify title and position)

c. Number of hours session was held:

d. Number of persons who received training:

Head Start teachers
,Elementary teachers
Head Start aides or associates
Elementary aides or associates
Head Start administrators
Elementary administrators

Head Start parents
Elementary parents
PDC Council members
PDC Program staff
Other (identify)

e Content : Below are. listed training topics described in the
.

PDC Implementation Year GuidelineL Please check which of
these topics, if any, were addressed in the training activity.

philosophy', goals, basic ptiniples and required elements
of PDC program as stated in OCD guidelines.
focal goals and objectives, as staed in FY 76-77 proposal.:
o nizations, philosophy and goals of the local Head Start
prog
orga ization, philosophy, and goals of the elementary school
pro ram
decisions

roles,
roles,
roles,

)
sandipolicy-making (check specific categories)

responsibilities and goals of.PDC Council
responsibilities and goals of Head Start Policy Council
responsibilities and goals of local Board of Education

CONTINUEb:
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Figure 7

(continued)

training for Parents in how to work with teaching
and adMiniStraLve staff"
training for staff in how to work with parents
classroomrelated training for volunteers
child growth and development (check specific categories)

cognitive.fteeds of children
language needs of children
social-emotional needs,of children
physical needs of children
nutritional needs of children
medical needs of children
dental needs of children

community resources available to meet children's nec
(check-specific category)

medical services
dental services=

psychological services
social services.
nutritional services

1--"m
use of the FDC diagnostic and evaluative system
methods of individualizing instruction tir

teaching develOpmentally - appropriate basic skills
integration gf health education into classroom activities
preventative health, emergency first aid, and safety
practices.
skilis needed to provide special individualized help to
handicapped children (check specific categories)

=

background information on handicapping conditions
special techniques helpful in working with handicapped
children
use of special materials

sensitizing-Staff to the :needs of bilingual bicul ural and/
multicultural children
other (specify topic)

f. Describe how the trainin addressed each of the above content areas:
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Second, where possible the subcomponents hive been
combined or reconfigured so that there are sufficient
item scales in each. In the field test instrument,
some of.the subcomponents had but two or three items
while others had up-to-29; if One or two of the items
in the smaller subcomponents were uncodable,-the
reliabilitT.of the resulting subcomponent Score would
be highly-questionable. The revised IRI eAppendi A)
has more than five items in almost every subcomponent.

Finally, in the revised IRI scales have been redefined
to reduce the instrument's.overall dependency on the
quantitative results from the parent survey and teacher
interviews, Instead of scales defined by percentages
of responses, the new IRI contains only scales wh7ch
the:rater to use available Information and rate al_
a"none.'..some..most...almost....all" dimension.

Could. Evaluation Staff Assess le entation Usin the IRI?

The IRI contains two sets of scales derived from, the
PDC Guidelines (see Chapter II for a detailed description).
One scale requires an assessment of implementation along
carefully defined, relatively restricted, quantitative
dimensions-; the other asks the rater for a more gldbal
judgment about an entire subcompo4bnt. Since the IRI
is central to%the implementation assessment process, it is
important to ask whether it could be successfully used by
evaluation staff. This question'can be divided into two
parts for the purposes of discussion:

Were procedures for review and analysis of
information by raters adequate?

0 Could raters understa and rate the -IRI items?

AcCording toL_the-field procedures, the review and
analysis of information pertinent to each item,was carried
out by the field team as a group before completing a rating.
The presence ofieveral evaluation-staff each with a set
of information obtained from different respondents, permitted
-cross-checking and corroboration-of each others' assessments.
The need for accurate information was emphasized by encouraging
each member of the team to challenge the information of the
others and to substantiate his or her own data.
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The major problem encuntered in attempting to co- lete
the ratings could be traced-to: the definitions,of'sbm -f.
the arms, A number of guideline areas did not'sPecif'y
specific activities that had to eccur. Since the
were encouraged to adopt local variations in these-area ,

the definitions- provided to the field teams were purposefully
flexible enough to incorporate the local definitions.
problems in judging a site's implementation arose when the
local definition was clearly in conflict with the best judg-
mentiof e ntire field team. An example of, this

s
in

the tr ining area. One site's philosophy was that "training".
wias A continuous process occurring whenever parents, teachers,
or ob,er staff were engaged in program activities. Thus,
by this definition,almost every-Meeting and conversation
Could be considered "training/ While this is. certainly
true in the broad sense of "training," it is not a useful
definition for distinguishing levels of activity in a
number of different areas:

Onthe,basis of the experience gained ins attempting
to rate all IRI items in the seven components, a number
cases were found where it seemed desirable to clarify
definitions. An attempt was made to restrict the meaning
of certain terms, but to retain OCDts original intent
of permitting local variation; it is hOped that the refined
definitions provide a clearer framework within which some
variation is permitted.' These definitions will be further
reviewed by the evaluation staff, OCD, and by .the local
prograMS to insure clear and consistent usage during the
Year 111 data collection.

'The revised definitions are included in Appendix H The
terms that were redefined are Academic Year; Aides and
Associates; Assessment of-Nutritional Needs; Diagnostic

s and Evaluative System; Head Staft Center Committee;
Individualized Instructipnal -Approach; Internal Assessment
System; Joint Conferences, Meetings and/or Workshops;
Major Role; Member of Group; Minor le; Moderate Role;
Parents; Provision for Regular Communication; Supplemental
Funding; Timetable; Training; and Workshops, Classes and
other Activities for Parents.
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I
In generalA,the field experience suggests that with -

some modifications the IRI can be a useful, Albeittime-
consumihg, tiechnlque for obtairking systematic ratings
bated on open -ended interview data.

ell Does the IRI Me'asure program lmlemenbation?

In preparation for Year III'assessment-of. implgmentation
at all sites, the, five-site field test wag aetigned.to provide,
evidence of the adequacy of implementation scores obtained
from the 'RI. Their adequacy would pe indicated by a
c pacity :to-differentiate levels of implementation across

es end, across components within sites. Another teat
of he adequacy of scores is obtained by comparing the two
met ods of rating imp4emsptation (summing all items within
subcomponents or'compdnKts to obtain a scale score vs. the
single judgmental rating of entire -subcomponents). The two
key parts ta the question, then,-are:

Are scores obtained from the IRI sensitive to differences
in implementation 'levels at the component and subcomponent
levels?

What is the relationship between ratings obtained using
the item -IRI scales and those using the judgmental
scales?

The'data that pertain to these questio s--the number of
items in each component and subcompbnent, the number and,
percentage of items rated, the mean rating, and the subjective.)
(judgmental) rating--are tabulated in Table 1. Figures
to 13 illustrate relationships among components and among
sites. Figure 8compares the mean component ratings on the
item scales for 4ach site. Figures 9 through 13 plot'the
item scale ratings (sOlid-lines) for each site individually,
by subcoMponent,' along with the judgmental ratings(dashed
lines) for those same -subcomponents.

Sensitivity to differences in Ievels_. The cistribution
of mean component and sUbcomponent scores suggests that the
IRI is distinguishing between components within sites as well
as differeAtiating sites, although some caution must be
exercised' in interpreting scores where fewer than'75W of the
items were rated. ,Within Site1, for example, the mean
component ratings ranged from 3;1 on a 47point scale (admini
stration) to 3.9 (handicapped and BL/BC demonstration).
Site 2 showed a much greater variation between components--
mean scores ranged from,1.5 for the bilingual/multicultural
component to-3.3 for administration Mithin-sitd differences
in the subcomponent mean ra'tings were even'greater.
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The 'IRI ratings also showed substantial.differences
between sites in.sothe components. The greatest variation
was'in education, where mean ratings ranged from.2.2
Site 3 to 3.8 in Site 1. a

A-potential concern raised by these data is that
somecOmponents have relatively highiratings in several
sites. In the support pervigescomponent, four otthe
sites have a mean rating of 3.,5 or above.' To.the-extent,
thaiLxAtlngs tend to be'high, the IRI will-be less sensitive
to changes in levels of implementatiop'over .theJnekt year.
In: addition, the ability of the IRI to detect differences
between ,sitesA.sreduced. Although some differenCs,betrdeen
sites were detected inmall components, in order to reduce the
problem of high ratings, the items that tended to receive
consistently high ratings have been reviewed and revTitten
So that.ektreme ratings ill be more difficul to adhi& 1

Relationship between the two rating methods. Whe-
the IRI was-OrIgihaily ConceiVe&IltWas not car whet r
the best method for assessing program implementation would
be highly-structured criterion-referenced items in a.multiple
choice format'or less rigidly defined- scales which could
measure the rate'rs' subjective feelings about the success
of p2ogram implementation. Scales A-both types were include&
On the IRI to permit an investigation of the value of each.

Rive judgmental scales were constructed to assess
characteristics of program implementation:

Br eadth ofImplementation(
Intensity. of Implementation
puration.of Implementation
Organizational Acceptance
Overall Level of Implementation

Mem1ers of the evaluation team rated the judgmental dimensions
on a 5-point scale after completing the multiple choice.items
on each subcomponent. Judgmental scale scores are available
at the subcomponent level on all five dimensions, and-can be
cOmAtted at the component level by obtain4lg the mean of the
subcomponent ratings.

'Since implement Lion trends from Year II to Year III are
being assessed, changes in the basis for rating will not
affect our conclusions about sites' degreeOf success at
implementation.
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Because field staff had difficulty with the definitiOns
for all the jUdgmental dimensions except the ovdrall rating
of prdgram implementation, it was, decided to omit the first
four dimens4ons,from data analysis and to study only= the
relationshi between the item scale ratingS amd-Ihe overa
judgmental ratings:--, On the basis of this experience, the-

./
number of scales will -be reduced "to four by omitting the
"Duration" dimension. To further'clarify the task for
dextiyear the judgmental'scale definitions willibe refined
and staff will, focus on developing clear-understanding
of'the 'udgmental dimensions.

The component and -subcomponent item-scale scores and the
judgmentak ratings of overall impleMentation are; presented
in Table 1. Graphs of _the relatibnship between ,the
subcomponent item scales a d the judgmental .ratifigsare-
presented by'site in Figur s 9 to 13. To make e
two types of ratings compa le, it was necessary.to collapse,
the "very-high" and "high" c tegories on the judgmental
scales. Thig affected the .cores of '9 ofthesubcomponent
ratings and 4..of the comp one t ratings. Next year, this
problem will be avoided beca se till judgmental scales have
been reduced from 5-point ales t Lipoint scales.

As the graphs reVea2, the inrmation obtained in the
test indicated that there is a close- relationship between

the judgmental and item scale ratings at both the component
and subcomponent levels, but that differences in the-two
techniques do exist,' The average difference in the ratings
for the total sample for all subcomponents-is 0.6 The
average differagnces in the ratings at the comonent level
vary from 0.1- to 13, indicating that the differences in the
scale ratings is not uniform'. Both component and.site
--"fferences are apparent-in the rating differences at the

ponent level. The range- in rating differences at the
subcomponent level varies from 0 to 2.1.

The judgmental rating scale has a higher score than the
item scale ratings in 55% of the subcomponent comparisons and,,,
is lower in 37%. At four sites. '(Sites 1, 3, 4, and 5) th,

judgmental ratings are higher than the item scales in ,nor
than SO% of the subcomponent comparisons= This trend

_ _Again it should be emphasized that ratings on.some of the
subcomponent IRI item scales were unstable, due to the
fact that some of the items could not be rated:
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in icates that, when asked to rate specific subcomponent
activities on a fairly quantitative basis, the aVeage
level of implementation will be lower than when rats
make a global judgment of "overall level of implemwetationn
for an entire subcomponent.

Comments from site;yiti ors csuggestCtw reason for
these discrepancies: first, the itegrsd4es in the IRI
permit ratings based only on certain defined pieces o
infor,maion; if a program_had gdne outside the scales
in.its implementation,-there- was no way that these devia-
tions could be accommodated in the ratings. Second, site
visitors did not weigh each element of implementation'
*equally when producing their Judgmental ratingsi;- The
item scale subcomponent scores ware simple means off the
individual ratings within the ubcomponeht, with-each item
contributing equally' to the sc e.- The-judgmental scales
all .wed the rater to weight ce tain factors more hihavily

than others if they wished.

Since there is some evidence that the judgmental
scales are measuring program implementation .differently
thhe item scales, the-Judgmental scales will be
included in the IRI next year as part of the full-sdale
evaluation( At that timey an effort will be made to

?I

determine 'nether these ifferences are attributable to
method-variance or aspects of program development that
are not adequately measured in7the item scales.

Summar and Conclusions

The field test provides some encouragement that it is
possible to-measure systematically the degrees to which
the various PDC programs have implemented PDC. With a
few exceptions the field teams were able to.collect the
information needed for the ratings of implementation using
the interview guides. Teams were then able to use the
IRI with little difficulty and produce ratings that revealed-
differences.between test sites in their implementation of
the various PDC components.

Some changes, horer, were suggested by the field test.
The interview forMs were often too-long, with frequent
redundancies. Further, certain types of highly quantitative
data were not easily elected through the interview forMat.
In the revisiof the instrument, redundancies have been
removed wherever possible and the instrument streamlined
generally by the addition of'a suggested record-keeping
system into the repertoire.of data collection strategies
for-Year III. This record-keeping system will also minimize 7
the need for collecting quantitative information through interviews.
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The, field test also suggested some needed revisions inthe IRI.',Many items have been rephrased for next year,either teS make them clearer to raters or to remove the
.instrument's dependence tipon the parent survey and multipleteacher interviews.- Items were -also regroupedLin some areas,into new subcomponents to insure that there would be enough=:items rated in-each subcomponent to yield meaningful- resultS.while thd item, and judgmental'scales. generally provide -similar ratings in the fief : test; there were enough
differences to warriAntreta ing both in theiYear
instrument.
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Figure 9

Subcomponent Item Scale nd Judgmen t Scale Rating Pr_ofiles : Site 1
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,Figure 10

Subcomponent Item Scale,and Judgmental Scale Rating Profiles: Site 2
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Figure 11

Subcomponent Item Scale and Judgmental Scale Rating Profiles: Site 3
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u_component Item Scale and Judgmental Scale Rating Profiles: Site 4
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Figure 13

Subcomponent Item Scale and Judgmental Scale Rating Profiles: Site 5
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INTERIM ANALYSIS OF CTORS- ENHANCING`
OR RETARDING. I M P L N T A I O N

A principal purpose of the process evaluation of PDC
is to provide information so. that the success of future ,

. programs can be better assured. This means that it is not
only necessary to. assess and describe the levels at which
individual programs have implemented PDC, but also to identify
the factors which account for the different levels of imple-
mentation. As described in Chapter II, this process:of factor
identification will be one of'continuing observation and
analysis of programs concurrent with efforts to measure and
describe levels of implementation. kypotheses relating
factors to implementation levels began to emerge following
the first planning year site'visit; the list of hypotheses
has been reexamined and revised Continuously since then.
It is expected that by the end of Program Year III some
statements can confidently be made regarding the relationships
between sites' organizational andproces characteristics on
the one hand, and levels of PDC implemen atiOn on the other.
This chapter repreSents an interim attempt at such statements.

The objective in preparing this chapter is not to test
or even evaluate each hypothesis systematically. Instead,
an attempt has been made to assemble a collection of factors
apparently contributing to programs' implementation, to
discuss the evidence that suggested each, and to formulate
a list of plausible hypotheses based on this discussion. This
list will-be distributed and reviewed by otherS in the months
ahead; a revised list, based on this review, will be more
thoroughly evaluated following the site visits in Program Year
III.

