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INTRODUCT | ON

Project Developmental Continuity (PDC) was begun in 197h by the

Administration for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) as the first large-
scale demonstration of coordinated programming betwesn Head Start centers

ard public schools at fifteen sites distributed across the REW regional
offices and.the Indian and Migrant Program Division. It is hoped that the
single most important effect of this undertaking will be to enhance the
social competence of the children served-=that is; to increase their every-
day effectiveness in dealing with their environment {at school, at hore,

in the community, and iA society). PDC 3150 aims to bring about broader and
more intensive involvement of parents and teaChers in the governance of
school affairs.

. As part of the overall Head Start improveméent and innovation effort;

: PDC emphasizes the involvement of admiristrators, classroom staff,; and
parents in formulating educational goals and developing a comprehensive
curriculum: The object is to ensure that children receive cont inuous ]
individualized attention as they progress from Head Start through the early

primary grades. If the program is successful, existing discontinuities

between Head Start and elementary school experiences will be reduced by PDC
mechanisms that encourage communication and motuval decision-making among .

preschool and elementary school teachers, administrators and parents.

School organizations st iiic fifteen sites received funding to design

and implement seven prescribed program components administration, education,

- training, developrental support services; parent involvement, services for
the handicapped, bilingual/bicultural and multicultyral education. The
component areas are described in more detail in a later section of this
report. :

) At the same time that projects were instituted, the High/Scope
Educational Research Foundation was awarded the evaluation contract,; the B
major purpose _of which was Eérprovide ACYF with information that would é%éi%t
it in its efforts to design effective programs for children. The contract

called for the collection and analysis of process and impact data involving
both quantitative and qualitative methodologies. -

~ The evaluation has procesded in two phases. From 1374 to 1978, evalua-
tion activities were aimed at analyzing program implementation and asserting
the feasibility of doing a five-year longitudinal study that would fo!low
one cohort of children from the time the entered Head Start until they ]
completed third grade.' After judging the study feasible, ACYF funded the
current phase of the evaluation (1979-1982) to examins the impact of PDC
on participating institutions; teachers and classrooms, parents and children

in eleven of the twelve sites stijll participating in the project.

‘The results of this phase of the evaluation ars described in: Love,

Granville and Smith, 1978; Smith, Love, Morris, Spencer; Ispa and
Rosario, 1977. )

ix :
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~The present document,; The Context, Conceptual Approach and Methods
of the Evaluation, is the fxrst of a sernes reporting impact findings as
of spring of the \tudy,CDhoEVACALLdLBQ,54£¢£SL7gfade year (1979). Othar
volumes in the series lnclPde

e VYolume Il _impact bn Institutions. Describes findings
dealing specifically with PDC's impact on the institutional
policies and procediires of participating Head Start centers

and elementary schools. These findings are presented in

the context of the varied social educational settlngs
surrounding PDC.

777777 lﬁVEétigates Lhe impaCt Of
PDE O?,Fhe parents of chnld'en in the evaluation cohort and,

in a preliminary fashion, the relationship betwsen family
characteristics and outcome variables. -

L ]l
] <z
51
ja
3|a.
f:
E
18
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o VYolume IV, Impact on Teachers. Reports impact findings
on teachers and classrooms. These impacts reflect

treatment~related outcomes as wr!l as outcomes regardless
of treatment.

® Volume V, Impact on Children. Presents the findings of
analyses of PDC's impact on the PaC evaluat»on s cohort
of children as of the end cf grade 1. The volume also
contains sofie preljmxnary examinations of the relation-
ship between variables in the teacher; parent and child
doma.ins.

ElassxooméTgﬁareangandAChJldren Summaryzes the evaluatnoh

results for 1979, when the cohort of children baing studied
in the evaluaticn had completed grade 1. _Rééults are presented

for each 'of the four major areas: institutional policies and
procedures; teacher attitudes and behaviors in the classrocm
and with parents,; parent attitudes and behaviors in relation

to their child's schocl, and the achievement of chlldren in

addition; the volume summarlzes the initial analySes ot 1nter-

relatlonshnps between the four maJor areas, such as the relation-

ship between teacher attrtudes and parent behaviors concerning
involvement with their child's school.

“his volume serves as an introduction, providing a detailed description
of the PDC program and the purpose;, methods and guiding framework of the
impact evailuation. It is organized into three major sections; olus a summary -

and a technical appendix: The first section presents a brief hastory of the

PDC progrzm and its evaiuation, describes the overall des1gn of the longitudinal

study, and reviews what data werp ava:lab e for analvses as of sprlng of the

test-cohort children's first grade year (1979).

Lol Y
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in Section Il, we describe the concepiual framework guiding the
study of PDC processes and effects. This framework has made it possible
for us to ''model'' the concept of PrOJect Developmental Gontlnunty as weil

as the kind and direction of change necessary for its institutionalization.
It is presented as two different 'models'': a concepLuaJ model that d»scr:beé

|deally ‘the intended effects of PDG and an analytlf model that descrlbes

The data collecglon and analysxs proceuu|e< required by a >tudy of
this magnitude and complexlty are discussed in Sectwon Inl under the general
title of "Methods." This is fo!lowed by the vciume summary. The appendix
describes the PDC variables; data sources and hypotheses.



THE CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF THE PDC EVALUATION

The purpose of this secticn i5 to prOV|de a dESCFIptIOn of Project

Developmental Continuity (PDC) and to discuss the overall purpose of the

evaluation. We begin with the origins and development of the PDC program

and then discuss the purpose; design and information needs of the evaluation.

-
~

The Orlguns of PDC

As a national demonstration program WIthln Head Start, Project Develop-

mental Continuity belongs to a family of experimental efforts under taken

by the Administration for €hildren, Youth and Families that has included
Parent-Child Centers, Home Start Health Start the Parent- Child Development
Centers and the Chlld and Family Resource Program As a group; these’

experlmental programs ""ensure that Head Start 15 proVided Wlth,a continuing
'''''' , n.’[

The partlcular mission of PDC; as it was planned in l972 73, was to

respond to evaluatlon data which appeared to demonstrate that Head Start's

impact on children was short-lived:

Boatuation and reseavch vesuiis docunznt clearly that
children who attend Head Start are more elevated in their
fuﬁction;ﬁg than children who do not. However, the research

also shows that this. superzorzty fhdes during the early primary

years unless the child is involved in a speecial program which

om,z,ds ubor the beneJ ’L'I'JS oJ tke pre—scnooZ e:cper‘cence Based

ways o; “rovzdznﬂ developmenta7 continuity between Head Start
and the early senool years. (0ffice of Child Development
planning document no date; see footnote 1.)

Thus, PDC established Head Start-public school coordination as a central

feature; in addition to maintaining the features of other Head Start

programs such as parent involvement; health and nutrltlon services,

services for handicapped children, and staff support ana training. In a
subsequent planning document, ACYF further articulated the goals of PDC

loffice of Child Development, ''FY 1973 Goals and Plans for I|mprovement
and Innovation in Project Head Start,' no date.

| 9
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This projec: is designed to emhance the social competence of
each participating child, that is, to increase each child's
everyday e;fectiveness in dealing with his environment and
responsibiiities in school end life. Specifié goals of the

project are: (1} to assure continmuity of experience for

children from preschool through the early primary years by
stimulating cogritive, language; soéial-emotional and physical
developrent, promoting educational gains for childven through
development of social competence; and (2) to develop models .
For developmental continuity that can be implemented on a wide
scale in Head Start and other child development programs and
senool sustems. ! |

HEW regional offices and the Indian and Migrant Program Division: The

entire first year of program operation was designated a planning year:
During the planning year, staff were hired, component area task forces

were appointed, and detailed plans for actual implementation were initiated,

During Year Il (1975-76); 14 sites (the New York program had withdrawn)
comprising a total of 42 Head Start centers and elementary schools, began
to implement their plans: Program Year 111 (1976-77) was officially

. designated the ''implementation year'' in the original project design; by
" which time programs were expected to be fully implemented and operational:
During the implementation year, evaluation staff began to collect data on

the cohort of children who entered PDC and comparison Head Start certers.

Years 1V-VI (1977-81) are continuation years: During this period,

programs are expected to continue receiving- funding as they move toward

"institutionalization'' or integration within the educational system of 7
the local school districts, which will then assume all fiscal responsibility

for the programs as of mid-1981.

At present, 12 sites are partic..ating in the demonstration project.
- The program in New Jersey withdrew at the end of Year 11, and the West
Virginia program ceased cperations at the end of Year IV. Sites included
in the evaluation as of spring 1979 are located in California, Colorado,

Connecticut; Florida, Georgia, lowa, Maryland, Michigan, Texas, Utah, and
Washington: 7T6§ Arizona site remains part of the demonstration project,
but has ﬁéirbgenr included in the evaluation since 1978 when a complete

. program case history was written (see Interim Report VII, Appendix D).

'Administration for Children, Youth and Families. _Research, Demonstration
and Evaluation Studies, Fiscal Year 1978. Washington, D.C.: Author, 1977.

Mol
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The Two Program Models

The Head btart publnc schoo] coordination required by PD€ was initially

defined in terms of two program models. In the Preschool-School Linkages

approach; administratively separate Head Start and elementary programs
were brought together by the device of a PBC Council, whose membership

included teachers,; parents; admlnlstrators from both organlzatnons and

c0mmun|ty representatives. In the Early Chl]dhood Schools approach;

Head Start and elementary programs were combined both adm:nlstratxvely by
the Counc:l and physically in the same bU|¥d|ng, thus. creatlng 3 new insti-
tution. In practice, as the programs have evolved over time; the distinction

between these models has blurred; there are now; in fact; a w:de varlety

of spec:flc mechanisms that ailow faor the coord|nat|0n requnred by PDC:

PDE Guidelines

To Support the lmplementatlon of PDC the Program Development and

Inrovation Division within ACYF designed several vehicles: national

programfgu:de];nes training and technical assistance contractors; and

national workshops. In spring 1974 a document entitled “Gu.de]:nes for a

Planning Year'' was distributed to prospective sites to serve as a gu:de

for preparing initial proposals. These gunde]lnes were rev1sed in September

1974 and supp]emented by periodic “program 1etters“7|ssued by the national

off;cer These early guude]nnes contained both requirements for the develop-
ment of program coriporients and sidgested activities within each component.

At the beginning of the start-up year (November 1375) the ''PDC Imple-
mentation Year Guidelines'' were published; describing basic elements that

were to be present in each PPE program and clarifying for the programs

the distinction between required elements and suggested activities. These

gu:delnnes became the basic mechanism for gu:dlng program lmplementatlon

activities from fall 1975 through summer ]978 when another revision was
issued. The revised 1978 guidelines differed from the previous versions
primarily in their attempt to consider the matured status of the programs
and in an added concern with self-assessment and formative evaluation:
Over time; the needs of the various programs diverged and; within programs

the needs of different components varied: Thus; the guldelxnes now encourage

programs to adjust their component act:v:txes to current needs rather than

to follow a prescrlbed schedule of activities across programs . The seven

program components described in each of the guidelines are the following:

e Administration: administrative coordination between and
within Head Start and the elementary school (s)

-Education: . coordination of curriculum approaches and
educational goals

° Training: preservice and inservice teacher, staff and
parent training in program- related areas

w
M,
i



Developiiental support services: comprehensive services
(medical, nutritiona:, and social) to children and families

Parent involvement: parent participation in policy making,
home-schoo! activities, and classroom visits or volunteering

e Services for thé,Héhaicapﬁédéii§éf§i6é§ for handicapped

children and children with learning disabilities

Bilingual/bicultural and multicultural education: programs
for bilingual/bicultural or multicultural children.

The guidelines have consistently outlined requirements and suggestions

in these seven areas. They have establjshed areas of program responsibility
while leaving specific manifestations open to local initiative and inter-
pretation. As such; they represent a unique approach to educational change.

Rather than dictate very specific innovative changes, the guidelines
provide a framework for innovation. There are at least three reasons for
this characterization of the guidelines.

