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ABSTRACT
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Pretace

In the summer of 1974 HEW's Office of Child Development (now the
Administration for Children, Youth and Families) began a new demonstration
program aimed at promoting greater continuity between the preschool and
elementary schooi experiences of Head Start.children. This effort, named
Project Developmental Continuity (PDC), incorporated a major program
evaluation as well. For three years the High/Scope Educational Research
Foundation worked with its subcontractor, Development Associates, to
provide data that would aid the Administration for Children, Youth and
Families (ACYF) in its efforts to design and implement effective early
childhood education programs,

This final report of the first phase of the evaluation of PDC
summarizes our analysis of the feasibility of conducting a longitudinal
study of PDC and provides a preliminary examination of factors affecting
program implementation. A variety of audiences may find this work useful:

® National policymakers who must identify the best possible
mix of programs for carrying out legislative intent in providing
comprehensive educational programs for children and their
families.

o National and regional program administrators who must decide
where and how to install local projects and then provide
adequate control and technical assistance in halping projects
use their funds more effectively.

@ Local Head Start, school and project staff who daily face the
realities of implementing demonstration programs.

& The thild development research community which is constantly
seeking more effective ways to help children fully develop
their potential. ' :

In a summary such as this it Is impossible to respond completely to each

group's information needs or to present every fact we have learned about

PDC. Instead, this report highlights the procedures and major findings

obtained over the four-year program evaluaction and briefly discusses their
implications. More detailed information is presented in a series of interim
reports. These reports, listed in Appendix B, are available from the High/Scope
Foundation.




PDC PROGRAM AND EVALUATION OVERVIEW

Project Developmental Continuity was launched in the summer of 1974
with two overriding purposes, as described in the program guidelines:

& ToO assure continuity of experiences for children from

raschool through the early primary years by stimulating
cognitive, language, social-emotional and physical development
and thereby promoting educational gains for children through
the development of social competence.

@ To develop models for developmental continuity that can be
implemented on & wide scale in Head Start and other child
development programs and school systems.

The first purpose sets the basic rationale for the program and emphasizes

the comprehensive nature of the expected effects. The second purpose
clearly establishes PDC as a national demonstration program:  ~

Proaram Overview

The PDC demonstration program is part of a major effort by the
Administration for Children, Youth and Families to explore the value and
feasibility of introducing variations on the basic Head Start theme. In
1972 the Head Start "Improvement and Innovation' effort was announced. |In
the Head Start Newsletter for August/September 1972, Head Start Director,-

James Robinson, described the ''l| and 1" effort as ''the first substantial

and really serious effort ever mandated to improve the quality of Head Start
programs.'' The experimental, demonstration programs instituted as part of
this effort have included, in addition to Developmental Continuity, the Home
Start Demonstration Project, the Child and Family Resource Program, Home
Start Training Centers, and the Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis

and Treatment Program. These programs follow in the tradition of Planned
Variation Head Start, Follow Through, Health Start, Parent Child Development
Centers and Parent Child Centers.

Although Developmental Continuity shares many features of these other
Head Start programs, it represents the first attempt by ACYF to establish
. a program that mandates coordination with the public schools. This coordination
was designed to establish a consistency of approach and a continuity of

Q ’ 11.2
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gg from the Head Start yéars thréugh th!rd grade A]though pFESChSEIS

and public schools have traditionally not worked together, Project
Developmental.Continiuty aimed tc establish such a reiationship. Typically,
public schools have not been concerned with comprehensive services and
‘arent involvement in the way Head Start programs have. Through PDC,
s.houls and Head Start centers have the apportunity to work together to
improve the continuity between them.

Twoc PDC program models were instituted to provide alternative ways
of establishing the administrative structure for continuity. In the
Preschool-School Linkages approach, administratively separate Head Start
and elementary programs are brought together by the device of a POC Councili,
whose membership includes teachers, parents, administrators from both
organizations, and community representatives. In the Early Childhood
Schools approach, Head Start and elementary programs are combined both
administratively by the Council and physically in the same building, thus
creating a new institution. Regardless of the approach, a qualitatively
different program is expected to emerge as a result of the Head Start-elementary
school cooperation.

Continuity is expected to be established in two 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 to have his or
her personal nature and needs rediscovered each year as he or she moves from
one grade to the next; instead the child should become a more and more fuilly
recognized member of the school "family'' as time passes. |In the context
of school structure, continuity implies cooperative pursuit of common goals,
and this involves articulation of philosophies and methods in all the

various areas of school enterprise. |t is expected that structural continuity
will contribute directly to.continuity in the attention given to individual.
children

was awarded a ¢0ﬂgract tD develap a concept paper on program options FDr
providing continuity of services. During.the winter of 1973-74 the
Administration for Children, Youth and Families assembled a panel to review
the various options that were outlined in the Huron report. The present
conceptualization of Project Developmental Continuity was decided upon, and
during late winter and early spring 1974, a draft of guidelines for the
initial planning year was drawn up with the assistance of Huron Institute
staff. At the same time, Requests for Proposals were being developed by
ACYF for providing technical assistance to the programs and for conducting
a national evsluation,.

Potential PDC sites were first identified because administrators, parents,

teachers and community people at those sites all expressed interest in
participating in the program. The selection process involved several steps.

[N
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First each regional AiYF,QFFiiél and the Indian and Migrant Program Division
asked a number of Head Start grantees within their regiod to complete a
questionnaire to determine the feasib.lity of implementing a PDC program

at their. site. Based on responses to this survey, the four sites deemed

by each region to be most suitable were recommended to the national ACYF
office. A review panel then selected two of these four sites to submit.
proposals. Staff from the national and regional ACYF offices reviewed

these proposals and visited each site to meet with grantee staff, Head Start
and public school -teachers,-parents and ‘Héad Start and school administrators
and review project plans. Since PDC was intended to extend beyond Head Start
into the early-elementary grades, U.5. 0ffice of Education staff were involved
in the selection process, along wivh state education agency staff. Throuah
this process cne site was selected from each region, except Regions 111

and VIil, which each had two. Two additional sites were selected to represent
the Indian and Migrant Program Division of ACYF Four sites were designated
Bilingual Bicultural Demonstration Projects.? :

This selection process resulted in local settings for PDC that are
extremely diverse, ranging from the large urban populations served by the
Utah, lowa, and Washington projects, to more subudiban settings in
Connécticut and Maryland, and finally to smaller, rural communities in

. Texas, Florida and Arizona. The ethnic and cultural compositions of

these communities ar also diverse, including, for example, Navajos, Hispanics,
Blacks and Appalachians. : ‘ ‘ ’

Dpérétion offthe program began in 1974 at 15 sites and the entire first
year of program operation was designated a planning year for local projects.
Staff were-hired, component area task forces were appointed, and detailed
plans for actual implementation were initiated. :

£

'During Year If, 1975-76, 14 sites (the New York site had wi thdrawn) ,
comprising a total of 42 Head ‘Start centers and elementary schools, began,
to implement their plans. -Program Year Ill (1976-77) was officially 7
designated as the "iﬁblemaﬁtation year'' in the original project design, and
by Year |l programs were expected to be fully implemented and operational.
After Year.ll the Neﬁ Jersey site withdrew, rgsultiﬂg in the current 13 sites.
During the third program year ACYF decided to centinue funding the 13 projects
beyond the third program year to permit program§aperéticns to continue through ,
'1980-81. : - ‘ : o

_ A

1The ACYF regional offices are located in Boston (Region ), New York €ity n
““(Region 11), Philadelphia-(Region I11), Atlanta (Region V), Chicago

“(Region V), Daldas (Region V1), Kansas City (Region VIil), Denver (Region

Vil1): San Francisco (Region IX), and Seattle (Region X).”
2The original 15 sites were located in Arizona, California, Cpioradagi
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, lowa, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey,
New York, Texas, Utah, Washington, and West Virginia. :



The Role of the National Office
7

Washington-based staff in ACYF's Program Development and Innovation

Division are responsible for administering the national program. They

have maintained contact with sites through telephone calls, site visits,

written communications, and national workshops. They also helped the

sites by contracting with outside groups to provide training and technical

assistance. ~._ ‘ ’

) During the planning year and the ‘program start-up year, the Huron
instjtute served as the T&TA contractor. As part of this effort, & staff
of field specialists (each one wcrking with one or two PDC programs) made
several visits to the PDC sites. The PDC.T&TA philosophy implemented by
Huron Institute staff was one that stressed facilitating participation
among all groups involved in PDC at a site, emphasizing 211 areas of the
guidelines, and exposing sites.to as many alternatives as possible before
making final programmatic decisions. Huron institute aiso worked with
national ACYF staff in planning the national workshops.

An initial planning meeting held in September.1974 involved local
project staff, regional ACYF staff, TETA staff, and representatives from
state education agencies. At workshops held in January and May of the
Planning-Year, evaluation contractor staff-also participated with these
other groups. Two national workshops were held during each of the next two
years, and in May 1977 a PDC meeting was-held in conjunction with a national
‘conference on ''Children, :Families, and Continuity.' These workshops
provided a continuing forum for discussion of implementation issues (each
workshop typically had one or two themes such as parent involvement or
multicultural education), review of guidelines and funding issues, and
communication about evaluation matters. In addjtion to the content workshops
and guidance from national’ and regional program staff, a .beneficial feature
of these meetirigs was the opportunity for staffs from the diverse projects
to share information, ideas and experiences. ' o

At the beginning of the third program year, Pacific Consultants of
Washington, D.C. was selected as the TE&TA contractor. One field specialist
was selected to work with each PDC site. In addition to providing assistance
to sites and organizing two PDC workshéps, Pacific Consultants published three,
issues of a PDC information Bulletin, in which conference summaries, articles
related to PDC Implementation issues, and bibliographic information on . ¢
materials relevant to PDC were disseminated to the sites.

Program Guidelines ' ‘ '

~ Over the course-of PDC, two sets of program guidelines have been published
by ACYF. "In spring 1974 Guidelines for a Planning Year was distributed to
prospective sites to serve as a guide for preparing initial proposals. ‘This

set of guidelines was revised in. September 1974, and supplemented by '‘Program
Lettgfs¥fissuéd periodically from the national office. During the second

year (November 1975) a new set of guidelines, PDC Implementation Year Guidelines,
was published, describing basic elements that must be present in each PDC "’
project. : '
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The guidelines have consistently outlined requirements and suggestions
in the following seven component areas. As such, they have not only
provided a framéwork for the Implementation’Study, but have served to
define the dimensions that a comprehensive Impact $tudy should possess:

b @ Administraticon: administrative coordination between,

" and within Head Start and the elementary school (s);

Education: coordination of curriculum approaches
-and educational goals; /.

e Training: preservice and inservice teacher, staff and
parent training in program-related areas; *
] ~D§yg]ppm§ﬁté1 support services: comprehensive services -
(medical, nutritional, -and social) to children and
-families;

) s
e Parent involvement: parent participation in policymaking,
! home-school activities, and classroom visits or volunteering;

° $§fyi;ééiFgF the handicapped: services for handicapped
children and children with learning disabilities;
e Bilingual biéy]tgr@]igﬁd multiculturel education: programs
for bilingual bicultural or multicultural children.
As the implementation findings discussed in this report will show,
there is considerable diversity among the 13 remaining PDC proggams in their

response to the various guideline requirements. i

= + -l

Purpose of the PDC Eva]uagiqﬁ
D <

The major purpose of the PDC evaluation is to-aid the Administration
for Children, Youth and»gémilies in its efforts to design effective programs
for children. As Figure 1 illustrates, the evaluation was planned in two
phases: the first to determine the feasibility of conducting a longitudinal
study of PDC (1974-1977) and the second to carry out that study as children
progress through the third grade (1977-1981). : ,

The first phase had two major components--an lImpact Study and an
Implementation Study. The Impact Study was charged with seven major tasks
_during the first three years: — -

o Identify the most suitable comparison Head Start centers
and elementary schools at each site. :

‘g’l




Figure 1

Cohorts .Participating in PDC Impact Study

Grade Level

_Head Start K 1 ) 2 __ 3

1974-75 Planning Year

' Feasibility Study

Phase Cohort 1 i

1 1975-76 (fall & .
spring)

. - . Cohort 2 ' .
’ 1976-77 (Fall 5,
spring)

- v Cohort 2
1977-78 , (spring

_ : ~only)

- . o Cohort 2
Projected Longi- 1978-79 ) . (iii;?g ‘
. tudinal Study T ! | Coort 2
1979-80 ' _ -+ (spring
| ) : only) o

B - - Cohort 2
1980-81. ' : (spring
' ' / only)
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e Select aﬁd/DF develop measures Fcr assessing progran

impact on Ch|]dr3ﬁ, parents, teachers, staff.
Pilot test ;he measures to détgrminé théir reliabitity, = .
validity, sensitivity to change, relevance to 'social =
Eampétéﬁce,“ ease of administration, and suitability for

. use in hlgher grades. | . :
& . . L

® Determlne, on "the basis cf demegraphic data and test scores,
wh;ther the PDC and zgmparlsan groups are really cémparable

e Analyze attrition data at the PDC and cemparison schools to
determine (a) the sample size needed at each site and then
(b) whether attrition during 1976~ 77 was consistent with
pFGJECtjonS

® .Pravnde a preliminary analysis of program impact through the
Head Start year (1976 77) . ' .
‘®  Search For possible re]atlansh|ps between implementation and
|mpa:t : : o : .
Althéugh the Impact Study ‘has baen ]lmIEEd thus’ far (35 Expfalﬁed
b below) to the study of program impact on children, it is expected that
- the projected longitudinal study will canceptual:ze impact more broadly’
to include parent participation and attitudes, teacher attitudes and
work styles, and the organizational- climates .of the schools, .in addition
to impact on chlidrEﬁ 5 Scﬁlal campetence g

The !mp]ementatlon Study ‘was dasxgned tc dEStllbe and ana1yge the
processes -that led to the measured ﬁQﬁSéquencas of the pragram . There
were five basic. purposaé of the study: j :

e Describe the nature of the PDC. treatment at each snte1
|nc]ud|ng descriptions’ of program ‘costs.