All hypotheses presented here identify influences on
program implementation which could potentially be accommodated
in future.prdgram designs; hypotheses not satisfying this
criterion have been omitted. Thus', there is nojaypothesis
here which posits a relationship between teacher support
and program implementation, although such support surely seems
critical for successful implementation. One could not
i

-

ncorporate "teacher support" into any- program design or
guideline requirements. It would be possible, however, to
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incorporate the factors shown byexperience to contribute
to the creation of that support,/such as involvement by
teachers in planning/and voluntary participation in program
activities. These latter, more operational, factors have
been included here as hypotheses.



Sour

Method

Factors and Hypotheses

The factors and associated hypotheses described here
were derived from four sources: the experience of High/Scope
and Development Associates site visitors; a review of the
relevant literature on educational change and innovation;
PDC program staff at both the national and local level;
and "hunches" by staff.

Site visit ei erience. Each PDC site was visited twice
during the planning year and three times in Year II. Wherever
possible the same High/Scope visitor has returned to a site
each time to facilitate data collection and to insure that
one staff person would be familiar with the development of
each pi-6 ram.' Using interviews and\observations a variety
of infor ation was obtained from these visits, both about the
status f implementation and the factors and events which
account for it.

Visitors on the fall 1975 site visits interviewed
parents, teachers, and key program staff to obtain their
assessment of implementation to date and perceptions of
notable problems or successes encountered. The winter 1976
site visits focused on observations of the actual operations
of the various programs, both in and out of the classrooms.
Interviews with key staff members concentrated upon the
de facto organiation of PDC at each site--who talks to whom,
who gives directives to whom, and how decisions are made
about changes in the day-to-4y operations of the programs.
Additionally, each PDC staff kember was asked about his o
her background and training, ad about the aspects of ehis
background which contributed most to preparing them for their
current roles in PDC.

Emphasis in the spring 1976.,-,site visits returned to the
implementation of specific guideline elements. Activities
at the five field test sites were described in Chapter II;
at the remaining 9 sites, key-participants were interviewed
and asked what had happened in each subcomponent area, and.
why it had or had not happened. While High/Scope staff
were interviewing staff at these sites about the general
progress of program implementation, DevelopMent Associates
staff pursued selected aspects of each program in some depth.
For example, at one site the Development Associates team
member investigated the site's experience -in developing
and implementing a PDC curriculum. Teachers parents and
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staff were interviewed to discover their perceptions of
the curriculum, its effects, and problems encountered
in its implementation. At another site, the role of the
PDC Council was similarly investigated through observations,
interviews and examination of meeting minutes.

From these diverse encounters with programs, a
relatively intimate acquaintance with the process of program
implementationat each site was obtained. These perceptions
have been the principal source of-hypotheses about the
relationship between local factors and program implementation=

Review Of the literature. Concurrent with these analyses
of actual PDC programs, a systematic review of the literature
pertaining to institutional change and innovation was under-,
taken. The purpose of this search was to discover factors
which others have identified as contributing to the success
or failure of planned innovation efforts. The sheer volume
of this literature is impressive -- Havelock, et al. (1971)
identified approximately 4,000 references concerned with
the change process, and a large portion of this literature
addresses change and innovation in school settings.

Not all of this literature is equally applicable to
understanding the processes of change in PDC. As Lieberman
and Shiman (1973) concluded from their own review, much of
the current literature describes general models, or what
the chang6 process should look like rather than how it
actually operates. Practice, they found, is frequently
Much different and more complex than the logical sequences
of change outlined by, for example, Havelock (1973) in
The Change Agent's Guide.to innovation in Education, There
seems to be a growing realization, .111-1 fact, that the change
process is highly variable; each institution must grapple
with its own unique probleMs and effect change in its own
manner. General models are useful only to the extent that
they permit specific site variables to be analyzed and pro-
vided for.

4

No attempt will be made here, therefore, to fit7--'RDC into

any model found -in the literature; the PDC experience \i_stoo
diverse for that. Instead, the literature serves as a i6source
for identifying factors that may have been overlooked by site
visitors, and as a context for interpreting those factors which
site visitors have identified. Factors from the literature
which seem plausible within the context of PDC have been a
source of additional hypotheses that will be examined in the
Year-III data collection.



Consultation with local and national PDC:am staff.,
Throughout the current year efforts have been made to involve
project staffs in th4 study. Both on site viits and at
national conferences, coordinators and their staffs have
been asked to contribute suggestions which miht help the
evaluation contractor identify factors shaping PDC. Many
of these suggestions are reflected in this discussion.

Individuals from the national PDC program staff have
.
also been involved in this process both formally and infor-
mally, This participation will continue in Year III, as.
these individuals review the hypOtheses presented here.

"Hunches." As in any research endeavor, some hypotheses
presented h6r6 emerged from sources not Clearly identified.
As guidelines were examined, certain factors which could
plausibly affect implementation of specific program elements
were often suggested. For example, one reader,speculated
that implementation of the handicapped component would
pertPs be higher at sites where there were PDC Council
members with direct experience with handicapped children,
'either professionally or as parents. Hypotheses of this
nature are included here for evaluation in Year III.

Reviewing and Evaluating Hypotheses

stated previously, the hypotheses generated in this
study cannot be truly tested with the limited sample'of
programs found in PDC; the most that can be hoped for is
that the hypotheses will be evaluated systematically using
available dataland that a methodology for testing them in
a larger context can be devised. Both of these objectives
require that there be a technique for measuring the
dependent variables (i.e., the levels of implementation)
in each hypothesis. Such a technique has in fact been
developed in the IRI, and that instrument will be used at
all sites to assess levels of implementation in the spring
of Year Ill.

Prior to the 1.. Jr 1975-76 site visit, hypotheses
formulated at that time were analyzed and independent
variables identified following the procedures outlined in
Chapter II. 'Where the data necessary for their evaluation
were not already on file, questions were added to the site
vi =it interview forms to insure that the needed information
was collctea. Hypotheses were reviewed and altered following
the wintervisit based on this newly collected information.



The list was again reviewed llowing the spring 1976
site visit.. Development Associat s visitors to the nine
non-field test sites were asked to evalUate the hypotheses
`related to the selected topics which they :had just explored
in depthon7site. The results of the reViews are reflected
is the discussion presented in this ohapter-
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Interim Analyses end otheses

.1n the remainder of this chapter,-each factor identified
as Influencing prograM implementation Will be discssed in
detail.'"These specific factors are grganized here into six
general areas:

_The natire and interpretation of the PDC guidelines;

The IOCal educ'tional and community context;'

Circumstances and events
duction 4f PDC;

Staffing characteristics.;

Features of program organization;

ding the intro-
-

The role of OCD and the evaluation contractor.

Abibnt from this list of general factors shaping program
impletentatiOn is any specific mention of the two alternative
approaches developed byJDCD for implementing the project--the
Preschoolchool Linkages (PSL) and Early ChildhoodjSchools
(ES) models. Initially, it was suspected that substantial
differences in program implementation would be found among
programs using the two models. However-, examination of the
various local manifestations of PD has suggeSted that, the
ECS-PSL distinction 'is difficult to maintain; differences
within models are as great as those between,. At one :ECS
site, for example, Head Start and elementary classes are
located in the 6.ame building, bu-tadministered separately,
while at another the programsiaotonly are housed in the,
same structure,- but'are also ministered jointly Therefore, ,

be
Seems more likely that differencesbetween.progkam will

be,best understood ;terms of their actual,fdatures, rather
then.their_prescribedmodel. Consequently, "physical proximi y
Of PDC Head Start and elementary classes"- and "organizational
structure of the PDC prOgram," both component features of the
two models', have been identified and discussed as separate'
factors.

Following tph
which sUPports'it
will be derivedfo
in Year- III. TWo types of hypotheses will fie foritulated:

__sSion of each factor and the evidence
tale hypotheses (appearing in italics)

evaIuation-following the-data'collection

r-
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. .

Hypotheses relating implementation in One guideline
area-With implementatipn-in another. The guidelines
outline'acomprehensive program of educational
change which affect multiple teatures,of schools'.
organiZation and curriculum. One would expect that
implementation of certain program features'wo- d
facilitate implementation of other'features. For
example, we might- hypothesie that sites which havp
established a functioning PDC Council would have
ghee implementation in the area of communication

between the different participant groups in PDC
Both the independent and dependent variables in

guidelines. While important, hypotheses of this
this hypothesis _re requirements contained in the

type will be examined here only fleetingly, since,
such intra-gUideline relationships. an be identIlied,
and evaluated more readily from an analysis,of the
matrix' of. rating scores to be constructed
in Year III- (see Chapter II).

V
Relatiorishipg between program implementation and one
or more.features of the program's organizational'
structure, historical background, or community '-

context. Each POCprograt has to contend with the,'
"cult4re"pf the school and community within whith
it is to be impletented. Certain iief these regularities
may significantly enhance or retard the implementation
of PDC. ° Furthbr, the particular. implementation.
uplans.and decisions made by local program staff may
.alSo affect the implementation-of PDC. Bypothedes
of this second type, which will be the central focus
of this discussion,,attempt to specify-tese
relationships.

The nature of the relationships hypothesized here may
,be either pervasive, i.e.,_affecting implementation across
!ali components, or specific, i.e., identifying relationships
between factorg and implementation in one or more.specific
component or subcomponent areas.

The Nature and,Interpretation of the PDC Guidelines

.AS Sarasd'n (1971) pointed out,-each school is a cultUral
system; change efforts, if they are to succeed must be
adapted to the ei

r

ting regularities. of,,that system. ---,----

2xperience!also Lggests. that for innovations to be successful
it is esSential that the goals be clearly and operationally
defined for all participants in the effort. Reynolds (1973)
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describes one project in which the formal proposal proved
to be so vague as to be unattainable. "Key4phrases tended
to be couched in evocative language ('infusing the Arts into
the curriculum,' 'cooperative:teaching-and planning,' !involving
teachers in decision - making') whose meanings were sufficiently
ambiguous to permit widely varying interpretations."

In designing a program for implementation nationwide,
OCD had to contend with this dilemma; the guidelines 'had
to be general enough to allow individual programs to adapt
them to existing regularities andslocal-needa, but specific
enougI so as to be operational. Consequently, the guidelines
as written-outlineggendrarreggirements that can be specified
locally:

may design locally appropriate methods -or activities,
hin each component area, provided that the basic principles

are addresSed and the required elements included. Regardless
of the strategies decided upon for full component coverage,
the total plan must be suitable:to-the particular needs of
he locale, and raustbe satisfactory to the communi7. Local

ethnic, cultural end language characteristics must be taken
into account (PDC Imalem ntation Year Guidelines, p. 8)

To assist programs in devising locally appropriate.
methods for implementing the guidelines, technical assis ants
were providdd for_each program:

The d specialists will be responible for-working with
loci r erect'_Developmental Continuity staff as facilitators'
in the .implementation of the projects as outlined in the-
implementation year proposals and these guidelines. The
snecialists will assist_ProJect Developmental' Continuity

ipants in implementing the goals and objectives defined
in their-pro p0 aL'and,helpZhemto maintain an =overview. of. .

th nroject. Each .s-ecialidt will work with site personnel

to identify ---nnical assfs_tance and jointly agree

..c.,-n a. role fdr the s c_ialisI on-site, thus reflecting the
needs of he program as seen by local personnel and the field
specialist. At regular intervals, the specialist will review
local goals ,ind objectives with the site participants;. The

l,li st will work with si_Wf who have identified problem
areas, ma"Ke recommendatdcwdnd help to facilitate resolution

tiems. field specialist will provide guiaance

assista 1 aspectz of the 'protfra either by

inging pertinent res-ources, including materials and people,
toAstaff andl adult par- ici ants or by referring them to the

.esourps.
as, calve t 1e
facifitp_tl-

renFths an

The encourage local participants
iz own'problemb and -make their own dcc ibions by
local recognition of, and reliance on, local.

= ltation 17ea
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Given the eXpressly-undefined nature of the guidelines and
the need for specific statements of operational jectives,
the technical assistant's role-as facilitator wo ld Seem.
to'be

InformatiOn to date on the actual roles and activities
of the various technical assistants is spotty. Enough is
known, however, to indicate that these activities vary con -
siderably frOmsite to site, with some assistants actively
engaged in the comprehensive mdnitoring and facilitating-
process described by the guidelines, ,and others restricted'
to relatively. specified domains. We-would expect, however,
and state -as the first hypothesis, that as more data becoMg.
available on these roles in Year I, the-follOwing- relation-
ship will be found between technical Assistants' activities--
and implementation levels:

site at which the TOA _e d specia monitors

rnpleme)$tatLon.o,f he gu-idelines and iititates Zocczl

,=?Iterprett(tt'on of-general guideline requirement. will

have higher implementationlevels in all component are

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

Despitb the scope and complexity of PDC, the guidelines
specifically. state that-the program in its entity was to
be fully implemented a of the fall of program Year II:

All Head E tr rt- through third-grade classes in the demonstration
Head -Itar,-c.,,%ters and elementary Schools' participate in

roject nerelop,ient Continuity. Implementation is total
for all of these i.7,rade levels and for all component- areas as

cf the be6Inning of the imPlerrientation-year. Project
Developmehtal Continuity is not a phaSe-in program whereby
all comtonns are implemented on the Head Start leVel the

t year tb L:indergarten level the second year, and so

On, tar is it 'a progi'am wheroby one or two components are
implemented at -all &ade levels the first year with other
ompunnts beih used in grad ally, (PDC Implementation
Year Liuidelihe p. 4) 7

t
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Mos =t sites have ound this impossible to do, even with
a planning year T e re sons lie partly in the inherent .'

complexity and scop of e task, and partly in the fact

that sites were limite uring the planning year in the
demands for time and =Mort that could be placed on future
PDC staff. Often, key staff were not even hired or
identified until.well into the planning year 'Teachers
generally had classroom responsibilities to fulfill throughout
the planning year; their availability for additional work
was severely restricted.

Other programs reco _i-ed quite early that -total imple-
mentation in the first year of.all guideline requirements
waS-impos8ible,-and forMulated plans for a sequential
.phasing-in of program activities. In one.program, which
purchased- a packaged curriculum, staff recognizedearly
in the.fall that requiring teachers to implement the
full curriculum was creating frustration And resistance
among the teachers. They decided instead to concentrate.
this year upon implementationof the language arts curriculum,
and wait until next year for.implementation'inthe other
.subject areas.

Because insistence upon implementation:ofAll require-
ments seems so often to lead to a.general paralysis of the
program, it' is possible' to suggest the following, apparently'
paradoxical hypotheSis:

s which adopted a plan in the first two met the cif Year II

r sequential impl'ementation of PDC requirements w_-Z.l have

n implementation levels overall than those which attempted
all rnplernen"tation imAdiately:

)

While all sites found it impothsible to.implement
immediately all guideline requirements, those purchasing
major components of their,prograMs,' such as the curriculum,
the diagnostic and evaluative systeM, or- a management system
seem to have had less difficUlty implementing more component
areas The'reason for-this seems to be that, since PDC
represents such a massive undertaking' for project staff and
teachers, sites electing to adapt outside systems are able to
free staff to work in other component areas, while at the' same
time providing teachers nth a tested approach tosehool and
classroom activities. Generally, the purchase existing
programs also brings outside consultant and trainers to thb
site to assislt in the implementation--again.freeing staff
for other activities. Staffs designing their own programs
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were often staggered by the burden of the task; teachers
became frustrated and in some cases-alienated bythe
demands of PDC.

While it is entirely possible that later evidence
will indicate that self-designed programs are better
implemented in the long run, for now the data suggest- the
foliowing hypothesis:

Sites which purchased and adapted existing program-models
and approaches (e.g., curricula, diagnostic systems,
management systems) will have higher levels of implementation
in all component areas.