First, PDC is not a single discrete innovation. Much of the literature

on educational change describes one of two types of innovation: (a) the
implementation of a new curriculum element such as the '"new math'" or a

special reading program, or (b) the creatijon of 'new schools"! (for examples
of the former see Berman & Mckaughlin; 1975; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; or.
Gross, Giaquinta & Bernstein, 1971; for examples of the latter; see Deal,
1975; Miles; 1978; or Smith & Keith, 1971). PDC, however; is not quite

like either of these inncvations. It is, on the one hand, far more compre~
hensive than any of the discrete innovations reported by Fullan and Pomfret:

the guidelines require & particular type of curriculum, plus a program for _
bilihgua]/biculturé],éhd/bk,hﬂltiggjfgféi children plus a program of services

for handicapped children, plus a parent involvement program, and so on.

Yet, unlike 'rew schools;" PDC programs began with a set of guidelines

that provided some explicit direction for planning activities.

We might think of the gufdeiihes,ffdfféXémbié; as prescribing a

detailed set of planning procedures (the PDC Council; parent involvement

in planning services for handicapped children;-and so on) and then sketching
what the products of that planning should look Iike (the PDC curriculum
must. be developmentally appropriate; emphasize individualized instruction,
and so on). This means that at most sites PDC has resulted in two kinds

of innovation: one large (the new mechanisms for planfing and decision-
making) and several smaller (the programs and activities created through
those mechanisms). The outline of the large innovation (the framework)

Wiles, Sullivan, Gold, Silver, and Wilder (1978) define a 'new school’

as, '...a total school program {not a minor project, course, or other
~inni :tlon) which is created more or less de novo (is not simply a
rede.ign of an existing school) and which Tts creators experience as

different from their own past experiences."

N-u
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was mapped explicitly by ACYF, and in that respect PDC resembles some
of the more discrete ”packaged” innovations described in the literature:
The Smaller lnnovatlons resultlng frOm that framework however had to

resembles some of the 'new schools.!

~ Second; the units of change in PBC are not isolated classrooms or
schools; but,pa:tscofcsevecalmschools or centers. PDC extends beyond

single classrooms and encompasses parts of the elementary schools and the

. Head Start centers with which it is asscciated. To the extent that the

project extends beyond individual classrooms, it has much in common with

new schools: basic changes are being made not only in what individual

teachers do Nlthln their own classrooms; but also in how those teachers

interact with one another, in how decnsuons are made, and in the range of

services that are offered to the whole child: However, because PDC |nvolves

‘ess than the whole of any one school but perhaps parts of several schools

the srtuatlon is also more complex. tban faced by new schools. 7Local PDC
projects require the involverment of elementary schoo| principals and Head
Start center directors whose time and energy has to be divided between

PDC and non-PDC teachers. They have to contend with non-PDC teachers who
are at best uninvolved in the project and occasionally antagonnstlc

They are faced, on occasion; with conflicts between the aims and methods

of PDC and the programs in_ the rest of the center or school Perhaps

cation among teachers who are located in separate butldlngs. Adequate
communication has been found difficult enough to achieve in self-contained

new schools; the problems are ccmpounded when the participating classes
are sometimes miles apart.

?hird PDC is .designed to create llnkages between two distinct programs

rather than to change a single existing program. Most of the literature

describes attempts to change one program elther by |ntroduc:ng new curriculum

PDC has elements of this, but it also has anotherfoverr:drng objectnvé: :
to brxng about continuity between the local Head Start and early elementary
programs. Aside from the difficulties caused by the participating programs
residing in different buildings, the fact that two distinctly different

programs are to be linked introduces its own c0mpllcat|ons For example;

at most sites, even those with Early Childhood Schools; two separate

administrations are involved. Programs that had existed separately for

years are now expected to coordinate their plannlng and other activities.

The analyses of program :mplementatxon conducted dur:ng the flrst
phase of ~he evaluation found considerable diversity among the. PDC programs

in their response to thns approach to innovation; but as our phase one
final report concluded:

':nnoaatzor ”athar than aoCoathG soﬂcszc

ac,zcms. W*tﬂ‘&?’ ‘ES ‘;”‘U"?IUO”K a nwﬂber Or
or

-

sTror:z rograms kave d?UoLOveu. From the perspeciive

| Y
=

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



oj“»w,anszue zmp tementation data, it seems that the PDC
j3nwewor/ onewe a potentzaZZy effective model of. educational

crarge. As tne evolution of PDC continues cver the next

Jew jeans the models for contﬂnuzu%_sPouZd become stronger
a7ﬂ clearer. (Love, Granville & Smith, 1978; p: 49)

Training and Technical Assistance to Sites

From the outset, ACYF has worked with a Training and Technical

Assistance (T&TA) contractor Although there have been changes in the
organizations providing these services; the basic ACYF T&TA phl.osophy

has remained consistent. The TETA contractors have prOVIded resources

to the PDC sites; collectlvely and lnleldUBIIy, by developifig or co]lectlng

materidls and references relevant to the concepts involved in PDC or to
activities required for xmplementatnon TETA staff have represented various
fields of expertise lmportant to PDC programs, such_as developmental

psychology, educational administration, teacher training; and ﬁﬁ]tiéditd?éi

education: But in addition to being able to assist local PDE sites in

'§pecific areas, Fneld _Specialists assigned to each site by the T&TA

contractor have 4ealt with ‘genéral- implementation themes, such as wavs

to achieve participation in the planning process by all the’ groups concerned
with PDC.

One of the most |mportant methods of provndnng support for the local

sites has been the natlonal workshops. Approximately twice a year; ACYF

has ased the TETA Contractors to manage these workshops, which staff from

each PDC site attend The conferences have had different themes which

have enab]ed partICIparts to focus on topics of partncular concern, such

as multicultural educatxon parent involvement, or preparing for local

institutionalization of PB€ once federal Fundlng ceases, Partnc:pants

have included parents; teachers and school administrators in addition to
the PDC staff:. Ootside experts have been 1nv1ted to conduct workshops

1t these meetnngs and eva]uatlon contractor staFF have attended ‘to facili-

The major purpose of the PDC evaluation is to aid the Administration

for Children, Youth and Families in its efforts to design effective programs

for childreri. The evaluation was planned in two phases: the first tc
determnne the Feasnblllty of conduct:ng a longxtcdxna] study of PDC (1974~

i977) and the second to carry out that study as one cohort of children

progresses from Head Start through the third grade (1977-1981).

RN
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‘was finatized-and-pilot-data were.collected.at five sites to _evaluate

7Eff0rtﬁ to deCF'Lgrﬂhd ana',?v program orocesses b°gan durlnq
‘he PDL pianAing yedr (1%75-78) with the pieparition of site case studies:

>

During the foilowing year the desngn for the full Implementation. Study

the applicability of the interview forms and the procedures for rating

implementation levels. ©On the basis of the analysis of the’ p:iot data,

modnfucatxons in procedures,wa;e made and a maJor instrument for assess:ng

During the third program yéér;,this instrument was applied to the
interview data and other documentation from nine Sites to provide a compre-~
hensive assessment of lmp]ementatIOn activities in PDC. Three additional

»5|tes were jncluded in various documentation activities but did not receive

the systematic implementation ratings. At the thirteenth site, a Navajo

program in Arizona, a cast history approach to assessing both 1mplemertatlon
and impact was taken.

Overall Design of the Phase |1 Longitudinal Study

RFP in 197h It specnfned that cne cohort of PDE children and thEIr

families would be identified and repeatedly assessed, from the time the
children entered Head Start until they completed third grade.! It further
specified rhat the performance of these children was to be contrasted
with that of a comparable group,of ch:ldren who had also attended Head
Start, but who went on to attend non-PDC elementary schoois. Comparison-

group children were selected because the schools they were to attend were

jUdgéd'siﬁiiak in nmportant respects to the PDE schools: ‘Eonsiderable

effort was devoted in the f:rst phase of the evaluation to determining

which schools should serve as comparlsons for the PDC schools,rand a survey
was conductod in spring 1979 to obtain updated information on the comparability

of the schools.

In iight of continuing controversy regarding Head Start's effective-
ness, it is critical that the nature of the.PDC evaluation design be
understood: the comparison group consists of children who also attended

Head Start: in 6EEéF W6Fa§ the PDE evaluat|0n was desngned to compare the

The reader should bear in mind when judging our flndlnqs that both groups--PDC
and comparusor-~c0mnr|<e Head Start children and their families.

information Needs of the tongitudinal Evaluation

In des:gnnng Phase il of the PDC evalcation considerable attention
was directed toward articulating a wide range of information needs that
would be of 1nterest,to ‘planners Qf_Head Start prggram;,and gO pollcy,
makers. The w.aluation RFP for the sec nd hase identified four domains
of interest related to program impact:. -n7.rmation on parents, on teachers,

’
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on the institutions, and on children. Section || contains a thorough dis-

cussion of the varlables on which information is being collected, within

the framework of our analysis of the PDE treatment and our c0ncept|on of

the directions of influence among the domains of lmpact Here we present:

brief- descrnptrons of the -domains--of the-Phase il data collection effort : -

{which began in Spring 1979) .

Information on parents. In order to more fully examine program effects
on parents, a Parent Interview was developed and admlnlstered to all parents

whose children were being tested. Information was obtained on the parerits'

involvement in school activities; on parent-child activities in the home, and

on the parents' perceptions of the extent to which the school is helping them
meet the needs of their child: |In addition, parents were asked to judge their

child's progress in school as an added nndlcator of child impact.

InformatIOn on teachers. Extenslve lnformatxon has been acqunred about

ren attended A Teacher Interview and a €lassroom Observation System were

designed to collect this information. The Teacher lntervnew was adm|n|stered

‘to all teachers with test-cohort chlldren in the|r classes and to a subsample

“guality of lntellectual stimulation, the structure of the classroom‘enyernj

of teachers at all other grade levels, Head Start through third. The inter-
view was deS|gned to obtain 1nformat|on on_activities that promote contnnunty,

the use of school and communlty resources in the classroom; the presence of

a multlcultural perspective in the classroom; the lnvolvement of parents; and

the instructional approach. The tlassroom Observatlon System was used to

coilect data from two full days of observation in first=grade classrooms

Contalnihg test-cohort children: The observation system provnded extensive
data on the actual instructional process, supplementing teacher interview
data with-direct observatlon. Information collected with this instrument

includes the teacher's approach-to_individualized instruction, the leEFSlty
of antrUCthnal activity, effectiveness in classroom_management the

ment, use cf community resources in the classroom; the extent to which the
needs of handicabbéd Children are met the presence of a multlcultural

Information on institutions: As will be discussed in Section |l the

policies and procedures of the institutions involved in the PDC demonstration

are of CFUCIal lmportance to effectlve serVIce dellvery. Therefore lt was

dures as posslble. Da*a were collected f rom multrple sources; including:
(3) an admiristrator interview, (b) case studies; {c) site visits; and,(d)

site-records.

