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INTRCDUCT ION

Project Developmental Continuity (PDC) was begun in 1974 by the
Admlnustratlon For Children, Youth and Famllues (ACYF) as the first large-

and public Schools at 15 Sites distributed across the HEW 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 competerce

of the children served--that is;, to lncrease therr everyday eFfectuveness in
dealing with their environment (at «chool, at home, in the community, and in

society). PDC also aims to bring about broader and more intensive involve-
ment of parents and teachers in the governance of school affairs.

As part of the overall Head Start nmprovement and |nnovat|on effort

in formulatlng educational goals "and developlng a comprehens:ve curriculum:

The object is t0 ensure that children receive continuous individualized

attentlon as they progress for Head Start through the early prxmary grades.
and elementary sahool experlences w1ll be reouced by 2DC mechanxsms that
eficourage communication and mutual dec;s:on-maklng among prischool and elemen-~
tary school teachers; admlnlstwators, and parents.
)]
e
. School organizations at the 15 sites received funding to design and

implement seven prescribed components:

® Administration: admisistrative coordination between and within
Head Start and elementary school;

e Education: coordination of curriculum approaches and educational
goals:
e Training: preservice and inservice teacher; staff and parent

training in program-related areas;

e Developmental support services: comprehensive services (medical,

nutritional, and socnal) to children and families;

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

e Services for the handicapped: services for handicapped children
and children with lTearning disabilities;

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

)



At the same time_that projects were instituted, the High/Scope ]
Educational Research Foundation was awarded the evaluation contract, the
major purpose of which was to provide ACYF with information that would
assist it in its efforts to design effective programs for children. The

contract called for the collection and analysis of process and impact data

|nvoIVInq both gquantitative and gualitative methodologies:

~ The evaluation has proceeded in two phases. From 1974 to 1978,
evaluatlor actlv:tues were axmed at analyz:ng program lmp]ementatlon and

fot]owrone cohort of chnldren From the t:me they entered Head Start unt»l )
they completed third grade.! After judging the study feasible, ACYF funded

the Cufrent phase of the evaluation (1975-1982) to examine the impact of

PDE on part:c:patlnqtxnstltutlons teachers and classrooms; parents and

children in eleven of the twe]ve sites still participating in the project.

The present report Impact on Instltut+onsj lS the second of a series
reporting impact findings as of spring of the test- cohort children's first=
grade year (]979) Other volumes in the series incluce the following:

e Volume I, The Context; Conceptual Approach and Methods of the

Eyaiﬂation. This is an introductory volume to the PDC program ard

the purpose; methods and guiding framework of the impact evaluation.

it is or ganlzed into three major sections; plus a summary anc a
technical appendix.

Volume 111, Impact on Parents. Investigates the impact of PDC on
the parents of children in the evaluation coiiort and, in a

preliminary fashion; the relatlonshxp between family character-
istics and outcome varnables

e Uolumé iV, impact on Teachers. Reports impact findings
on teachers and classrooms: These impacts reflect

treatment-related outcomes as well as outcomes regardless
of treatment.

Volume v, lmpact on Children. Presents the flndnngs of

analyses of PDC's impact on the Pbt eValuatlon s cohort of
children as of the end of,gradefl ~ The volume also contanns
some preliminary examinations of the re]atlonshgp between

variables in the teacher, parent and <hild domains.

& Volume VLTASummafyeofeimpact,on,Instltutlons Teachers and
Classrooms, Farents and Children: Summarizes the evaluation.
results for 1979, when the cohort of children being studied in
the eve luatlan had completed grade 1. Results are presented for

each of the four major areas: instituticnal policies and pro-
cedures; teacher attitudes and behaviors in the classroom and
vwith parentcr parent attitudes and benaviors in relation to
their child's school; and the achievement of children. In

IThe results of this nhase of the evaluation are described in: Love, Granville
and Smith, 1978, and Smith, Love, Morris, Spencer, lspa and Rosario; 1977:

| S
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addition, the volume summarizes the initial analyses of inter-

relationships between the four major areas,; such as the

relatnonshlp between teacher attitudes and parent behaviors’

concerning involvement with their child's school.