The Educational and Community Context:

No effort at change occurs within a vacuum; "change"
itself implies that existing regularities are to be altered.
Yet Sarason (1971) contends that existing regularities within
schools are qsually.ignored when innovations are attempted.
The-introduction of the new math into the elementary schools,
he says,,ig typical of the usual process: the attitudes,
conceptions and regularities of administrars,.teathers
parents and children were glossed over in the planners'
enthusiasm for ouricular change. Congequently, the attempt
to change that c-riculum independent qf changing the
characteristic soAal and psychological>nstilttional features
of-the schools was doomed to failure from the start. Lieberman
and :himan (1973) similarly concluded that typical descriptions
of change in educational organizations failed to consider the
"school as a culture or the individual teacher and,the'values
and demands of his job*." Others (Bidwell, 1965; Griffiths,
1964; Watson, 1969) have also noted the frequent failure of
educational change efforts to consider the social organization,
both formal and informal,- of the schools within whiCh-change
is tO occur.

Just as the_ school is a culture, with existing patterns
of organization, belief, and behavior with which innovators
must contend, so too dbes the school exist within the wider
context of the c unity, which also has existing norms of
organization and action.

PDC, as an attempt to-alter the very fabric of existing
Head Start and elementary programs, is particularly vulnerable
to the effects of thbseexisting conditions and regular'ities.

.Program staffS As well as site visitors rettlark repeatedly
on the effects -these contextual factors have had on the shape
of PDC.

70



Some of these factors are discussed here, -along with
resulting hypotheses. The many specific factors -sort into.
three general categories: ,

-Prior Head Start-Elementary relationships;
al Pre-existing laws, policies, priorities, and

programs of the district and schools;
it -Demographic and socicioultural feaburesof the

community and.schools.

If one were to derive a single implication from this
Constellation of factors,. it would perhaps be that, with the
possible exception of the developmental support services
component, the PDC guidelines are exceptionally .difficultkt:
implement in large urban settings. This is because several,
deleterious factors tend to be characteristicof urban school
systems. Large cities are more likely tq have complex
administrative structures which inhibit communication.
Head Start and elementary schools-axe more likely to, be
situated and administered separately in urban settings.
Local teachers in large cities are more likely tq be organized
into effective unions or associations which actively regulate
the demands which an -be placed on' teachers for time and
energy. Large cities are also more likely.to have other
federal programS present; the-community and teachers are
accustomed to such programs and are'liss likely to become.
excited by participation in .PDC. Further, the funds provided
by PDC are often the proverbial "drop in a bucket relative
to the total budget in districts were other programs
proliferate and salaries are higher. mobilizationIn short, the
of the necessary energy, enthusiasMnd- resources is- muct.
more difficult in a large urban setting, prompting this initial
hypothesis:

Irtrtitementa on of the PDC 'guidelines will he higher at
7ites located outside of major metropolitan areas (less
7an 200000 population) .

One xceptibn to this general-relationship between
levels of implementation and urban settings might be the
developmental support Services component`of the guidelines:.
This component, in fact, appears to thrive in urban.
contexts. The discrepancy might result in part from the
fact that the activities and ervices required for this
component can be grafted rep. _Lly onto existing programs
without serious displacement of existing.regularities.
It might also be due to the considerable assistance required
from existing agencies and service persons--more abundant
in urban areas- -for implementation of the-full range of
required services. ApproPriate hypotheses for this
relationship are formulated below.



Prior Head Start-elementary school relationships.
The success or failure of PDC depends upon'a.site s-
success at achieving coordination and .dOmmunication between
tie Head Start and eleffientlry programs. Not surprisingly,
t is success or lack of ,it seems closely.related to the
nature of the local administrative relationships which
existed between the two programs priOr to the introduction
of PDC.- Where such relations were routinized, programs-
have been able to concentrate upon implementation of the.
substantive elements of the guidelines; sites lacking
this-history have been forced to expend considerable
effort at achieving a relationship, or have had to
settle for separate but similar programs.

The nature of the antecedent spatial and administrative
relationships between Head Start and.elementary programs
varies considerably. Atone end of the continuum are those
sites where-.Head Sfart had always been an integral part
of the school district-program. Head Start was-housed.
in elementary schools, administered:by the building principal,
and plotaffed by teachers with backgrounds and certificates
indistinguishable from their elementary counterparts.- At
one such site, Head Start had-been fully integrated with
a preschool program the district operated for all children;
teachers could not tell which children were Head Start -

:eligible and which -were not. At another, there had fOr
years been an Early Childhood Office'in the district whose
job-it was to coordinate and integrate all federal-and
local programs for children from ages four to nine. These
-sites haVe had the least difficulty-implementing the guideline
requirements for linking Head Start and elementary school.

At the opposite end of this continuum are sites where
historically there had been little or no- 'contact between
the :Head Start and elementary school#programs, either
administratively or socially. Such,Conditionshave-proved-
particularly difficult for PDC because they have generally
resulted in situations where the PDC coordinator has little
authority or legitimacy at one or both levels, and has had
to,rely upon charisma and the good will of participants
to effect changes.

Between these two extreme's are sites where Head Start
and elementary programs havp historically been administered
by the local school district, but by differeht officeS At
One such.site the two programs were housed in the same building,
but-because of their separatedirectors little cooperation or
communication between staffs occurred. At another the Head
!Start program was administered 'by a director hired by the
district and'responsible to the superintendent, but houSed
on a separate campus. Communication and coordination between
the two programs- at this site prior to PDC was also minimal.
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.Finally, there are programs where the administration
of Head Start and elementary programs has always been
independent,-but have-had-a history of cooperation and
joint activity.

These antecedent:relationships. between Head Start and
elementary programs appear important "for two reasons. FirS
if'coordination and communication have always-occurred
a number Of the guideline requirements are implemented
'a priori, Secondly, And perhaps most important, the cT
the historical administrative relationships between the two
programs, the more liklihood there seems to be that the
-PDC staff can be given actual status with real power within
the _organizational.-structUre of each. -This-authority seems
critical for successful implementation--of most of the PDC
guidelines. The followinghypotheses, then, seem appropriate:

:th a history of joint Head Start and elementary school
mist tion by the school district will have higher levels

of implementation than sites at which Head Start and elementary
programs have been administered separately.

tes where participating Head Start and elementary sch
programs have historically been housed in the same build
will have higher levels of implementation than those whe

two programs have been housed separately,

where the continuity of educational experiences has
been stressed from Head Star-- classes through grade three

have higher implementation levels in all areas than
where such continuity has.not been stressed.

Pre-existing 114121.21_12!cE2licies,

e

and programs.
Besides the local history of Head Start and elementary relations,
PDC must also contend with or Capitalize upon the. local
activities, emphases, and legislation of the state+ district
and schools in which it is located. These factors exert a
significant influence upon the shape and-character of PDC
implementation.

Every school district has its' own educational priorities,
sometimes mandated by state law. At no site are all elements
of the guidelineS embraced with equal enthusiasm; tome are
always accorded higher priority than others. At one site,
for eRample, the bilingual/bicultural activities are perceived
to be the pivotal featUres of PP C, whereas other luideline
elements are but necessary concomitants. At another site
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the reverie is true: individualized instruction and the
opportunity to restructure the-curriculuMNre pivotal,
and bilingual activities are peripheral-. Parent involve-
cent provides, perhaps, the most-recurrent example of
the effects of local priorities on program- implementation.
At several sites the involvement of parents in school
activities hag traditionally been absent, and educational
leaders see little reason to begin'. Consequently, the
entire-area of parent.invdIvement has received only
minimal attention at those sites.

Although these local priorities are sometimes sic ly
values perteatinglocal educational adtivities, they o:ten
translate into actual program features which can either
facilitate or impede the implementation of-cetain PDC
elements. At one site, fOr example, the state.hasniade a
massive commitment to the mains reaming of handicapped
children. ConseqUently, there _a.s been an infusion of staff
and fUnds into the PDC school. 'Another district has made-
a similar commitment to multicultural education, and will
next'yearplace a multicultural education coordinator
into the PDC schools at no expenSe to PDC. In both cases
the priorities and consequent progr of the state and
district have greatly facilitated imp ementatiOn of'PDC.
The reverse is also sometimes true: district-wide
emphasis on competency -based educati n at one site
siphoned almost all inservice training time from PDC;
resulting in practca ly no training for participating
teachers in the area required by the guidelines; handicapped
children at another Site were removed from the PDC classrooms
to participate in special centers for the handicapped.

More important even than prior or concurrent district
programs or priorities seem to be-the particular programs,
or philosophies which-prevailed in the PDC schools- prior
to the program's introduction. Since to succeed PDC must
change the existing regularities in the attitudes and
activities of participants, we would expect that programs
would have .more success where prior commitments and activities
Most resembled PDC. This is especially true in sites where1_
:staff had no voice 'in the selection of participating teachers
and teachers had no option but to participate in the program;
levels of imp<mentation in these contexts seems greater
the less the teachers are.required to change,

-Probably the most striking example of the benefical
effects of compatible previous approaches is one site which

- just-prior to PDC had participated in the national Follow
Through program. The sponsor model utilized in that earlier
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program incorporated an open classroom framework with
individualized. instructional tethods, resource, staff,
parent involvement, and ongoing. training fOr teaching
staff. Parent_groups preceded PDC in the Schools; many
of the teachers were already comfortable having parents

. in their classes. As a result, many features ofDC were
already- imPlemented.and the transition frOM Follow Through
to -ppc has been relatively painless.

Other example's of the effects, both positiv- and negative,
of previous approaches and progr S on the implem ntation
of PDC abound. :More frequent than the abve exam le-are :
sites where teachers- who had not volunteered to p rticipate
in PDC and who were accustomed-to more "tradition 1"
in8tFuctionalmethodologies, were required\to ad _-t time--
consuming'individualized curricula and- diagnosti systeMs,.
Co Astructure their classrooms into learning.cp_ters4 ,

to participate in `teaching teams, and :to accommodate parents
within their. classes. Not surprisingly, resistance in
suell-situations was common.

0,--1

Evidehce such as .the above suggests the follbwing,
hypothesis: AI

Sit:es _17 pry - existing concurrent ph _ sophiess

legis 'on or program m- ar to those requrea by PLC
will, have higher mplemontat on in the component areas
irwoLv--(4.

Less ambigubusthan the effects of other. prOgrams in
the schools is the effect on implementation of the resources
and programs which exist in ,the wider.community. Successful
implementation of the training and developmental support
services components', .especially, depends upon programs'
successful mobilization of existing resources in the
community. Staff- at-SiteS -With-actiVe-deVelOpmental
support:services components repeatedly_ attribute their
successes to the contributions of local physicians, dentists,
and social service agencies. Similarly, sites near univer-
sities were' often able to obtain training from interested
faculty meMbers.

In contrast implementation in these areas was retarded
in localeS offering few such resources. One program reported
that little in the area of nutrition-had been done to date
because they had been unable to locate a nutritionist in
the community.



The following hypothesis, thdn, seems plausible

Sites where a high number of existing community resozaez.
'are available will have higher implementation in the
devel ental support services and training comporients.

Aside from the programs, priorities, and resourises
of local schobl- districts, implementation of PDC also seems
to be affected by the poliCies and regulations of the system.
Programs,in small .districts with centralized administrations
are less vulnerable to these factors, since poliCy de6i8ions
can be made by supportive distridt administrators which
aie tailored to the needs.of PDC. PDC in larger. .district-
however, is often confronted by a haze of policies and
regulations, often conflicting With the needs for'effeative
iMpletnentation. In one\Puch_distri_t,- for:example, it is
illegal for teachers to usea curriculum -other-than the one
provided by and sanctioned by the county. PDC:Staff-and
teadhOrs were unable to design ,acurriculum specified by..
the guidelines.

)7 At several sites districtpolicies toward training
compliCate the implementation process.. Teachers at two
sites could not be required to attend training.(although
Head Start ,teachers could). Similarly, at other sites
teachers could not be kept after school for.training purposes.
In.all,of the sites, -staff- felt that the-training component
of their program had considerably,"considerablyresulting -

in. lower implementation in other areas as well. Other'
sites-provided-teachers with release time and compensation
for training.

Closely related to the -issue of.distriCt regulations
-and policies is the role,' if any, that the local teachers'
minion or association plays in the regulation of teacher
activities. In several sites unions regulate the amount of
time teachers can be kept after school, or the amount and
kinds of activities in which teachers can be involved.
At sites without teacher unions, decisions regarding
program staffing and policy could by made readily and
implemented without delay. At one such site compatible
teachers were recruited for participation in- PDC, and
teachers moved from the school to accommodate the program.
PDC teachers were-expected to work long hours toward the
implementation ofthe POC curriculum and approach; stories

-of teachers working weekends were not uncommon. At another
site with an active teacher union:, teachers had to be asked
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whether they were willing -`to devote some of their inservice
training-,time to PDC-related training. . The teachere voted
against this, and as atesult there has been almost no.PDC
training for teacher 4 at this site. Thus, the following
hypothesis:

Sites at which there are no teacher unions or associations -

which.reguiate-the activities of teachers will have higher
implementation than sites with such unions or associations.

Dem -a'hic and sociO-cultural. features of the loo
communit- As important for the imp ementation o PDC
as the c_aracteristics Of the educational setting is the
composition of the_popUlation to be served. Again, the
most recurrent examples of this factor are found in the
area.-.of parent involvement., To achieve the type of.,
involvement demanded by the guidelines requires more:than
the good will .and persistent efforts of a parent involvement
coordinator; a reservoir ofavailable-parents and cultural
traditions -of participation are also important. :Where
single or working parents predominate, parent involVement
efforts Ben to be seriously hampered, .while sites with
primarily non-Working mothers or-.traditions of parent
activity in church and schb I appear to have -exeerienced
considerably less difficult

.

Implementation in. other component areas seems- oftell.
to be affected by the density of the various target popu-
lations (i.e., bilingual/bicultural, handicapped, or Head
Start children) in the PDC schools and community.. tine
bilingual deMonstration program has experienced difficulty
because'less than two percent of -the local population have
Spanish as their dominant language; another bilingual,
demonstration'projedt; on the other hand., is located in
a.thoroughly bilingual/bicialtural border city, and both.
staff and children are, largely bilingual.- Analogously,
Head Start children.in .another project are distributed
throughout the school district, resulting in, at most,
three or Icily Head Stakt children in any PDC elementary'
claesroom, -eachers in such settings are Understandably
less preocc4pied with the problems of-Head Start-elementary
school continuity.

Finally, the status and attitudes of bilingual/bicultural
populations vary considerably across sites, even among the
b' lingual demonstration programs, From:the limited data
ailable, it appears'that implementation of the
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bi ingual/biultUral componen of the guidelines is greater;
at sites where members of thi population'are represented
in decision-making positions n the schools and community,
and where there is an active movement:within-the community
to maintain the language and'heritageof,the gr6up-,

)
The following hypothe0e_ then", seem appropriates

Sites with a high concentration of the target populations
in the PDC schools (Head Start children in' elementary aasdes;
handicapped children; speakers of a language other than
English) ill have higher.implementation in the components
involved.