. Describe and analyze national pa terns in the implementation
’ A .of PDC. ’ g ‘ . )

® Assess the extent to which EaEh pragram implemented the basic
PDC gu;dellnes

Understand the factors and/ events that have shaped program
lmplementatlan. : : :

6 Assess similarities and differences in experiences provided
“for children in _the PDC aﬁd EOmpaFiSDﬂ szhaoisp

Major program activities of the first phase aF the PDC evaluat|aﬁ are
‘described in greater detail in Chapters Il and III

Y




Efforts to describe and analyze program processes began during
the PDC planning year (1974-75) with the preparation of site case
studies. During the following year the design for the full Implementation
Study was finalized and pilot data were collected at five sites to
evaluate the applicability of the interview forms and the procedures
for rating implementation levels. On the basis of the analysis of the
pilot data, modi fications in procedures were made and a major instrument:
for assessing-implementation, the Implementation Rating Instrument (IR1),
was finalized. :

in the third year this instrument was applied to the interview data
and other documentation from nine sites to provide a.comprehensive assess-

. ment of implementation activities in PDC. Three additional sites were
included in various documentation activitjes but did not receive the
systematic implementation ratings. At the thirteenth site, a Navajo _

~.program in Arizona, a case history approach to assessing both implementation
and impact was taken.

-

Throughout the three-year study, evaluation efforts have been about
equally divided between process evaluation tasks (case studies, monitoring,
implementation assessment and cost analysis) and impact tasks. The pie
chart presented on the following page illustrates the division of labor and

_provides a perspective on the breadth of the study. ‘

! Limitations Qn:tbe Evaluation

- ’ The first phase of the.PDC evaluation has been constrained by
: the inability to employ several key data collection instruments. This

cireumstance exists. because a delay of 14 months in the forms clearance
process at the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) made it impossible

to conduct some of the pianned evaluation activities. The Impact Study,
originally conceptualized as a broad assessment of impacts on parents, .
teachers and .the institutions as well as on ¢hildren, was limited to a study -
of impact solely on children; the Implementation Study was restricted to a

portion of its potential sources of -information, was not able to include all

sites, and was prevented from examining comparison school programs.

Two key Impact Study instruments had been developed, but were not cleared
in time to be used. One was a Teacher Survey developed to assess teachers'
attitudes and perceptions of PDC and their own institutions. The second was
a Parent Survey designed to obtain information on the extent of parent

. -, participation in and attitudes taward the program. -

v
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The extensive interview forms needed for collecting detailed

information for the Implementation Study were also affected. Without
OMB clearance, however, it was still possible to conduct interviews
with PDC staff most knowledgeable about each component since the interview
questions for a particular component were answered by a single individual
at a site; it was necessary, however, to limit this data collection to
nine sites. 1 In the Implementation Study design we had also.planned to
interview a sample of parents and teachers at each site to obtain supp]em&ntary
and corroborating information; nine such interviews were conducted at one
site, but could not be carried out at the other sites because of OMB

* regulations.

Another major gap created by the forms clearance problem involved
the interview forms that were designed to collect comparable programmatic
data from comparison school principals and Head Start directors This

. information would have permitted some assessment of the s?mllarlty of '
treatments in the PDC and comparison settings.

i In spite of ;hese difficulties, almost all the eVaiuatiqn p::poses
listed on pages 5 and 7 have been addressed. Under the Impact Study the
feasibility of a long-term study has been adequately assessed, and the
Implementation Study has provided important descriptive and explanatory
information about the process of PDC implementation. - These accomplishments -
are reviewed in some detail in the following chapters.

10MB regulations stipulate. that clearance is 2ot required if there-are nine
or fewer. respondents for a particular form; if the total number of
respondents {(considering all sites and all tlmep0|nt5) is ten or more,
official OMB clearance must be obtained. Since .the interview related to

a particular program component reqU|red only one respondent per site, it
was possible to conduct a complete set of interVIews at nine sites.

T
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REVIEW OF IMPACT STUDY ACTIVITIES

The first year of the impact Study was a year of preparation during
which there were two major concerns: locating suitable Head Start centers
g and elementary schools in each site to.serve as ''comparisons'' for the
’ 'PDC Head Start CEﬁtEF and schoai or schocls, and seiecting measures that

Cantlnugty.b Fallow1ng these éFFortS Ygars Il and 111, were. devated to
assessing the adequacy of the. measures, confirming the suitability of the

~samples and, in Year III, assessing’ program impact through the Head Start
year. Each of these |5 dlscussed in turn in this chapter.

= . = [ s

i%aSe[ec;jaﬁ ofrgpmpaﬁisénfﬁeﬁ§§f; and Schools

j]
A .

. _ By early Summer 1975 the evaluatlon had ED]]EﬂtEd SUFFIEIEHE information
" from each of the PDC sites to provide initial estimates of sample sjzes
needed for- Cahart 2 in fall.1976 and to assess the comparability of PDC
and comparison, Head Start centers aﬁd\elemeﬁtary schools. Beginning in
December 1974, sites were asked to |daﬁf|Fy the schools and centers that-
would be llkely locations for the comparison group. At a national PDC
warkshop in.January 1975, forms were distributed to all sites Fequest:ng
information on the-ethnicity, native language sex, family size, mother's
- education, pireschool attendance, and .free lunzh E]iglblllty of children in
.the PDC centers and schools and in the candidate comparison sites. :
, For each center and school, percentages wers computed- for the various
sample characteristics, and lnltlal judgments of comparability were made
on the basis of ‘these center- or school-level statistics. In a report
submitted to ACYF in June 1975, rECOmmendatlons were made for each site
regarding the Feas:bllity of contlnunng the Impaét Study. Several special
conditions were noted in that report: .

; e TﬁglArigaﬁa pféj&ct obtained special permission for testing
/ - .Navajo children. :

e Several sites reported leFlcultleq in prév:dlng d|§t|nct
" PDC and -comparison programs at the Head Start level. ;




At the Georgia site special efforts were.made to enlist

(g
-
)
‘ﬂ‘
o]
e )
&)
o
-
o
rt
o]
3
o
h
&
T
'nl
=2
Q
Q
o
b
o
b |
oo
=
o
3‘
Mw
oy
-
\Ur"
]
%
=
wy
£
0\
c
s
(s
~<‘

since PDC comprised the only school in its district.

When this effort failed, a special design was recommended
using cross~sectional data from children in the PDC schooel
in 1975-76 against which to compare Cohort 2 children as
thzy progressed through the grades.

The prospect of cross-district busing at-several sites
emerged as a potential threat to maintaining samples for

the evaluation.

Not until Years 1l and |1} could group comparability be assessed ;
on the basis of data collected on children. Although the groups turned T
out to be highly comparable (see p. 21), in June 1975 it appeared that the
overall prospects for continuing the evaluation looked very good at only
four of the sites, that three sites had problems both with comparability
of the comparijson centers oﬁ)s&hoo!s and with potential attrition, two
sites had problems only with group comparability, and the data from four
sites led us to be seriously-concerned with attrition; the New York site
had by then announced its withdrawal from.the, program and the Georgia program
represented a special case with no comparison program. Although. .conditions
at many of the sites could not be described as ideal for instituting a
longitudinal study, a number of recommendations were made to improve the -
prospects. Our report to ACYF essentiallyfrecommended collecting additignay
information during Year 11, based,on actual child-level. demographic and [
test-score data, in order to make a more rigorous analysis of group :
‘comparability. ..With respect to attrition concerns; in the second year of |
the study we used more refined methods of estimating the percentages of N
children who would remain in the sample at each site through third grade. \

————

Selection of Measures

=

In January 1975 evaluation stéff-begaﬁ to review literature.in

children, parents and teachers and for assessing institutional change.

This effort culminated in the selection of 12 tests or subtests, a child

interview, a teacher rating scale, a tester rating scale, .and a ciassroom

observation system to be used across all sites and six addjtional measures that

could be ‘elected by sites who wished to have other areas represented .in their
“~. ° evaiuation.} In addition, the development 6f teacher and parent surveys was
recommended,

t

. 1The original intention of the test battery was to be FES@OﬁSiVE:bDE? to
" the generalized goals of PDC (through a ''basic battery") and to specific
goals of individual sites (through site-specific measures that could §E‘ )
selected by particular sites). Although the PDC sites were sympathetic with
- thiis intention, only four elected any of the site-specific measures; when the
S psychometric qualities of these measures later proved tgiba-unaccEptable,
and ACYF decided to discontinue the option of site-specific measures, we
heard no complaints from the sites. ; .

' L 12
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Selection Process

Before beginning the selection process, a number of criteria
were-established by which all candidate measures could be judged. First,
six general guidelines were articulated (some of which had been speclfsed
in the evaluation RFP): - (1) no new measures would be developed; (2) adapta-

tions or modifications.of existing measures would be undertaken to make

them more appropriate to this study; (3) instruments for the ''basic

battery' would be evaluated in terms of site objectives; (4) testing time

per child would be limited to a reasonakle amount (two hours, divided into

two or three sessions, was allowed for the pilot testing with the understanding
that the battery would be streamlined for subsequent data collection periods) ;
(5) the battery would be as simple ‘and parsimonious as possible in order to
increase accuracy of data collection under the complicated field conditions;
and (6) single items within instruments would be individually interpretable,

assuming that straightforward interpretability at the item level would avcld
some of the problems of |nFerr|ng theoretical processes.

. After applylﬁg these general guldellnes five SpECIFic criteria were
used to assess the suitability of each measure revnawed In order of
importance, the meadures were required to. (1) appear to measure national
or local objectives; (2) be appropriate to the children's ages, ability
levels, ethnicity and bilingual bicultural status; (3) be practical to
administer; (4) have been used in other major evaluations; and (5) demonstrate

!

.good* psychometric characteristics. ; o

7 The potential instruments that passed . an initial screening along the
Jines of these«guidelines and criteria were rated on |4 factors and tabled
in Interim Report |I. These 14 factors, incorporating elements of the
above criteria plus additional concurns, were grouped into-four sets:
@ Practical considerations (available for use by fall 1975;

appropriate for trained paraprofessnonals, test format

approprlate for PDC age groups; scoring procedures approprlate

for data processing; reasoﬁable testing time for young children) .

l1As the analysis of measures occurred at successive stages of the evaluation,
this last gu!dellne assumed less and less importance. At best its application
depends upon the nature of the particular instrument; though a particular
observation category may have meaning as an item of behavior, or an item
assessing factual.information might be important for its own sake, most of

the measures employed in the evaluation are mEgnlngFul only if a group of
items (factor or scale) behives consistently and can reasgﬂably be said

to ralage to a psychological dlmEﬂSIOn of |ntérest to che program planners.

\w m‘
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® . Psychometric qualities (adequate construct and/or
predictive validity; adequate test stability and

internal consistency; absence of cultural and/or SES
bias; representativeness of standardization sample).
Relevance to PDC (spans age range of DC population,
4-8; Spanish adaptation available; relevant to PDC goals;
likely to demonstrate program effects).

e Past use (used in previous national evaluations or
]?EQE’SEEIE studies).