This volume is organized into six chapters. In cChapter |, we describe
the several volumes which comprise this interim report. Chapter |l presents
a framework for the evaluation of the effects of the PDC program. Chapter
1l describes the methods USéd to C6lléct iﬁfbkmatiéﬁ to stuay ‘the éffécté

Chapter 1V sdmmarlzes what we have learned about the influences on PBC'

:mplementat.on. The flrst phase of the evaluatlon focused heavi’ / on program

implementation during the planning and start-up years, and findings from
that work are évailable in other reports (see, for example Smith, et al.;

1977). In Chapter V, we extend and update our analysis of the local PDC
bkdjétts and present our analysns of the factors that hHave been influential
in shaping the local PDC program, reporting findings dealing specifically with

PDE's impact on the .nsgntutnonal policies and procedures of part|c1pat|ng

Head Start centers and elementary schools. E€hapter VI contains our summary,
interpretations and conclusions. Samples of instruments and item-level

results can be found in Appendices A B and € at the end of the text:
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A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDYING PDC'S PROCESSES AND EFFECTS

The evaluation has been large!y shaped by a part! icular conception;

derived from the PDC guadel:nes of the intended effects of PDE and the

sequence of changes expected and required to bring about those effects.

Bef?fe,d§§Ef'?1"9,Ebf,ge§lgﬂ,a"d methodology of the evaluation, we will

in this section attempt to make this conceptual framework more explicit.
This discussion has three parts. ln the first two, we present a general

. model of the intended effects of PDC, along with a consideration of-the

PDC "'treatment' and how, as described in the guidelines; it was intended
to produce the desired effects. In the third part we describe the process

that was used to move from the basic ffamework to the spec:flcatxon of

particular variables and appropriate data collection instruments for this
phase of the evaluation:

Some Orienting Assumptions: The Concept of Developmental Continuity

complex lnteractlon xnyolvgng,an array of factg[s both wlth(n and outsidé
the schooi. As a result of this assumption; PDC was designed to be a
comprehensive interventicn into many aspects of the school; home and

community: However: although the implications of this basuc assumption

pervade the program, ‘the PDC guidelines never fully explicate this assumption:

ln order to desvgn an evaluatxon that is SenS|t1ve to the partlcular

the concept of,deve]opnental,contlnunty that appears to haye shaped program

. gundellnes. Figﬁké 1 Suﬁhakizés thé %éSUltS of this exercise. We must

. tested by the data. Rather’ it represents an orienting framework that has

provided a basis for generating an analytic model, out of which have come
research questions, variables, and data collectlon methodologles. We have
used this orienting framework to guide the analysis and reporting of evalua-
tion data. ’

Simply stated;, the conception of developmental continuity implicit

in PDC suggests:an interactional model that appears to include: (a) a

child's intellectual, social, and physical development and background
and experiences in home and school (b) the attitudes, knowledge and back-
ground characterlstlcs of parents and teacherS' (c) the policies and proce-
dures that prevail in the public school or Head Start .center; and, (d) the
broader political; social and economic context of the school district and
communi ty: -
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We will return Titer to consideration of how each of the classes of
factors in Figure | was cefined operationally for this evaluation, and
of what variadles were measurec in eacn camain. For the moment; however;
the following ééﬁérél cefinitions will suffice:

® Chxld d"él:5“°nlgaﬂidﬂ14i These, or course, are *he ultimate
concem ot ~nn PCC program. The statez aoa] of PDC is to enhnance
children's ‘'sccial ,cnnetencv.”fiﬁcccrdxng,go the guidelines,
Sﬁcial _competence xnc uces rnte’léttﬂél atﬁiéVéhéht 'ﬁéaltn ~and

. viors: This domain includes parent behavzors
toward the crild in the home, and the role that the parent
plays in school life.

o Parent attitudes and knowledae: Especxa]]v important in this
domaln are carent attituzas toward -the school or -center
and parent xncwiedge of child development and available community
resources.