Circu

tes wit __ number of bilingua l /bicultu al or

persoY-.in pos itionsof authority within the
icTiocl- district (6-!,g, principals,-sup7erviSOrs, etc.)
beans highef' implementatiOn'of the-bilingual/bicultural a- /or

TYTulticultural components.

lower proportlon'ofemploydd pothers or single-/
homes will have hig*er-i4lementation.in- the cdthpQne t

lved.

site where minority .ethnic gr oups. are actively seeking to
maintan thel.,r own language .and/or Alturai traditions Will-

_e.higher implementation in the lAlingual/hicultuilal and/or
muLt-LaulturaZ- comoonent,.

tances and vents Surrounding the Introduction PDC

The literature suggests strongly that the manner in
which an-innovation'is introduoedto an institution is
-critical to its' future success. Griffith (1964) contends
that since- the tendency,-of organizations is to maintain a
steady state, any major change impetus Must come from
outside rather than inside the Organization. This is
especially true in the'case of educational changWprog a s''
such as PDC, where the initial impetus and funds originate-
in Washington, .and'are then meshed with local needs. Given,
then, that this initial stimulus for the change program
comes from outside the schools involved rather than from the
felt needs of teachers,, it Seems'imperative that school: staff
and administration identify with the e 2ts, and not feel
that thqprogram-is beiro imposed fr C above. As Watson'
puts it1 "the major problem inintrodUcing social change

to secure enough' local initiative and participation so that

Le,





, ) .

the enterprise will not be vulnerable'as a foreign- importation"
(Watson, 1969, p. 496). Liebermad and Shiman (1973) 'have.,
d

i

cribar.the he4oulean effort'required to-persuade a school

Osematurely "adopted" by the administration witho the
aff to.accept an innovative program after it had been

staff having been notified. Group hostility was s s gong
that faculty Idembers voted not to be dnvolved in proposed
dhange.

Por.PDC these concerns fo'cus attention upon the events
leading==up-to-the funding of-thA,individual programs, and-'
upon activities during _the planning, year: the- amount and
nature of involvement in the decisioniTaking and planning -.

processes by reprventatives from t} groups _to be involved
in the implementation appears to have had considers le efect
upon this year's implementation efforts.

Parti ation in initial decisiOna. Initially apparent ,

in an anal 'is o its implementation experience:are differences
in the'-prOceaures lollowedpriorto the. planning year for
(a)Jiciding whether to pursue PDC funding, and (b) actually
prepring:the funding proposal.

At almost every 400fe the initial contact co-rning
availability of funds-for local PDC projects was made by

''the regional 0CD:offices to local Had Start officials.
Following these contacts-, however, the involvement by persons
outside of Head tart in the decision prOcesa was variable.
At sortie Sites consultations were extens'iVe% school district
officials, teacher supervisqrs, principals, and teachers Were-
,involved in the decisiomto apply for PP C funding. At-one
site the actual proposal was prepared by four teachers and
the supervisors. The involvement by potential participants'
at a second site was limited to principals and district
officials, while-only officials from e highest. levels
of the school. district and fread,St- t,g ntee were involved
in the drafting of proposalS- at a thi

In general, there seems to be-a relationship between
fhe extent ofOonsultation and involvement by .participants --

,

,J.in these earliest stages and subsequent levels of implementation
in the start-up year. This seems especially ta.be true of "
participation by prinoj_pals. airr6i.the-p4marylocus for
the changes mandated by the guidelines is theelemettar school:
program, the success or failure of implementation effort
depends uponactive support by the TDC elementary school
principal-. -The. Principals were invp ved in
initial decisions about the programs, the more they appear,
to have felt some "ownership' of the:Proposed endeavors
and willingnesS to back the decisions and effortS of the.PDC
coordinator. Thus, the following hypothesis: -.
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Sites w were school districtoffic :ipals

Head Start and dlementaryschool teachers re in n_lved

in initial decisions about the-natUreand a_Oent of
proposals. far FDC funding will habe higher irementation
levels in all component areas.

4p

Desi nation of he delegate agenc . The econd critical
juncture in t e 13 ementationo -%PbCkl=appears- a be the
designation of the Wegate agency for the program Againi,

;4since most changes Ascribed in the -uidelines mustneceAsatily
occur irithin the.elementaly school thedeSignation df- the
elbgate Age%011-.hag wide-ranging imalcitidns-for-the'future

PDC-. Sites at which the school district is the delegate
a!gencyapt*ar in general to haveexperiencedithe least
difficulty in theimplementation:Proteat; 61tes!vhere.-the
schooldistridt is neither grantee nor delegate agency
seem contrastingly-to have experienced considerable difadulty.
WhiAe in the abstract it might seen that placing responsibility,
f04 the administration=of PDC outside of, the local distridt

7iWouId be-an effeCtive'methOd for creating - change in a rigid-
educational structure, the limited experience of PDC indicates
.that the prospeCtS fdr real change in such contexts is rather
bleak.: TheJcase of one such.PDC site iS instructive: beca-

PDC was;-011*ide,the control pf the local administration,
teachers arl priindipals at the participating, elementary
school tended to perdeive PDC staff as outsiders trying to
"take over." This perception of PDC stdff-members as an o t=
side and'somewtat alien force- in the qchool'serionsly- .

diminished the ability of PD to effedt any real changes
the elementary school program.

. .

Experience to date, then, suggests the folio-ing h poth sis:

0

Sites where t4 local school district is. in the Head Start _delegate
agency have higher implementati ©n levels in a41-cogp rent areas.

.

complex
p1 ning process. As stated earlier PDC s

= _

cothpl program directed toward widespread changes n partici-.
gating schools' organization and activities. As s hi the
progriAm -requires, and was provided with, considerale time
for the planning of implementation activities. Th= nature .

of these planning activities and the manner in wh 1-ithey

are carries out seems to contribute significantly to the
success of .PDC and other effotts at innovation. tson (1969),
in analyzing factors yhich seem to minimize resi _ance iii



organizatiOns to change states that "resistance milt be
less if participiants have joined in diagnostic efforts
leading them to agrep on what the basic problem is and-
to teek,ifs *importance.". Other writers have commented
on the*importance of participati on in the planning
,process by'members'of groups to be--affected by an innovation.
Gross, Giacquinta, and Bernstein-(1471) researched the
literature and sumnarzed these findings:

1 parti4pation_leads to. higher staff morale, and
high staff morale is necessary for -.successful
implementation (Bennis, 1966);
participation,leads,to greater commitment, and
a fligh.degree of commitment is,required._for
effecting-Change (Goodld 4nd Anderson,; 1963;
Oliver, 1955);
participation leads o greater clarity about an
innovation, and clarity it neceSsary for imple-
mentation (Anderson, 1964'1 Gale, .1967)1
beginning with the postulate of baSic,resistance
to-change, the argument is that participation
will reduce-initial resistance and thereby
facilitate puccessful implementation (Argyle,
1967; Oliver, 1965; Petersen, 1966); and
subo_1-dinates will tend to resist-any,innovation
that-Alley are expected to implement if it is
initiated solely by their superordinates=(Agnew
and Esu, 1960; Wigren, 1967).

/

In general, the conclusion seems to be that wh-ile
support does not assure. successful implementation, programs
can only succeed when'actively supported by participants;
moreover, the best way to obtain that support is to insure
that all participapts have some "stake" in the innovation-.
Some evidence from PDC'of this need for ka-despread invo=lve
mint in planning hat already been discussed in other

:contexys. Ultimately, the products of much of the planning
.-process must be implemented in individual classrooms
`individUal teachers. Especially.at'the elementary le el
the8e changes Will require some effort by teachers; t e'
data are replete with examplestof the difficulties th t can
arise whe'n teachers do not feel commitment to the.change.
Similarly, experience suggests that PDC complicates iAmensely
the life of the average principal; existing regularilVies
and conventions are disiupted, and additional staff must be
acCommodated. The chances that such disruptions will, be
-tolerated seem enhanced if the principals= have participa ed
in their planning.



_ . .

This planning involvement seems also to Create more.
realistic -expectations, in teaching andadministrative'sta,_
aboUt exactly what PDC will and will:not do and- provide
and abouttheprecise nature of participants' Obligations.
Several sites have experienced4difificulty this year becaUe
teachers and principals did not epedt the level and
7ariety of demands which the prograrkwould impose on them

participatilig ihirved in =itially thattheyrogiam\-----
and their schools. At on r_site fo example, teachers-

PDC bel
Was: primarily a.-device WherOY they would- receive additional
aides and.materials; they did not anticipate that they would
be asked to implement a'cUrriculum,and diagnostic dystem
radiCally'different from what they knelk, nor did tAey
antdipa e theamount-Of time and energy that this`- would
entail. Consequently, they were ,confused and frustrated
by-PDC, nd reSntant to its attendant'demanda. Similarly,

.. ,.

at-another site, members of the PDC.council thought-initially
that they would occupy' the role of final decision-maker for

PDC. As experience indicated that the grantee was in fact
ii\this position, interest-and activity dwindled.

This4leedfor cl rity efrole expectattens i.s also
mentioned repeatedlyA)n the lLterature:. Jones i(1.973) commented
on the 1 ck of understanding of one project_bYitlie faculty

C..fl\members i 'volved. They were forced to develop -rganizational
,priocedures and write job descriptions with only limited
knOwledge,af what the plafiners had in mind, so that no one
atthe-km lemehtatfon'level saw the project'as a totality.

.
Sites at which teachers, parents, ayd administrators were
involved in the planning year.activs-ties will have higher

implementa,÷. levels in all component areas.

Aside the represen,tAtion of groups in the planning
endeavor, im lementation seems also-related to the simple
guantity of time and energy devoted by sites,to the planning
,of specifiC program activitiesand approaches. The initial
accomplishment for-mdst .sites during 'the, planning year was
the-establishment of_a'piannitg organization (hiring staff,
.formingicommittees,--etc.). . ,,SOme Sites which had had a long
-histoxy-of Head Start-elementary school cooperation and
ioint administration established this organizatio with
the ,first two to four months,: and later activity once' a_ed

on actually designing the.-Substance of their pr rams. At
other projects--generally larger,ones with limited Head
Start-elementary cooperative experience - -the organization
of the planning effort itself became a Major. .activity;
other, more substantive planning activities were delayed,
sometimes until the, start-up year. Unplannedactivitijes
obviously have little prOsE5ect for impleme:tation, ar
thus t e following. gyp othesis:
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t. Which the planning of the PDC program began-early

in tthe planning year will have higher levels of impU=
mentation than sites where. such-planning 'began later.

tes.at which a higher number of PDC ,planning tasks
were completed during the planking.year will ave higher

els of implementation in the component are involved.

Staflin aracteristics_

-A major task for each program Prior to entation
year- was the selection of individ4als:who:wou
as staff -, teachers,. and principals.--The manne which these.

backgroundsindividuals. were chosen and the varietieS'Of ackgrounds-
selected,. seem. to have had a Significant impact on-the.
later, development of PDC at ea*ch site. The arttention*-
accor4d the selection of staff, howeVer, seems to have
varied-considerably across prOgrats.

,

Selection procedures.-- thiprotedures'fok seleCting._
principal S were similar at most sites and involved °CD
.staff.in a process. to identify principals congenial-to .

the planned- innovation. The selection Procedb.res for. PDC
staff,f,on the other hand, were quite variable, but-analysis
to date suggests no clear relationship between the-manner
cif'selectiOn.and subsequent implementation experience-

i
The- procedures used for selecting.teachers, if any,

appear both variable and significant. The,A.mportance Of
teacher support for PDC or any plannedinnovation has 'been

empihasized repeatedly both. here and'irr:,the literature
(Sarason,. 1971; Watson-, 1969). While many factors contribute
to the -creation of this support, voluntary participatioriby
teachers appears to be among the most pivotal.- Sites-where
teachers were actively recruited or given an-optiOn to
participate in the innovation seem regularly to experience
the least difficulty in implementing PDCespecially in the
areas'of training and education.

The.nature and extent of chsices given tp teachers
varied considerably across sites and was determined in part
by existing district and union poliCies and regulations.
At ohe'site, which had'astrong.centraladministration
'and no te _her Union, the entire teaching-staff- was hand-
.picked fro schools throughout the district. the director
of instruction, PD coordinator, and insbme.cases the
instructional Supervisor for PDC identified teachers they
felt would be a*nable-to the radical changes proposed by
PDC. Each teacher was identified, then interviewed separately



. ,.

and given the qption to participate in PDC. consequently,
. .

' theteaching s:taff-at this site from Head Start through
third grade, has in generaltheen enormously supportive of
PDC, and has worked long and hard for successful implementation,

Il contrast to this site, several others simply informed
_existing teaching staffs that PDC would be coming to their
Schocrls and .implemented in their classrooms. No options were
.presented. It appears tha 4 these sites PDC has had the
leaSt impact on existing lasroom practice. At one such
site the PDC coordinator is perceived by staff as a resource
person much like several others who can b' called upon
for providing aides, assistance and-vaterials. .

Between these two extremes are several sites where,
teacherA were informed that PDC was to be impleMented idn
their school and given the option to transfer if they found
the planned innovations objectionable.- At several such
sites'this'option meant for many that they would have to move
from a school where they had been teaching for years;)
consequently, several. teach8rs opted to remain in PDC to
avoid moving even though they were less than committed to
the planned-changes,

Four specific hypotheses can be derived relating,
selection procedures for PDC teaching staff and levels of
implementation: . r

Sites with formal -6.-.election/recrui'tme.nt procedurqs for PDC

-;lers will have the highest levelsOf implementation in
a lcornponent areas.

LTTites where teachers could opt for or against participating
within the ,PDC program while still remaining in the school

haVeslightlg lower levels of.impletilentation in all ,.
4

comoonenc areas.

Jites -where teachers were given the choice Of participating
-7.1 PDC an trinsferring to anotherschpol wiW have lower
levels:of 'implementation in all ,component areas.

ccs Where t4,-he-r's were given no option as tc? participating
FDC Will 7:avo-the lowest levels of implementation in all

t ar6as...

84.
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Backgrounds of staff, teachers and_principals._ Much
ties been' ritt.en concerning the importanc% of skillful
leadership for the implementation of planffed innovations.
Attemptaihoweveri-to-identify the intellectual and
personality traits necessary for successful leaders have
generally proVed unsatisfactory. Novotney (1973), for
example', repoited that only five percent of the traits fisted
in '106 studies:appeared in four or more of the-studies, while
Havelock (1971',13. J-22) asserts-that"there awe 4ho charac-
teristica-of leaders that hold up over different types of
-sittations."

_,-7-helcoordinators and key staff members cif _the variou
projects represent a variety of backgrounds and skills.
The=guidelines specify_ only that PDCcoordinatorashall ble
experieated in administration, knowledgeable in' the fields
of child developitent and-preschool and primary education,
and familiar with teacher'trainingand community services.
Most goordinatore satisfy these requirements to varying
degr.eds.

'thedata suggest, however, that these characteristics,
alone -are not sufficient.; staff; end especially coordinators
neeealaP be, skilled and experienced agents of institutional
change. The difference between an administrate of established

_ .

programs and an implementor of innovative programs is one

..
frequently noted in the literature (Bentzenand Tye, 1973;
Havelock, 1971). The change agent must-be especially conscious
of -the system*ith_which he or she is interacting; he or she
-must know and undefrtand existing'-regularitties\in that
system,=and be able to plan appropriate steps eo alter the
Because PDC is so frequently outside the established lines
of authority in the schools, coordinators often rely upon
the informed devices Of charisme,,inflpence and persuasion
to effectChangea. At several sites the seeming inability
of coordinators to understand the existing system and to .

- Manipulate it through these_ informal channels has resulted
in active antipathy toward PDC by teachers and administrators,
and a conseciOnt: paralysis of the total implementation effort.
Further, since coordinators and staff must so ofteridepend
on these informal devices, thos intimately _familiar with the
school system and Personnel from extensive prior experience
in the district'seem also to experience greater success at
installing,PDC.

Three characteristi then, seem important for PDC
.

staff and coordinators t possess:: (a) technics skills in.
:the, areas specified by he,guidqlinesq (b) ski* s and
experience as agents of change; and (c) familiarity-with the.
local educational system and persbnnel_ Thus, the followg
hypotheses:



Sites at which key staff have had previous experierlce
successfully implementing programs of educational change
will hhve .higher impleMentation levels in all component areas.

_ _ _

Sites 'With key; staff members drawn rom'and fanri liar with,
the local community will have higher implementation levels
in all cony orient- areas.