Information on children: The area of child impact presents the greatest
potential for a true longitudinal study within the context of the PDC evaluation.
Therefore, for the Phase Il study, modifications in the child measurement
battery were kept to a minimum in an attempt to _maintain consistency with the
first phase. Four areas define the range of child measures adopted: {1)

academic sKills and abilities; (2) social-emotional development; (3) hezalth

and nutrition; and (&) learning attitudes. A variety of approaches have been

e — = ——— L ;

used to collect this information, including tests, ratings and school records:

In addition, it may be possible to derive indices of chlldren s classroom

behavnor from the classroom observation data:

ﬁl}
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11
A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDYING PDC'S PROCESSES AN ErFEMT

 The evaluation 435 been largely shaped by a part;oUlar Sohception,

derived from the PDC guidelines; of the intended effe 1% O PpC and the
sequerce of changes expected and reguired to bring ab_yt th%g¢ affacts.
Before describing the design and methodology of the &,sf'af 'O, we wil]
in this section attempt to make this conceptual frame g”k ™Te explicit.
This discussicn has three parts. |In the first two , Wy, preseny 3 genéral

model of the intended effects of PDC; along with a coys' l€@tion of the
PDC ''treatment'' and how, as described in the guidelinggs #'.¥ys ingended
to produce the desired effects. In the third part we 4%t O% the process

that was used to move from the basic framework to the sl fivation of |
particular variables and appropriate data collection §ﬁ5tr“meﬁt§ for this

phase of the evaluation:

Some Orienting Assumptions: The Concept of Develophyfilel atinuity

_ The basic assumption underlying the PDC program yué S0™'quently this
evaluwcion is that the condition of developmental conyt®i ¥ Tnplies 3
complex interaction involving an array of factors, bc§ﬁ7€fffiﬁ and outside
the school. -As a result of this assumption, PDC was Q% '4M®7 to be a
comprehensive intervention into many aspects of the squ/® ; 'Sme and
community. However, although the implications of thig Pé&iqwﬁsgﬁﬁbtjﬁﬁ
pervade the program, the PDC guidelines never fully éxﬁl’ﬁzte this zssamption:

_ In _order to design an evaluation that is sensitiv. £ E' pareicular
goals of the PDC program it was recessary to distill F(?@ﬁf?efguidélineg
the concept of developmental continuity that appears t., "V Spgpeq program

" guidelines. Figure 1 summarizes the results of this éngﬁfsét We must

emphasize that this conceptualization is not at presen. 2 tF%0;y tg be
tested by the data. Rather; it represents an orientin. ['@™Work tpat has
provided a basis for generating an analytic model, out aAWG?fSH have come
research questions, variables, and data collection hét;@d?l??!é§; We have
used this orienting framework to guide the analysis an Yebortingrg, eygiua-
tion data. , -

Simply stated; thé conception of developmental cyst PV !ty jmpjicit

in PDC suggests an interactional model that appears to ;P‘IVS%: (3) 3

child's intellectual, social, and physical development z¢ P2Ckgroynd

and experiences in home and school; (b) the attitudes, p?%!®Yye and back-
ground characteristics of parents and teachers; (c) thy W9l{_'§s and proce-~
dures that prevail in the public school or Head Start (g0 ‘877 Snd, (d) the
broader political,; social and economic context of the y A%/ "istrict and
community. . :
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We will return later to consideration of how each of the classes of

factors in Figure 1 was defnned operatlonally for this evaluation, and
of what variables were measured in each domain. For the moment ; howeveF;
the following general definitions wull suffice:

. Child dévefdpﬁehtléutégheslr These, oF courSe, are the ultlmate
concern of the PDC program. The stated goal of PDC is to enhance

children's ''social competency:.'' According to the guidelinss,
social competence Eheiﬁaes |ntellectual aChleVement health and

nutrition,; social-enotional and language development physical
and mental health, and learnnng attitudes. :

e Parent behavnors ThlS domaln rnc]udes parent behaviors

toward the child in the home, and the role that the parent
plays in school ]nfe

Pareat attitudes and knowledge: Especially important in this
domain are parent attitudes toward the school or center

and parent know]edge of child development and available communlty
resources.

 Teacher behaviors and classroom activities. This domain refers to
the cniid's experiences in the classroom and to the role of +he
teacher in these experiences. lt |ncludes the physncal envnronment

style of the teacher .in his/her dealungs with the class, and the

general climate that the teacher establishes in the c1assr00m for
the children.

s Teacher attitudes. A broad and often-noted domain in the program

guidelines, this category refers to teache.s xnstruct|0na] practices

znd their berceptlons of; and attitcdes towerd parents, particularly

Déféﬁt ibelVéﬁeht in their classrooms, and their personal educational

but which lnfluence what goes on in the C]assroom* Such polncues

and procedures includc the decision-making bodies and mechanisms

that exist in the school; the management structure found in the

school, prccedures for provudung servnces to chlldren eitner |ns1de

or oetS:de the classroom; patterns of communication and coor dnna—

cion in the school and between the school and other institutions,

and training that the school provndes for teachers,; parents, and
staff:

s Community and educational context. No school or family exicts
in @ vacuum., The program guidelines rec0gn|ze that eVﬂrythlug that

occurs in either setting is shaped and on occasion constrained by
cultural, political; and economlc factors in the communlty, and by

priorities; policies, and programs of the school district.- Another

1mportant feature of the commun;ty c0nteXt :s the servnces Fcr

schoo]
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e Child and family background. Although riot generally Susceptible
to change by school programs; the background of the child and his
or her family are recognized in the guidelines to be important
determinants of déVEIdment This domain includes such factors

as ethnicity,; SES; parents’' education and employment status,

language spoken in the home; and prior preschool experiernce.

e Teacher background characteristics. The guidelines say little
about particular effects of specific background characteristics,
but they and the literature do suggest that such factors are
important influences on_the teachesrs' behaviofr and ultimately
on child development. The gu;de]nnes refer specifically to certain

experiences that at least some prograr teachers should have had,

such as training in bilingual educatnon, or tralnlng in child

development; the literature also suggests that ethnnctty,,numoer

of years of teaching experience, and experience in special proiects
also influence teachers' professional behavior.

The PDC guidelines do not discuss the prQCIse interactions that are
assumed to exist among these various fac“ors. Consequent]y, Figure 1~

portrays only a cycle of continuois interactions ‘that IS drnven by

incremental changes acting on eact other in a positive way One ObJECtIVE

of this evaluation will be to ex>lore and describe the strength and dnrectxon

of relationships between variables within each domain.

However the gu.dellnes are quute clear in specnfylng an order in
which changes occur to prodiuce impacts on elements of the interactive cycle
represented |n Flgure I Any pr09ram that seeks to create developmental

.. and teachers before it impacts on children: thure 2 presents an analytlé

model that descrnbes the dnrectlon of this change flow.

As shown, FDCL is expected to produce first certain inieractive

cond1£¢ons,favorable to the |nst|tut|ona1|zat|on of developmental contnnulty,
whuch are then expected to lead to changes in child development outcomes.
The operatnonal strategy for producung these favorable ~conditions |s to

to engage in educatlonal practices that are mutually relnforclng and

developmentally continuous: ,At first, it is expected that the change flow

will be mcderated by the community and educational context as well as

teacher.rchrld and famlly background cnaracterlstncs But ideally, of
course, the expectation is to create a chain of interactive changes that
spread over time to eventually produce the kind of developmental cycle
illustrated in Figure 1. In a sense, then; the analytic model of Figure 2

represents .an early stage in the PDC implementation process; and the

ultimate steady state is represented by Figure 1.
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Figure 2

The Change Flow Assumed in PDC
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zebulon's Black Box (cont'd.)

p. 112 Problem: "Martha put her hands 6VéF'ﬁéF ears and screamed."

" §uqaestion: Is it not iikely that Martha's bruther would
also be alarmed in this situation?

Home in the Valiey

Suggest1 on: Read Never Done by the Corrective Collective
for a contrasting V1ew of the hardships faced by the
. Scottish settlers in Red River:

Necision at Blackfoot Crossing

Comment: This excellent story has a aood section on
democracy within the Blackfoot Confederacy:

p. 134  Comment: "We are many and they are few." "Is this the

case now? Discuss how the nineteenth-century Indian
sopulation was -reduced by wars, disease,. reserve life, etc:

Mote that the imnortance. of wormen's work is addressed in

this story. .The survival of the tribe dependsd on male

and female cooveration:

‘Death of a Blackfoot Chief

p- 145 . Comment: "And the white man's prayers have all ben told."

Discuss why he says this. Many Indians adopted Christianity

to become "civilized" 1ike white people.- Does Crowfoot
believe fully_ in this rew religion? How do we know? Find

" out about native religious beliefs before Christianity
was introduced to the Indians.

A Dog and a Giacier - . .

p. 161  Problem: “Man and his de- "
Suagestion ori Instead of this sexist term1noloqy, words

could be chosen that would not exclude females. HHomen

~ and girls also develsp friendships and work with dogs:

Rave the girls in the class talk about their dogs-




What Is the PDC Treatment?

~ We have noted that the ultimate gbéiif§f the PDC program is to
enhance the social competence of the children it serves by providing

developmental continuity. Some of the assumptions implicit in the guide-
lines about the interactive factors involved in this process have already.
been examined. The question we must ask next is exactly how the PDC
project was intended to impact upon the factors that the guidelines

assume will be present in developmental continuity: In other words, what

is the PDC treatment? .

Again, the program guiaéiihésiéfféFifﬁé best starting point for
answering this question. In the introduction to these guidelines the
following statement appears: s

"Project Developmental Continuity is aimed at promoting
greater continuity of education and comprehensive child
development services for children as they make the tran-
sition from preschool to school::.Developmental Continuity,
as it is used here; can be defined as-planned programs,
Structures, systems, or procedures by which adults provide
children with experiences that foster and support continuous
development:' (emphasis added)

Project Developmental Continuity seeks to enhance children's social

competency by creating greater continuity ‘among' children's experiences in

the school and between children's home and school experiences. The guide-

lines do not attempt to specify what continuity of experience should look

like, but instead outline a set of planned programs, structures, Systems,
or procedures that; if implemented; will result in the desired continuity.
These structures; then, are the basic PDC treatment that should be present
at all sites; within this general framework each site is free to develop

its own prcgram.

Table 1 contains brief descriptions of the structures or programs

prescribed in the guidelines for project sites. These prescriptions out-

line a set of activities for all PBC programs to implement. Following
the earlier model; these guidelines are aimed at the classrdom, at parents,

and at the school or center as an institutjon.

Icentifying an Evaluation Methodology
Appropriate for the PDC Ireatment

Having specified the PDC treatment as described in the guidelines,

the next step was to develop an evaluation design that was appropriate

to the goals of the PDC program. Although this process also began with

the program guidelines it was necessarily shaped by other considerations

: frin
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Flanning and Decision Making

Table 1
The PDC Treatment as Described in the Guidelines

Planned Pro ams, Structures, Systems or Procedurés
ogram ¥
tnat Foster and SuppOﬂt Cbrtznu“us Development

At the Institutional tevel I

1.

parents, staff (Head Start and e]ementary), communlty representatlves

involved in educatlon, hea]th nutrltlon, and social services.

2. Procedures for ongoing discussion and refinement of the curricalam
that include parents, teachers, axdes etc.

3. Establnshment of a formal or lnformal |nterna| assessment system for -
monitoring the school's progress toward meeting its goals and objectives:

Management

1. Assigh respdnsibfiity for eautatléﬁ handncapped b:llngua], etc. to
specific individuals at Head Start. and elementary levels.

2. Provisions for cocrdination from Head Start through grade 3 of services
to meet the educatnona] and social rneeds of handicapped and bilingual
children.

3: A coordinated parent involvement program from Head Start through grade 3.

Training

1. Provnde traunlng on decision making and policy maklng for members of
decision- mak:ﬁg‘é;ééﬁs.

2. Provnde Lralﬁnng on the goals and objectives of both the Head Start
and elementary programs. .

3. Prcvide training to make staff and volunteers sensntlve to special

. needs of handscapped children. .

ki Provide training for parents in how to work with teaching and adminis-
trative staff.

5. Provide training for classroom volunteers.

6. Provide training for parents in how to work with their own children.

7: Provide training for parents in child growth and development:

v
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~ Table 1
(continued)

Training (ééiEEE"”E)

health; and safety practices:

Corrmnicat ton

1. COmmunlcatlon between decision- maklnq bodies and Head Start and
elementary school parents.

2: Regularly scheduled communication and coordination between Head Start
and elementary teaching staff.

3. Continuity of record-keeping, Head Start through grade 3.

\oj Services

upon enrol Iment .
3. An annual survey to identify handicapped children.

Provision of an interpreter when needed:

At the Level of Classroom Activities

4 Continuous Coordinated Curriculum

1. Develop or adopt a compatible, coordinated curriculum from Head Start
through third grade.

2. Have a curriculum that facilitates the learning of basxc educatlonal

skills for reading; writing, and computation.

3. Have a curriculum that provides continuity of educationzl and develop-

ﬁéﬁtéf experlences, head Start through grade 3.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Table |
(continued)

Individualized Instruction

1. Currlculum must be developmentally appropriate.

2. Instruction must be individualized. )

3. Develop a diagnostic and evaluative system that enables teacher
to puhpbiht deve]opmental levels of each chlld based on the child's

4: Former teachers consulted when blahhihg educational objectives:

MuZzicuZturaZ Perspectives

1. Provide bulungua]/multlcultural classroom activities, materials and

resource persons for aII children.

2. DeveIOp a c0mpat|ble Head Start -elementary school approach regardlng
blllngual education.

Classroom Sé?ﬁiééi

1: Handlcapped children mainstreamed to the maximum extent possible. .