~ One of the major goals in i975 was to establish measures of children's
"social competence.' This goal was in large measure attributable to the
influence of Edward Zigler, who as Director of the Office of Child
Development in 1972 described Head Start as hoping:

...to bring about greater social competence in disadvantaged
children. By social competence is meant an individual's

everyday effectiveness in dealing with his environment. ..his
ability to master appropriate formal concepts, to perform well

in school, to stay out of trouble with the law, and to relate

well to adults and other children (quoted by Anderson and

Messick, 1974, p. 283). * ®

The-initial conceptualization of the task of assessing children's
social competence drew heavily upon the discussion of 29 competencies
by Anderson and Messick (1974) and the reviews of the Rand Corporation for
its design of a national evaluation of Head Start (Raizen & Bobrow, 1974);
the identification of social-emotional behaviors was especially influericed by
the work of White and Watts (1973) and, Ogilvie and Shapiro (1973). ° -

1

. The final conceptualization of social competence was perhaps closest
to the framework outlined by Anderson ‘and Messick, primarily because their
competencies appeared to be more inclusive and thus closer to PDC's coricern
with developing each child's "everyday effectiveness -in dealing with his
environment and responsibilities in school and life'"; the Rand approach, on
the other hand, placed greater emphasis on the child's effectiveness in the
"'role of pupil.! Areas of expected impact on teachers and parents were also
developed in cdnsultation with members of the evaluation's advisory panel and -
staff at ACYF. a ‘ L

In an attempt to take program goals more specifically into consideration
ss the measures were being selected, a ''PDC Program Goals Questionnaire'
was deveioped in the spring of 1975. This grestionnaire contained statements
describing 25 child social competencies, 18 teacher or staff goals, and 10
goals for parents.! The %gtasion of a national workshop held in May 1975 was
used to explain what infoFmation we wanted and how each PDC project could
complete the questionnairerin such a way that it would represent the opinions
of the local .program. Four goals for children were rated as "most important'
by five or more sites:

3
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® general language use
e problem~solving skills

o self-directing; being abie to !ﬁF]UEﬁce the
outcome of events -

s health and nutrition.

A few sites (i.e., less than five but more than one) listed the following -
as '"'most important': learning .how to learn, realistic self-appraisal,
récggﬁition GF Feelings in se]F aﬁd DthEFS, seﬁsit?vity to and understéndiﬁg
skllls, aﬁd péFEEptual matar Skllls The predomlnanﬁe GF 50 many goals

that are |nadequate!y assessed by availabie tests was an important factor

in leading us to develop observational and rating pro¢edures for tapping
child characteristics in the social-emotional domain. -

The ''most |mportant” goal for staff listed by -five or ,more sites was
.that tea:herf become better able ta lndIVIduaiize |n5truztlan The ”mﬂst

i

abaut the total school pragram for all children.

Final Selection of _the Pilot Yéar.Battery‘ 1 

The literature review was conducted attemptlng to take lnta EOﬁSldEFEflon
the definitions of social competence, the various criteria listed above,
and program goals. Sources included other evaluation studies of Head Start
and related programs, published instrument reviews, journal publications
and consultant opinions.. The measures reviewed were discussed.and evaluated
in Interim Report |, along with our recommendations for the battery. The

. instrument review was organized according to broad program doal areas:
children's social-emotional development; psychomotor development; health and
nutrition; cognitivé and language development; impact on teachers and
parents; and bilingual bicultural impact goals. Forfach of these areas
the report described the relevant theoretical constructs, the potential
measures, and reasons for selecting or rejecting particular measures.

These recommendations were reviewed by the PDC Evaluation Advisory
Panel, outside consultants, and ACYF evaluation and program staff. . Modifi-
cations were made in the recommended battery, and almost |mmed|ately the-
task of preparing for data collection began. All measures except the
Bilingual SynLax Measure had to be translated into Spanish, four measures were
translated’ |nta NavaJa 1 .the ﬁ]agsrocm observation pro¢edure,was Flnallzed

¥ T

/
1Tape-recorded oral translations were made of four meEEUFES'In the pSthomGtOF
domain by native Navajo speakers. Analysis of the fall pretest data Shawgd
;all to have questionable rellablllty it was therefore recommended that * -
testing be discontinued at the Arizona‘site and that a case history appraash

to 355255|ng both' implementation and impact be |nst|tuted
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copyright clearances for the published tests were secured, test booklets
and administration manuals were prepared, testers were recruited and hired
from the PDC communities, and on September 4, 1975 eight trainers and 4k
testers convened in Michigan for eight days of intensive training.

! The measures that were administered in that first fall testing are
indicated in the first column of Table 1. *(Because of the large number

of measures that were potentially worthy of inclusion in the PDC battery

and the limits on the amount of testing four-year-old children can tolerate,
not all measures were administered tu'all children.) Parent and teacher
questionnaires were developed but not administered at that time; they were
submjtted to the 0ffice of Management and Budget for forms clearance with
the expectation of being able to administer them by spring 1976.

Data Collection Procedures "

. Careful procedures were developed to enhance the quality of the data.!
The procedures included (a) an organizational structure that prescribed roles
and responsibilities for High/Scope staff, local site coordinators and the
testers: (b) a training model that provided supportive instruction under
a variety of conditions and careful éﬁaiysis of individual tester performance;
(c) onsite monitoring of testers under field conditions before the beginning
of actual dats collection; (d) weekly monitoring among lpcal testing staff .
throughout the data collection; and (e) careful check-in procedures by
High/Scope data processing staff and communication of problems to the site
coordinators. ' '

Over the four testing periods from fall 1975 to spring 1977 there was
excellent retention of local testers. Of the 34 testers employed in spring
1977, 50 percent had worked with the evaluation since fall 1875. This
considerably eased the task of training for each successive data collection.

Similar procedures were followed during each data collection period,
though each period also. had its special features. In spring 1976, for .
example, the child measures were administered to children in the upper grades
at two sites to obtain estimates of their suitability for use beyond the
Head Start year; in spring 1976 and spring 1977 a bilingual measure of oral
productive language was tried out on small samples. All of these activities.
had as a basic purpose the development, refinement and validation of a set
of instruments that would provide a meaningful assessment of children's
social competence as it might be affected by PDC.

LAl though PDC had its unique characteristics that affected these procedures,
‘we were fortunate to be able to draw heavily upon the procedures developed
by High/Scope and Abt Associates during the course-of the National Home
Start Evaluation. : '
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Table 1

Chll4 Measures During the First Phase of the FDC Evaluation

Assessment bf SQ1tab111ty1‘“

—|Fall Spring Fall Spr1ﬂg

Type of [1975 1976 1976 . 1977
Measure Measure [ (I11) [1v) (vi) {vi1)
Cognditive -Language
Bilingual Syntax Measure Test C P ¢ c
Block Design (WPPSI) . Test I € o C n3
Block Design (WISC) FTest | D - -
Conceptuai Grouping (MSCA) | Test @ P 1] - -
Draw-A-Chitd (MSCA) Test | 7 g o
Say and Tell (CIRCUS) Test | B . - =
Verbal Memory-=1 (MSCA) Tast | C R C c
Verbal Memory-3 (MSCA) Test C L c G
Verbal Fluency (MSCA) Test C C C 'C
Soedal-Emotional
Child Rating Scale Rating | C ¢ ¢ c
PDC Classroom Observati.a System Obs. A R* C C
" Preschool Interpersonal Problem- ) )
Solving Test (PIPS) Test P C C c
Pupil Observation Checklist (POCL) Rating L C C C
Stephens-Delys Reinforcement
Contingency Interview Test D - - -
Psychomoton .
Arm Coordination (MSCA) Test - P C c
Block Building (MSCA) Test D - - =
leg Coordination (MSCA) Test P ] - -
Site-Specific Measutes
Do You Know? {CIRCUS) Test P D - -
Opposite Analogies (MSCA) 7 Test P D = -
Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test Test D - - -
Othen Measuncs
Adult Language Check Obs. c C c c
Hetght and Weight === c . c C C
PDC Faces Interview Test - 0 - -
Preschool Productive Lagyuage Obs./ - “R - R
Assessment Task Test

lLEttEF 1nd1tates measure was adm1n1stered at that t1mepa1nt and that one nf the

C
P

\.

=

Continue to use the measure with little or no modification
Provisionally retain measure, attempting to correct minor problems with

reliability, validity or administration procedures . i

= Discontinue the meaiure
- Measure not administered

=
L/ ]

Refine the measures through further development work

i H =

2Roman numeral indicates number of interim report in which analyses are reported.

3administration of WPPSI and WISC Block Design subtests was discontinued
pnce their suitability as covariates was éstablished; they were not °
intended to be repeatedly administered. '

1

%In addition to other refinements, after spring 1976 it was recommended that
the observation System be used for assessing classrooms rather than Andividual

children.

SDirect measure.

fﬂg;g,: Each of the measyres is briefly described in Appendix A,

y }4, ‘
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Over a two-year period, the initial battery of 17 tests, two
observation instruments and two rating scales has been winnowed to
seven tests, two observation instruments and two rating scales (see Table 1).
In the process, much has been learned about the interrelationships of (
these measures and the structure of the battery as a whole, and the prospects
for a useful evaluation of child outcomes, at least in the snort run, seem
good at this time. Further, the Spanish-language versions of the instruments
appear to be about equally suitable for their intended sample. ’

At each of the four timepoints when tests, observations, and ratings
were completed, extensive data analysis was undertaken in order to assess
the. acceptability of the measures for the purposes of the evaluation.
Although the analyses differed in detail from time to time (for example,
it was not until spring 1976 that test-retest stability analyses could be
conducted), taken as a whole, they were designed to provide information on
the following characteristics: vreliability, validity, sensitivity to change,
relevance to social competence, suitability for use in the higher grades,
and ease of administration. ,Decisions made about the measures at each
timepoint are summarized in Table 1.

Reliability

In spring 1977 the internal consistency reliability coefficient was
.65 or greater for all measures in both the English- and Spanish-dominant
samples. Most measures remained constant in their rfeliability indices
across the four timepoints at which they were administered during this
evaluation. -Changes in scoring increased the reliability of two measures,
but the reliability of another measure has declined slightly over time.

lidity

Va

The validation procedures involved determining the expected relationship
of each measure with each of the others, then comparing these expectations
with the relationships that actually appeared in the data. Under this
convergent-discriminant method of assessing validity, the assumption is made
that if an instrument is actually measuring the construct it is intended to
measure, the instrument will correlate highly with other measures of the
same general construct, will correlate moderately with measures of similar
constructs, and will not correlate at all with measures of independent
constructs. All the instruments examined are acceptably valid for Head Start
children, as evidenced by the stability of their validity indices across two
cohorts and three timepoints. ‘ -

18
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Sensitivity to Change

tect thﬁggs that can b: attr;bu;ad to proqram diFFtrEﬂCES thFEE typﬁ;
analyses based on the pilot samples' fall 1975 and spring 1976 data
re carrisd out: .

de
of

1 dmw

we

e The correlation of each measure in the fall and in th
spring with child age at the time of testing was
calculated to determine the age-relatedness of the
measures; the correlations tended to be low, positive,
and significant, with coefficients generally between .15 and .30.
e The difference between children's fall scores and spring
scores on each measure was analyzed to ascertain if the =
scores increéased significantly from fall to spring; all
measures showed a significant fall-to-spring increase.

A rEgFE:EIDﬁ procedure was USEd to determine whether the
observed spring mean on a measure was equal to or greater
sthan the score that would be expected knowing how much

older the children were in theéspriﬁg For all measures
except the BSM- Eng!lsh the mean actual score was
significantly higher than the mean Exgected score, indicating
that the tests are sensitive to change beyond that which is
snmp]y a function of increased age. (The most likely factor
to explain this additional gain is the children's Head Start
EKDEFIEHiE )

[
[Ny

vance to Social Competence

7

Since the PDC battery was constituted W|th the intent of measuring
the traits that comprise social competence, analyses were performed for-
Interim Reports IV and VII that examined the relationship of test scores
to ad hoc criteria of social competence. The criteria were established by
factor analyglnq ratings completed by each child's teacher and tester, and
then creating factor scores for each child that represented his or her status
on each of the ''social competence' factors. The assessments provided by
the teachers and fgters are based upon observations of each child's behavior
in a variety of formal and informal 5|tuat10n:, and thus loglcally come close
to representing measures of the child's "everyday effectiveness,' i.e.,
social competence. '

The object of the analysis (a linear regression procedure) was to
determine the magnitude of the relationship existing between the tests
included in the PDC battery and the ''social competence' criteria. The more
relevant the tests are to social ﬁampeténce, the stronger- the relationship -~
expected. In sprlng 1977 all tests war; found to be substantially associated
wigh.the collective '"'social competence'' criteria. Thus, these tests,
Grzgnnally selected for their theoretical relevance to social competence,
Seem to provide measures that are empirically relevant to 50¢|al competence
as well.

F;r
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Suitability for Use in the Higher Grades

During the 1975-76 testing periods, approximateiy 25 children per
grade (kindergarten through grade 3) were tested at the Georgia sire
as part of the cross-sectional design there. [In addition, 30 third
graders were tested in Maryland.

Conclusions about the suitability of the child measures for use at
each of these grades were based on four factors: response distributions
on the items of each measure, mean scores on each measure, reliability
(internal consistency), and validity. Based on these factors, all of the
measures appear to be useful through grade 3, either in their present
forms or with modifications.