Sites withckey staff members with extensive experience and
technical skijl in thekvarious guideline areas special
education,,pilingual .education) will have higher implementation
levels in the components involved.-

--, Identifying :the optimum background for a- parent involvement
coordinator has proved particularly vexing to.some-.sits.
At some,,parepts-long active in schools. aq-PTA presidents,
etc., were. hiked4 at others outreach workers from the local
Head Start program were selected one site hired a former
school purse to be'its'parent inVolVemehoordinator.
In general,-it ppears that the parent invol4ement coordinator
positionrequi_ds.experiences and skills not generally acquired
simply throUgh revioVFactivity in 4e elementary school PTA;
becauSe it is the interface b,tweenschool .and.community,-
intimate.knowledge of-the community Alone does not suffices
The parent involvement coordinator must be equally adroit
at dealing with parents, administration, teachers. and'social
service agencies. In Most PDC communities it appears that
Head Start is the best:source for indiViduals possessing
such skills and experience, sites- withil parent involvement.
coordinators -fromjlead4 tart appear to be having greater
.success in-the area of- ;arent involvemeht.. However; the
one site with perhaps the most active parent involvement-
c omponent has as its parent involveMent coordinator a
former school nurse. -When asked what aspect of her training
orpreviouS experiences had helped most in her current-role
.she'replied that her years as a school nurse had done the
most-because the school nurse is the onlypersqn in tditional
school settings Who has to learn-to deal not only- with:parents,
but also with tech s, administrators,: and the *cal- ddial- ,

service agencies.
, ,

Characteristics of participating teachers-inPDC are
equally variable .he evideabe generally suggests that
younger teachers with fewex years of teacher experience have
less difficulty adapting to the sometimes radical changes
wrougntioy PDC. At one site where teachers were handpicked
for-1?-1DC, several olderteachers were included because the
district director of instruction felt strongly. that if PDC
were o prbvide a model for district-widerestructuring of



scnools it would have to succeed with a representative
population of teachers. To date, this site has experieed
more difficulty with the more experienced teachers than
with those with fewer years in the schools. The eperienced
teachers have had more difficulty altering their bwn
"existing regularities" (Sarason, 1971)" to conform to the
demands of PDC. The following hypothesis is suggested,

Sites with teaching staffs with the fewest mean years of
teaching experience will have higher imPlementatiOn levels
in all Classroom-related component areas.

Prior experience by teach rs n the techniques of instruc-
tion advocated in the guidelines seems-understandably to

,

contribute as well to successful implementation. Most of the
staff of one PDC program had.previciusly participated in.the
national Follow Through program; their, transition to PDC
has 'been relatively painless. Similarly, the teacher in
another program-who has had least difficulty with PDC had
earlier taught in a British Infant School: This leads to
the following hypothesis:

Sites with the most teachers experienced in instructional
approaches analogous to those of PDC' will have the highest
implementation levels in all classroom-related component areas.

Continuity of PDC staffing. Once selected,:it seems
impOrTFEE-ZEatthere be a continuity of staffing sites
at which PDC staff, teachers or adMinistrators have been'
replaced appear to-have experienced-some.difficulty at
-maintaininTimplementation-progress. At one site,- t-
injury of ,the parent involvement/developMentpi su poi
services coordinator, and.her consequent absence from the
program teripusly.hampered implementation efforts in those
components. Staff at .other sites have also, been replaced,
either because of death, termination, retirement or transfer.
In 'every.caae.implementation seems:to haVe been impaired.

Sites at w is -there has been a continuity fflng

will have higher implementation levels than sites at W21;611
staff have been replaced.



Features of program Organization
7

The manner in which the various PDC programs were
organizedtheir articulation with the existing Head Start
and ealmentary schools-, the-roles-and duties assigned-to
different participants, the lines of dommunication'and authority'
established, and the clarity with-which participating groups
understand eachprovide the structure within which the
substantive PDC activitieS,occur. Numerous features of this
orgahization are outlined in the guidelines, although specific
manifestations of these basic features were-lelt for sites
to develop locally.. Thue,'for exampleithe'guidelines require
that "a formai system for involVeMent of PDC staff in the
administrative structure of the school must be operational"

10); they do .not, however, specify what this formal
system _should lOok like.:

Programs were constrained in their se ection of organi-
zational structures by the structureewhic_ pre-existed in
the schools andcommunitypripr.to PDC. Some of these
constraining factors have been ,described already. Sites-,
for exaMple; where Head Start and PDC-had traditionally been

. under separate administrations had fewer options-than those
where both had been administered from the same office.
In the former cases the lines of authority were geneially
less clear and whatever authority. the:PDC'staff had was
generally deril;ed from the charisma-and :infIuence of the
individuals involved-

In any event, whether the product of circumstance
or design, the manner and clarity with which local sites
delineated these lines of authority, communication and
responsibility appears to have c ntributed greatly to the
overall implementation effort on- te

Lines of authority. As mentio-ed several times 'previously,
PDC as outlined in the guidelifies andates substantial changes
in existing school programs. At m st sites the .implementation
of the required educational apprOa h alone necessitates
substantial modifications in existing classroom structUres--
and an altering of entrenched teadhing behaviors. The
evidence suggests strongly that, to su6ceed,- those charged
with the implementation of thoSe changes - -the PDC cbordinatol-
and staff--must have -the Organizational "clout" necessary
to deal effectively with sometimes recalcitrant teachers.

Authority can, it seems, be derived in a variety of
ways, and sites vary considerably in the amount of attention
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devoted_to its definition. At one ECS site, for exampl
where. Head stvt and eleMentary school programs had long
been administered joihtly bylthe building principal, the
PDC coordinator was formally appointed ifas the equivalent
of an assistant grinqipal in charge of he PDC teaching
staff. Lines of authority and cbmmunication were carefully
drawn by the districedirectpr df instruction, the principal
of the ECS school, and the PDC coordinator; each clearly
understood the extent and limits of thqir own and others'
authority. The PDC coordinator is responsible for all_
classroom actilities in PDC; the principal is concerned
only with.buildl-ng administration related' to the logistica
support of PDC. All decisions concerning staffing and
educational activities in the PDC classes are made either
by or in consultation with the PDC-coordinator. Authority
to implement change at this site, then,was formally.bestowed
by placing the PDC coordinator within the hierarchy, of the

ool. The organizational structure of tHis and similr
ograMs could be mapped as follows:

PDC
Staff

PDC, H and
elementary
Teachers

Director
of

Instruction

ECS
Principal

'89

Non-PDC,
Ham, and

elementary
Teachers



At most sites, and particularly at PSL sitesi the lines
of authority seem to have been defined much less carefully.
regnently,TDC-occupiesa kint:Lof organizational limbo.,
ith respect to either or both the Head Startand.elementary

school programs. When teachers and PDC staffyere asked'
during the winter site visit-how PDC staff would proceed
if they observed"gomething theywishedbhanged in_a PDC
class, at most sites-the reply-was that the staff could
make suggestions to the teacher involved,-Or go_to the
principal or Head Start director)" andask that
b- direct to make the changes, in ,sbMe,cases, depending

their ackground:and. previous acquaintancewith awiven
program, the PDC coordinator could go directly to the teacher.
at either the.Head Start or the elementary level and give
directIVes, but with few exceptiOns"such as the one
described above., the PDC coordinator could not move with
equal authority in both programs. Organizationally, then,
the structure of these programs was something like the
fol_Wing:

School
Distric

Head: Start
Director

PDC
Principal .

Non-PDC,
. Teachers

PDC
Teachers

Non -ADC

'.Teachers

90



In some cases ssites compensate for this lack of
formallyslefined authority by enthu iastic and active
.supportjrom either the principal or `Mead.- director,-Start irector.
At one such site; the' principal, through his support,
provided the coordinator with substantial de facto
authority over activities in PDC classes; the coordinator
_could issue,directive8,to teachers because sure`/anclthe-,
teachers. knew that the45rincipal would support herw. X/isable
supports and commitment-.iron 'district?officia s similarly
bolstered that authority;-

Where administration support ihs' lacking or less than
enthusiastic, the. PDC coordinator is severely restricted

the amount and types of changes that can be made in the,-)
classroom. At one site, for example, the coaf7inator is
perceived by teachers as essentially a resource person,
distributing aides and materials to supplement ongoing

-classroom activities but lacking any authority to insist
upon real changes by the teaChers.

At sites where PDC staff lack real authority or
influence over teacherS:implementation efforts seem to hav
focused ,on the'parent involgement and developmental suppor
services component areas which do not require substantial
alteration of classroom practice, and instead provides
additionaland oftenweleomeservices and-volunteers
the school,

c'From these conSiderations then co O'the following
hypotheses:

37 tao-. PDC _ to :m0,-111de. ned

,ositi ---i'` authOrity.wthin the orgar_tPional structures
the 110(.1 5tivt--- and elementary programs have higher

L.,:wel..,4_, )1ementaton- in all component

'tati,-7)n?, e especially high. in the education, hiZ.rn gudl/

bi.cultural s (17.1d handicapped' areas

. DIM 1 erne F-7-

t the PDC proqr- 7 a

diEltriCt

?,;17e Head Start

77.w7m tation 14!n3is-in all co.

f eniby e- full and
0 elemen.ary school

have higher
areae.
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, Division of labor and 8 onsibilities. While the PDC
guidelines speckfy certain sta _ positions which must be
filled and responsibilities which mus-O'be dlegated; the

'actualactual staffrig patterns selected by sites to comply with
these requirements vary considerably. At several sites the
PDC coordinator has become the key person;when site visitors
ask to speak with the person most knowledgeable about
activities in each component area, the coordinator is the
principa person interviewed. .At other sites, duties and
respons.bilities are distributed widely among paid PDC
staff council committees and teachers.. In general, it
appeats that implementation pvogresses most-rapidly when
tasks and responsibilities in'the various componerit areas
are asIligned to different individuals, Wi4 no one person
being, Msponsible for more than two components' implementation
and many people involved in the actual work. Besides
distributing the tasks necessary for implementation, such
decentralization also seems to spread identification with
PDC and understanding of its-goals Mort widely among
Head Start and elementary school teachers, parents and
Administratos. At one site, for example, where a single
person assumed sole responsibility for the preparation of
a multicultural curriculum, teachers and administrators
Were hesitant to implement it, and lukewarm in their
support; for it. Interviewed(later, the author of the
curriculum stated that a far better 'procedure would have
been tp involve teachers in the writing and review process
early, and then present the curriculum to the school
principal for review and approval.

Several sites'have opted for divisions of'labor
dilfereft from,thoSe described in the :guidelines. Two%
sites have essentially coo-coordinator organizations,
accomplished by expanding and redefining the,,,roles of
subordinate PDC'staff persons. At one such Site the
co-coo dinators are- each associated more closely, ith either
ti eli entary or Head Start programs; at another, one
co-coordinator administers the program while the other
assumes the.r,o,le:of,instruotional leader. Other site6 eve
divided duties within,coMponents .someWhat differently -han
anticipated in the guidelines. .or example, the develpment=
support services cOmponent at one'has been apportionedSso,th
the school nun -se coordinates the health --related aspects of
implementation,while the parent involvement coordinator
directs'the delivery of social services. While these
different divisions of labor are perhaps adaptive at these

-

particular sites no plausible hypotheses- relating such
divisions to implementation in general are apparent at
'this-

.time
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A final fadtor which-appears to contribute greatly 'tee
the implementation of TEC across sites is the assignment'
of component responsibilities .00 asingle,individual for
'both the Bead Start and eleMentary level. At several sites,.
coripOnent.respopsibilities are assigned/tO one person at
the Head Start level and to another at/the elementary.

'Implementation at such sites seems almost.invariablY:to
suffer: the two programs remain discrete. with very lit
communication or coordination occurring.,

Tourihypotheses, then, seem plausible:
1..-)

at which the implementation of each component is
ed-to particndar individual will have. higher

iAplementatson,in the components so assigned.

-es at .which. nO'single individual is resporsible for the
mplementation of more than 'two components higher
implemoqation in the component area so assigned.'

evolved in the
,ategies, the,
in those component

_`lie greater the number of individuals
planning of component implementation s
higher will. be the impleme-ntation love

areas.

Sites ?.zt Wich a specific individual is _esponsible for thf
implementation of a g_-vencoMponent at both tie Head Start
and. elementarT.,.levels will have higher implementation in the

component areas so assigne

Lines of communication. Aside from es ablishing lines
of authotity'and responsibility, sits must also in their
organization address the formalor_informal lines of communi-
dation that will prevail during PDC/ More attention is
devoted in the guidelines to this issue than any ,other;
the necessity for "establishing th se channels iScoAtinually
reiteratea. Gross, et al. (1971) in. their review of the
repeatch echo these concerns. The emphasized the crucial
significance of full_ communication and understanding between
teache'rs.and admini-trators at every stage' of change':

f

A4ministrtors, then need. to be aware of the 'importance
of anticipating the diffielaities. that are bound to develop
ih the course 'of [planning.,.aQdimpementing] change efforts-,
and the necessity- of c-redting feedback mechanisms that will
ensutP that tr6blems being encOuntered are 'aired and heard;
'they then need to work with their staffs to analyze and resolv-e
the pro }, ms. ((lro2s, et al., 1 971, 1- '212) t,



The evidence from PDC seems -`to justify the cons derable.
concern expressed by OCD in this domain. At al -gt'every
site which has experienced difficulties of a pa alytice,nathre
in the implementation process, a failure of comm nication is

prime factor identified by participants to exp ain these''
problems. 'Quite often these _problems arise from pre2ex4t ng
communication gulfs caused by the district's organization
of participating irograms. Sometimes communicat on failures
are a'result of incompatibilities between key ihdivi'duals on
the project caused by differences in personality, subculture,
or social class. often the difficultresult from simple
oversights' by project staff.

In general, Sites at whicha formal system for regular
ands frequent communication betW.een participating groups has
been established have enCoUnte*red the fewest problems'in
this area. One site, for exaMple, at,which-a commercial
curriculum model is utilized has weekly meetings of a
"'program improvement committee" composed of representative
teachers and parents, the ECS principal, the PDC, staff;
and rotating teacher representatives from each grAde level.
All aspects of the PDC program are discussed in these
meetings,'4and each representative is expected to report
.issues and decisions to'their.conStituents the following
day. Further,: specific channels.of,coffimunication between
teachers and staff. have been established at this site and
others; teaches wit difficulties or concerns know precisely
with whom they shOulakspeals. This evidence suggests the
next hypothesise:

.,-CO r()(?Pdta G_ "eqw, ncl regular communir.fation

be;ween a iclpaz;z, groups z_xoe toon ;r2rmally -3otab1ishect

;:ave -)_:- -liplmentation n ll componet ar,-:,_2a.8..
.

it hoUld be noted, "however, that ,while the evidence in icates,
the need for formal communication channels, informal channels
are not nnimportant;-the evidece simply suggests that informal,
communication iA,morecfunctional when formal channels also.
have been established.

r

The Role of OCD and the Evaluation Contractor

As an experiMental programryDC,impleinentation of fits
have been exposed to constant-monitoring and scrutiny
the Office

most
Child Develppment-and the evaluation contractor

Eecause most programs have experienced "similar 'demand Eizld

ncon'<ieniences: however, few hypotheses relating OCD and
evaluatek adtvltieswith.differential levels of,impleffientatiOn
can bejormulat,ed.
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These activities have not, however, been without impact
on program implementation.' At several sites misunderstandings
both miner and major have 4risen.with OCD over program and
funding requirements. One site,-for examples gave up the
substantial funding of an existing Follow Tough program
in the belief that PDC funding levels would be comparable
When this funding in fact turned out to be(isubstantiall less
than expected, the administration and teachers at the school
involved'were forced to proceed_with a program which to them
represented something less than that to which they were
accustomed.