2. Early diagnosis and evaluation of children with Iearnlng disabilltieé;

3. Specnal materlals, structural changes, or classroom reorganlzatlon

provided as appropriate for accommodating handicapped children.

Whole-Child Perspective

1: Have a currlculum that ernicourages the phys:cal and social-emotional
growth of children.

2. Health education and nutrition lntegrated With other educational

objectives and-activities.

Meals and snacks used as an opportunity for learning.

L. Provide nutritional services that reinforce good aspects of foods
served at home.

5. Famlllarlze children with health serv:ces they will F°CEIV€ prior to
dellvery

Use bf Cbﬁﬁuﬁity Resources

1. Bilingual/multicultural resource persons used in the claserOm
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 Table 1
(continued)

1. Parents involved in b]annlng educational objectives for their
children.

2. Parents given summary of 'ecords on health; medical services and
lrnmunlzat jon.

3. Pzrents famlllarlzed wnth avallable hea]th services.

Pavent Involvement in Sehool Life

1. Parents involved in all decision-making bodies.
. Parents involved in all school decisions.
Activities provided for parents that relate to cultural dynamics:

2

3

4. Parents used as resource persons in the classroom.
5

Parents hvo]ved in classroom activities, special parent events,

activities that stress home-school continuity:

6. Parents involved as observers; aides or volunteers in the classroom-

dome Activities with Children

1. Parents encouraged to become involved in health care process.




as well. First, PDC is not a static program, laurched and maintained by

an immutable set of guidelines. Local programs through their experiences
and interactions with national ACYF staff have created altered perceptions
of what PDC is and should be. These altered perceptions had to be accom-

modated i~ the evaluation design. Second, the PDE evaluation itself exists
within a broader research and policy environment. New issues and questions

are emerging regularly that could appropriately be addressed in the PDC -
evaluation without compromising the basic evaluation objectives. Conse-
quently; certain research questions and variables have been added to the
study in response to ACYF information needs that are not necessarily unique

or even directly tied to the PDC treatment as defined in the guidelines.
Finally, there are many audiences for the PDC evaluation, each with its
. own information needs. These audiences include policy makers in Washington,

the research and evaluation community, and of course practitioners in the
field. Insofar as possible; the needs of these audiences have been accom-

modated within the evaluation design:

Before outlining the research questions and associated variables

for the evaluation, a few words are in order about the process that was
used to develop the study. The RFP for the second phase of the evaluation
specified that the contractor was to examine the impacts of the PDC

program on children; on parents; on teachers; and on the schools and
centers as institutions. The RFP also specified' that these impacts were

to be assessed using a variety of structured and unstructured methodolcgies,

from classroom observations to interviews and document analysis.

Early in the contract, several representatives from the various

constituencies of the PDC program were invited to High/Scope's Ypsilanti,
Michigan headquarters to "brainstorm' about the PDC treatments and the

* impacts that could plausibly be expected in each impact domain. This
panel included a coordinator from the PDC project in West Virginia, a
technical assistance consultant familiar with several Sites, and a former

ACYF project officer familiar with ACYF's policies. The panel met with
High/Scope staff for three days and produced a long list of (a) plausible

impacts and (b) variables that might be measured to assess these impacts.

This initial and admittedly massive list of impacts was next sorted,

pruned, refined; and revised by project staff and presented to the PDC ,
Advisory Pane! in October 1978. Breaking into work groups that corcentrated

on each impact domain, panel members worked with project staff to further
prune the list and to estabiish priorities among the many variables that
might be assessed in each area. This refired 1ist became the basis for
all instrument development. Further modifications and refinements have B
been made to this basic list as new information needs have been identified
through ongoing interactions with PDC program staff at ACYF:



Research Questions, Constructs, and Variables

This phase of the PDC evaluation is designed to address three basic
questions:

'deLeZopmont (b) parents’ knowledge and attitudes; (c)

parents' behaviors; (d) teachers' attitudes and knowledge,

(e) teachers' behavior ard classroom activities, and (f7
institutional policies and procedures?

1: What impact has the EDC progran had on (a) chzZaren s

0o

: frrespectzve of treatment, what f&ctors or patterns 0’

f&ctors help account for meaningful outcomes in each
domain?

2. To what extent do these fﬁévb?é affect the relationship

betweer. the PDC program and its zmpacts’

Stated differently, the first task of the PDC evaluation is to deter-

mine PDC program effects through comparisons of PDC and _comparison teachers;

parents and chlldren on selected variables. For example, the frequency

of parent visits to PDC and comparison schools is compared to. determ:ne

whether PDC has. had any |mpact on that aspect of parent lnvo]vement in

schools The néxt task is to explain the results of these comparisons

using whatever qua]ntatlve and quantitative information is available.

For example,; at sites where there are relative]y few or o ¢ifferences

between PDC and comparison parents involvement in the school; we may find

that the comparison schools have idstituted a parent lnvo]vement program

patterned after PDC's. It might be reasonable to conclude from this that;

contrary to appeararices, PDC has 1ndeed had an impact upon parent lnvolvement

in the schoois in question, and that impact has diffused to the comparison
institutions.

comparison groups along various dlmenSIons the final task for the evaiuatuon

is to examine the relationshlps among chl]dQ parent; teacher, ;nstxtut:ona],

and community variables, disregarding the PDC/comparison grouping. Extending

the preceding example, we might discover that schools with active and

successful parent |nvolvement programs,; be they PDC or comparison; tend

to have similar institutional policies or procedures (such as regular

newsletters; parent training programs; and desxgnated parent |nvolvement

coordlnators) that foster greater involvement by parents in school activities.

While findings such as these may not reflect directly on the effectiveness

of the Poe treatment, they would be of obvious interest to educators and
policy makers w:shnng to expand the role of parents in school programs.

N~
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As we have sald a pervadlng concern in the desngn of this evaluation

has been ensuring that the domains and variables measured are indeed

relevant and appropriate to the obJectlves of the PBE program The

development process that was followed to accomplnsh thls erd has a]ready

been described. ‘Following this process a set of constructs was identified -

in each lmpact domain for attention by the evaluatlon These constructs
are 1nsted in Table 2:

For the most part these constructs follow the conceptualization of

the PDC treatment that was mapped in the program guidelines and ref ined

by ACYF and project staffs (see Table 2). Thus, the constructs described

in the table generally represent the areas in which PDC was supposed

to have impacts, and areas in which the nature and dxrectlon of PDC/comparnson

differences could-be predicted: There are some exceptions to this general

rule; however: Most exceptIOns are found in the domain of. Teacher Behaviors

and €]assroom ACLIVItleS, where several constructs--Structure and Content

of Classroom Environment, Classroom Climate, Intellectual Stimulation,
Classroom Hanagement and Instructional Approach--were added desplte the

fact that the guidelines are virtually silent about the specnflc impacts
that PDC should have in these areas: They were included in the evaluation

because other research has nndncated that behavuors in each may contribute

sxgnuflcantly to ch:]d development UUtCOme;.r A]though few hypotheses

they were nonetheless included because of their potential ut:luty in

answering Research Questions 2 and 3.

Variables and Data Sources

For each construct in every domain an array of varuab]es was identified

through consultation with ACYF, local project staff, and outside experts;

follownng the procedures out]nned ear!ner For each var:able, decisions

were made about the best sources of information and data collection metho-
dology Wherever possnble an attempt was made to “trnangulate“ bnrthe
desnred information by collecting data on the same phenomenon in mu]tlple

ways from different sources. Table 3 lists the data collection instruments

and methods deve]oped for the eva]uatlon more extensive descrlptlons of

the instruments can be found in Volumes Il, I, IV, and V of the series.

The appendix in this volume contains a lnst of the var:ables addressed.

by the evaluation; the sources for information on each varnable and the

hypothesized dlrectlon> of treatment effects.

21

(X
Row




Table 2

Domains and Constructs Addressed by the PDC Evaluation

[CA12 Development Out ﬁ?}

Acaaemic s'kiiis ‘and abilities

Social- -emotional development

tearning attltudeq
Classroom behavior

[Parents’ ééhav'i'c'r?l

perceptloﬁs of the

schools' help in meeting

® Role of parents in school ®
life in the home
[ Parenis’ Knowledge and Atiitudes ]
® Parents' attitudes toward e Parents'
the school as an insti-
tution the needs

the needs of their famnl:es

[ Teachers ' BehavzowsAandgﬁlassxoaﬁpActzvztzegj

Structure and content of
classroom envnronment
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to children

Elassroom climate
Meeting needs of handi-
capped ch«ldren
lntellectual stlmulatuon
Home-school continuity

Contacts with other teachers

o o % e

Instructional approach
Classroom management -
Individualization of
ihéti’UCtidh

Meetlng affectlve/emotlonal
needs

Multicultural perspective

[Teachers’ Zttitud s ]

AttitUdéS toward parental

® Perceptions of change

Attltudes toward the
school/center

[Instztutzonal Policies and Procedures |

Planning and decision making
Provision of services
Use of community resources

)~
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Communlcatlon and coor-
dination
Training



Table 3

Data Collection Methodologies®

(C#i1d Development Duteomes |

Instrument ' Type

Peabody Individual Achieve- Individually administered
ment Test ‘ published test

McCarthy Scales of Children's  Individually administered
Abilities . published test
Bilingual Syntax Measure Individually administered
published test
Preschool Interpersonal individually administered
Problem Solving Test i published test
Child Interview Semistructured interview
followed by interviewer
ratings

Child Rating Scale Teacher ratings of individual
' children
Pupil Observation Checklist Tester ratings of child's
' behavior during test
administration

| Perenis’ Attitudes, #nowiedge, and Behaviors |

Parent Interview Structured interview with

parents of children in test
cohort

“See Appendix A for completée descriptions of instruments:

(' -
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Abbre-

viation

PIAT

MSCA

BSM

PIPS

c!

CRS

POCL
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_ Table 3
(cor tinued)

s

s, Anovledge, and Behaviors |

Instrument

Teacher Interview
Classroom Environment
Observation

Classroom Activities Record

Checklist atd rating form

Tire-sampling observation and
rating form :

Semistructured observations
and rating forn

Lfié%ifﬁ%%éi&i Polictes ard Precedures |

Administrator Interview

Case Studies

Site Visits

Site Records

Structured interview

Documents prepared by Pacific
Consul tants for ACYF in
1978-79

One-week visits by High/Scope
staff -

Minutes, training records, etc.
kept by local project staff

Abbre-
viation

Tl

CFO
CAR

FO



METHODS

Data Collection Procedures )

_To establish a data coliection routine that would resalt in data o

the highest possible quality, the procedures followed in the preceding

data collection periods were continued, with minor modifications:

® An organizational structure for individuals involved in the
data collection effort was outlined, role responsibilities
were defined, and detailed training manuals were produced.

Training models were designed that spacified tester and

observer performance standards and provided for sessions
with large-group, small-group and individualized instruc-
tion, daily reviews of each field staff's performance, and

discussion of potential problems.

® Onsite fonitoring of field staff by trainers was conducted

prior to the start of the actual data collection.

During the data collection parigaj testers were responsible

for monitoring each other's performance on a weekly basis:

e Site coordinators collected completed data each week and
checked it for obvious errors or 6ﬁﬁssionsrbefore sending
it to the High/Scope Foundation:

Each of these procedures is discussed below.

Field Organization

Job announcements for tester and/or observer positions were posted in

all sites by the local PDC staff. Applicants were then interviewed by
High/Scope staff and final hiring decisions were based on their téaChng.ﬂ”

experience (in the case of observers) or experience in working with children
(in the case of testers); as well as their performance on a mock test oF

interview and their perceived ability to interact effectively with school
staff. The roles of the personnel who condicted field data collection
(65§§F§§rs and testers) were explicitly defined in the High/Scope PDC

Field Procedures Manual in order to clarify and systematize responsibilities

in administering the Spring 1979 measures; which included!:

IFor detailed descriptions of these measures,; see Volumes I1; 111, 1V and
V in the series.