Ease of*Adminigtrétjog

[y
]

One of the factors taken into consideration when tests were being
reviewed for the PDC Impact Study was their general suitability for
administration by paraprofessionals. In general, monitoring of testers :
during training and data collection indicates that the tests have not been
difficult to administer. Tester performance ipproves with practice and
administration difficulties are more apparent with new testers than with
experienced ones. ‘

Assessing the Suitability of the Sampies

=

The two chief dimensions of ‘sample suitability examined in this study
are the comparability of the PDC and comparison groups and sample size. Since
the ultimate test of PDC's effects on children is made by comparing their
performance at some future point with a group of children who have not
participated in PDC, it is essential that the initial equivalence of the two
groups along important dimensions be established. Further, these tests of
PDC's effects will- require that a sufficiently large sample remain by the
end of third grade if a complete test of the~longitudinal impact of PDC is
to be made. Since there are really two samples within the PDC study (children
whose dominant lanquage is English and children at the bilingual bicultural
demonstration sites whose dominant language ‘is Spanish), the suitability .
of each sample was assessed separately.

;imiléjiﬁy"gfrPDC and Comparison Groups

g As mentioned .above, the comparison sites were initially selected to
resemble the PDC Head Start centers and elementary schools along some
important dimensions. Once data collection was underway, however, .it became

i possible to compare group means on a large number of variables for which
child-level data were available. This was done for Cohort | during 1975-76
. +
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in order to gain a sense of how likely it was that group comparability
would be achieved for Cohort 2. The results of these analyses were
highly encouraging, but where problems existed efforts were undertaken
to improve group comparability. In spring 1976 sites were informed of
the nature of the PDC-comparison group differences and they attempted
to modify recruitment practices so as to provide a better match. The

" important comparability analyses were conducted on fall 1976 data from

Cohort 2/ For each test and rating scale and for six background
characteristics (ethnicity, SEﬁ age, prior.preschool experience,
number of siblings and mother' 5 EdUEatIGﬂ) the assumption of PDC-comparison

" group comparability was tested statistically using the chi-square technique

for categorical variables and t tests for metric variables. From these
analyses we reached the following conclusions in Interim Report VI:

@ At the individual site level the groups appeared similar;
there were differences on background variables in only
one site and very few differences on any of the performance
measures. ' '

® At the aggregate level the groups appeared extremely
similar; for the English-dominant sample, theré were no
significant group differences on background variables and
only one difference in test performance; for the
‘Spanish-dominant sample, the groups differed on only
one background variable, and there were no differences
on any of the performance measures.

For a’ longitudinal study in which extensive attrition is expected,

it
(it is also negessary to show that attrition does not bias the relative

composition of.the PDC and comparison groups. Potential biasing due to
attrition was assessed in two-ways: (1) the PDC and comparison children
remaining in the sample in spring 1977 were compared on their fall 1976
test performance and background characteristics (to determine whether the
two groups are still Eomparable) and (2) the children remaining in each
group in spring.1977 were compared with those who had left (to determine
whether -the remaining ‘children are representdtive of the original sample).
Very few differences were found in either of these analyses for either .
the English- or Spanish-dominant samples. These analyses led us to conclude
(in Interim Report VI!) that the groups are'still comparable and that each
group still reflects the characteristics of the original sample. The fact
that both these dimensions remain stable after 12% of the sample departed
is noteworthy and encourages optimism that the processes accounting for
attrition may be operating in ways that will not serlausly bias the groups
in the future.

)
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Sample Size

In Interim Report VI evidence was presented to show that the sample
sizes were likely to remain adequate for conducting analyses with all
sites compared. Attrition has been a major concern since, with smaller
samples, it becomes increasingly difficult for the statistical analyses
to separate PDC's effects from the effects of the many other factors that
contribute to children's performance. Several procedures were used for
estimating the attrition that will be likely at each of -the PDC sites.
lnitial projections made in spring 1976 were used to determine the Cohort 2
sample size sites were expected to achieve.! in Interim Report VI we
projected that, overall, about 40% of the PDC group and 36% of the comparison
group would remain at third grade. Considering that further reductions
in sample size will occur when certain handicapped children cannot be
tested or when children refuse to cooperate on particular measures, it was
estimated that about 205 PDC and 170 comparison children would be left in
the English-dominant sample four years from now.

At. the request of ACYF we asked each PDC site to locate children
from the original fall 1976 sample who-are currently enrolled in PDC and
comparison school kindergarten classes.” There are currently 41o PDC and
322 comparison children enrolled in the appropriate schools (65% retention
in PDC and 57% in the comparison group).> These figures are extremely close
to the numbers and percentages projected-in Interim Report VI. These figures
are encouraging in the aggregate, although there are some sites at which the
samples will soon diminish to a size that would make testing uneconomical.
There are five sites with fewer than 30 children in the PDC kindergarten
group and one has only 13 children remaining;" one site has only 14 children
remaining in the comparison group.

1At that time the Florida site seemed plagued with both small initial sample

sizes due to the size of the Head Start program and very high attrition

rates. In spring 1976 (interim Report !ll) we recommended that consideration

be .given to dropping the site from the child impact aspect of the .evaluation.

The site presented additional information, however, suggesting that attrition

was not so great among the current Head Start population, so a special effort

was made early in fall 1976 to collect additional data through personal interviews
on site. On the basis of this information, it was decided to include Florida

in the evaluation; as of fall 1977, Florida now appears to have.the lowest

rate of attrition of all the PDC sites. ’

2As of November 1977.

3The 410 PDC children are located in 19 elementary schools across the 12 sites,
and the 322 comparison children are spread across 37 schools. 4
YA newly enacted state law in Georgia éhaﬁged the date by which kindergarten
children must be five years old from December 1 to September 1, forcing 16
of last’year's Head Start children to remain in Head Start another year.
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Assessing Program Impact Through the Head Start Year

Dnce the evaluation had provided evidence that the child measures
were adequate, that the PDC and comparison groups were highly comparable,
and that large enough samples would remain (at ieast in the aggregate)
for a longitudinal study, the stage was set for examining impact through
the Head Start year {(1976-77). Differences between the scores of PDC and
comparison group children on each measure were subjected to analysis of
covariance (performed separately for the English- and the Spanish-dominant
samples). Pre-test was used as a covariate and sex, ethnicity, prior
preschool experience, and site were.introduced as blocking factors to
Furthgr reduce error variance.!

Table 2 shows the adJusted spring scores of the PDC and comparison groups

~on each of the test and rating scale variables. Across the 30 analyses

performed for the English- and Spanish-dominant samples, four were

statistically significant (all favoring the comparison group). Although

one might take the statistically significant differences to imply that the

comparison group children gained more during the Head Start year. than the

PDC children, these differences are too small-to be of any practical importance.

Thus we conclude that the two groups remain essentially identical at the end

of the Head Start year.

2

Most planners and participants in the PDC demonstration effort expect

=~ the effects of Head Start-elementary school continuity to appear only after
the children progress into the elementary grades. Thus these findings
confirm the general expectation that the two groups would be comparable
through the Head Start year. The fact that the two groups began as
virtually equivalent groups in, fall 1976 and that they received highly
similar Head Start experiences during 1976 77 means that the groups began
kindergarten (in fall 1977) still evenly matched, This sets the stage for
a clear test of the developmental continuity hypothesis during the next,
phase of the evaluation.

lpetails of these analyses are described in Interim Report VI, Volume 3.

2ln only one case does the-magnitude of the difference between group means
exceed .25 standard deviations (see Table 2); in all cases the percent of
variance accounted for by group membership is negligible (for the three
differences "in the English-dominant sample the variance accounted for by
group membership did not exceed 2% and for the single difference in the

. Spanlsh dominant samp]e group membership accounted for 8% of the" varlanze)
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Table 2 |
Relative Status of POC and Comparison Groups on Dependent Measures
(Values Adjusted for Extraneous Factors), Spring 1977

“Adjusted Group Means | POC- | Standard
— ———1  Comparison Deviation
Measure - ' poc ¥ Comp. N | Difference | of the Measure

differences only)

Group Difference
as % of 8D
(shown for

ENGLISH-DOMINANT SAMPLE
BSM-English 10.23. 470 10.43 413 -.20
WPPSI 8.58 173 871 178 -.19
Verbal Fluency 9.12 474 9.33 400 =21

. Verbal Memory-1 14.79 470 15,26 412 -.47
Verbal Memory-3 3.69 484 418 405 - 40
Arm Coordination 4.54  46¢ 443 404 +.1
Draw-A-Child _ 5.48 465  5.97 436 - 4QrEx
PIPS - . : 2.62 465 2.83 4os -.21
POCL-1: Task Orientation 34,47 436 34.09 392 +.38
POCL-2: Soeiability 13.54 436 13.10 392 +.44

- (RS=1:  Friendliness 18.79 431 18.49 364 +.30
CRS=2: Aggressiveness 23.21 437 23.34 367 | v-.13
CRS-3: Perseverance 29.28 442 29,23 351 |  +.05
CRS=4: Independence 5.81 441 5.64 368 +.17
CRS-5: Self-Agsurance 30.63. ¢35 30.89 353 | -.26
CRS=6: Resourcefulness 12,33 437 12.62 354 ~29,
Weight 40.49 466 40.86 401 - 37%
Height 42.62 464 42.62 398 -0

T T3 TN EoH % A Tad T el I i K P eed o DY Fad D
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~ SPANISH-DOMINANT- SAMPLE
BSM=-English . 182 7 405 6| +3.71 5.2
- BSM-Spanish | 12.56 52 12.44 . 43 +,12 2.7
Verbal Fluency 841 37 1.8 4 +.63 4.81
Verbal Memory-1 | 1734 37 16,90 44 +.44 6.19
"Verbal Memory-3 5.02 3 453 4 +.49° 2.65
~ Arm Coordination 6.88 3¢ 58 45| +1.01 3.86
Draw-A-Child | 6.42 37 6.40 44 +.02 1.97
pIs 2.68 37 3.697 44 | -1.01* 1.90 ~ b3
POCL-1: Task Orientation 29,37 35 35.56 42 +3.81 9.83
POCL-2: soefability | 1361 36 1313 a2 | +.48 4.07
Weight n.02 33 4028 3 +.78 5.17
Height ‘ 41.95 53 42,70 38 -.15 2.11

i'*p,g 05; *p « 01 *rkp < 007,
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Examining PDC's Impact Under Specific Conditions

Despite the generally Equlvaléﬁt overall progress of the PDC and
comparison groups, it is conceivable that PDC might have had a differential
effect under certain conditions. For example, one might expect greater
program effects at some sites than at others. ~Analyses were carried out
. to examine the possibility that PDC's effect might have been different
depending upon the site or upon certain characteristics of the child (sex,
ethnicity, and prior preschool experience). No statistically significant
effects were found; in other-words, there is no evidence to indicate that
PDC's effects are more prominent under some conditions than under others.
Thus, through the Head Start year at least, PDC is equally effeétive for
boys and girls, for all ethnic groups, for children from all sites, and for
all children regardless of prior preschool experience.

o
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REVIEW OF {MPLEMENTATION STUDY ACTIVITIES

The process evaluation of PDC was originally designed as four separate
substudies: monitoring, case studies, implementation study, and cost
analysis. During Year | (the planting year), evaluation activities clearly
FEI] int@ th&se diFFerant"arsas. but it beiame appaFEﬁt Ehat ihe purpages

:t was coﬂceptually appraprlate Thus,_nﬁ Years i1 and ll! all progess
avaiuat10ﬁ activities were subsumed under the name of the !mplementation
Study.! This chapter describes the Fxrst year study of the PDC planning
process as reported in the Planning Year Case Studies, describes the
development of the complete Implementation Study in Years (i and.ill,
summarizes findings from the Implementation Study, and presents Flndlngs
from the collection of PDC fimancial data in the Cost Study.

Planning Year Case Studies

The case studies for the planning year documented efforts by each of
the original 15 PDC sites to set up the organizational structure and communi-
cation network necessary for such an innovative program. While dealing
with the same basic issues, each case study is unique, reflecting the diverse
populations, educational settings, geographic locations, staffing patterns,
and major program goals of each project. The planning year case studies
are important documents. Nowhere else in this three-year evaluation effort
do we present in such detail the inner workings of each site, as well as
the interactions and attitudes of program perscnnel. The case studies
preserve the hlgtary of PDC and its 15 original projects and describe the
foundation upon which each program has been shaped, furnishing clues:for
understanding both the successes and failures sites have experienced.

l1The Cost Study, though conceptually part of the process evaluation, has
been conducted and, for the most part reported, independently.
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Data Collection Strategy

Data for the 1974-75 reports were collected in two week-long visits
to each project, one in the winter and the other in late spring of the
planning year. Information was obtained by data collection teams, primarily
through interviews with PDC staff, Head Start and elementary schogl adminis=
trators and teachers, parents and other program participants. Information
was verified through committee minutes, questionnaires, ciassroom observations
and PDC proposals.

Fach site received a copy of their draft case study report to review,
and site comments or revisions were incorporated into the year-end case
studies. Drafts of the year-end reports were also sent to the sites for
review, so that the final planning year czse study for each site contains
information from the draft report, an updated sunmary of planning activities
through the -end of the school year, and additional perspeéctives from local,
regiénal, and national reviewers.