Other sites encountered difficdlties,with,pAitiCipating
principals and teachers, .preCipitated by similar misunder-
standings over the leveLs_and allocation Of fund
,Partioipants in several programs said that they re led,
to'believe that PDC would provide substantial money for
'nevV materials and supplies, only to find'later that very:
little of, the overall budget was allocated for such
Several sites also expressed concern over the lack"of
specification ift-thet,PDC-guidelines and the failure of
OCD to make these requirements more clear.

The role of the evaluation has been Similarly noticeable
in the implementation of programs, although ,again because
evaluation activities ,wer4 much the same at all sites,
hypotheses are difficult to fdrmulate. Each site was visited
three times this year far:periods of 'up to a week each
by teams of from dneto tour4visitors. During these visits,,
program staff often had little time forady implementation,'
activities 'Additionally;- sites were asked on several
occasions during theyear to provide the contractor wthY
substantial amounts- Of information about their Site. Several
.sites haVe coMMented'that:.thesedemands affgoted-their-t,
efforts at implementation somewhat this year.

0110 area in which the evaluation does seen to have
exerted'a differential effect-upon sites was ih the area of

sample size requirements. Because the impact component of

kfX

the evalua ion i-s designed to determine the feasibility of
longitudin 1 research involving PDC, it was necessary that
sites inc ude sufficient numbers -of Head Start children to
insure a sample of 30 children after fiVe years. To satisfy
this requirement Same'programs had'to enl=ist several, elemen-
tary schools in the program. One site, for exallIple, now
hes four elementary schools participating in PpC; others
have tWO. With each schocil added-to-the program, the
complexities of communication and coordination seem to
ii-4crease geometrically and the strain on resources is
Magnified greatly. The following hypothesis, therefore,
seems in ord6r:



.

Conclusion

chers, chi Zd,ren, c lassrooms, and schools.
---,1ng In P will he the
tatioin areas.

It must be emphasized that the preceding ;discussion
is necessarily tentative, and" based on an incOmplete analysis
of available data. /As Program Year III progresses, the
faCtOrs_and hypothelSes identified _here will ino2doubt
mpdified bra vSed_on additional ev'- idence .and review, by those
knowledgeable about the ImpleMentat on of PD C .0n-site.

One focus in the year to core will be/the interaction
of the various, factors on this- list. It is unlikely that
any of these factors produce the sameeffpCts upon programs'
.implementation in all contexts. For example; it was
suggested. her9/That implementation efforts. are generally
more successful at sites where.the activities proposed by
PDC closely resemble those which preceded it ih the school
This may not always be.true. There is some evidence that
ihsituations where teachers are handpicked, where 600rdin-
ators have-substantial authority, and tpe program enjoys
the full support of principals and district officials,
implementation is more successful if the program differs
radiCally from what existed previously/. In such situations
the cohesiveness and enthusiasm of teachers seems
magnified by a feeling that they are ,participating in a
novel program that, for the first timelis in a6cord with
their own philosophies of education. If true,,then, the
factors disCussed 1-10e may'not be additive at all; a given
factor may affe'ct i?ftplementation ghite*diffefently depending

.'upon 08 other factors present.

From the evideilce acquired thus far, howevercit can be
concluded that the implementation of PDC across all.sites
is perceptibly and recurrently'influenced by some identifiable
ators. To be sure, the relationships between factos and
implementation are not simple,and the presence or absence of
any one neither makes nor breaks a program. But it does
appear that the successful implementation of a given program
can be better assured if an attempt is made to accommodate
In its design at least some of the factors that have been
suggested here.,
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V

COST STUDY INTERIM REPORT

An integral part of the evaluation of Project Develop-
mental Continuity is the study of program costs. ,Development
Associates,'Inc:, (DA), as thh subcontractor to thejligh/Scope
Foundation, has been responsible for the'debign andoimple-
mentation of the Cost_Study.- The collection of program
costs began at the local site level'July 1, 1975. The
- design. calls' for progralm cost data to .be collected from
the experimental sites over a two-year peribd ending
June 30r 1977, and from comparison schools and centers for
the period from July 1, 1976 through June 30, 1977.

DA cost specialists have made two trips to-each of the
experimental sites The first visit was during the late
summer of 1975 for the. purpose of installing the cost
collection system. A second round of site visits was
conducted in early 197rEUNgeke sure the sites were keeping
proper records And to test out the procedures DA developed
for the first implementation year cost cpllection, scheduled
for the summer of 1976.

This chapter'en the pRst system will (1) review the
approach and methodology for the experimental sites y (,2)
outline the approach and methodology for the'comparison schools
and centers; and-(3) review the results of the second round
of Site visits mentioned above. The only cost da,ta that will
be reported pre, six-month data on actual PDC funds expended
during FY 1976. These data were collected as a byproduct
of the second _round of site visits and are reported only as
an illustration of the host system. The next rou \id of site
visits to occur during the late summer and fall-Of 1976'; and
to be reported in November 1976, will indludethe full range
of data being repdrted under the system for experimental
schools. Cost data on both experimental and comparison schools
will be collected and reported only in the final report of
the,PDC,evaluation.



Approach and Methodolog for Experimental Sites

Virtually all OCD national demonstration programs are
critically. conorned-with acceptable program costs as well
as effebtiveness of the provided services. While there-is
no upper.limit'placed on program effectiveness, there are
finite limits in acceptable program costs. Thus an important'.
aspect ofthe evaluation is to develop estiMates of the
additional, costs of the special features'of PDC activities
for both early child development programs (principally
Head Start)` and for school systems' regular programs.

.Further, -an accurate estimate of wha it will probably
cost t5-replicate P'DC in other areas: throughout the country
is important for OCD planning putposes. Indeed these
"replication costs" factors were an un-eflying concern in
the deSign and implementat4on of t Cbst Study and strongly
influenced both pie- aPproaPh and methodology for the cost
collection task'in the experimental sites.

The approach and methodology used in the cost collection'
for PDC are baSed on a similar. methodology currently being ,

used to examine another CCD experimental program, the Child
and Family Resource Program (CFRP) . The CFRP cost data
collection syStem was developed by Development AssoAates
and provided two years of experience on which. the PDC Cost
Study could build.

In the design of both studies, the difficulty of uniform
cost collection between diverse program sites has-been a major
issue. This is not unique to PDC and CFRP, but is also the
case for most crEhersocial programs that strive to ascertain
the "ftrue" cost of program resources. In the case of PDC,
these resources not only include the grants given to.foster
PDC, but also include the resources of'the,Head Start and
elementary schools- involved in the,program. PDC also has
a charge to mobilize community resources in support of the
-program goals; Thus, in addition to the usual array of
public social service agencies, individuals in the PDC ,

communitiesdoctors, dentists, parents, civic clubs, and
businesspersonsae also considered to be contributing-re-
sources to the PDC program and as such should be included as
part of the 'true" cost of the program. As aHtsesulta major
challenge to the cost Collection system is.to collect and
report as aacutrately:as. possible these "true" costs across,
communities.,

A final consideration in the design approach was an
awareness ofthelimits of staff time that could reasonably,
be applied to developing and reporting cost data. Therefore,
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in designing the system, DA attemped,to be sensitive to
the 'real world (of the project site staff. The goal was
a Cost Study de ign that would not place undue hardships

,'

on sitepersonn'el to keep detailed record-5 of every resource
used. To do so could veriously hinder the efforts of the
limited staff available to the program sites. While the
design selected does impose a reporting requirement on

Ilocal site personnel,. it is minimal and directed towards
collecting' program cost,data 'required by OCD as weir as. .

being useful to each project.' A brief outline of the
aproach is presented Jelew.

In deciding upon an approach, thn overriding procedural
consideration of the DA cost specialist was the fact that
the experimental sites are all ,different. They have
different accounting systems, different ideas about what
PDC is all about, and different resources to use ih reaching.
their goals. This was expected becaUse the spirit and nature
of PDC encourages tne accommodaticm of differences. As a
result, the approach to cost collection has to allow for
these differences and at the same time make it poss'ble to
record them consistently. In the endithe approac ,must-
permit comparisons within each program (i.e., betw en program
components) and between all programs. The approach taken,
therefore, had to ly on= two basic concepts:.

Standard cost data-collect on and reporting; and

Standard definitions. r.

Standard-Cost Data Collection and R_ tin

`Using CFRP experience, it!was-coriSider,ed fundamental,
that recording- of project costs be done at the experimental
site leVel. Only the persons operaing the Program on a ,

clailybasiSoknoW what resources are.t5eing. used. Therefore,
standard worksheets and forms devel9ped for the collection
of data Were devised for use by site%,personnel. 'Further, to
meet the-requirements of OCD, these fcii'MS' and worksheets
were based on standard line item's, Categories programmatic
categories, and resources.

Standard Definiti ns

Indve-.1oping nd implementing a cost collection pro-
ced iure''n all sites Standard terminologywas extremely
important in order to collect comparative information.across
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er
all sites. The or detailed the definition of a term,
the easier it is to place a.cost factor in its proper
,category, because the judgment required in each case is
reduced. Precise definition also aids in identifying item
to be collected. Thus andard definitions of components
were.develoRed directly from the PDC guidelines and specified
as clearly =as` possible.

The basic methodology used to collect PDC'cost.data calls
for completion of-ten tasks, each of which is outline e briefly
below.

TASK 1--Review OCD Reqlairepents

GUidance in the contract work statement required that
cost dgta be collected:by progrpm component.. It :]_so-specif ed
that the cost data collected frklmthe experiintal schools
and centers be comparable to costs collected'from'comparisen
schools and- centers., These two requirements setthe stage
for the next task. -

)-TASK 2--Design the Cost Collection stem

Various alternatives were examined to_ accomplish the'
scope of work required. The approach chosen, relied of local
cost data coordinators to,keep'records of resource donations

epto the program, and ,to coorlinate the vort\ng of staff time
utilization by program component twice each uarter.,, The
design called for early training of these key data sqprdinators
awell as'for the entire program staff at eachsite-in the
cost collection principles. Maintenance of the system through
the regulap review of records mailed to the DA cost specialist
staff and oh-site monitoring were also vital aspects of the
approach. The design then called for DA cost specialists to
collect actual program expenditures directly from program-
financial records at the-end of each year. The cost data
collection system deVeloped'appears'inigure 14.f

-.. ,

TASK 7Field rest Desire

During June-1975,!the design was tested at two program
sites:to assure that expetations,ware realistic and that
necessary records would 1-peavail.able. Checks were made to
make sure the procedures develqped were compatible with
'granteeaccounting systems. The eield test raised' no serious
problems.
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Figure 14'
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TASK 4--Finalize Cost CoLlec ion Manual and Instruments

To establish procedures for, implementing the cost
system at Wech,site, a Cost Study Manual was prepared to
familiarize Persontiel at'each site with the Cost. Study, the
basic types" of cost collection involvtd,-and,the procedureS
and wo.cksheets to be used by' local PDC staffs as well as
DA cost specialists. The cost instruments were develOped
and included in the manual, which was designed to'serve as
-the backbbne of the system and a re-ady resource for all
,involved.

TASK 5--Train DA cost. Specialist Staff

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

TASK fites for a ientation, rainin ementation
of the Cost S stem

During September and October of 1975, all sites'were
visited for the purpose of orientation, training, and imple-
mentation of the cost system. Train rig was held for all PDC
staff with additional in -depth training for the cost data
coordinator appointed by the local site

TASK 7-- eview of Quarterl R_ ortin

sites -are required to submit to DA,Tor review, quarterly
reports' Of Staff time-utilization logsan&dona ion records.
The review identifies any potential prObleMs-at an'early
.stage. The DA cost specialist reviews the forms submitted.
and responds promptly and in writing to the local sites.

TASK 8--Train DA Cost Data e7ialists

Additional training for DA cost specialists was accomplished
before they returned to the sites for actual collection of data
for the first six months. The training involved detailing tho
procedures and types of ,cost collection and documentation
being, made by each site and)explanations of hoW the cost
specialists were tocollect)and consolidate the costs according
to a standardized procedure`-. Additional training- is scheduled
before.each field Visit to inform staff of new developments,
since previous field visits.

1
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TASK 9-Im lemett Cost Data Collection

DA conducted a trial of the data'colleotioh prdCednres
in the first months of 1-976. Each implementation visit to
a site has two purposes. The first is to,dttual,ly collect
the program costs,, through a review of actual program expend-
itures and ost system records; the second is to perform
on-site technical'assistance.in maintaining the system:
The work flow chart.shown in Figure 15 indicates what
program records and DA cost report forre4 are used ia these
Visits. This chart, alsb shows how each of these fits into,
the total cost data collection process.

TASK 10 -ReView, S mm and. Re-o t Data

. All cost data.ar returned to DA's Washington office
for.review, summarization, and reporting. The first full
Cost Study report will he compiled from data covering the
period July 1-, 1975, to June 30, 1976 (Program Year 11).
The actual reporting to OCD will occur in November 1976.
will be a similar report for the data from Year III. The
seconctreport will also include data_frOm the comparison
Head Starts and elementary schools.

There

N

ThiS concludes the discussion of approach-and methodology
to be used with .the experiMental program. Next, the methodology
for the comparison schools and centers -will be-presented.
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r
Comperipn Sites Cost StudY_Apploachd!kethodolo

Thecost data collection during the third year-of PDC
(July 1976 to June 30, 1977) will be expanded to include4he'
expelrimental and comparison elementary shools
tart centers. In determining4,the basis for the comparison,

.study, the analysis carried odt.loy DA pointed out thd need
for definingfthe objebtivei of--.6he study, the issues, or
problem areas to be txeatid, and the proposed methodology
offered. These areas Are' discussed in detail below%

0

sues in the Comparison Cost Study

-objective of thi part of the st dy is to determille
how apprOpriptely costout the comparijor group schools
andeAters on a comparative bastS with t experimental
schools and centers. Thereforaj-thererds the need to clar
the,key issues presented by comparison .grodp costing and
to develop an appropriate method of-approaching the cOmpari-
son group costing requirements,t Three critical issues have
been identified as particularly pertinent to this/study:
the absehce of a comparison "program," lack of cdmparability
across comparison sites, and the costing approach to be used.

4

Lack of a comparable program - o, PDC at comparison
schoo s an centers. When money was prOvided to grantees by
OCD for a ROC program, the grantees were required to create

an organizational structure. This structure., and budget

facilitates the collection of4Cost data by PDC program .

components. PDC Comparison group institutions do not have
an organizational structure or budget process that is
comparable to the PDC treatment institutions . Comparison
grbup institutions engage in a variety of activities but do.
.not have-a program readily amenable to comparison with PDC.
A review of the cost analysis literature indicates "in order
to analyze the cost'ofran educational program, the first
step is to-define the program." The sequence of events begins
with a description of what the program is, how the program
works,, .and continues with a determination of the quantity
of resources applied (i.e., personnel,.,' supplies equipment).
These resources are then translated into an eatImate. of the
program dollar Costs" (Taggart, 1971) . his suggestS tat
before one can begin to assess costs in a comparison group
institution, one must,firat determine the activity at'that
institution that could be compared,to the PDC program at a,
treatment group institution. This means essentially
categorizing cost information by PDC program components
(i.e., handicdPped, parent involvement, health, etc.). This
approach is further citailed in the methodology section.
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c
,Limited ability for comparisonS among com arison'site'.

/_-,

v- In addition to issue,.,_the issu of comparing a comparison group to
its.treatmept-legunterpart,-there is also a second coMparabilttY'
issue thaf:Cifbeing able to make comparisons among cqmpari-

-,.-- .

Asi)negrup institutions. The literature suggests that in
drer to compare one education.f4institution with andther,

,,_

a §tandAxkaccounting- or',Costing system must be used (Roberts
,- _ .

and Lichtenberger, 1973). Since -6'omparison group institutions
do not account for PDC-type coste-inuch -less acommon:ii,"'1-
approach, it will be difficult:t0:dbt;ain an end-product which-
-compares cost data on comparison-frgraup institutions only on-
a dollar- for-- dollar basi4. The appro ach will have to combine
a general discussion of programicOsts with the dollar comparisons.