1. First grads child measurement battery: -

Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT)

[ J

® McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities (MSCA)

e Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM)

® Preschool Interperscnal Problem Solving Task (PIPS)
& Child Rating Scale (CRS)

e Pupil Observation Checklist (POCL)

Child Interview (€1)

8|

2. Structured interviews:

Teacher Intervieaw

®
® Parent Interview
® Administrator interview

3: Observation Syscem
e Classroom Environment Observation (CEO)

Classroom Activities Record (CAR)

Focused Observations (F0)

The Parent Intervnew and Admlnlstrator Intervnew were admlnlstered by

bo‘h testers and observers; although this procedure varied from site to ]

site depending on the workload of each group. In add:tucn to actual testung,

untervnew1ng and observing by field staff, one tester and observer from

each site was desugnated site coordinator: Slte coordlnators responsi-

b:lutues, in part; included |nformxng the site's PDC ccordinator about the

start of the data collectlcn, settlng up and chalrnng a mecting with the

first grade teachers involved in the evaluatlon, or contactlng them indi-

' vidually; malntalnnng regular contact with High/Scope's liaison person to

monitor the site's data collection effort and to discuss any problems the

site was experiencing; and checking the c0mpleted data each week before

malllng the forms to High/Scope for processing. From start to finish the

date collection effort took approximately nine weeks at each s:te.

TFéﬁﬁigeéﬁﬁiﬁuieé

field staff were held in March 1979 at the ngh/Scope Conference Center in

Clinton; Mlchlgan S|nceiel]iflyeiﬁjgh/Scope tester-trainers had been

lnvol¢ed in previous PBC training sessions, a brlef orie-day session was
scheduled for them during which they revnewed and’practnced the child

Y
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measures and dlscussed the tester-trcining agenda and training methods.

There was no training session; per se; for tne ngh/SCOpe observer- trasners

since all three trainers had been anO]Ved in the three-month- long process
of developing the Hléh/Scope PDC Observation System. PDC field staff v

{observers and testers) attended separate training_sessions for most of

the time; a seven-day training workshop was scheduled for observers while

the. testers attended a four-day training -session. Traxnlng sessions

attended by both observers and testers included those on interviewing
techniques and field logistics.

Tester training. Durlng the tester tralnlng session, each test was
presented and practiced in small groups "Practice sessions involved the
use of test '"scripts'' which consisted of test. instructions; -child reésporises,
and rationales for scoring. In using. the scripts; two testers would pair
up and one (the ''child") would perform as indicated on the script wnile

the other tester administered the test without the script. This provided

an excellent learnnng situation because the child responses included in

the script covered ali:the administration rules and gave the testers a

chance to work.-with and correct each other. Also, since the majority of
testers were experienced PDE testers they were able to help the new testers

.with test administration procedures and give adVIce on their '"'tried and

proven!' techniques for establishing rapport and interacting with children

and teachers:

In order to |nsure that testers administered the tests in a standard
manner, each tester was systematically 'checked-out' on all of the child

méasuréé,before the end of the training session. During this procedure,

a High/Scope trainer played the role of the child (also recording the -

'ehild's" respOnses) while a tester admlnlstered one or more of the child

measgresito her: The ngh/Scope trainer (actnng as the chlld) requnded
in standard ways to'each item on each test in order to ihnscre that - (1)

each tester was exposed to the same situations; and (2) the trainer could

assess the tester's handling of critical child responses. For example,, -

on the Chu]d Interview, there are specific thlngs for a tester to say if

a child gives an unrelated answer; a repeated -answer, refuses to _arswer,
and so on. By eXhlbltlng all these behaVIors in the check-out Sltuathn,
trainers were able to 3sSEss the tester's Uhderstandlng and expertise in

admlnlsternng each of the child measures.

check-outs, and if these standards were _not met, additional trai xnng and

practice was prescribed Check- outs were then repeated at a later time
during the training session to insure correct test admlnnstratIOn.

Interviewer training. The High/Scope PDC lnterviewer's Manual was
dxstrlbuted to the entire group at a.joint tra:nxng session and sections
pertainrng to pre- and post-lntervnew1ng activities and, |ntervueW|n9

techriiques were read and discussed with the entire group: The training

for observers then focused specifically on the adm:nlstratnon instructions

for the Teacher Interview. Observer-interviewers were trained in using

the Teacher Interview Global Ratings by Ilstenxng to audxotapc recordlngs



¢

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

()

of staged interviews and completing the ratings bassd on what was heard.

The tester training focused on preparing testers to administer the Parent
Interview and Administrator interview. In those sites where the observers
were 3dlso going to conduct parent and/or administrator interviews, training
for the observers was provided by the site's testers. :

Observer training: Training in the three components of the observation
system relied on a variety of activities and Subsequent group discussions

to bring the observers to criterion levels of performance. Training in ,
the Classroom Activities Record (CAR) and Focused Observations (F0) began with

a large-group discussion of the forms and coding categories. followed by

application of these categories to scenarios created by the High/Scope
trainers. After becoming familiar with the basic cat y

' ewing o egory definitions;
observers practiced byrviewipg videotapes of actual classroom 3CtiViEie57

and coding the activities: Again, individual judgménts were discussed in
a large-group session. Skill levels were checked at the end of the training
using a criterion videotape that all trainees observed and coded: Training
in tRe Classroom Environment Observation (CEO) was accomplished in small |

grogps using cclor slides of classrooms: Separate carousels were set up

in various locations around the training facility, with each carousel

containing a set of slides from a single classroom. Observers worked in
teams of three to observe each set of slides and complete the CEC form as
a group. Criterion performances were then checked by having all trainees
observe and rate slides of a single classroon and then compare their

judgments  with those of the trainers.

Monitoring ' ' L :

- Onsite tester monitoring. Onsite monitoring occurred the.week following
the training session in all sites where rew testers had been hired.- During
the monitoring session each of the testers administered the PDC measures

to a child while a High/Scope trainer observed the interaction. After the
session; the Higr/Scope trainer provided feedback (if necessary) to the
tester on ways to improve her interactions with children: This monitoring

procedure served two purposes: (1) it gave the trainer an indication of

how well the new tester was able to establish rapport and interact with .
children; and (2) it helped alleviate some of the anxieties the inexperienced

testers felt about administering the measures to children. The tester also
administered the Parent Interview to a local parent while the trainer-monitor
observed her. Again, the tester's performance was discussed and additional

training was provided if necessary. -
~ Onsite observer monitoring. The onsite monitoring of observers at

all sites was the responsibility of the High/Scope observer-trainers and

occurred during the week following training. Each observer was required

to. tape-record an interview with 3 teacher and to compilete the g]bBéj ratings’

of that interview: -These tapes were evaluated by the High/Scope monitor
and discussed with the observer during the fonitoring visit. Moritoring
of the various components of the classroom observation system was accomplished

by having all of the observers at a particular site spend one day together

N
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in a classroom with the hlgh/Scope ron:tor and use all components of the'
observation system. Global ratings of these observations were then completed

separately by the observers and monitor. Follownng these observations and

ratings the observers and the monitor met as a group to discuss their

judgments. Additional training was then provided as necessary:

Weekly tester monitoring. During the course of each testing week,

testers at each site alternately monitored each other. One tester acted

as monitor and 5|mu‘taneously completed the test booklets and the individual

monitoring forms for each test: After the session, the "monitor" and

teste; dnscussed any errors and the monitoring. booklets and forms were sent

to the scpervisor of field operations at the High/Scope Foundation to be
reviewed.

Weekly Pre-Transmittal Data Checks
AN
Both obse[ye[§7§nd test {§ were requ1red to give or send thelr comp]eted

data to their respective %ite coord:n%tors at the end of each week. These
staff then checked the tests, obseggjtlon booklets and interview forms
f

for 'ecordnng/scornng errors. (Site coordinators and testers reviewed a

N when reviewing each completed booklet,

checklist soecifying what to look
e.g., '""Is the ldentnf:catnon complete‘“ '"Did the lnterVIewer fall to give
a second trlal when it should have been\glven?“ '"Did the interviewer skip
an :tem’”) Errors were ponnted out to the partncular tester or observer

and; if necessary,; further Lraxnlng was proyided by the site coordinator.
The site coordinators also kept track of all\completed data (in addition

to the individual records each tester and ob;xxver kept) and were respon-
sible for man];ng thie completed data to the ngh(fcope Foundation on a

weekly basis. .

Recording and Scoring of Data . \

In addition to the site coord:nators pre- submittal éheck data
collected by th~ testers and observers were also checked by “the . superV|so.

of Fneld operations at the ngh/5c0p° Foundation. The supervisor of fle]d

operations identified any errors in record:ng or coding and not\f:ed the
site coordinators, who thén discussed the errors with the testers\ahd
observers at the site. .

Once the raw data were scrreened for accuracy at High/Scope, they were
sent to the Foundation's data processing section to be tagged with un:que

identification numbers For each student, teacher, parent and admln.strator,
scored and verified, and then keyaunchtd and varified. :

ERIC
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Data Coliection Sequence ™.

~

) Once the sample chnldren For the evaluatlon were located in the dnstract
schools; the field staff divided fhe classes among themselves. In maklng

these divisions two factors were taken ‘into account: (1) the order in

which the classes were to be completed was such that testers and observers

would be collecting data simul taneous ly rh\the PDE and comparison schools,

and (2) each field staff member would be testing or observing in both PDC

and comparison _classes; thus eliminating the poSSIbnllty of tester or
observer bias for enther group: N

Six types of analyses were performed on spring 1979 data: xii

e descrnptnve characterlstlcs of PDC and comparison group samples

for thCh data were collected in spring 1979; x\

e attrition patterns in the sprnng 1979 samples and their : N
conseguences; .

characteristics of the instruments in the spring 1979 PDC battery;
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e analyses of effects of PDC on parents, on classrooms and
teachers, and on schools &nd institutional settings;

® 3nalysis of reiétfthhios among teacher, parent and child variables.

Brief descriptions of the procedures used in these analyses are given below.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Samples

In order to understand the composntlon of the PDC and comparison

samples for whxch data were collected in spr:ng 1979, descrlptlve statistlcs

were computed and tabulated for these sémples at each site and for all

sites combined. There are descriptive StatlSthS for the fu]l sanmple of

children tested; for the sample of parents lnterv1ewed for the sample

of teachers xnterVIewed for the sample of classrooms observed and for

the sample of administrators interviewed.




Previous reports have defingd an analytic subsample for child-level
analyses, a subsample which excluded children with defined handicaps or
with a dominant language other than English: The analytic subsample, in
other words, has in the past been shaller than the full sample for whom
data were collected. In analyses of \spring 1979 data, the full sample
was_employed except for longitudinal designs including pre-1979 data where
children judged to be Spanish-dominant\had to be excluded. The rationale
“or inclusion of handicapped and Spanish-dominant children in the analytic
sample for this report is discussed in Valume V of this series:

Attrition Patterns \

. \ o -
. _Representativeness of remaining sample children. Children who departed
the PDC and comparison group samples through spring 1979 were compared

with the children remaining in the study samples on & number of background
variables and on fall 1976 test scores. The purpose of these analyses
was to determine whether any differences between these two groups of children
covld be identified; such differences would indicate that selection effects
had operated to diminish the representativeness of the samples remaining.

The hypothesis of attrition-induced changes in the samples was evaluated

by means of univariate and multivariate one-way analyses of variance, and

for nominal data by chi-square analyses.

Comparability of remaining samples. The samples of PDC and comparison
group children tested in spring 1979 were compared on background variables

and entry-level test scores to determine whether these groups might still

be considered equivalent in their characteristics at the time of program _
entry (fall 1976). Again, univariate and multivariate one-way analyses of
variance and chi-square tests were emploved:

Characteristics of the instruments
Child impact measures. Because the principal instruments assessin

child-Tevel outcomes in the ;5pring 1979 testing battery have, in earlier

PDC analyses, passed through at least two screenings based on psychometric
criteria, no further screening was considered necessary before data collected

\With these instruments were entered inio outcome analyses. Psychometric

Qalyses were performed principally for purposes of further instrument

deXinition and documentation: These analyses included:

s overall central tendency, dispersion and distributional
“characteristics of summary scores or scale scores {usually
as,_means. standard deviations and histograms)
assessments of reliability (as internal consistency estimstes)
V\- S N -
assessments of validity

N
® assessments of stability

~
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e assessments of sensitivity to change

variable intercorreiations

e factor structures

e relation to an assessment of ''Social competence'

~ Parent, child and teacher interviews. Since spring 1979 was the first
year in which these instruments géféiédmjnﬁstered; scaling and Scoring
procedures used to report results from these instruments were kept at a

fairly direct, item-level approach in many cases. To this point, analyses

of these i#sttruments have focused mainly on item properties in order to

guide instrument modifications where required for spring 1980 re-administration.
Consequently, findings remained primarily at the item level: Where appro-
priate, however, scale properties were produced; including internal consistency
and item intercorrelation values. At the item level; thé principal data

consisted of central tendency; dispersion; and distributionsl values for
each item.