® Teacher b2haviors and classroom activities. This domain refers to

the child's expariences in tne ciassrocm and o0 tne role of the

teacher in these experlerces.r it |nc1udes the onysuca] envnronnent

that the teacher creates for the child in the classroofi, tha
instructional approach that the teacher employs,; the management
style Qf the teachsr. in his/her dealings with the class; and the’
general climate tnat the teacher establishes in the classroom Tor
the children.

e Teacher attizudes: A bioad and often-noted domain in the program
guidelines, this category refers to teachers' ‘instructional practices
and their perceptions of, and attitudes toward parents; particalarly:

parent involvement in their classrooms, and their personal edacational
philosophyv.:

s aomain includes the
es tiiat are touna outside the_classroom;
ce what goes on _in the classroom. Such policies
\ T r , de the dﬂstvon-naKIn sodies aﬁ&‘?étﬁéﬁi§@$
\ that exist in the schooi. tne - .anec-uont s'—u:.urn rouﬁd in the

\ school, proceaures for providing services o znlidren eitner inside
\ ' or outside the classroon patterns of commusi; cation and coo*dlﬁa-

\ tion in the school and between the school andg other institutions,
\ and training that the school provides for teachers; parents; and

\ Communitv and educational context. No schcol or réﬁiiy exists

N in @ vacuun. Tne Orceram guisSiines re'o_rzze that everything that

\ —

A occurs in entﬂer settlng is shaped and on ac= asion constrained by
. cultoral, political, and econcmic factors in the cofmunitv, and 5v
EFiéFltles po]:;ues, and programs of the school district. Another
important feature of the community context is the services for
families and children that are available from agencies outside the
Q school. :

ERIC e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: :
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Child and famiiv backaround. Although not generally susceptibje
to change by school progréms.,the,béckground-cf the child and his
or her family are recognized i the guidelines to be important
determinants of develcpment. This domain includes such factors
as ethnicity, SES. parents' education and empioyment status,

language spoken in the home, and prior preschool experience:
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but they and the literature do suggest that such factors are
important influences on the teachers' behavior and ultimately
on child development: The guidelines refer specifically to certain

experiences that at least some -program teachers should have had;

such as trannlng in bilingual education, or training in child
development the 1|terature also suggests that ethn:cnty,, number
of years of teach:ng experience, and experience in special projects
also influence teachers' professional behavior.

assumed to exust among these varlous factors: Consequently; Figure 1

portrays only a cycle of contlnuous interactions that is driven by
incremental changes acting on each other in a positive way. One objective
of this evaluation will be to explore and describe the strength and direction
of relationships between variables within each domain.

_ However, g@gwguggéliﬁgsfsrefggjge clear in specifying an order in

ropresented in Flgure 1. Any program that seeks to create deve]opmental
continuity must first impact on lnstJtutxons and through them on parents
and teachers, before it impacts on children. Figure 2 presents an analytic
mode! that describes the direction of this cnénge flow.

o As shown; PDC is expected to produce flrst certaxn interactive
conditions favorable to the institutionalization of developmental cont;nulty,

which are then expected to lead to changes in child development outcomes:

The ope\atlonal strategy for prcduc:ng these favorable conditions is to
bring about the lnstltutlonal or structural changes that then make it
possible. for institutional actors (administrators, teachers and parents)
to engage in educational practices that are mutually reinforcing and
deve]opnentally continuous. At first; it is expected that the change f low

will be moderated by the community and educational context as well as_

teacher, child and family background characteristics. But ideally; of

course, the expectatlon is to create a chain of xnteractjyeignenges that

spread over time to eventual]y produce'the kind of developmental cYc]e
nllustrated in anure 1. In a sense then Lhe analy*:c model of Flgure 2

ultimate steady state is represented by FlgLre 1.
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~ 4



Figure 2

The Change Flow Assumed in PDC

Child Development
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What |s the PDC Tre

erhance tne social cor moetence cf tve cnildren it serves v pro

develoomental contingi R come of the Sssumcticns impiicit in the cuide~

We have ncied that the ultimate goal for tne PCC prograr is,tn
vi

nggs abcut the interac: facrors lPV”lvec Th -fls process have a:reacv
be=n exasminec. The cuﬂ': ' we : Ine PoC
project was inienc2< IO impact coor tne. Sactars =Hat tha SUluellnes

assune w.ll oe aresent in developmental COntcnun:y- In other words, what

- <\

7”,6§§iﬁi,the program cuidelines offer the best startinc point for
answerrng this zuestion. In the introduction to these guidelines the
following statement appears:

greater ’Oﬁul noity of edu-a ion ancg ::hcréhéﬂé ve caild

develoonent SDFVICes for ,‘lxcren as tﬁev Taxke the tran-
""" COnt|ﬁUltY,

as it is usad HE—E; can se dé??héd as :iaﬂﬁa' = rporEres,

Structures, 5vsIars. Or Srpc20ures ov wpio- Smore

children witn =xo:-ismcss -=z< “scrar z2nc suo=ore zonctinuous

develooment:' (emonasis acaec;
Project Dzveloomentzal Clontinuity saeks to enhance chilaren's éBEiéii
competency b" crescing greater con tiﬂu:ty anong cru,cre"'s =xper|ences in
the school and betwesn chiidren's nome and scnool exoeriences. The guide-
lines do not atzemst zo specify nat continuity of axperience should look