Summary of Planning Year Findings

The conclusions reached in this phase of the PDC evaluation are based
in part on information collected for the planning year case studies, but
interpreted in light of subsequent data. Even by the end of the planning
year, however, there were important, though tentative, conclusions represented
in the case studies that helped shape the direction the Implementation Study
was to take. Some of these preliminary conclusions are reviewed here
because they influenced the development of evaluation strategies for the
Implementation Study. .

PDC programs generally focused their planning year efforts on establishing
organizational structures for the local program. Staff needed to be hired;
the PDC Council had to be established; committees or task forces had to
become functional: community agencies had to be contacted; and. most
importantly, the communication links between Head Start centers and elementary
school (s) had to be set up and maintained. At some sites these tasks
were accomplished within the first few months; at other sites, it took
the better part of the planning year to establish the organizational
structure for the program. ,

A number of factors seemed to influence sites' progress in accomplishing
the tasks outlined in the planning year guidelines. Institutional support
was important, from both the Head 5tart program and the school system.
Program model made a difference; the Early Childhood School (ECS) sites
had s somewhat easier time establishing administrative linkages than the
Preschool-School Linkage (PSL) sites. The experience and knowledge of
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during Years 11 and 111.

key PDC staff, especially in early childhood education and administration,

~was important to smooth progress on planning year tasks. GStaffing was

also important; since there were a large number of requirements for the
planning year in all of the program components, sites with two or more
full-time component coordinators were generally able to make more progress.
By the same token, an active PDC Council contributed to the work of the
program, by stimulating other groups as well as substantively contributing

te planning.

Planning Year Monitoring

The basic purpose of this task was to asseszs (1) the extent to which
site activities and site objectives matched the model described in the
PDC planning year guidelines, and (2) the extent of compliance with Head
Start performance standards. Another objective of the monitoring task
was to determine problem areas which required attention and, perhaps,

-technical assistance, and to inform ACYF so that corrective action could

be taken.

As a separate and dist . act task, monitoring was discontinued at the
end of Year | for two reisons. First, monitoring was already carried
out by ACYF's regional offices. Second, the monitoring reports' function
of describing program status at a given point in time could be accomplished
by including descriptive site reports as part of the Implementation Study

Monitoring data were collected in winter and spring of 1975 during
case study visits through the interviews with project staff, administrators,
teachers, and parents, and through the review of project documents mentioned
above. An interim monitoring report on each sité was submitted to ALYF in
April 1975, and in June 1975 revised monitoring reports were submitted to
ACYF on 14 PDC sites for the entire planning year.! .

While onsite, evaluation staff reviewed the information coliected
to ensure that each required planning task was included. As a group the
site team then reviewed the planning tasks and assigned codes indicating
the degree of compliance of each task. The team members prepared a concise
explanation for assigning the compliance code and made appropriate recom-
mendations. The reports were submitted to ACYF for review and possible
action. ’

lsee 1ist of reports in Appendix B.



The Monitoring Study produced no "'findings' as such, although the
systematic way in which it summarized sites' progress on each planning -
task was useful to the case study writers. The essential findings were
the site-level lists of tasks completed and not completed. Although the
national ‘program office may not have needed this information for making
technical assistance plans,! several staff from the PDC projects commented
that the process of reviewing planning tasks in such detail had been
extremely useful to them.

Consolidation of Pr@gggsiEvalgatiqpiTgskg

Based on experience in Year |, it was decided that the purposes of
the process evaluation could best be met by combining the implementetio

monitoring and case studies. Three considerations prompted this decision:

=

e The Year | monitoring and implementation studies were:
redundant in many ways; both included observation of
programs and assessment of compliance with ACYF require- -
ments. The principal difference between the two was not
in their data collection or analytic tasks, but in the
uses to which findings were to be put. The Monitoring
Study was to be an instrument for program development;
the Implementation Study was a component in the overall
study of the PDC program. Thus, by combining the two
studies the data collection burden on the sites could
be reduced with no less of information.

@ Portions of the Monitoring Study were redundant with
existing Head Start and PDC.monitoring activities. A
major task for the Monitoring Study, the monitoring
of program complianze with Head Start performance
standards, was already being performed by ACYF's regional
offices. Duplication of this effort in the PDC evaluation
was unnecessary. ' 3

The case studies, while distinct conceptually from the

. implementation and monitoring studies, were dependent

i * uypon Implementation data to be intelligible; the reasons
for educational change could not be described adequately

{ 1n fact, the frequent visits to PDC sites by staff from the technical
assistance contractor as well as at least one visit per site by a national
program officer provided ACYF with direct information on planning activities
and seemed to lessen their need for monitoring reports.

¢
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- until the change itself had been described. Similarly,
data on the processes of change are most efficiently
collected together with data on the nature of the changes.
Thus, by combining case studies with the other two studies,
considerable duplication of effort could be avoided.

The preparatidg_of individual reports on each site was
continued as part of the Implementation Study, though the
reports were turned into straightforward descriptive
accounts with little analysis or interpretation.

Design and Pilot Test pfiiﬁﬁlementatia§ Assessment Methods

Year 11 {1975-1976) was devoted to designing and pilot testing the
methods for measuring progrem implementation. During that year criteria
Jere established for measuring implementation, data collection instruments
were finalized, and a report summarizing this work was submitted.

Before these procedures are described, however, it: is important to
note that the PDC Implementation Study differs from other studies of. the
educational change process in several ways. First, much of the literature
either describes the implémentation of curriculum elements such as a
special reading program (e.g),, the review by Fullan & Pomfret, 1977)
or the creation of complete ''new schools'' that are not simply redesigns
of existing programs (e.g.4 Miles, Sullivan, Gold, Silver, & Wilder, 1978).
Although PDC is a more comprehensive innovation than a single curriculum .
element, it is not quite a 'new school' either. PDC was a ""framework for
innovation'' that provided general guidelines sketching what the program
might look like, but did not confine the programs to detailed requirements.
This fact clearly affected the way we developed criteria for measuring
implementation. Second, PDC frequently involves several schools and
Head Start centers, whereas much of the research on educational change has
focused on innovative programs in single school buildings. Third, PDC
was designed to create linkages between existing programs; the literature
on educational change processes typically focuses on change within a system
rather than the linkages between systems. Finally, each PDC project is
part of a naticnal evaluation study, and most projects have had to consider
the needs of the evaluation when making decisions, and could not simply
do what might have been best programmatically. Awareness of these features
of the PDC demonstration program has contributed to the methodology developed
for assessing program implementation. ' '

o : : e .
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Any attempt to place different progfams alohg a common quantitative
dimension is certain to encounter problems, and the PDC evaluation was
no exception. PDC was never intended to be a comprehensive model that
would-be installed faithfully at each site. |Instead, each Jocal project
was expected to develop, within certain guidelines, a program suited to
local needs. Were PDC a single model, systematic criteria-and procedures
for implementation assessment would be relatively straightforward to
", develop. Since it is not, care had to be taken not to impose more structure
/ on.programs than the guidelines dictated. Still, a common framework for -
observing and assessing implementation across sites was needed because
‘the PDC demonstration project was ‘designed to answer questions for ACYF
regarding whether a particular type of educational intervention could
produce the desired outcomes in children. . )

Deveiqéing-thgilﬁj . 7

The " Implementation Rating Instrument (IR1), developed in Years 11
and 111, attempted to reconcile these conflicting demands’ by defining
rating criteria for (a) the extent to.which sites have implemented basic
guideline requirements and (b) participants' views of the effectiveness
of that impleméntation, without 'specifying the precise nattre of the
program. = Events forced some compromises in this position, but the _ -
basic focus of the IRl iwas upon the-degree to which programs implemented , .
their own particular interpretation of the guideline requirements.

.. The IRl is-a set of items which allows site visit staff to system-
atically evaluate the programmatic information that is collected by a
variety of means (interviews; records, and site documents primarily).
= Two types of scales were developed for making ratings of implementation--
objective and judgmental. - -
. ". The IRl objective Tating scales were developed by extracting a list
- of discrete program requirements from the guidelines and then devising
: "a set of rating scales, that could be ured to assess the extent and
’ ' effectiveness (as pefceived by participants) with which a site had imple-
mented thejr programmatic solution to-that requirement. Through- this
- process almost 350 separate 4-point rating scales were developed that
span the seven program component areas. These scales (caliled 'objective'
because their ratings were based on explicit, and often quantitative
program data) are of four basic types: those rating the presence of the
" various program attivities at the Head Start and elementary school levels;
those rating the extent of that implementation (in terms of numbers of
children affected, classrooms involved, etc.); those assessing participants'
perceptions®of the effectiveness of that implementation; and finally, those
. assessing the rolés played by different groups "in implementation decisions
o and activities. Lo - : .
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The Judgmental scales asked the site team members to reassess the :
program's implementation levels based on everything they knew or felt
about the program. The judgmental scales were designed to tap two of
the same dimensions as the objective scales (the extent. and efFeatlvenESF ‘
of implementation) plus an additional dimension, the '"intensity' or amount
of effort and importance accorded the subcomponent by project staff.

By these procedures we hoped 'to address two problems.of implementation
assessment:> equal weighting and the obscuring of mitigating circumstances.
Objective items gave equal importance to each program element; the
judgmental allowed evaluator's ''‘weightings'' to influence the ratings.
Objective ratings made no allowance for mitigating circumstances; the
judgmental allowed a variety of circumstances and situations to influence
the ratings. v - :

Initially, the intention was to use both types of rating scales in
the spring 1976 field test at five sites and, based on that test, to
select the most useful type for inclusion in the full data collection.

The results using the two scales (see Interim Report 1¥) were suFF|c|2ﬁtly
different in the field test, however, that both scales were retained

in the revised Implementation Rating Instrument used in Year III.

Plannxng Data Collection Methods

-
o

. xlﬂfDFmatiDn on which the ratings were based needed to be obtained
from several sources. Nine-data collection strategies were developed
during the first two years of the evaluatlaﬁ that could have been used in
the implementation Study:

e Structured interviews to be conducted with PDC administrative
and teaching staffs during site visits;! - -
classes during site visits (Year 11 only),

e Systematic observa'ions of PDC classes by local testers

using a time-sampling observation instrument (Years I
and 111); '

lEleven separate interviews were developed: six for local personnel

. most knowledgeakle about each program component (administration,

education, bilingual-multicultural, handicapped, parent involvement,
developmental support services), one for parents, one for teachers,

one for the program administrator, one specifically for bilingual
bicultural demonstration programs, and one for the PDC Council chairperson.

.



e Parent unstlonnalres mailed to a random sample of PDC and
‘comparison §§h"l parents as- part of the Impact Study
(Yaar 11t only) ;! , .

-Teacher survevys conducted with a sample of PDC and comparison
school teachers as part of the I' aat Study (Year LIl only)l;

@ Documents (i.e., proposals, curriculum statements, etc.)
collected Fram‘sites (Years 1-111);

s Data ca]]e:ted as part of the cost analysis (Years 11 and
1)

An_optional onsite record-keeping system to be used by PDC
staff to record needed information on PDC meetings, training
activities, and delivery of required health and social
services (Year 111);

/

e A structured interview to be conducted with pr?ﬁcipaIS of
comparison elementary schools and directors of comparison
Head Start programs to obtain programmatic information on
the comparison programs (Year |i1);2 -

M

Data relevant to most implementation variables were obtained through
the structured interviews, with the other strategies supplying auxiliary
or verification information. Site documents, the record-keeping system,
and Cost Study data have been, however, 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 Survey was to have obtained:opinions from parents about ‘the
effectiveness with which various parent;'involvement requirements have
been implemented, so data on the actual .number and kinds of parent activities
were obtained from the other sources. @ -

Year || Implementation Report

By August of Year |1, these activities culminated in a report to ACYF
(Interim Report 1V, Vclume 2) that also presented a preliminary analysis
of factors that Eppéaréd to relate to levels of program |mp1ementat|on,
Analysis of sites' efforts to implement PDC revealed that a smal I set of

1The Parent and Teachér Surveys could not be administered due, to delays
in obtaining forms clearance from OMB.

2The interviews with comparison principals or Head Start directors could
not be admjnistered due to delays in obtaining forms clearance from OMB.
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identifiable factors seemed to repeatedly influence local attempts to

implement PDC. If anything, the analysis underscored what is so often

emphasized in .the literature: efforts to introduce change in existing

school programs are exceedingly difficult. PDC attempted to effect

systemic changes in both Head Start and, ;elementary schools, and the

agents of this change had to contend wnth (or capitalize upon) existing
oy regularities within the schools and ~omiunities.

]
3

: ;
. The report went on to identify. 37 faﬂtars which seemed to facilitate
or impede implementation progress, and-iﬁgm this list, hypotheses were
*  formulated which related specific factoris” to program implementation levels
measured by.the IRl. These factors and prothases formed the basis of
the third year implementation evaluationj and provided the framework
around whlgh aﬂalysls ?F lmplementatlon Qas carried out.