 Classroom observation system: The full s
data can be broken down, for instrument-descri
parts:

m of classroom observation

te
ion purposes; into three

ys
pt

® questions about the classroom environment (21 questions from the
Classroom Environment Observation);

global and summary ratings (five-point scale questions from the
Classroom Environment Observation, Classroom Activities Record
and Focused Observation Instrumests |, 11 and 141

e the transformed (classroom-level) variables summarizing the
Classroom Activities Record sheets for each classroom:

The questionnaire items from the Classroom Environment Observation
are described in Volume IV in terms of the overall response distributions
for each question. Global and summary ratings are described in terms of

response distributions for each scale item as well as scale totals.

Analytic Strategies for Examining PDC's Influence

Analytic strategies for measuring PDC's effects are described briefly

here.

Strategies for examining POC‘s influence on children. A number of

analytic questions were posed:

1t Is there a difference in the growth curves of the POC and comparison

groups over time, considering eacn outcome measure separately?

y'a
<
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c. Has a differcncc befpeen the PDC ond comparison group children
' E the sprive of their kindergarten

yaar, considering each outcome

‘s there ¢ difrerevce bowween the P and comparison groups

in ouicome profiles combining all enild impact measures obtained
z

norrreing 18757

_These questions were addressed through multivariate analyses of covariance.

The first two analytic questions were addressed by means of multivariate
repeated measures analyses that examine one outcome area at a time, testing
simuitaneously for the occurrence of longitudinal grcwrh trends and for thke

occurrence of different change patterns subsequent to children's kinder-

garten year. The third queéstion was addressed through a single cross-

~ectional multivariate analysis of variance incorporating all child-ocutcome
measures obtained in spring 1979 as dependent variables. Covariance

adjustments of the data were performed in order to adjust for differences
between treatment groups at entry, and to acjust for differences between

treatment groups associated with sex, ethnicity and prior preschool experience.
 Strategles for examining PDC's influence on parents: Analyses conducted
for this interim report examining the issue of PDC's effects on parents

concentrate on the identification of item-level differences between PDC
and comparison parents in their responses to Parent Interview questions.
Although additional research duéétiOhs have been specified in this domain;
the analyses necessary to answer them must await the praparation of summary
and scaled variables.

Analytic techniques used to contrast PDC and comparison group parents’

responses to the Parent interview involve nominal- and ordinal-scale two-
group comparison tests; such as chi-square.

_ Strategies for examining PBE's infiuence on teachers and classrooms.
As for the data on parents,; analyses in this interim report examining PDC
effects on teachers and classrooms emphasize the identification of differ-

ences between PDC and comparison group teachers,.and between classrooms
in the two groups. Answers to more compléx research questions already

posed will be available in the future, as aggregats scales are studied

and more complex summary wa:iables prepared and analyzed:

PDC and comparisor: groups are compared on items and scales of the
Teacher interview, as weil as the questions, summary and global ratings
scales of the Classroom Observation System. As with Parent Interview
data, analvtic technigues used involve two-group comparisors and differ
acioidin to whATASE the variables arz aominal, ordinal or interval in

wale,



SL:aLegiesgigrgexamxﬁxﬁg PDC's influence on institutions: The spring

1979 Adminictrator Interview focused cn:

® the Wevs in which decisions are made in school z2ffairs

the decision-making roles of various persons in the schools and
centers

e ' the influences that might affect the ways in which teachers,
parents and administrators assumed these roles:

In the present report; we examine the differences between PDC schools and
centers and comparison institutions at the level of the items of the

Administrator Interview, and we cons:der in a prellmnnary way the. formation
of more complex summary varlables to deal wnth these issues. Although

additional research questions have been. speC|f|ed at the level of insti-
tutnonal impacts, examination of these questions must await revision of

summary variables and the integration of contextual and situational

descriptions with Adm:n:strator Interview responses:

Analyt:c tecHn:ques u§egito contrast PDC and comparison group admlnls—

trators’ responses involved nominal- and ordinal-scale two-group comparison
tests. .

~ Strategies for examining relationships among teacher; parent and child
variables. :We have undertsken a prelnm:nary examination of two fundamental
questions: - :

® What is the relationship between variables in th= various domauns

potentially affected by the PDC program, regardless of treatment?

® To what extent does the PDC program serve to modlfy these rela-
tionships?

in the teachér; parent ard child outcome domains.: Our f:ndlngs are presented

in the several volumes of the present interim report .

In the volume on teachers, relationsh.ps between those téacher

~background characteristics, attitudes and behaviors thought to be

affected by educational . programs stch as PDC are examined for all teachers

regardiess of treatment group. The relationships are then re-examined
for evidence of interaction with the educational treatment:

41 -

In the- volume on parents, relationships are examined in the same

way between family Eackground characteristics and possible program outcomes
for parents:

In the volume on child :mpact measures, the relat:onshlps between

parent and teacher background characterlstncs as well as teacher outcomes;

and child outcome measures for grade 1, are examihéd Additional-analyses

explore the impact of educational treatment on the relations found:

)
(TN
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Strategies used to examine relationships across t
are similar in all of the volures. To answer the first of the two questions

posed above; two-variable association patterns are examined for each

pair of background and cutcome variables. For instance, in the volume

on parents, the relationship between maternal employment and participation

in school committees is studied: To answer the second question, the relation
between treatment and outcome is examined for each level of a background

variable. Thus; in the above example for the volume on parents; the
relationship between educational treatment and participation in school

committees is examined separately for families with working mothers and
families in which the mother is not working.

It is recogrnized that this strategy of successive two-variable
comparisons is limited, in that it ignores issues of interrelation between
variables within the same domain. In other words, it acts as though
family background characteristics, for instance, were independent From
one another; when it is known that they are not. Analyses of variable
interrelations in this interim report, therefore; are presented as purely
preliminary examinations of these important questions for P3C: Consequently,

we view these analyses only as a test of whether such relations can be
assessed with the study sample, as well as to identify the problems in
their assessment through actual trials.

__Techniques used for two-variable comparisons differ depending on the
scaie and level of each of the variables, and are described in the corres-
ponding sections of each volure.

Y
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SUMMARY

This volume is the first of a series reporting evaluation findings
on the impact of Project Developmental €ontinaity (PDC) a5 of Spring of
the test-echort children's first grade year (1979). It is intended as an
introductory volume to the PDC program and to the purpose, methods and
guiding framework of the longitudinal evaluation designed to assess PDCis

impact on participating institutions, teachers and classrooms,; parents
.and children. We have presented a brief history of the PDC program and
its evaluation, described the overall design of the longitudinal study

and reviewed what data were available for analyses as of spring of the
test-cohort children's first grade year (1979). In addition, we have
described the conceptual framework goiding the study of PDC processes and

effects and the data collection and analysis procedures being used throughout:

_ The actual impact findings as of spring 1979 are contained in the

- five other volumes of the series (Volumes I1=V1). Although important,
the findings contained in those voliumes are incomplete in terms of time,
since many of our expectations for a program that changes the ways schools

operate require years to be realized. Findings are also incomplete in

terms of their breadth and depth: The volumes present the most basic

analyses of the program's influence on children's_development, on parents;
on_teachers and classrooms; and on the school system. There is 3 need to
delve in future volumes into more complex relationships between parer.ts

and the schools, between classrooms and the:children, and so forth, in
order to better understand the nature of and reasons for PPEis influence.

Because of the unique nature of the PDC demonstration project, that kind
of search has great potential for providing information to program planners

and policy makers in ACYF and other agencies concerned with preschool
and early elementary education: PDC represents a very important Head
Start_innovation from a number of perspectives. Frori a_developmental
learning perspective, the proper degree of continuity of experience should
enhance children's capacity to assimilace rew experiences. From a teaching
perspective; a concern with continuity should result in greater awareness

‘of each child's educational needs and abilities and more appropriately
designed classroom experiences. From a service-delivery perspective, the
coordination fostered by PDC should result in more complete attention to

children's needs; as well as to more efficient and economical services.

'But perhaps the most significant contribution of POC will be judged

to be the coordination that was developed betweern Head Start programs
and public schools and between school and home. Seymour Sarason has

argued that Head Start in the 1960s began by attempting to "inoculate'
children against the ''disease of ronlearning' produced by schooling

(Sarason, 1978, p. 837). By adopting this focus; Head Start created
tensions between Head Start programs and. the schools: ''The net result
was a further polarization between Head Start personnel and families, on

\)“:-; 37
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the one Hahd; and school personnel, on the other hand" (Séié§6ﬁ; 1978,

p. 838). HMany of the critical elements of PDC have been designed to
reduce this polarization and to sét the stage for the enhancement of
children's learning.

_ As students of the educational change process have observed, however,
basic, systemic changes do not happen guickly: In the five years of PDC's

-existenice we have witnessed many important changes, some even dramatic
and profound within local contexts. Whether these changes will ultimately
lead to visible differences in the development of children is one of the
most critical questions facing the PDC evaluation.
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Appendix

_PDC_VARIABLES

DATA SOURCES AND RYPOTHESES

Child Development Outcomes

Academic Skills and Abilities

IS

Reading recognition

Math computation

Verbal f]UéhC?

Syntactic development
Progress in school
Retention in grade 7
Special education placement

Health and Nutrition Status

Height for age
" Weight for height
Nutrition, knowledge,
attitudes and habits - .

Social-Emot ional Development

Variables
Attitude toward teacher

Sociability
Aggressiveness
Dependence

Sel f-assurance

Social problem-solving

Sources

PIAT

PIAT

MSCA

BSM N

P. Int.: 1lm
School records
Attendance & _

handicap info sheet

Sources

Height and weight
Height and weight

éﬁfid Interview

Sources

Child Interview:
Part 1

POCL: 1
CRS: 2
CRS: " 3
CRS: 1
PIPS

.y
[§¥}

.
PDC > COMP
PDC >-COMP

PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP

PDC> COMP
PDC > COMF

PDE > COMP -

Hypothese

PDC > COMP
PDC < COMP

Hypotheses

PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP

COMP > PDC

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP



Learning Attitudes
Variables . Sources Hypotheses

Attitude toward school o Pl:11i11p PDC > COMP
Engagement in school-related S o
~ work at home P1:12,13,14,15,16b,17 PDC > COMP
Attitude toward Fééaiﬁg ¢h. Int.: Part 11 PDC > COMP

extent _f reading in school 1

extent ot reading outside

school . B 2

average extent of reading mean of 1 & 2

purpose of reading mean of 3 & 4 (or sum)
_ variety in reading mean of 5 & 6 L
Task orientatgon POCL:2 PDC > COMP
Academic motivation CRS:4 PDC > COMP.
Attendance Attendance & Handxcap

info sheet PDE > COMF
Classirocii Bekavior#®
Variables. Sources Hypotheses

Child initiated interactions . :

with teacher , " FO: GR191/CAR: GRL8 PDE > COMP
Children's attention to : .
~ learning activities FO: GR20 » PDC > COMP
Chi!dreh'g,réngCt for parents
_ in_the classroom _ €AR: GR30 PDC > COMP :
Level of classroom dlsruptlon CAR: GR10 . PDC < COMP
Noise level : FO: GR]3 . PDC < COMP
Respect for teacher and aide FO: GRI5/CAR: GRtl 42 PDC > COMP
Cooperation with teacher FO: GR16 PDC > COMP

#Al1 data relating to child varisbles are at the classroom level.