Tike, but instesac cutiine 3 szt of _na““ed Srograms. sTTuctures, svetems,

or procedures thst, i7 implementeaz, will result in <he gesired continuity.
P ) ’

- These structures then, are the bésic PDC treatment that should be present

at all sites; wnthxn this general framework each site is free to deelop

ltsomwpmgmn.

Table 1 contzins brie ‘ descriotions of the structuyrec or orograms
ibé in ?iégiiﬁéé for orojesct sites. Thazs2 srascripiions our-
e ties for 31l P3C procrams to impieament. Foilowing
the earlier model, theSe cuidelines are aimed at the classroom; at parents;
and at the schoo! or center 35 an institution. :
ldentifying an Evaluation Methodoinav

Appropriate for the POC Treatrent

~ Having specifiad the PDC treatment as descrioed i% the guidelines.
the next step was to <deveior 237 2vaiuztion dzsign thst was acoroprisce
to the coals OF 'Hé P2C *'ocra“. Hl:noccn this process é]éd 5éeén WZ:ﬁ

uy
r
f
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Tabie 1

The PDC Treatment as Descr ;bé& i

I. Formalized broad reoresentation in decision-making groups including

parents, staf¥ {Head Start and elementary), cormunity representatives

lnvolﬁed in education, health, nutrition, and social services.

that nnclude Dar=nts teachers, aides, etc.

3. Establishment of a Fb?ﬁel or informai internal assessment system Tor

monitoring the school's progress toward meeting its goals and objectives:
R ,,7,7,7.,,,1 ’
1. A§§Tgh respons:bllx’y fbr educatxon Handncapped bllurgual, etc. to

chlldren.

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

Trainirgc

I. Provide training on decision making and policy making for members of
inz .

decision-making groucs.
2: Provide training.on the goals and objectives of both the Head Start
and elementary programs.

3. Provida training to makse staff and voluntears sensitive to special

needs of hancicapzed children:

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

5. Provide tréihihg 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.

1



~ Table 1
{continued)

Tragining ‘eomiinued)

8. Provide tréihing for parents in avanlab]e community resodrces.

9. Provide training for teaching staff in meeting the needs of bilingual
children.

10: Provide training for teaching staff in the principles of first aid,

health, and safety practices.

1. g@@@uﬁicatioh between decision-making bodies and Head Start and
elementary school parents.

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

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

Provisior_cf Service

1. Provision of a broad range of medical, dental, mental health, and
nutrltv’n servnces

gpon enrolliment:
3. An annual survey to identify handicapped children.

Provision of an interpreter when needed:

At the Level of Classroom Activities

A Continuous. vu'-

1. EéVéldb 6r éaépL a comoa;rble. coordxnated curriculum ‘rom Head Start

7li§ for readxng, writing, and computation.

3. Have a curr:cuium that provudes contznu:ty of educational and develop-

mental experiences, Head Start throcgh grade 3:

L. Develop a curriculum plan that includes goals and ObJECtIV es statemerits

g in each subject or developmental area:

]
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' Table 1 o
- (contnnued) )

Individuciized Tnstvuczion

1. Curriculum must be developmentally appropriate:

2. lInstruction mast be individualized.

3. Develop a diagnostic and evaluative system that enables teacher
tc pinpoint developmental levels of each child based on the child's
diagnosed strengths and weaknesses:

§. Formar teachers c0nsu1ted when plannfhg édﬁtétibhéi 6656Cti9€§.