Year 11 |

‘In-fall 1976 the record-keeping system’ devalgped ‘during Year 1| was
installed by asking each site ‘to maintain Farms for documenting develop-
mental support services provided, parent classroom participation, business

.conducted during PDC meetings, ard the nature and frequency of training
activities. »

Between January and March 1977 nine sites were visited, and on the
basis of records maintained on the above forms and interviews conducted
with PDC staff, site teams rated levels of implementation using the IR,
The findings from Year I!| data collection are reported in two volumes’
in Interim Report VII. Volume 1| presents the national perspective, describing
patterns and processes of implementation across sites and proposes possible
explanations for the observed levels of lmplémentatlan Volume 2 provides
backup detail, with descriptive accounts of each site's program activities.
" The findings of Interim Report VII are Summarnzed here.

'

Ias explained earlier, the number of sites included in the complete Imple-.
mentation Study was, in part, detarm:ned by what data collection activities
were legitimate in the absence of OMB forms clearance. - In addition, one
site (Arizona) was not included in this aspect of the data collection
because of the special case study design that was used for that project.

It should be pointed out, however, that various levels of information

were available on all 15 sites for at least portions of the PDC implemen=-
tation period, and this information was used in our analyses where it

was considered appropriate.

ot
% mhn
10

Q - o ' .

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Flndings Related to Patterns of lmpl n;atiggiA;t vities -

1

One of the most. strlklng findings from the implementation Study was
rthe wide variation in ratings across sites. When this variation was
analyzed some interesting patterns emerged; these patterns, with respect
-to the major program components, are summarized here. Following this
section we present a synopsis of the factors that seem to have |nfluen;ed

"the activities and the ratings.

Education. 'Eéih of the projects has developed or adopted a curriculum
that can be applied from Head Start through third-grade. "A few sites
decided to purchase and adapt existing curriculum 'packages,' while
others chose to develop their own curricula by making major changes in
existing Head Start or school curricula. Several other sites decided that
they already had curricula that fulfilled the PDC guidelines. By these
varying means, .almost all sites received high implementation ratings
in the education component. Thus, whatever other emphases a site may have
‘had, it seems that classroom instruction was paramount.

Bilingual bicultural and/or multlcultura] educatlan - The sites that

were designated as blllngual demonstration programs were muth more likely
to lmp]ement an appraaﬁh to bilingual education that .could be classified

as:a "maintenance' program (i.e., conscious. efforts were made to maintain
«_the children's mother tongue at the same tlmé they were learning "English);
the approach of most sites, however, could be characterized as either ESL
(English as a second language) or transitional bilingualism (in which the
native 1anguagp was used for instruction only at the Head Start level).

Sgrviées for handicapped children. Mainstreaming of handicapped

_childr in regular classes at both Head Start and elementary school levels
was evid ent at all sites. . The comprehensiveness of services for handicapped
children, however, seemed to be more a function of other state and local
programs than of the efforts of PDC. '

~sParent involvement. There was ccnsiderable site-to-site variation
in parent involvement ratings. The variations reflected both differences
in program emphases and local obstacles to achieving parent participation
when it was actively sought. The PDC projects have been more likely to
strive for parent participation in classroom activities than to emphasize
parent involvement in substantive program decision-making. Head Start ¢
parents were generally more likely to be involved as classroom volunteers
than elementary parents. - : '
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Developmental support services. There was considerable consistency

across sites in this area. ‘Most sites provided the required screening

‘and follow-up services to Head Start and eleémentary children, prav:ded

at least some training for staff, and kept records in accordance with" oo
program guidelines, : b

Administration. Levels of implementation in this component depended. =~
on how well-the PDC Councils functioned and the extent to which Council
members participated in-program policy decision-making. Only five sites
had Councils that included all of the member groups required by the
guidelines, and the size of the Councils ranged from 11 members at one
site to 36 at another. Although the formal authority of Councils ranged
from having decision-making powers.to being strictly advisory, the
"advisory' functions were often equivalent to decision-making. At most
sites, elementary school.parents, teachers, and administrators were better
represented on the PDC Councils than Head Start parents, teachers and
administrators. In one of the more interesting variations in PDC staffing
patterns, it was found that PDC coordinators were, inm some cases, res-.
ponsible for only one program component--overall program administration--but
at some sites coordinators were- responsible for as many as three components.

Training. Training activities varied considerably across sites as
each project attempted to meet guidelines requirements and its own needs
in different ‘ways. Some sites received high ratings for implementing
all aspects of the training component; others focused their training in
particular areas (e.g., training staff in parent involvement) and received

" high ratings only in those areas.

|
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Wgs Related to Determlnants of Implementation

As meﬂtioned above, a number of hypotheses were genefated in Year Il

and tested”in Year 111, A detailed discussion of the evidence for and

against each hypothesis is presented in Interim Report VI, Volume 1.
The analysis of determinants of implementation was Drgaﬁlzed into four
areas. The rationale for considering each of these areas is presented
here, and a summary of the factors found to be most important is presented
in Table 3.

( -

The PDC.setting. The setting for PDC is a potentially important
determinant since no change effort occurs within a vacuum=eex|5t|ng
regu]arltlas\have to'be altered. PDC, as a major attempt to modify exlstlng
Head Start and elementary school programs and the linkages between them, is
particularly susceptible to the influence of existing attitudes, policies,
and practices in the district and community.




- Local |n|t|a;anfaf PDC. Decisions to adopt large-scale federal
programs, such as PDC, are to.a large extent political acts. " Thus, there
is an initial push' from the federal level to obtain the necessary number
.of adoptions. Often, local decisions to participate are based. on decisions
made at administrative ‘levels above the individual schools or centers
that wi.ll ultimately be participating in the project. . In the case of
PDC, different sites made their decisions to participate in PDC in

"different ways. The relationship between some of these procedures and:
later implementation ]aveis was investigated.

Plannlng year activities. Planning year activities were hypothesized
to be major determinants of. later |mplementat|on PDC has been unique .
among recent federal demonstration programs in that a full year of local
planning was permitted before the program actually got underway. Many
: _project personnel who remember the difficulties encountered in attempting
j to set up Head Start or Follow Thraugh programs in a matter of weeks
applauded this feature of PDC. ACYF's expectation was that following
the planning year, the complete PDC project would be implemented immediately,
with no sequencing either by component or by grade levels. The planning
year and associated expectations thus created 5|tuat;cn5 that could
influence later implementation in important ways. :

Implementation year strategies, events, ‘and activities. Finally,
of course, the activities and events of the |mp12mantat|én period itself
would be Expected to determine the implementation levels that were ohserved
in our evaluation. Within the basic framework provided by the federal
program guidelines, each site was encouraged to develop its own unique
program, employing strategies considered appropriate and necegsary by
local staff. In practice, sites diverged considerably in their approaches
to PDC, .and these approaches were expected to directly affect the imple-
mentation levels that were later achieved. :

Table_3 attempts to summarize the complex. array of factors affecting
implementation by displaying the factors, events, or strategies that have
had the greatest influence on the implementation of the PDC guidelines.

The information is organized according to the four areas described above.
The best interpretation of this is that, when ‘the experiences of all PDC -
sites were examined, these activities or events were found to have important
influences on ‘the extent to which programs were able to implement the
guidelines. Although it might seem that a successful site-would simply

be the one with the most factors present, the reality is somewhat more
-complax The elements are not simply additive. Those listed on the left
side of the table frequently constrained those to the right, so that if
certain elements of the PDC setting were not present (such as a prior-

Head Start-elementary school relationship), it was more difficult for the
presence of an activity to the right to compensate. The interaction of

Q
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Table 3

!

Four Sets of Factors, Events, andQStfa%egieshthat Contributed to Implementation During the First Three Years

. Pre existing district phiioénphies,

Lare sinilar to or cﬂmpat1ble with POC

community Fesqurces

meﬁygmmaﬂwﬂyﬁﬁmgm

* | multicul tura) Eumpnnents only)

| traditions of parent involvenent in
schools

THE POC SETTING

LOCAL INITIATION OF POC

PLANNING YEAR ACTIVITIES

e

THPLEMENTATION STRATEGLES,
EVENTS AND ACTIVITIES

=mmmsame

|{Broad participation by Head

=%

Start and elementary prognamz (301nt
¢dninistration, geographic proxinity,
emphasis on cant1nu1ty)

priorities, legislation, programs that
At least a ninina| nunber of existing

High concentrations of minority gruups
in the schools or centers (affecting
bilingual/multicultural comgonents only)

M%Emﬁﬁéﬁ%ﬂf%ﬁSﬁﬂgm@
uates in elementary classes

H%nmmrﬁmmmﬂﬁshpmﬁhﬁ
of authority {affecting bilingual/
mult1cultura1 ccmpanents only)

maintafn their own language or cultural
traditions (affecting bilingual/

Favorable parental attitudes toward
schools and federa] programs and

Start and elementary par-
ents, teachers, and adninis-
trators in the first pro-
posal writing

Schoo! district designated
the Head Start delegate
agency (primarily affecting
the start-up period)

: apprnaches ana1ugaus to POC

| Key staff familiar with the workings of

Planning began early

Teachers, parents, adninistrators
involved in planning

High mumber of planning tasks canpleted |

Teachers participated voluntarily or -
at least given the option to transfer

Teachers experienced in instructiona]

Cﬂard1natnr With experience as an
adm1n15tratnr

Hostly younger teachers participating

ey staff experienced in educational
change

the school district and Head Start
prograns

Parent Invo]vement coordinator from the
comunity and with professional experi=
ence involving parents in schools or
centers, rather than experience only-
a5 a volunteer '

==—===—

PMﬁﬁmehmwMﬁWﬁmm
ﬁﬁSﬁﬁaﬁéhmM&yhﬂl '

POC staff housed efther with the cloen-
tary teachers or with school district
staff

POC s full and active support Fron
district officials, Head Start center
director, pringipal |
Camponents assigned to specific indivi-
duals -

No individual has-responsibility for
more than two components

Compenent reépansibi]ities span both
the Head Start and elementary levels -

|| Procedures for regular and frequent

cominication are fomally establishe¢

Many participants involved in planning
activities

Project has fiad continuity of staffing

‘Sites developed or purchased curriculun,/ |

o willingly kept existing currfculun

Sites have had 2 large amount of tra1n1n§ ;
for part1c1pants :




.factors worked in the apposnte way as well. In some cases the presence

of ope factor more than comperisated for the absence of another (e.g.

if participation in proposal writing had not been broad, an effectlve
coordinator could make up for this by carefully lncludlng the elementary -
school principal and Head Start director in the PDC communication net-

work). In the final Ehapter of this report, we present our synthesis

of this information in eight general conclusions about PDC implementation--our.
attempt to describe the ''lessons learned' about the program.! E '

- Cost Study

An accurate estirate of what it might cost to replicate PDC in similar
communities throughout the country is important for ACYF's planning. . To
'astpmate these costs, an approach was designed by Development Associates
(DA) to as;értaiﬁAthé value of program resources, rather than the 'cost"
of .PDC. Thesa resources include not only the specific PDC grants, but
also the respurces of the Head Start programs and elementary schools
involved in the program. PDC is also responsiblé for utilizing community
resources in support of program goals.  Thus, a number of public social
service agencies and individuals such as dogtors, dentists, parents, and
bUSlﬁEES leaders may funct|0ﬁ as program resources, and the vaiue QF ’

_DF the value OF the programs

- with this approach, the dollar value of all goods and services
associated with PDC will appear high. It must be remembered that these
figures do not represent the cost to the government of operating the
demcnstrat|gn program; rather, the figures represent what the cost would
be if oneswere to purchase all;elemants that combine to yield the total
program eFFort Since the demonstration program depends so heav1]y on
resources already avdilable through:-Head Start, the public schools,
and the community, this Cost Study approach is referred to as a study of
resource utlllzatiOﬁ and the dollar figures reported are referred to,

_ not as costs,‘but as value of resaurces utilized.

1Thls Fnrst phase of the PDC evalustion leaves unanswered questions
about relationships between program lmpiementatlan and impact on
children. Preliminary analyses to address this issue are reported
in Interim Report VIl, Volume 3, but are too exploratory to yield
clear conclusions at this stage.

7

o
o

"
0

40




Development of a Cost Accounting System

To determine the value of the resources used and to allocate these
resources across program components, a comprehensive cost accounting
system was des:gned during Year | and refined for Years Il and IlI.

. In order.to ensure consistency of data across sites, standard definitions
were extracted from the PDC guidelinés and standardized progedures and
instruments for recording and .assigning values to various resources were
estabiished. No cost data were collected during the first program year
since that year was used for planning and no children were served.

‘ Durlng the implementation of the system in Year I|I, DA's cost specialists
made two visits to each site to familiarize PDC- staff with the definitions,
instruments and procedures. Three requests were made of PDC staff.