‘Parent

Role of Parents in School_Life

- Variables

Parent involvement in school

decnsnon—mak:ng -

Making decisions about nature

and operat:on of fhe program

Making decisions on PDC Council,
~about curr:cu]um goals, methOds
Involvement with child's teacher
_ about educational objectives
Parent attendance at school
_for any reason
Parent involvement
activities
Nature of role in classroom
resources person (BL)
 Frequency of participation
Number of classrooms with parents
_present
Average amount of time spent by
. _parents in classroom
-Role of parents:
Circulating

Y
1

Large groups

Small groups

lndnv:dual ch. 1
Content focus of parents:

Math.

Rezding

Etc.

found in wall dlsplays notices
Rating: Evidence of efforts to
involve parents
Rat:ng Do parerts seem at ease
in class?
Rat:ng Children's respect for
parents in class
Involvement in non-zlassroom
school activities (parent

workshops,; community support
for millage)

~

Behaviors

F: 1-6,11,12-17,22- 27,
3-39,4h-45,47,49,51,53
6

Ti: 12¢c-e,15

PI: 3

Pi: 4.6.8 / CAR
Ti: 13,14,26F,h

CAR
CAR

CAR

CAR

CED

‘CEO: GRS

CAR: GRZ9

CAR: GR30

Pl: 5a-b :
— 5
3~ ;

Hngfﬁ’

PDE > eéﬁp

PDC >. COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > EE)HE

PDC > COMP

PDC > CoMP

PBC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP

- PDC > COMP



Role of Parents in School L'fe fcont.)

Number of parents who.work in scheol

and nature of that work PCC > COMP
Paid/Volunteer - Pl: 8a-d
Elassroom/Non-classroom CAR
Nature, frequency, and direction -
of communication betweern school Tl: 6,26e;k .
. and home P1: 4,6,62;7a,;20b-c PDC > COMP

Parent-Child Activities in the Home

Variables  Sources | Hypotheses

Frequency an< nature of parert-
<hild learning activities

Schox elated home readsﬂg _
_activities Pi: 18g,h,19 PDC > COMP
- Parent-initiated home reading ' o

activities Pl: 14,15 PDC > COMP
rrequency and ﬁéfﬁ?é cf other :
parent-child hone actlvrtve'
e.g., games, outhngs, shared -
chores Pi: 18a-f PDE > cOMP
Avanlabllcty of books or _ :
‘magazines at home Pl: 12;18a-f PBC > COMP
Approach to homework ' Pl: 16a --
Frequency of someone reading with - S
child at home Pl: 14 PDC > COMP

Parents' Knowledge and Attitudes

Parents' Attntudesgléué£84£5é45~boolgasganAJnstututlon ' 7 77 7 ’ 7777

Variables Sources Hypotheses
Parent attitudes toward teachers Pl: 1la=c,e, g -m PDE > €OMP
0-q,20d,e : 7
Attitudes toward formal education Pl: 1im : ?BCi coMP
Perception of school's receptnvnty S
toward their wishes Pl: 11n PDC> COMP
Perception of school's acceptance
of them in SChoo] activities . Pt: 11d,e,9,93 PDC > COMP
Perceptlon of PDC program effects L oL
on children Pl: I]i,p ]5 ]7 POC > COMP
‘fj




R

Needs of their Families

Variables Sources Hypotheses.
Relpfulness of school re:

Children's health care, gse

of health services Pi: 10g PDC > COMP
Child management technigues Pl: 10d,i PDC > COMP
Knowledge of child's special - o
needs, ablllty to meet P1: 10a,20a PDC > COMP
Knowledge and use of comnunlty

services Pi: lo0g;h PDC > COMP
Parental personal development Pi: 10f;e - PDC > COMP
Getting to know other parents Pl: 10c PDC > COMP

Teacher Behaviors and Classroom Activities

Variables Sources Hypotheses
Room Arrangement: CEOD -=

Stationary desks/chalrs .

Movable desks and chalrs in

well-defined rows

Movable desks and chairs in

small groups

Seating at small tables--no

desks and chairs
-Seatlng at desks--tables

Rating: Organization of materials CEO: GRI ‘ --
Rating: Diversity in children's S -
dlsplayed praducts CEQ: GR2 PDC > COMP

Rating: Spaciousness of classroom  CEO: GR3 --
Rating: Attractiveness of class- L S

_room CEO: GRY4 . PUC > COMP
Rating: Stsmulatxng environment

_for learning _ CEO: GRS FDC > COMP
Rct'ng AcceSS|o:l|tv of materials CEO: GR7? --
Amount of Posted Information €EB --
Amount of conmercial dnsplays/ -

posters/exhibits 4 CEOD --
Amount of Leacber made displays/ .

pcsters/ﬁxh-bn CeD --
Amoint of chfld-madc dlsplays/

posters/exhibits CED -z

e

A
o
I
<
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SQ{ycture and Content of the Elassroom (cont:)
\
Numbe( of learning ééﬁ[éfé . CEO : --
Diverskty of materials in learning o
Vcente\é\ i CEO --
Types of Nnstructional materials . CEO --
- Divets}t;\Bi instructional .
materials N - ' CEOD --
N
N
T T T e T
Ins ' he Classroom
Yariables - Sources Hypotheses

Time sperit by average child on CAR ’ --
§Ubjéct/té§k§/étti0it?é§ _

Math \\ -

Spel]ung/phon:cs \,

Reading \

Oral language \\

Expressive writing N

Writing mechanrcs/punct N\

N

Second language .
First language other then Englns

Science : N
Social Studies : \

Arts/crafts N

Music/movement/dance .

Projects . \\
Play \

Other group discussion - N
Housekeeping/clean-up/chores .

"'Language arts'' .
”Art” R

\
stclpl!ne “
Announcements/ass:gnments etc. \\

"Academics" \.
"“Non-academics'" | \
Time spent by teachers on subjects/  CAR N
tasks/activities ) ) ‘
(same categories as above) X

¢
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Instructional Approach Used in the Classroom (cont:)

__ _ \

VYariables : : Sourc 5 s Hypotheses
Grouping patterns: Overall CAR L --
Time spent by average child: e
a. In large groups working with
. an adult
b. In small groups working with
an adult
c. Working individually with an
adult
d: Working independeritly in small
groups
e. Working |ndependent1y as
individuals
Grouplng patterns: Math CAR --
(same categories as above)
Groupnng patterns: Reading CAR --
“(same categories as above)
Teacher Ruie: Overall EAR --

Average time spent by teachers:
a. Circulating
b. Working with large group of
chitdren
c. Worklng WIth smal] _groups .
d. Working with individual (1-2)
children
_ e. Not xnteractnng thh children
Teacher Role: Math : CAR --

(same categories as above) -
Teacher Role: Reading 7 CAR --
(same categories &as above) '
Criteria for grouping: Overall CAR
Ad hoc o
Bbility: H/M/L
Heterogeneous
Bilingual/bicultursl
Learning disabled/handicapped

Criteria for grouping: Math CAR --
(same categories) o o

Criteria for grouping: Reading CAR --

 (same categories) o

Materials used: Overall CAR -

paper and pencil
commercial texts/readers
workbooks/worksheets
other books/magazines

flashcards -




Instructional Approach Used in the Classroom (cont:)

Variables , Sources Hypotheses

blackboard
audiovisual
learning machines
games/puzzles . o
Materials used: Reading CAR --
 (same categories). :
Materials used: Math €AR ; --
(same categories) -
Materials choice: Overall EAR --

Materials choice: Reading ’ CAR --
Adult
~ Child L )
Materials choice: Math EAR --
Adult
child
Who used materials: Overall CAR ‘ -
Teacher only PDC < COMP
One child at time ’ ==
Some children ==
A1l children o : PDE > COMP
Who used materials: Math CAR
(same categories)
Who used materials: Reading €AR
(same categories) o
Pacing: Overall CAR
Adult
_ Child _ N
Pacing: Reading CAR
Adult
Child o ;
Pacing: Math CAR
Adult :
Child - N -
Diversity of Activity: Overall CAR
High PDC > COMP
Medium ‘ : PDEC = EOMP
Low PDE < €OMP
Diversity of Activity: Reading EAR ' Same as above
(same categories) ] |
Diversity of Activity: Math CAR Same as above
(same categories) -
Children out of classroom CAR --
(average # minutes/class)




[nstructional Approach Used in the Classroom (cont.)

Variables Sources Hypotheses

Teacher out of classroom CAR
~ (average # minutes/class) ‘

Rating: Structure; Math EAR: BR5 --
Rating: Structure, Language CAR: GRI --
Rating: Child planning, kanguage CAR: GR2 --

' Rating: Child planning, Math CAR: GR6 --

Rating: Diversity of activity, -

Language” - CAR: GR3 -=
Rating: Diversity of activity; -
~ : Math . CAR: GR7 -
Rating: Grouping, Language CAR: GRL
Rating: Grouping; Math CAR: GR8 --

Delivery of Special Services
Variables ' Sources Hypotheses

Resource staff in classroom CAR PDC > COMP
_ (number of classrooms) - o
Resource staff time in classroom ~ EAR PDC > COMP
{average number of minutes) o
Role of resource staff . CAR -
Circulating
Large groups N
Small groups
~ Individuals ] :
Resource staff: subject/content CAR --
{same categories as before) ‘

Out-of-class services: special ed: CAR -

Out-of-class services: health CAR PDC > COMP

Out-of-class_services: library '

~ or resource center. , CAR --

Physical accomcdations for the L
handicapped : CEOD: GRIO --

\

<
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Ciassroom Management

Variables Sources Hypotheses

Level of classroom disruption: ‘
Overall , , CAR --
ch. in lg. group Ww/teacher
ch. in sm. group w/teacher
ch. individually w/teacher
ch. in sm. group w/parent

ch. in 1g. group w/parent

‘ch. individually w/parent
ch. in lg. group independently
ch: in sm: group independently

_ch. individually indépendent

Classroom disruption CAR
Teacher time spent: discipline CAR --

misbehaviors 7 FO: GR7 --
Rating: Preventing spread of o
~ misbehaviors o FO: GR8 --
Rating: Ability to deal with more
_ than one thing at a time FO: GR9 --
Rating: Delays and disruptions FO: GRIO
Rating: Waiting for assignments -
and tasks - FO: GR1! --

Rating: Teacher reasoning about

misbehaviors ) FO: GRI12Z --
Rating: Noise levels FO: GRI13 - ==
Rating: Teacher poise in classroom FO: GRi4 --
Rating: Children's respect for

teacher FO: GRI15 c--
Rating: Children's cooperation ‘

with teacher ) , FO: GRI®
Rating: Overall quality of ]

management , FO: GR17 ' --
Rating: Children's freedoin to -

interact socially FO: GR18 --

Classroom Climate

Variables Sources Hypotheses

Ratirig: Teacher ércouragement of L

~ children's work FO: GRIS8 PDC > COMP

Rating: Child initiated interactions S
with teacher . FO: GRIQ PDEC > COMP




Classroom Climate (cont.)

Variables

'Réfiﬁé' Children's attention to
learnzng activities

Rating: Encouragement to express
personal experien

_ thoughts; ete.

Rating: Were children treated
falr]y

Ratlng Teacher enthusuasm

|nterest
Ratnng Adult support. and
~ encouragement of children
Ratlng Adult encouragement of
children's competence

Children's level of attention:
Ove-all

Individualization of Instrdction

Variables
AdUit/tHzia ratio: assigned

Adult/Child ratio: observed
Rating: Diversity of children's
dlspiayed work

ﬁatnng PhySical accommodations to

handncapped . _
Rating: Evidence of children
pursuing own interests

Rating: Diversity of activities,

language arts
Rating: Grouping, language arts

Rating: Diversity of activity;
math :

Rating: CGrouping,; math

Ratlng Individual pacing by
children '

Rating: Sensitivity to special needs

_ of handicapped ch.
Discussed child needs with past
teachers

resoarce people

Sou

FO:

CAR

Sou

Bas

rces

GR20

rces

ic Information

Sheet
CAR.

CEQ:
téO:

€EO:
CAR:

TI:

CAR:

TI:

CAR:

TI:

CAR:

Ti:

CAR:

Ti:

FO:

TI:

TI:

GR2
GRIO

GRI1
GR3
GR3
GRE
GRL
GR7
GR7_
GRS
GRS
GRS
GRI5S

Hypotheses

PDC > COMP

PDC > CbHP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDE > €OMP

PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDC ~ COMP

PDC> COMP

PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP



individualization of Instruction (cont.)