-
The use of standard versus'actual costs. Once the program

elements at a comparison institution are defined, the question
then raised is, "What costirig approach is to be used ?"
Available literature points out two methods of costin out
educational programs: the actual and the standard-co t
mehods. The actual cost is that which the.educatiohal
i-Stitution,actually paid .for the r.esources. .'Ll'his requir
use of separate teacher. salary schedules_for.:each tchoOl-
district and specific-price levels for indiVidual equipment
and supply costs. Thus, for the same resource, actual costs.
w*1 vary from school to school depending on local, salary-
levels and-economic-conditions. Otandard casts,, on. the other-
hand, are based on national averages and e iminate local-And
regidnel variations in cost- (Flynn, Dienemnn-and Al-Salam,
updated).

- , . y.. . .

. .
_, ,7

.
The 'standard approach has at.leb.st one advantage. Given,

the Iimitetparticigation ofcomparison institutions in the
PDC study, the,,. amount of time that staff from these institu-
.tions would b wi11ing to,devote to prdviding cost information

. _ .rwould'prObablybe minimal. A standard system would thus
.....spe "to the probleM of limited .staff. time and data ,available

v td "-_ emAlu4tor.
-.e

However, -the standardapproa.ch towards national evaluation
also has some disadvantages. The literatUte describes at
least three sets of variable's that must be considered before
entering'into a standard cost apal,ysis he loaation,A

. ,
variable, the type-of-community _dtriable:,- and the e-of-
schooL variable JCollw, Hu, and Kaufman,1,97i). e location
tariAbledeals with the fact, that the geperal `cos .diving-
in one region of thecountry.,mp.y_be higher than those in
other regions of the country, 'Aus, slaty costs probably
will be higier in the Northeast than in'-the Southeast. This
is important because.ipersonnel costs represent a significance:
perceintage-of educational program co ts. The type-of-community-



variable means that comparison institut_ionsare located
a variety of physical settings, ihcluding metropolitan, cja,ty,
town, urban fringe and rural. As an example of the cost
implications in -these'varaations,-a teacher in a PDC project
in a large metropolitan area may earn more.than three t' esas much as a teacher in a rural area in the Southwest- a.The type-ofescheol variable aignifies, that different schoolAllay haved#E-ere*t orThasqs based on the student populationserved. Therefbrea at particular school-might emphasizeSpecial education, blieulturalisd'a counaeling, part-daya-programs, Or parent involvement. In essence, it
difficult to establish,standard costs whereither'is nostandard program. 4a

aomarison Grou

To defer e,which'-elements ofrthe.control grouptsprogram relevant and comparable to.the.cost data collectedfor thellW4reatment institutions, DA has developed a cost:
colle6tion'instrumenta- This instrument will-be administered
to- pertinent comparison group staff at both the ,central
administrative and individual school and center levels todetermine What activities the comparison-institution is
carrying out, in the component areas comprising PDC. -Specific
persons to be interviawed may include principals, federal
1project coordinatas, eduCational support,personnel, and
educational specialists.. The instrument will elicit infor-
mation on the types of human and financial resources that
-are being invested PDC-type activities. In addition,
the instrument is-designed to gaih-information erathe,.actual
cost-for these resbufces. However, where -actual,coats are
unavailable or difficult to determine, standard costs willbe applieda Thus, actUdi Cosa Ofache-treatmenf-group in
the Fs ame physieal'area,Naill.be used, where aosS'ible, as the
stapddrd costs ,for the Comparison group in that loaation.If this, 'proves unworkable, natioaaa cost notmsa7frl'bt
established and applied across all programs.

The ent.toabe,ased consists of seven sections--
-one, ction fo each` of the folloWing components: alandacappedaanutrition .social services ; parent involvement; su lementaJaand specialized instruction; bilingual/bicultutal; :d
oeclicaa/dentaa. These particUlar areas:were-choeenbecaase
tbay'mostcloSely reflect- the emphasis bf the PD program.

,P,or each of these areas, appropriate,siaff-wila be ihtervieWed
to determine the activities the comparison group is carrying
out .(if how Many actual dollars have been spent, and
ho- many in -kind contributions have been received. -Actual
-dollar boats will be _broken down by'personnel and other directcosts, while Inakindacontalpuqons' wall, be broken dowby thevalue of volunteer efforts and -items donateda :,
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. --
To insure that,compreh9nSive cost data are obtained

or each of these seven compcintalts, the DA cost .specialist

lif
will meet with the PD project coordinator, and Head Start
and publiC schaol representatives o determine Which
comparison.group'person(s) can_pr9vrde the greatest amount
of cost information on what the comparison group is doing in
each of the designated areas. It is conceivable that more
than o e person will 136 interviewed each of the componentsi

...A.- 4 4'
Thus4, 0 gather data:On_wItat-la-loscaA- 001-0r. cep is -

;doingin. the area of bilingualfbibultual education.-; it may
be necessary to administer a bilingual/bicu1tural cost

mcollection form to a- federal program toordinator at the
schoc4- di

- .

strict level, the local school principal, and the
.

local school, bilingual/bicultural instructor.'

,-

Once WbropriataMe6ple,have beenzinterviewe for

__all seven comRonerits,.the cost data collected will be consolidat d
and suMmarized'ifar ea&h-si,%e.ThiSiNsummary will show how
much each site is investing in each of the seven compOnents.
Data from this form can then be compard-to the treatment

.

PDC sites in the component areas.
/

To insure that-a' standardized approach is in
collecting comparison group cost data, it has been necessary
to arrive at certain definitions that will be applied by
-DA cost specialists and understood by interviewees. In
addition, these definitions must be consistent with the:
definitions used, in PerforMing/the cloEt analysis'for,treatment
group institutions.so'that data-can bg comparabld.' An ,

example of this iS Ehe'definition for in-kind.;:contributions.

ar-
For the trcatm - group, in -kind contributions have beep
defined as al-.non-PDC grant costs. .-That is, funds plvided
by local school agd,other federal pro4raills were' considered

.--to be ifrkind.-contP,Xbutions. Howevet, for purposes-of:the
.

comparison-group, fundi provided by,-lciCal schools and federal
programs for PDC -type actAvities representidirect'costs .

and not in-kind_contributions. In-kind contrikition& for ,

comparison group institutions"' would more apprd5priately be
the efforts: of voiunters and the `value of goods donated for
_PDC-type activities.

atshould-be understood that cost data from the comparison
group institutions will of necessity be less detailed than
data obtained from the institutionS\ Cinvolved in PD. Since

-,these comparison group institutions not keep'financial
data in the same way, and are not org nixed as the PDC
institutions are, the collected data can only be discussed
in general terms. Therefore, rather than presenting the
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results in terms of .dollars alone, it will be more'significant-
to discuss the comparison groups' efforts in terms of paTterns
or trends. This will provide an indication of the areas' of
concentration or 4emphasis in one area or another and provide
a- more' accurate cam arison between: treatment and non-'
treatment groups.; he chief valye 'cost, data from'thel-
comparison Head-;S .t ,ts and 's'cliorols will be that of prbviding
information ?elati eto program implementation that can be
compared with- implementation gata'from the PDC Head Starts
and schools.
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Results of Tria ix-Month Data... Collection

DA cost specialist sfaff vis _ each of the 14 sites
betWden_late Jai-luaiV and early March 1976 to ascertain that
theilocal-data collection system was, operating properly. and-
. ,

*te4t-adh the data collection procedures DA had developed
fdr use di: the first year data collection. To accomplish
the latter, DA cost specialists were through alt of the pro-
cedures that would bq followed during the summe .-cif 19-7-6 to
collect cost data These inclUded.a review .and.dodumenEation
of in-kind contributions to the program, a detailed record'
of how PDC program funds hhabeen spent, and a .review of the
PDC'stafftime allocation arm which shows how much staff
time is spent,in each."6'f the program components. The results
of the data collectionand system review were brought back
to-DA for analysis. It is-not the intent of this reptirt to
provide the detailed.costfbreakdowns.thht-the aystem provides
as-outputs. That information will'- be provided in the ovmber
1975 report of cost data covering the period July 1, .1975 to
June 30, 1976. Rather, some basic data on actual expenditures
by site for the first 'six months is includedi.at the' end of
this section to illustrate the p-stem.

-

First, howeverksome'of -ti,-a findblgs rom the six -month
data collection are =6acamned in terms of the qualityf the
ata4-protulems that have reulted.and planned corrective'"'
-actions are also discussed.

inati-n of D a

'- As epottedabove, all of the cost data collected were.
-4 retnxnea to the DA Washington, D.C. gifice-for analsis.' The

quality of the data, though varying by type of site and data
collected, was generally in line with the expectations of the
cost system design staff. Data on actual PDC funds expended
were easily available and accurate, because PDC funds are
accounted for under normal procedures and accurately recorded
to, meet sound financial practices and federal,requirements.
Coding of these expenditures by program component was easily'
accomplished with the assistance of the'PDC program staff.
Most of the sites had voluntarily coded their vouchers by.
Component. The-only area of concern was that the procurement
procedures of several of the larger grantees required up to
four months to actually pay a voucher. This means that it is
sometimes difficult to ascertain the exact amount,expended for
an item becuse the, purchase order price may differ from the;
actl price paid. This should =be less of a problem during



the S_ et 1976 data CQ leotion sinceA-nostaccdunting apartments-
- .-

.will have made an effort to close--thei books before e site-
visit.. Even if the problem continues, -the,- actual differences
in cost. figures are slight and tend to balance out.

The staff time u.41ilation log wa filled out twice
quarterly by-the-PDc'rstipff members with fw. problems. At
selected sites'; - DA cost specialists interviewed staff `members_
to' ascertain the accuracy of "tie_' data on the forms. The
interviews showed that the charging of staff time to-compqnents
is accurate and exceeds the expectations-of the system design.
Thereforet lit additional effort will'be expended in this
area by DA cost4staff.

%

The pro-ect contribution record of non-PDC donations wa
the biggest problem at local sites._ This record form is to
be completed for each component each month: For each deflation,
required infdrmation included ?the pource8,..he fair market
value, and the quantity. Because of tlielnature of the form,
ala 'PDC staff members working.oh a program component mu §,t

ort,contribAtions to the site cost coordinator . This has
c used some duplicatioA,OT,reportimghen the same item was
reported under two different Components: Tn addition, staff
member are always-sure what shduld and should not Joe
reporteld, resulting in,7either over-../Or under-reporting.i.
There seems to be no ready solution` to this problem, since
potential- donations to a-program are endless and no amount#f
training or printe51 instructions will -.ke into account every

-

ituation.

The problem of accurately reporting non-cash donations
has plagued, other HeadBtartrelated cost studies-. Standard
record-keeping of donated goods and services cannot occur-
until these costs -are treated like grant funds,, necessitating,
the same devotion-to StandardizedaccoUpting procedures. 'To
improve on the recording of donations, DA. cost specialists
have devoted considerable time since-the trial data collection
to tightening up: -the Procedures for recording these costs.
Clarifications of procedures were issued to site personnel and
in-Some cases new definitions were developed to reduce error
in charging donations to the proper component.- In addition,.
DA cost specialists collecting data,forthe summer 1976 cost
visits will be more spedificdlly'trained to determine allow-
ability under the definitions established through the study.
These improvements should reduce significantly the problems
experienced durig the trial data collictioff effort. As part
of the final'cost,report for the first r,DA wilt present
an update on -non-cash -donation --rec -al6ng with further
iecomMen-dations for improving acc racy or amending the study-
design



--For :st six-month data-Collection only PDC funds.
are report Table 2 phows the doll 4g value of all DC.,.-

wenditure8 by program doMponent'for'the:time This
table indicates thatmostof the e-programs were expending fun
at a rate that would-be expected.' There were several, howey
-whi=dhwerernot. With-the-absence of?iMplementation- data to
provide explanations:, one-can only:speculate that the -programs_ _
-spending mUch less t0An-average.might-haVp had problems in
getting underway ;From thitHtableiwe'also see that the
cOmporents-Vliththe highest ~level of funds expended
tithe Of--the-7:data collection werqeducation and Administratidn,'
f011owed by P.Xrent Involvement a Training. Developmental
Support Services has been divided into three subcomponents
for thp-pur-ose. of display. These subc- ponents-are.health,
nutrition, nd social SerVices-.

Table 3 shows the,ADDC pend:itures:fOt'stagif7by progrm:
component and -site. The all cation of funds -for'this,Gbart
is based on repots- filled. out by staff on the amount of their
time spent -workingin each of the cOMPonents for specified
time periods.. The staff expendittires include both salary and
fringe benefits. The data Show-that most - =staff resources
are allocated to thb-- Education and A4ministrationcamOonents.
-.Table 4 show S .PDC staff exbenditursas a percentage of
total PDC-expenditures. This table shows that a .large percentage
of all PDC funds is being used to support staff. Finally,
preliminary data show striking differences across sites in
the-cost per child of PDC fUnds (''able 5. shows that in
Site C-the amount of funds expended per child is almOgt $154
fot the studyperiOd, while foriSite N the amount-is approximately
one-seventh as much: - The `difference in the total number of
PDC children'at each site is the biggest factor here.

t_

-These findings areonly illustrative, but_do indicate
the nature of the cost informat on that is being collected.
The complete report of Year II rogram costs will present
more eRrens'iv6 data for the ent re 12-month period.

/
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Tab 1. 2

PDC EXPENDITURE S J BY PROGRAM COMPONENT AND _ SITE _

FOR PERIOD JULY -1, 1976 TO DECEMB E 31, 1976.