The .first was to record each PDC grant expenditure and specify the program
component for which it was spent. The second was to record each non-

cash contribution made. to the PDC effort. The third request was fer

each PDC staff member to maintain a record during one week each quarter

to indicate how much and what percentage of their time was spent on

work related to each PDC program component. ‘

Data were collected on a quarterly basis in order to provide an
'Qpportunuty to mOﬁitar the quality of the in;oming inFormatEOﬁ During
‘d@llaF value Df the resources utl1|zed, where actg@i dallar va]ues
were not recorded, estimates from local sources were obtained. For
services contributed, the actual or estimated time each resource was
used was also required.

Year Il Data Collection

For the third program year the Cost Study was expanded to include
the determination of resources utilized at comparison programs and to
calculate the value of these resources. This involved conducting inter=
views with Head Start center directors, elementary school principals, and
their respective administrative support staffs. |[n addition, salary
information was obtained for all personnel who worked directly with or
in Support QF tha Eomparisan programs FQF théSE SDUFCES the resources
PDC pfagram COmpEﬁFHtS- The data from both the PDL prcgram and the
comparison programs were then compiled and comparisons were made of .the
similarities and differences in resource utilization patterns. Findings
were presented in Interim Report VIill, and are summarized here.

O . A ;
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_Third Year Cost Findings

) During the third PDC program year the total value of resources .

utilized by 12 PDC programs was $7,432,076.1 Of this total, 16.9 )

percent was derived from the PDC grants, 56.5 percent from school districts,

10.5 percent from Head Start, 10.8 percent from other federal resources,

and 5.3 percent from local ‘community sources. A comparison of . the percentage
_distributions of the Early Childhood Schools (ECS) programs and the

Preschool-School Linkages (PSL) programs revealed that the largest difference

between the two models was in the contributions made by school districts--60.8

percent of the resources utilized by PSL sites came from the school districts

while only 49.8 percent of the resources utilized by ECS sites came from

the school districts. A difference in the proportion of the PDC grant
_contribution was also found between the two PDC models--21.7 percent -

of the resources utilized by ECS sites came from the PDC grants, whereas

only 13.8 percent of the resources utilized by PSL sites came from.the

PDC grants. Differences between the two models in contributions made by

the other sources were small.

The-value of the total resources was hichly related to the number
of children served by the program, which in turn, was related to the
number of elementary schools involved with PDC. PSL programs had an
enrol Iment almost twice as large as the ECS programs (4,519 students
in PSL proarams vs. 2,222 in ECS programs). The percentage of the PDC
grant in relation to total program resources varied from 7.0 percent
at one site to 28.6 percent at another. This variability appeared to be
a function of the availability of resources in each community.

Education received the:greatest share of program resources by far.
Over the 12 PDC programs, 65.2 percent of the resources were utilized
for the education component, 10.6 percent for administration, 9.6 percent
for services to the handicapped and learning disabled, .7.0 percent for
developmental support services, 3.9 percent for parent involvement, 2.2
percent for bilingual bicultural and multicultural activities, and 1.5
percent for training. The only real difference between program models.
in this distribution was in administration: ECS programs utilized 13
percent of their resources for administration whereas PSL programs utiltzed
8.8 percent. When PDC resources were analyzed by type of expenditure
it was found that "9078 percent was utilized for personnel, 3.7 percent . for
facilities, 3.0 percent for contractual services, 1.4 percent for materials,
and 1.2 percent for travel and transportation. These distributions of
resources by type and. by components were very similar for Years 1l and Ili,
indicating that the overall program emphasis in terms of expenditures
and resource utilization remained about the same from one year to the next.

lBecause the Arizona project was so different from the other sites in
terms of factors affecting costs, it was not included in the Cost Study.




Across all 12 programs the average value of total resources utilized
was 51,102 per child. The value for ECS programs was 51,309 per child,
the value for PSL programs was $1,001 per child. Since the value of
the PDC program grant averaged only $192 per child, these figures
illustrate the very great extent to which additional resources have been
utilized by the programs. , : '

The collection of data from the comparison Head Start centers and
schools showed that the difference between PDC and comparison programs
in the value of total resources utilized per child was $192, or approxi-
mately equal to the amount cf the PDC grant per child. 1t was also found
that the distribution of resources across program components was generally
comparable. There were slight differences in the proportion of resdurces
allocated to some areas, which reflect the emphasis of ,PDC in providing
a more comprehensive program. Whereas the comparison program data showed

average of 71 percent vs: 65 percent for the PDC program), the PDC
programs distributed their resources so that greater proportions were
allocated to parent involvement and developmental support services.

o
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CONCLUSTONS .AND IMPLICATIONS

This phase of the PDC evaluation has been designed prlmar|ly to
determine whether conditions are suitable for proceeding with a longltudlnai
study of PDC's process and effects through third grade. At the same time,
the*evaluationxh ; examined the implementation process during the first
" three years and Erovndea!anigssessment of program costs. .

Previous repérts ir this series have indicated that there are
suitable comparison groups at the PDC sites; that the child measures -
are sufficiently reliable, valid, and sensitive to change; and that sample
sizes are adequate to withstand the effects of attrition. ln the past
" year, reports have examined the effects of PDC on chi-ldren durlﬁg the
Head Startﬁyear and expTo ored factors affecting program |mplemeﬁtatnan
~These two! ‘aspects oF the findings: are summarized here.

¥
4

e The Impact of PDC on Children's Development : -

-

The first group QF children to be evaluated entered PDC Head Start
centers in fall 1976. ” Impact measures, which include a variety of tests,
observatlcns, and ratings, ‘were-administered in the fall and again in the
spring of the Head Start year , and PDC ch:Tdren s progress was iompared
with the _progress of 'similar children in nearby non-PDC Head Start centers.
Although 'a few small differences were found between the groups, overall )
the: findings confirmed the expectation that ‘the two groups would show
about the: same degree of progress through the Head Start year. Since 7
PDC is designed to provide’ grEEEEﬁ ;amtinulty in the transition from Head ~
Start to elementary ¢hool, it is reasonable to expect future testing to
show PDC s real impact. ‘ o B “ c

: ~
After looking Fgr overall PBC effects, the possxb11|ty of effacts

under specific EQndltIDﬁS was |nv35t|gated' For example, analyses examined
whether -PDC might: have different effects: for boys than for girls, or*might
produce greatEF gains in one site than in another. No d|FFereﬂ§es in ‘
the program's effegrs under these different conditions were. fourd,: Teading
to the EOﬂC]uSIDﬂ that, thraugh the Head Start.year at least, PDC is
equally EFFEEE|VE for boys and giris, for all ethnic groups, for children "
from all sites, nd for children who did or did not have prior preschool
experiehce. - .
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The.findings of-the first phase of the impact Study can be summarized
as follows: '

o Conditions are suitable for a longitudinal study of
PDC's impact on children through third grade.

e At the end of 3 year of Head Start, children in PDC and
comparison groups showed egsengxally the same degree of
progFE;:, as expected.

] Progres% of the two.groups was equal not just in geﬂera]
but also under all the special conditions examined.’

At this stage, the most important centribution of the PDC evaluation
has been the knowledge gained about program implementation. The Imple-
mentation Study, as summarized next, has pravided extensive information
about what has been ac¢complished in the program's initial three years
and about some of the reasons for those accomplishments.

In 1976-77 PDC implementation activities were intensively studied
at nine sites--profiles of program implementation were developed and
factors shaping implementation were analyzed. The measurement of imple-
mentation indicated that almost all sites received high ratings in the
education component, particularly in areas concerned with development
and impIementation‘oF a curﬁicuium and diagnogtii system lﬁ contrast,

hlghly ‘variable Frcm site to 51te

General Lonclusions

On the basis of these analyses, eight general conclusions about PDC
implementation were drawn:’ :

e No single Facta#‘ﬁ? event was sufficient to ''make' or 'break'
a project; only combinations of factors operated to’ influence
implementation. -

# The single most prerFul set of determlﬁants of |mp]emantat|on
during the first three-years was the eduaatlgnal and communi ty
setting for each project.

L6
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@ The second most important set of determinants of implementation
was the background, creativity, and initiative of PDC staffs.

& In general, Early Childhood School sites were able to implement
the PDC gquidelines more readily during the early years than
were Preschool-5chool Linkage sites, although this does not
mean that the potential for ultimate success is any greater
for one model than for the other.

e The planning year was a critical factor in the implementation
of PDC. '

& VWhen some form of planned sequencing of implementation was
adopted, sites made more rapid progress in their areas of
focus.

e Implementation proceeded most rapidly where administrative
legitimacy for PDC staff had been established at bg;brthe
Head Start and elementary levels.

e  Implementation proceeded most rapidly where a sense of
"ownership' of PDC had been established among staff at
both the Head Start and elementary school levels.

" Some Séeiific Eagt@rs;;hsthFfected,PQEﬂJ%pIemeq;;Ejgﬂ

In addition to these general conclusions, a number of specific
factors emerged as most clearly related to program implementation during
the initial years. They are listed here in four areas--the PDC setting,
local initiation of PDC, planning year activities, and implementation
activities during the implementation year.

The PDC setting. Five factors associated with the setting of the
local PDC program seemed to be assgﬁlated with higher implementation
) Ievals

- Location in a8 mid-sized community (20,000-100,000 population)
and mid-sized school district;

® History of close cocperation or joint administration of
Head Start and elementary school programs by the school
‘district;

® Pre-existing district philosophies, priorities, le egislation,
and programs similar to or compatible with PDC; .

[=}



e High concentration of the target ethnic groups in the schools
or centers (affecting implementation in the bilingual-
multicultural component only);

e Favorable parental attitudes toward schools and federal
programs.

Local initiation of PDC. Two features of the situation surrounding
the beginnings of PDC seemed to confer at least an initial advantage
because their presence meant that certain important linkages demanded by
PDC were already in place as the tasks of planning and implementation began:

e Broad participation by parents, teachers and administrators in
the first proposal writing (coordination at-this stage between
the Head Start center directors and elementary school principals
who would later participate in the project was particularly valuable) ;

e Designation of the school district as the delegate agency for the
Head Start program, and thus for PDC (this increased the 1ikelihood
that Head Start and the schools had already established a working rela-
tionship prior to PDC, it made it easier for PDC staff to have formal
authority that spanned both -levels, and it made it easier for the
elementary school teachers to accept the project) .

Planning year activities. Althrugh all programs were granted this
special period, they did not use it equally effectively. Five features
of planning year activities stood out as contributing to higher levels
of implementation in the third year: :

e Involvement of teachers, parents, and administrators in
planning; .

e Voluntary participation of teachers;

‘Coordinator experienced as an administrator;

@ Key staff members familiar with the workings of the school
district and Head Start programs;

e Parent involvement coordinator from the community and with
professional experience involving parents in schools or centers.
B
Implementation strategies, events, and activities. Implementation
activities during the implementation year were also important. to the
success of PDC. Higher levels of implementation .were associated with'
the following conditions:

e Clearly delineated lines of authority for PDC staft at both
Head Start and elementary levels; _ .

8 i | 48 .
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C staff housed either with the elementary teachers or with
hool district staff;
e Full and active support for PDC from district officials,

the Head Start center director, and the school principal(s);

e Respcnsibility for comporients assigned to specific individuals;

@ No individual responsible for more than two components;
e Component responsibilities that spanned both the Head Start

and elementary school levels;

e Adoption of an existing curriculum or purchase of an intact
curriculum;

ining for PDC participants.

T

e Frequent tr

A Final Comment

Broad implications for federal efforts to promote innovative educa-
tional programs have emerged from three years of Project Developmental
Continuity. The approach ACYF adopted for PDC was one of providing a
‘framework for innovation'' rather than dictating specific innovative
practices. Within this framework a number of strong local programs have
developed. From the perspective of extensive implementation data, it
seems that the PDC framework offers a potentially effective model of
educational change. As the evolution of PDC continues over the next few
years, the models for continuity should become stronger and clearer.

PDC is certainly altering the character of educational settings; the
importance of this altered character for the educational progréss of
children will become clearer as the demonstration program proceeds through
the coming years.

{
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF MEASURES USED

THE PDC EVALUATION,

1975-1977
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SUMMARY OF MEASURES JSED IN THE PDC EVALUATION, 1975-1577

Cognitive-Language Measures

Bilingual Syntax Measure (Burt, Dulay and Hernandez-Ch. , 1975).

Thi's test is designed to measure children's oral pFQFIEIEﬁCY in Engllsh
and/or Spanish grammatical structures. Simple questions are used with
cartoon-type colored pictures to provide a conversational setting for
eliciting natural speech. An analysis of the child's responses yields a
numerical indicstor and a qualitative description of the child's structural
language proficiency in standard English or standard Spannsh Responses are
written down verbatim. s

Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence, Block Design
5ubt§§EMIAéch5]er 1967) .2 The task requires reproducing (constructlng)
designs with flat colored b]a:ks, either from the examiner's model or
from a picture on a card. The measure taps problem-solving abilities,

flexibility of response style, visual-motor organization, and execution.

Wechsler Inte]l!gence Scale for Children (U|SC) Block Design subtest

i!?CPS}EfWAJ?ASA " Similar to the WPPSI in that the child tries to make

designs with colored cubes to match designs made by the interviewer or in a
picture on a card, but suitable for older children.