Multicuitural Perspectives

1. Provide bilingual/multicultural classroom é’ iviti es; materials and
resource persons for all children. -

2. Develop a compatible Head Start-elementary school é%BFBSEH regarding*
bilingual education.

Classroom Servises Zor Jandipaoved Children

1. Handicapped children mainstreamed to the maximum extent possible.

2. Early diagnosis and evaluation of children with learning aisagﬁiities.
iﬂ_ Special materiais, structural changes, or classroom recrganization
pr0v1ded as appropriate for accommodatung handicapped children:

Whole-Child Perspective

1. Have a3 curriculum that encéuFéaés the physical and soc:a‘-emot:onal
growth of children:

2. Health eggcgglon and nutrition lntegrated with other educational

obiectives -and activities:

3. Meals and snacks used as an opportunity for learning.

4, Provide nutritional services that reinforce good aspects of foods
‘served at home.

5. Familiarize children with health services they will receive prior to:
delivery. , ’

Use of Commmnity Resources

1. Bilingual/multicultural resource persons used in the classroom.

) 2,.\;
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(continued)

At the Level of the Home and Home-Schoo! Activities

e ——
LegTLon

1. Parenits involved in planning educational objectives for their
children.

2. Parents given summary of records on health, medical services and
immunization. :

Parent Irvolvemert ixn Sehool Life

Parents involved in all decision-making bodies.

—
.

Psrents involved in all school decisions.

Activities provided for parents that relate to cultural dynamics:

£ N

Parents involved in classroow activities, speci3l parent events,
activities that stress home-school continuity.

\N
.

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

Bome Aetivities.with Children

1:- - Parents encoaraged to become involved in health care process.

14
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as well. First, PDC is fiot a static program, launched and maintained by

an immutable set of guidelines. Local programs through their experiences

and interactions with national ACYF staff have created altered percestions
of what PBC is and should be: These altered perceptions had to be accom-

modated in the evaluation design. Second, the PDC evaluation itself exists

within a broader research and po]xcy environment. New issues and questions

are emerging regularly that could aDDroprnately be addressed in the PDE

evaluation without compromising the basic evaiuation objectives. Conse-

quently, certdin research questions and variables have been added to the

study in response to ACYF xnformatuon needs that are not necessariiy unique

or even d:rectly tlcd to the PDC tredatment as def:ned in the guidelines.

F}nally, there are many audlences for the PCC evaluat:cn, each with its

own information needs. These audnences include policy makers in Washnngton,
the research and evaluation community, and of course practitioners in the

field. Insofar as possible, the needs of these audiences have been zccom-
modated within the evaluation desxgn.

for the evaluation, é few words are in order about the ptrocess that was

used to devnlop the study. The RFP for the second phase of the evaluation
spec:fled that the contractdr was t6 éiamihé the iﬁpétts 6F tHé PDE

centers as xnstututxons. The RFP also Speleled that these lmpacts were

to be assessed using a varuety of structured and LnstrUCtured methodologies,

from classroom observations to interviews and document ara1v515.

Early in the contract. several representatives from tbe various

cchstltuencues of the PDC program were |nv1ted to High/Scope's Yosilanti,

Michigan headquarters to "'brainstorm'' about the PDC treatments and the

impacts that couid plausibly be expected in each impact domain. This

panel included a coordinator from the PCC project in West Virginia, s

technical assistance consultant fann |ar with Several _sites,and a former

ACYF pr0|ect officer *¢ﬂl]lar with ACYF'S polncues. ~The panel met with
High/Scope staTf Tor three days and prodiced a long 1ist of (a) plausible

impacts snd (5) variables that might be measured to assess theszs impacts:

pruned, retrnnd and revnsed by prOJect staff and presented to the PDC
Advusory Panel in ectober 1978 Breaking into work g oups that 0nc°ntrated

on each impact dOFaaﬁ panei membe rs worked wit tk oroject staff to further
prune the list and to establish pricrities ameng the manv variables that
might be assessed in each area. This ref.ned |ist became the basis for
éll ?hstrumEht dévé?dpméﬁt. Furthér mddifitatidhs and iéfiﬁéﬁéﬁts HéVé

t:
).‘ »
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Research Questions, Constructs.; and Variables

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

1. Wﬁéf irocet has the PDC pﬁbgf&m had or. (g} enilcren's .
@???EQT”QT?Z '5) parernts’ Eibﬁ7édéé and atiizudes, (e)

parernts' benzviors, (d) teacners' a:t:tuaes e xnouaedae,

(e) teacae"s’ Peravior ond classroom aciivities, aod (F)
wstitutional volicies oud srocecures?

g ¢f treatmert; what Factors or vatterns of

aecount For meaningful outcomes in edach

2. Irresve ;i
‘actoré ne:p
domain?

w \&‘.