Variables

Rating: Specificity of description

Rating: Level of record keeping
Rating: Knowledge of individuals

Rating: Individualization of

mstruct ion

genera] system

Use of Community Resources

L
communi ty pecpie/méternals in
_the classroom

.

Ti: GRY
T1: GRIO
Th: GRII

TI: GRI2, GRIE
T1: GRI3

Scurces

Ti: 9h

Tl: éi

Meeting the Needs of Handicapped Children

aples

1y

Var

Rating: Evidence of physical
accomodations to handicapped
children o

Rating: Teacher encouragement of

" participation by handicapped
children in classroom activities

Ratnﬁg Teacher sensitivity to the

specnal nzeds of handicapped

CEO: GRIO

FO: GR28

Eééfiﬁggiﬁégéifetiive]Emcticnéi Needs

FO: GR29

of Children

Variables

Qatlng Children encouraged to
discuss personal experiences,
thoughts etc:

chn!dren

CAR: &Ri9
FO: GR22
CAR: §R33
F3: GR27

Hysotheses

Hypotheses

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

Hypotheses
PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP



Meeting the Affective/Emotional Needs of Children (cont.)

Variables

Rating: Aide warmth toward children

Rating: Teacher encouragement

Rating: Adults try to make children
Feel wanted and accepted

Rating: Adults try to make children
feel competent

Rating: Teacher handling of mis-
behavnors--reasonxng vs.

~ commands

Rating: Children treated falr]y

and equitably -
Rating: Teacher ééﬁgifiyityW;Q
affective needs of children

Intellectual Stimulation

Variables

Rating: Attractive/stimulating
physical environment

Rating: Stimulating envirnment
for Iearn:ng

Rat:ng lnstruct:ona] mode )
instructing vs. questaon:hg

Ratlng """

cooperat:on

Rating: Encouragement of children
to discuss personal experiences,
etc: 7

Rating: Encouragement of peer

teachlng

Rating: Stvmulatlng environment

~ for Igarning

Rating: Teach:r encouragement of
children's work

Qatlng Teacher probing of child-

ren's statements

Rating: Teacher encouragenent of
peer cocperation

Rating: Teacher d:rect:ng children

_ to o*her resources

Rating:
divergent vs.

convergent

Sources Hypotheses
CAR: GR3) PDC > COMP
CAR: GR35 PDC > COMP
CAR: GR3%8 PDC > COMP
FO: GR33_ ,
CAR:_GR%&0 PDC > COMP
FO: GR3%4 <
FO: GRI2 PDC > COMP
FO: GR24 PDC > COMP

~TI: GRI4 PDC > C COM
Sources Hypotheses
CEO: GR4 --
CEO: GRS -
CAR: GRIG -
CAR: GR18 -
CAR: GRIY
CAR: GR27 -
CAR: GR3I --
CAR: GR35 -
FO: GRI --
FG2 GR2 --
FO: GR3 --
FO: GRL --

i

3



" Intellectual Stimulation (cont.)

Variables

Ratinig: Teacher encouraging children
to figure things out for
themselves

Rating: Teacher tries to get child-

ren to uvnderstand '‘why'', not

just facts

Multicultural Perspective

Variables

Frequency w/which teacher used
materials/activities of cultires

_ represented among students

Rating: Promoting cultural under-

_ standing _ o )

Rating: Support for MC learning

Rating: Involvement of MC kids in
activities

Rating: Promoting cultural under-
standing _ 7 -

‘Rating: Participation MC activities

~ activities

Rating: Promoting cultural under-
standing

Sources

FO: GRS

FO: GRS

CEO: GR6
CEG: GRY
CAR: GR21

CAR: GR22
CAR: GR23

FO: GR30

FO: GR31

Hypotheses

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

Cross-Grade Continuity(Contacts with Other Teachers)

Sources Rypotheses

Variables

ErédUéhty of participation with
teachers at same grade level on

task force to plan curriculun

Frequency of participation with
teachers at other grade levels on

_ task force to plan curriculum

Frequency of informal meetings with

classroom activities

\__\7\‘
!

{

14

Ti: 9a

TI: 9b

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP



S

Variables

Frequency of 1nformal meetnngs with
other grade level teachers to

7 plan classroom activities

Frequency of discussion with past

_ tearhers of individual children

Frequency of visits to HS centers

(el schools)

Frequency of visits and observa-
tions of other teachers in
school '

Frequency of visits ahd observa-

tions of teachers in other
schools

Home SLhQQlAﬁDﬂLLHULL¥

Variables

Average number of home JlSItS

~ conducted

Purpose of home visits:
‘nform parents of school

happenings

Get acqualnted wnth parents
Parpose of home visits:
Get parent input re:
objectnves
Discuss home actlvntnes parents
can do with their children
Discuss educational/social

problem of chlld
Discuss parent's complaints
about school
_ Other ,
Averagg 7 of parents wWho come to
_ routine confere ~es
Average % of parents who discussed
problems with teacher
Frequency of other kinds of contacts

with parents (ohone letter, etc.)

teaching

-

\ni

Sources
Tl: od

Tl: %e

TI: §g'
Ti: 95

Ti: 91

Sources
Ti: 11

Ti: 123
Ti: 12b
Ti: 12¢
TI: 12d
Ti: iée
Ti: 12f
Ti: 12g
Tl: 14g
TI: jhk
TI- 16

R
v

Hypotheses

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

‘PDC > CoMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP
PDZ > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDC > COMP
PDE > EOMP
PDE > COMF

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP



Home School Continuity (cont.)

Variables Sources
ing: 1 PDC > COMP
is coordinating home & school FO: GR25 -

Parent behavior to assire continuity ) :

Hypotheses
Rating: Extent to which teacher TI: GR20

~ of experience for their children Pl: 18e-h;19
Rating: Teacher behavior to assure
_ continuity of experience FO: GR25
Rating: Parents comfortable in, _ -

PDC> COMP

listened to in classroom _ CAR: GR29,30

Teacher's Knowledge and Attitudes

Variables Soirces

Teachers' perceptions of advan-=
_ tages of parent_involvement Ti: 17
_ vantages of parent involvement Ti: 18 ' -
Rating: Extent of teacher effort - .
to invite parents into room TI: GRI7 PDC > COM
Rating: Extent of teacher comfort R
in having parents in the room _TI: GRI9 PDC > COMP
Rating: Extent of teacher concern :
_ for involving parents Ti: GR21 _ PDC > COMP

involved parents in activities in

the classroom Ti: GRIS PDCs COMP

Attitudes TJoward School/Center

‘Variables

School/centar as desirable place
to work -
Would teacher recommend school to

parent?

PDC as desirable place to work
Would teacher recommend PDC to
parerit?.

Sources

Tl: 27,28
Ti: 29,30
TI: 33,34
TI: 35,36

16

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP



- -

P **E C’Iq‘e

Variables

Amount of change since 1975 in:
Classroom content
Home-school links
Parent involvement
Intraschool continuity
Use of community resources
MC perspective o
Health/nutrition activities .
- Teacher/principal interactions

Sources

Ti: 26a-d;g
Ti: 26e k

Tl: 26f,h
Ti: 26i,j,1,m
Ti: 26n

T1: 260

Tl: 26p

TI: 26q

Institutional Poiicies and Procedures

Planning and Decision-Making

Variables

Formality of provisions for ,
invplvement of teachers, parents,
and others in decisions 3bout
classroom curriculum/individual-
ized instruction/resource alloca-
tion/personal matters

Frequency of provision for formal
involvement of teachers; parents,

and others in decisions about
classroom curriculum/individual-

ized instruction/resource alloca- .

__tion/personnel matters.

Diversity of people involved
individually/informally/formally
in decisions about classroom
curriculum/individualized instruc-
tion/resource allocation/personnei

Frequency of teachers' individuial/
informal/formal involvement in
decisions about classroom curric-
ulum/individuaiized instruction/
resource allocation/personal

matters

-

~d

Administrator
Interview (A1)
Variables 10,19,28,.
67,76,85,124,133,142,
181,190,199

Al variables 37,47,
57,94,104,114,151,
161,171,208,218,228

Al variables 11-18
20-27,29-36,68-75,
77-84,86-93,125-132,
'34-141,143-150,182-
189,191-198,200-207 .
Al varisbles 11,20,
29,68,77,86,125,134,
143,182,191,206

-
‘13

Hypotheses

PDC > COMP
PDpC > Ce2
PDC > CryiiP
PDC > CUMP
PDC > OMP
PDC > COMP
PDE > COMP

PDC > COMP

Hypotheses

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP



Variables

Proportion of teachers partici-
pating 'in formal groups involved
in decisions about classroom
curriculum/individualized
instruction/resource allocation/

personnel matters Y

Cross-grade representation of
teachers in formal groups .in-
volved in decisions about class-
room curriculum/individualized
instruction/resource allocation/
personnel matters:

Frequency of individual/informal/
formal involvement of others from
outside the school in decisions
about classroom curriculum/indi-
viduglized irstriuction/resource

_ allocation/personnel matters
Frequency - »arents' .p<’vidual/
informai;iormal invoiveme: t in
decisions aboat classvoom cerri. -
ulum/individualized instruction/
resource allocation/personne!
 matters -
Proportion of parents participating
in formal groups involved in
decisions about classroom curric-
ulum/individualized instruction;
resource allocation/personnel
matters 7

The aforementioned measures
(formality of provision, diver-
sity of participants; degree of
teacher involvement,; degree of _
cross-grade continuity, degree of
parent involvement) contrasted
across categories of decisions
{classroom corriculum, individual-

ized instruction, resource alloca-
.tion; personnel matters)

Sources

Al variables 39,49,
59,96,106,116,153,
163,173,210,220,230,

Al variables 40-45,

50-55,60-65,97~102;
107-112,117-122,154=
159,164-163,174-179,
211-226,231-236

Al variables 14-16,
23-25,32-34,71-73,80-
82189?9131287130§137‘
139,146-148,185-187,
194-196,203-205

Al variables 12,21,
30,69,78,87,126,135,
1%4,182,192,201 '

Al variables 46,56,
66,103,113,123,160,
170,180,217,227,237

Administrator

lrterview

Hypotheses
PDE > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC > COMP

PDC's effect
constant across
decision
categories

A4



Communication and Coordination

" Variables Sources Hypotheses

Assignment of responsibility for Case Studies _ FDE > EOMP

activities spanning Head Start Site Visits

~ and elementary levels B S S
Head Start-elementary coordina- Case Studies ’ PDC > COMP
~ tion of services for handi- Site Visits
. capped children - . L oo
Head Start-elementary coordina- . Case Studies PDC > COMP
tion of services for bilingual/ Site Visits
multicultural children

Head Start-elementary coordina- Case Studies PDC > COMP
tion of parentsl involvement Site Visits

- program o ] . o o

Communication between decision Case Studies PDC > COMP
making bodies and Head Start Site Visits
and elémentary parents _ : o -

Provisions for communication and Case Studies PDC > COMP
coordination between Head Start Site Vicits :
and elementary staff

Continuity of record keeping, Case. Studies PDC > COMP

~ Head Start-Grade 3 ) Site Visits S

Provisions for communication ' Case Studies PDC > COMP
between parents and schools Site Visits

Provision of Services

Variables Soarces Hypotheses
Provision of medical, dental, Case Studies, Site PDC >-COMP
mental hedlth, and nutrition Yisits, Site Records
services ] ) N o S
Screenings and diagnostic Case Studies; Site . PDC > COMP
assessments of children Visits, Site Records
Provision of language services Case Studies, Site PDC > COMP

(e.qg:, interpreters) Visits, Site Records




Training
Variables Sources Hypotheses

Provision of training for Case Studies PDC > COMP
teachers in: Site Visits
Child Growth & Development ' Ti: 24

lndnv:dua]uzed instruction

Working with parents

Meeting needs of handncapped

Meeting needs of bilingual/MC
children ] L
Phl]osophy éhd éppibéth of

Home school contnnunty
Health education and resources

Provision of training for parents Site Visits PDC > COMP
in: Case Studies
Program phnlosophy goals Site Records

Working with staff
Decision and policy maklng
Wcrklng with handicapped
children

Worklng with bl]lngual/bl-
cultural children

Health resources

Preventive health practices

=y

Moo
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