Conceptual Grouping (McCarthy Ssa]es) “ The child's abilities to deal

with objects and categories are tapped in this subtest. The child uses
blocks and is asked to respond to questions by choosing blocks that belong
in a group, or by putting together groups (for example, 'Find the square
one,"” "Find all the big vellow ones,” and so on).

Draw-A-Child (M:Carthy Scales). Child draws a picture of a child

of the same sex. Scoring credits children for th6|r ability to articulate
parts of the body in their drawings.

1Byrt, M., Dulay, H., & Hernandez-Chavez, E. Bilingual Syntax Measure.
New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1975.

2Wechsler, D. Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of -Intelligence: Manual.

New York: Psychological Corporation, 1967.

3Wechsler, D. Wechsler |ﬁtE]]lgEﬁCE Scale for Children: Manual. New York:

Psychological Corporation, 1949.

“McCarthy, D. M;ﬁgrthyl§ﬁé]gs éf Children's Abilities: HManual. New York:
Psychological Corporation, 1972.
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Say and Tell (CIRCUS).! This test is designed to assess descriptive
language abilities. The child is given objects (a pencil and two pennies)
to talk about and describe to the interviewer. The scoring is based on
categories of attributes which the child mentions. :

are obtained. The child is asked to repeat sequences of words (Verbal
Memory-1) and to repeat or retell as much as possible of a one paragraph
story (Verbal Memory-3).

Veﬁbg]iﬁem@ryr(ﬂcéaf;hy Scales). Two perspectives on short-term memory

Verbal Fluency (McCarthy Scales). Ability to recall information by

conceptual categories is measured by this test. The child is asked to name

as many members of specific categories (e.g., animals) as he/she can.

Social-Emotional Measures

PDC Child Rating Scale (High/Scope Foundation, unpublished). This

instrument 76 designed as a measure of social competence to be administered
by the respective classroom teachers of the children rated. For each of the
39 items, specific behaviors such as ''Uses words or wits to influence
others'' are rated on a 5-point scale according to frequency of occurrence
("Wery frequently'' to '"Rarely'). Six scales were derived through factor
analysis: -~ friendliness, aggressiveness, perseverence, independence,
self-assurance, and resourcefulness.

shed) .

PDC Classroom Qbsgrvatighfsyste@,(High[SiapgiFoundQ;i@n!,unpupli
The PDC observation system was developed to provide information about
children's classroom behavior along dimensions pertinent to the social-
emotional goals of Project Developmental Continuity. The system focuses on
aspects of an individual child's behavior, verbal or non-verbal, that reflect
the child's attitude toward himself, and on the child's social competence as
demonstrated in his interaction with peers and adults. :

Using a time-sampling method, trained observers observe each child for
five minutes at two different times during the day and code their behavior
into four general categories: 'noninvolved," "involved," '"interacts with
peer,' and ''interacts with atult." A fifth category, "activity level,"
is included to provide information concerning the context in which these
behaviors were observed. Each of these categories includes subcategories
that are designed to identify the frequency and nature of specific behaviors
within the general category. :

1EIRCQ§; ‘Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1974,

L
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1374) T The PIPS attempts to assess the child's ab:]:ty to ﬁame
alternative solutions to a life-related problem--that of obtaining a

toy from another child. Paper cut-outs of boys, girls and toys are used
in presenting the probiem. Among inner-city four-year-olds attending the
Philadelphia Get Set day care program, those judged as better adjusted

by their teachers were able to conceptualize a greater number and a wider
range of alternative solutions to real-life problems than were their more
poorly adjusted classmates.

Pupil Observation Checklist H gh/Sche Foundation, unnubllshed)
This is a rating scale consisting of twelve j-point bipolar adjectives
derived from a similar scale used in the Home Start evaluation. 2 The
tester rates each child using this instrument after he or she has administered
all the other measures in the battery to the child. Scores are derived for

two scales: task orientation and SDCIEbI]!ty

Stephens- De]ys Reinforcement Contingency Interview (Stephens and De]ys,

]97ﬂ‘ 3 This measure finds out whether a child thinks that his own ‘behavior
would change what other people do or feel. In-other words, if a child changes
his behavior, will his teachers', parents' or friends' attitudes or behaviors
change as a result? Twelve guestions were used, for example, '"What makes

your teacher happy?'.

Psychomotor Measures

Arm CODFdIﬂSElGﬂ (McCarthy Scales). This measure assesses a child's

arm coordination. Activities include ball bouncing, catching a beanbag,
and throwing a beanbag at a target.

Block Building (McCarthy Scales). This interview is designed to assess
a child's finger and hand coordination and his perceptions of things and
spaces as he builds things out of blocks to copy what the interviewer has
built.

'Shure, M. B., & Spivack, G. The PIPS Test Manual. Philadelphia: Hahneman
Medical College, 1974.

T,

?Love, J., et al. National Hpméigiért Evaluation Interim Report VI1.

Ypsilanti, Mich.: High/Sco pe Foundation, March 1976.

35tephens, M. W., & Delys, P. Stephens-Delys Reinforcemeni .ontingency

Interview. Purdue University, 1972.




Leg Coordination (McCarthy Scales). This task measures a child's leg

coordination. Activities include walknng backwards, walking on tiptoes,
and skipping.

Site-Spacific Measures

Do You Know...? (CIRCUS). This is a general information iﬁterview
The child iﬁaoses approprigtg pictures which answer the interviewer's que sstion.
This task taps the child's experience in a variety of areas {(health, safety,
social standards, consumer concepts).

Opposite Analogies (McCarthy / Scales). In this test of classification
skills, the child is asked to supply the missing word in an aﬁaiagy (for
example, '"The sun is hot; ice is “)

Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test (Wepman, }??3) This measure

assesses the child's ability to tell the difference between sounds.

Other Measures

Adult Language Check. This measure is used in the bilingual
bicultural demonstration sites to obtain an indication of the languages
the adults in the classroom use during their interactions with children.
The interviewer sits in the classroom for a two-hour period and records the
language used by the teachers and aides within five-minute intervals.

Height and Weight. All children are weighed and measured during the
same two-week period at testing time.

PDC Faces Interview (High/Scope Foundation, unpublished). This test
is desngned To assess the child's attitude toward school and his teacher.
The child is asked to point to one of five faces (which range from happy to

sad) as he is asked questions about school and his teacher.

Preschaal Productive Language ASSessment Task (PPLAT), (High/Scope
Foundat;on,;unpubllshed) This measure is designed to assess oral language
proficiency. Each child is provided with a variety of materials and interacts
informally with the adult tester for about thirty minutes. The entire session

is tape-recorded and later transcribed for coding.

lyepman, J. Auditory Discrimination Test. Chicago: Language Research .-

Association, Inc., 1973.
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APPENDIX B

CONTENTS OF PDC EVALUATION REPORTS

~Report Titlar(Data) . Contents

Interim Report | (April 1975)

Part A: Preliminary Planning Year

Case Studies!

Part B: Prgl?miﬁar¥ Site
Evaluation Designs

PDC Monitoring Report!

7

Narvative deserndiptions of planning
activities at the 15 PDC sites based
on the initial winfen 1975 adte visdits.

Prefiminany estimates of needed sample
sdize at each site and recommendations
jorn comparison Head Stant centenrs and

elementary schools.

Fifteen site monditoning neponts nating
compliance with planning year guide-
Lines; necommendations to ACYF gon
thaining on technical assistance.

Interim Report Il (June 1975)
Part A: Planning Year Case Studies

Part B:
Program

Recommendations for Measuring
impact (ED 144 715)

Part C: Status of the Impact Study!

‘Monitoring Report No. 2!

Pescription and analysis of planning
activities at the 15 sites during Yearn T.

Review of process of selecting and .
necommending measures to be used fon
asdessing Ampact on children, feachens,
parents, and on the Head Start and
school institutions.

Presentation of Yean 11 desdign; update
0f site-Level necommendations for Loca-
tion of comparison schools and sample
size; baseline data on classrooms,
teachens, programs, and communily
servdees.

Assessment of compliance m@th'pﬁanniﬂg
year guddelines at 14 sifes.
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REDQFE TIE]E (Date; Cangents

Interim Report 111 (March 1976)

Part A: Status of the Impact Study! Psychometriic analyses 04 child
(Volumes 1 and 2) measures pilot tested in fall 1975;

response distributions forn each test
by aite; necommendations for changes
in the measwrement battery; analysis

0§ comparability of PDC and compari-
s0n ghoups; recommendations for
continuing the evaluation at each site.

Part B: Implementation Study Design cf the Implementation Study
Design for Program Years I fon Yeans 1T and 171. (Updated
and 111! write-up of this desdign appears

in Intendim Repont 1V, Volume 2.)
Executive Summary: Preliminary Summarny o4 Parnt A, with conclusions
Recommendations for the Study on sultability of ihe Anstruments
of Child Impact : and of the samples at each Aite and

specific recommendations for Yearn ITI.

Site Implementation Reports! Founteen neports describing o
finst-year implementation activities.

Interim Report IV (August 1976)

Volume 1: Pilot Year Impact Study-- Psychometric analyses o4 child measures
Instrument Characteristics and (reliabilfity, validity, nelationship
Attrition Trends to socdal competence, sensi{iivity %o

change, suitabifity of measurnes fonr
upper grades), site charactenistics

and QampaaabLZ¢tu o4 PPC and compardison
ghoups, analysls of atinition, and
recommendations for modifying the
impact battenry.

Volume 2: Development of the Imple- Design of the Implementation and
mentation and Cost Studies Cost Studies and nterim analysis of
: factorns affecting {mplementation;
methodology and interim {indings §rom
the Cost Study.

lsubmitted only as in-house report to ACYF; not for dissemination.



Repart TI;]E (Date)

Cénteﬁts

Interim R;port v (DCEDbEF 1976)

Second Program Year Cost Report!

Cost analysis for
from July 1, 1975
1976; documenting
vrofect component the cost of 14
POC projects. (A comprehensdive
hoview of PDC progham costs LS
presented in Internim Repont VITI.)

PDPC programs
through June 30,
by source and

fnterim Report VI {March

Recommendations for
Impact Study

Continuing the

Executive Summary: Recommendations
for Continuing the lmpact Study

Psychometnic anaijigé o4 fall 1976 pre-
fest data on enterning Cohort 2 Head
Stant children; descrniption of the PDC
and companison samples, recommendations
fon the continued Longditudinal study
(based on comparability of the groups,
suitability of the {nsthuments, and
adequacy of sample size).

Recommendations fon continuing the
Impact Study abstracted from Internim
Repont VI.

(August 1977)

Interim Repert VI

Volume 1: Findings from the PDC
Implementation Study

Volume 2: Site Implementation Reports:

Volume 3: Assessment of Program Impact
Through the Head Start Year.

Repotrt of national trends in PUC
implementation activities and Levels
0§ {mplementation achieved.:

p@ééﬂipi&ﬂ@ neporits of Lmuﬂgmeniﬂixan
ctividies at nine sites. ’

Psychometriic analyses of 1976-77 child
data; preliminany evaluation of 7
progham {mpact at the Head Stant fLevel.

lsubmitted only as in-house report to ACYF;

"not for dissemination.

(o
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Repart Tltle (Data)

interim Report Vill (November 1977)

Third Year Cost Studyl

Infoamation about proghram cosl for
PDC and comparison schoofs and Head
Stand programs.

Final Report of the PDC Feasibility
Study, 1974-1977 (April 1978}

Summanj 04 impLementation, cost, and
impact study procedures and 5¢nd¢ngé
§rom the three-yean evaluation; Linte-
ghation of cost, dmplementation and
Ampact data.

Additional Documents Produced During the Course of the Evaluation

PDC: Some Questions and A%%wars
(Decembar 1975)

Field Procedures Manual
(September 1975, March 1976,
September 1976, March 1977,
March 1978)

Classroom Observation

(Fall 1976)

System Manual

implementation Rating Instrument

(Spring 1977)
(Winter 1977)

Site Visitors' Manual

This seven-page pamphlet posed and
answered 16 questions about the PDC
evaluation (especially its testing
activities] fon the benefdit of
parents and Teacheis; copies were
widely distrnibuted (in both English .
and Spanish) to the PDC sites.

Detailed procedunes fon testing dﬂd
observing, quality control of data
collection, and s0 on; used by
High/Scope {§ield 5I165 on the impaat
Study.

Rationale, backgnound, and\dgﬁiniiiaﬂé }
o4 categonies in the PDC Cﬁa@anaam
Obsenvation System.

The complete IRT developed gor the
Tmpﬁzmgﬁiaiian Study.

Presentation of sdite visdit pnaaedumaép

interview forms, procedunes for using
the IRI, and neporting requirements
for Vgan ‘111 Implementation. Siudj
5{&£d stags.

lavailable from Development Associates,
Virginia 22204.

6k

inc., 292& Columbia Pike, Arlington,