68,171

27,122B
.2;183

_

8

591 ,1. 591
954

19, 768
9, 540

11, 363
485

3, 765
55

4, 459
0-

13, 518
14, 2

10, 93
I, 82

O 1,522. 380 1,005 19,229 3,119 3,694 1,370 14,749749 = 18 45, 250

4,103 1, 803 5, 766 15, 291 8, 581 801 299 5 616 1 63, 577
E _ 7, 245 1, 090 7, 660 8, 302 2, 021 2, 069 -171 13, 096 1, 24 42,899

t, 547 449 3,221 8,970 5,961 970 2,823 12,772. 87_ 37, 586
1, 689 1, 763 9, 669 2, 401 44, 360 12, 223 4, 7 36, 807

2, 727 1, 878 1, 316- 26, 081 2, 066 702 . 10,556 2, 58 47, 924

1,775 283 914 18,76 2,161 3,021 .1,280 8,677 3,38 40, 260

1, 269 11, 252 4, 664 4, 280 7, 217 544 2,141- 20, 277 30 52, 174
K 3,000 1,549 322 13,612 5, 615 265 2,276 13, 89 45, 631
L -0- 228 4, 364 29, 931 50. -0= 11, 77 2, 0 48,415
M 334 369 528 16,731 881 306 934 9,550 1,17 30,811
N 598 -0- 5, 317 671 -0- -0- 13, 315 5,17+ 25,071

TOTALS 28,000 20, 007 39, 385 200,841 5 21 16,192 20,y113 84, 452

13



_PDC STAFF EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM COMPONENT AND S ITE

FOR PERIOD. JULY. I f 6 TO DECEMBER 31 , 1976

____.:____ J
,

/ _ =_ _ _

2,183 591 1,591 17, 777 305 ,3, 765 4, 459 11,159 3,31 56,161
-0- 699 66 485 35 -0- 6-1 2= -0- 7, 417

C 1 380 1, 005 16, 033 5, 033 3, 543 1, 06 12, 0 182 38,38,602
D 4,103 1,803 5,708 8;554 8,025 651 299 13,0 1,285 43,48?
E 5, 668 338 2,116 4, 560 2, 021 1, i69 17L 9, os 1,133 26, 674
F I 7 439 3, 221 8, 911 5, 478 970 2, 823 12, 223 668 36, 290
G -0 -s tl, 717 6, 297 2, 161 -0- 4, 360 9, 272 1, 288 25,095

4,950, 1, 75 1,266 23,228 1,132 696 -0- 8,247 1,737 43,131
I 1; 774 83 709 17,'556 1 848 1, 68f 1,131 8, 080 2, 423 35,490

1,138 9, 006 4,.257 3,718 6, 61 351 2,133. 14, 258 183 41, 657
K 2,907 636 322 12,813 4,862 -265 °120 13,136 1,597 36,658
L -0- -0- 4,290 29, 607 -0- -0- -0- 10,563 124 44,584
it 334 369 '528 662 881 30f 934 3,975 765 8,754
N* '-0- ,317 - -0- -9- 43- 8, 359 5

,
170 18 84¢'

TOTALS 25 913 730 2, 746 49, 782 47, 844 437 015 19,-886 462 846

r



Yale 4-

PDC Staff F entliture as a Perceirt of = Total PDC enditure
For period July .1, 1976 to December 31 1976

Site
PDC Staff

: enditure

56,161
7, 417

-38,602
43, 487
26, 674
36, 290
25, 095
-43, 131
35, 490
41, 657
36, 658
44, 584

'574
18, 846

,

462, 846

4

Total PDC
,,E:Lenditt

$ 68,171
27, 322
45, 250
63, 577
42,'899
37,

.
586

36, 807
47, 924
40, 260
52, 174
45, 631
48, 415
30,811

5, 071

$ 611, 674

:To Staff
nditure

82
27
85
68
61
97
68
9.0
88
80
80'
92
28
75

1
76

A
B
C .
D

E
F
G

1-1

I

L
M

N

TOTALS
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Cost Per Child of PDC Funds rende
For Period July 1, 1976 to December 31; 41976

r
Number

PDC Children

983
450
294
524
501
317
300

-345
1, 058

465
299
376
333

1, 102

7, 377
(Tptal)

Cost Per Child
PDC Funds

69. 35
60 71

153.91
121.33
85.62

108. 31
122. 69
138.11
38.05

112. 20
152.61
128.76
-92. 52
22. 75

82. 91
(Ave. )

116



,VI

CONCLUSIONS

Status of t e Implementation Study

The Implementation Study has had three major tasks
r Year'II:

Dev,elop.a method for assessing the degree to
which sites -have been able to implement PpC;

Identify an list of, facts which appear
to be shaping that implementation;,and.

Continue collectingdata on the cost, nature'
-andprocesses of programs' implementation.

Th products from the first two tasks have been reported
here; Ye r, II program costs will be reported in fall 1975;
actual descriptions of program implementation and Year III
costs will be reported at the.end,of Yepx III, -

The efforts to develop instruments for systematically
assessing program implementation are progreSsing well. The
spring field. test of the interview and-rating instruments
at five sites revealed some difficulties with the procedures,
but also showed that using the instruments, .fielc:Iteams
'were able to assess and analyz impleffientatibn'with some
rigot; The test also suggested several ways in which both
theoverall ,destgn and the instruments:.could be revised for
Year III to makd them both more effective' and less burden-
some on sites.

Analysis of sites' efforts to implement PDC also revealed
that a small set of identifiable factors seems to have repeatedly_
and pervasively influenced local attempts to implement PDC.
In general this analysis underscores what others have emphasized
in the lit:: ture: any effort to introduce change into
existing sch_p 1 programs is a.complex and exceedingly difficult
endeavor. P-C is tryinglo effect systemic changes in both
Head Start and elementary schools. To succeed, the agents
of this change must contend with, and capitalize upon, the
existing regularities of the schools and communities; they must
recognize that schools are cultures with complex patterns
of behavior.



SOme of the factors which. seem to have either failitated
,or impeded implementation have been identified here.
While this list certainly is- not exhaustive:, it represents
the:salient factozs shaping PDC locally. From this.list,
hypotheses have been formUlated which relate specific ,
factors to program implementation levels as measuredby
theIRI; these hypOtheses will be evaluated syStematj.cally.
at all sites in the doming year Bywayor,sUmmafi4ing the
`factor's shaping Project- Developmental Continuity-(`aswell
as for -convenience of review) the factOrsand the hypotheses-
discussed in'CliapterIV are listed as the final section
of this chapter

Statu8 of The Cost S ud-

The development of instruments for the Cost Study.-,
was Completed and data collection Ilerh at the beginning

0of the 15-76 fiscal year Prelint% ary data from the
first six months of program operation were reported to
Provide an indication of thedistribution of resources
across program components. In'discussing a proposed
methodology for the study of costs.. at comparison
institutions, the.difficulty- of obtaining comparable data
way pointed out. If a closer examination of the-mature:
of available cost data and cost-accounting systems-shows the
problems to Oeinsurmountable, the nature and purpose of
the comparison group cost study can bemodified. It may
be that general information related to program implementation
could be collected froth the comparison Head. Starts and,
Schools. that-',Would'be more useful than imprecise cost daa.

-A
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Implementation Hypotheses to be Evaluated in Year III

The Iature and Interpreta ion of the PDC Guidelines

Sites at which the T&TA field specialist monitors
implementation of the guidelines and,faci litates local
interpretation of general guideline re4irements will)
have higher implementation levels in all component areas:'

Sites which adapted a ploel in the first twomovths of Year0II
for sequeritial implementation of PDC requirements will:have
higher implementation.levels overall than .those which.attempted'
to achieve full impleMnaltiOniMMediatel

Site's which pure haled and.adapted ea- stingting program models
and approaches (e.g., \eurric;ila,-diagnostic systemS,

_management systems) will have higher levels of imp_ lementatton

?in oil component, areas.

The Educationa and Community .Contex_.

Implepientation of the PDC guidetins will be highe
Sites located- outside of major metropolitan areas
than 100,00g population) .

at
less

Prior Head . Start- elementary relationships
- 4

sites with a hi:sto joint mad Start and elimentary school
admiCstration by the schcol district will have higher levels
of smplementat'ion than site at which Head Start and efementary
prc'CJrrzms haV z eon aE:anini-stered separately

participating Head Start and elementary soil
historically been hound in the sqme bui7ding
E Level s of impleTentation tkan those wherd,
ms ham- bei2n housed separately. k

0

where the cotinuity ofeducationaZ expersences has
Head, Start classes through .grade three

c h7 :g Zrwlementation levels in all area than
who continuity has not been-stres.1.

its
or ogrc

loi71 have

the two

Site



Pre- istinc
programs

priorities, policies, laws and

Sites with pre-existing or concurrent hilosophies
Z.egielation or.p-rograms similar to .th _ required by PDC
will have .higher implementation in the component areas
involved.'

Sites where a high-number of existing community/ resources
are ,available will have higher implementation in the-
developmental.support services and training components;

:-_2li

Sites at which the 5-!..are:no teacher-uions or associations
which regulate the activities of teachers wilt have higher

lementation than sites with such unieins or associations.

.

Demographic and socio--Cultural'featuces of the
loCal community

-Sites with a high concentration of the target populations
in the PDC schclois (Head Start children in elementary
handicapped children; speakers-of a language other than
English) will have higher implementation in the components.
involved.

tes wit a greater number of bilingual/bicultural er
_rity'persons in positions of authority, within the

school diStrict (e.g., principalS, supervisors, etc.)
have higher implementation of the-bilingUal 'culturaZ and /c

multicultural components

Sites with a lower proportion .a
pargxt.homes.will hgve higher s
areas involv

Tied mothers or single-
entation in the component

#

Sites where 71N:nc ity ethnic groups arc actively seeking to°
maintain their own language and/or cultural traditions wilt
haveizigher t m i e tats on in the bilingual/bicultural and/Or
rn 4tieluttural oraents.
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k

CirCUM ances and Events Surrounding Introduction of PDC

Participation in initial decisions.

ztes AO re school district officials;, principals, and
lead,Start and elementary school teachers were involved

decisions about the nature and content of
posals for PDC funding Izigher irrrplemenat

els in all aathponent areas

Designation cif the delegate agen y
' .

)c;21. lev'e th local school district is °thy delegate

agency for PDC will have higher imple tation levels in

ql/ component areas.
A

The planning process

----: at which teachers,. pare and administrators were
lved in the planning year act es will- have higher

Terrieion levels in all compel peas.

at- which tha p l arming of the PDC program began
the planning,ear wr ll have higher levels of empn-,

,ation than.,siteq whdre such 15tann 'began later

SiteS at which a higher number of PDC planning tasks.
were completed during the planning year will have higher'
levels of inTlementation in the component areas involved.-

Staffing Characteristi S

Selection procedures

:s tee with for .1 selection/recruitme
teacher s will have the highest levd
all componPrt areas.

rocedures or PDC
lementa_ion in

Sites where teachers could opt for or against participating
within the PDC program while still remaining in the school

have sr ightZu lower levels of, implementation in all
corTonent areas,

5c7..toe le 2 teopklere rAme given the choice of par
n- PDC or trans - nq to anotWri- ,gh6J-1 will hav

1121,,,0:0 o inT.)74? -That-ien in all )onent areas,

S'Zteo teczolu fr worA? gu'on no_iytion.as to participating

1.n PDC miZI, h have

cortpcn,
Lowest Le ve7s of Implementation -7,'n all



ackgrounds of staff, teachers, and Principals

g_ ted at which key staff'have had previous experience,-
succerss fig l7 r irrrp leMenting programs o educational chan_e
will have liz.gh r implementatimi levels in allcomponent areas.

,-,s with k:eq staff members drawn, frT am and familiar with .

the local community will have higher implementatiOn levels
a all component areas.

with key staff member si_ with extern five experience and .:

technical skill in the various gui,deline areas (e.g., specid-,
education, bilingual edUcariOn) will have higher implementatiOn
levels in'the components involved. t,

Sites with teaching ffs with the est mean years o
teaching experience will have higher implementation levels
in all claiirroom-rela ed component areas.

s with the most teachers experiencedrin instructional.
approaches analogous to those of PDC will have the highest,
implementatipn levels in all classrbom-related component
areas.

Continuity' -of PDC staffing

benat Whch there has been 'a continuity of staffing
will have 4igher implementation levels than sites at
staff have_ -eplaced.

Features of Progtai Organization

Lines of authority

Sites at which the PDCcoordinatorhas- formal=ly dfiiCed
positions'of authority within the organizationakiostructure,.
of the Head Start and elementary programs will have higher
ley-age of implementation in, all component areas.

bersp'eciall7J h71 7h' in the e:clUccition-yrbiflingual/

bicultural, and hawlicapped areas.

it-which
support

incipal, crud
Hmentation

the PDC program and -staf enjoy Ie full and
of district officials, the elem_ school
the Hed Start director will have ,her
lojels in all component areas.

S
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Division of labor and responsibilitie

rich the rzplementation of-eaoh_component 1p
to a particular individual will have higher

,mpiementation _in the components so a signed.

Sites at which no single =nd viduai i, responsible or the,
implementation of more than two components will have higher
implementation in Ore component areas co assigned.

The greater the number of individuals involved in the
pianning of component implementation strategies, the
higher will be the implementation levels in those component
areas.

ich a specific individual -responsible for the
tatiolfof a given componentsat both the Read Start
nentary levels will have higher implementation in

component areas so.a.isigned.

Lines of co: unication,

Sites at which procedures frequent and regular communication
between (171 participating groups k}aVe been formal y estab'ished
will havo,hiaher implementati ©n in sall component areas.

The Role of OCD and the Evaluation Contractor

Tho more teachers, children, classrooms, and schools
participating in PDC, the 1pwer will b the levels of
implementation in all component areas.
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.Proposed Definitions
for Terms Used in the IRI

, .

The definition" elow.are proposed for use with the igl. in
Year III of Unless otherwise .noted all-definitions were
generated b.Ti the contractor" or subcontractor. 1

ACADEMIC YEAR

The time-period beginning When teachers begin working for
a new school year,and ending when teachers complete their
employment for the school year.

4

AIDES AND ASSOCIATES

id personnel marking in the classroom
teacher.

ASSESSMENT OF THE NUTRITIONAL NEEDS

under the supervision

CHILDREN

"can be identified on the basis of their health .records
(height, wetght, and hemoglobin or hematocrit) and
information supplied by parents"

DIAGNOSTIC AND EVALUATIVE SYSTEM

A syStem that "should facilitate individualized instruction
by enabling the teacher to pinpoint the developmental level
of each child in the various curriculumareas.411,4

HEAD START CENTER COMMITTEE

The committee, operating by: OCD requireme =nts, th-
made up of all parents of-Head Start children at-the
Start centerjevel.

6. INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACH'

An approach that facilitate7S "individualized instruction
by enabl4tng. the teacher to pinpoint the developmental
level of each child-in the various. curriculum areas. The
teacher should .then-develop alb instructional program for
each child based upon the child's diagnosed strengths and
woaknesses.-"*

'Asterisks indica_ -defin Lions taken directly from the PDC
Guidelines.
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INTERNAL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

"Formal or informal, whereby staff.; parents, and Council
embers continually examine their own and the proect's
rogress in providing continuity in the educational
and developmental elements. It might include refresher
sessions in.the philosophy and goals of'PDC-and in the
principals'of child growth and development and their
relation to the intellectual and affective development
of children, Such sessions should ensure the educational
approacteand curriculum and t4eir own teaching in the

/light of these goaAs,and principles. Exchange visits
.between Head Start and school teachers and parents might
also be included so that they can assess the oommbnality
and continuity of 'approach."

JoiNicONFERENCES, MEETINGS AND/OR WORKSHOPS,

Joint means between Head Start and elementary 'teaching
staff. The purpose of these meetings is to maintain
.c.

pt communication ,according the,program guidelines.

9. MAJOR ROLE

Indicates that a person:or group had concentrated involve
ment and participation in an activity. Participation in
decision-making was frequent. The end result of the
activity reflects the input of the person or grou
In the case of, a-group, a large portion of the group
participated.

10. MEMBER OF GROUP

A person officially serving on a group and appearing on
the roster of that group. Excludes persons -who
occasionally attend at, their own '!whim."

11. MINOR ROLE
k

Indicates that a person or group had minimal involvement.
and participation. in an activity. Partidipation in
decisidn-making was irregular or almost nonexisten
The end result of the activity reflects little or almost
none of the input from the person or group In the case
of a group, only a few persons participates



12, MODERATE ROLE

Indicates that a person or group had some involvement
and participationlin an activity. Participation in
decision-making was regular by not exceptional. The
end resUlt of the activity ref ects ohly some of the
input of the person or group. In the case of a group,
a significant but no exception 1 portion of the group
-participated.

13. PARENTS

The natural, .or adeptedparents- of a PDC child or the
-gal gdardiens. of a child,. or the adults in a houteheld

-responeible for the child. When computing percentages,
.assume.oneparent pr child.

14. ,PROVISION FORR_EGULAR COMMUNICATION

In this context, communication means meetings, and
written documents.

15.. SURREEMENTAL FUNDING

In this context, funding other than that Provided by
OCD,directiy;for PDC activities

16. TIMETABLE'

A schedule -of the times activities or events are to occur.

TRAINING

Deliberate instruction in order to make a person more
proficient in an area related to the PDC program. A
training activity is disti.nguished.from a meeting in
that the principaJ, purpose of the gathering is the
increase of skill proficiency and not just the imparting
of program. related information

18. WORKSHOPS, CUSSES- AND OTHER ACTIVITIES FOR PARENTS

Any activity that has,as an overt purpose the-attendance
of parents and is relate -to the 'PDC work. programs.
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