3. To what extent do these rﬂcvors cffect the reZatzonsh
betweer. the PLC progrom ad 1izs impacts?
Stated differently, the first task of the PDC evaluation is to deter-
Tiﬁé,??c brﬁgréh effects through comparisons cf PDC. and_comparison teachers,
parents; anu chlldren on selected var:ables. Fer EQample, thé frédUéncy

) whether PDC has had any |mpact on that aspeet of parent .involvement in

schools. The next task is to expla:n the resalts of these comparisons
using whatever qua]:tatlve and quantltatjve unFormatnon is available:

For example, at siteés where tnere are relatively few or no differences
between PDC and comparison parents' involvement in the school; we may find

that the comparison schools have instituted a parent |nvo1vement program

patterned after PDC's: It might be reasonable to conclude from this that,

contrary to appearances, PDC has indeed had an lmpact upon parent involvement

i the schools. in question, and that impact has diffused to the comparuson
institutions.

RaV|ng examined the similarities and differences between PDC and
comparison groups along various dimensions, the final task for tne. evaluatlcn

is to exam:ne the relaticnships among child, parent,; teacher,; institutionai,

and communlty variables; dxsregardlng the PDE/comparison grouping. Extending

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

Successful parent involvement orograms, be they PDC or compar;son’ tend
to have similar institutionai policies or procedures {such as regular

newsletters, parent tnaxnnng prOgrams and des:gnated parent lnvolvement

policy makers wxshing to expand the role of parents in school programs .

5



Constructs Addressed bv the Evaluation

As we have said, a pervading concern in the design of this evaluation

has been ensuring that the domains and variables neasured are indeed

relevant and appropriate to the objectives of the PDC procram. The

development process that was followed to accompl:sh this end has alrea ay
been described. Following this process 3 set of constricts were identified
in each impact domann for attention by the evaluation. These constructs

are llsted in Tabie 2.

the PDC treatment thét was mapped in the program gUIdellneS and refuned
by ACYF and project staffs (see Table 2). Thus, the constricts described
in the table generally represent the areas in Wthh POC was supposed

to _have impacts, and areas in which the nature and direction of PDC/comparnson

differences could be predicted. There are some exceptions to this general

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

and Classroom Activities, where several constructs--Structure and Content
of Classroom Environment, Classroom Climate, Intellectual Stimulation,
Classroom Management, and Instructional Approach--ware added despite the
fact that the guidelines are virtually silent about the spacific impacts
that PDC should have in these areas. They were -included in the evaluation
because other research has-indicated that behaviors in each may contributz

sigrificantly to child developmert outcomes: Although few hypotheses

could be formulated about PDC/comparison differences in these areas,
they were nonetheless lncluded because of their potential utility in
answering Research Questions 2 and 3.

Variables and Data Sources

For each construct in every domain an array of variables was |dent:f|ed

through consultation with ACYF, local project staff, and outside experts,
following the procedures outlined earlier. For each variable, decisicns
were made about the best sources of information and dat3a collection metho-
dology. Wherever possible an attempt was made to ''triangulate' on the .
desired informaticn by coilecting data on the same ohencmenon in muiciple
wiys from different sources. Table 3 lists the data collectnon instruments

and methods developed for the evaluatlon, more extensive: descrlptlons of
the instruments can be found in Volumes Ii; 11, IV, andV of ‘the series:
The appendnx in this volume conta:ns a llSt of the variables addreSSed

by the eyalqatgon, the sources for information on each variable, and: the
hypothesized directions of treatment effects. ‘




Table 2
‘Domains and Constructs Addressed by the PDC Evaluation

Fg’

[CriiZ Deveiormers Cutoomzs |

e Academic skills and abilities ® Learning attitudes .
E Béé]th and nutrition status - -® Classroom behavior
e Social-emotional development b ’ '

® Role of parents in school @ Parent-child activities
life in the home

| Parents' ¥ncuiedze and ATeiigee |

@ Parents' attitudes toward ® Parents' perceptions of the
the school as an insti- ~ schools' help in meeting
tution theé needs of their families

assroom Aezivities |

e Structure and content of e Instructional approach
classroom environment e Classroom management

e Delivery of special services, e Individualization of
to children instroction

e Classroom climate ® Use of community resources

e Meeting needs of handi- ® Meeting affective/emotional

capped children . needs

o Intellectual stimulation ° Multlcuitural perspectlve
® Home-school continuity -
® Contacts with other teachers
. ! Aziitudes |
e Attitudes toward parental o Attitudes toward the
involvement schcol/center

Perceptions of charige

[ Tnstituiional Policies crnd Procedurss |

e Planning and decision making @ Communication. and coor-
e Provision of services dination
® Use of community resources e Training
) oo
~
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Table 3

Data Collection Methodblogies*

| Child Develiczment Jutcomes |
o , ) ’ Abbre-
Instrument Type viation

Peabody Individual Achieve- Individually administered PIAT
ment Test published test '

McCarthy Scales of Children's Individually administered MSCA
Abilities published test
Bilingual Syntax Measure Individually administered BSM
' published test
“Preschool Interpersonal Individually administered PIPS

Problem Solving Test published test

Child tnterview Semistructured interview c!
followed by interviewer -
ratings

[72]

Child Rating Scale Teacher ratings of individual CR

-

Pupil Observation Checklist Tester ratings of child's poCL
behavior during test
administration

Parent interview Structured interview with Pl

cohort

*See Appendix A for complete descriptions of instruments.

[~
¢
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. Table 3
(continued)

[‘eccne' T ATtizuces, ivew.ecce, onl Ber ',iéws]

- _ B Abbre-
Instrument Type viation
Teacher interview Structured interview TI
Classroom Envnronment ' Checklist and rating form CED

Observation .

€lassroom Activities Record Time-sampling observation and CAR
rating form

Focused Observations Semistructured observations FO
and rating form

Ljis ituticral Folicies onZ br cecures ]

Administrator Interview Structured interview - » Al

Case Studies Documents prepared by Pacific -
Consultants for ACYF in
1978-79

Site Visits One-week Visits by High/Scope : -—
staff

Site Records Minutes, training records, etc: -

kept by local project staff

()
95}
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METHODS

Information about the |mpact of PDC on partucupatxng institutions was
collected through an interview adm|n|stered to elementary school principals

and Head Start directors in _spring 1979. To provide a context for these
findlngs we start with a discussion of what PDC was intended to arcompllsF”

at the inscitutional level and how we decided to measure these accompllshments

Descriptions of the methods; sample characteristics and actual findings then
follow.

Spring 1979 Approach to Institutional lmpact

Project Developmental Continuity was founded on two major assumptions:
e growth and learning occur as graduail and ééﬁiinuéué processes

e child development is enhanced when programs are planned
on the basrs of each Chlld s needs prevrous expertences

early school activities. (Offlce of Human Development, l973§

These assumptlons led ACYF staff responsuble for PBC to embrace the organi-

zational principle that ''things must be put together' and to reject the

opposing rule that ''things must be kept apart'' (Bernstein, 1977). In the

context of PDC; the former organizational rule implies that institutional

actors (admlnlstrators, teachers, parents) responsible for children's growth
and learring should not work ''apart' from one another. Rather, if child
development :s to be enhanced admunlstrators, Leachers, and parents must

and |mplemented ”programs, systems; and procedures,” that “prov!de children
with experiences fosterihg contihuous development.' Thus; a major gaal

teachers and parents to work together:

To examine the degree to which PD€ has produced the institutional
condlt:ons necessary for developmental continuity to occur, in spring 1979
we declded to focus on the structural changes that the Head Start centers

To find evidence of these expected,changes _we looked for increases in

the formalization of and accessibility to planning and decision-making
processes in four broad areas: (1) the classroom curriculum; (2) individ-
calization of instruction; (3) use of resources; and (4) personnel matters.

Increases in formalization and access:b:luty, we reasoned, could best‘be

measured by carefully looking at the existence, composition, and’ activities

of commlttees task forces planﬁlng teams and other relatlvely permanent

(adm:n:strators, teachers and parents) involved in PDC. Ve decided to use

communucatlon and collaboratlon among. the various nstltutuonal actors

o,\‘
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The Administrator lnterview

In spring 1979 an Administrator Interview was developed to ask elementary

school principals and Head Start directors about modes of decision-making
in school affairs, about the roles taken by parents, teachers, and others
in the decision-making processes, and about factors that have shaped these

roles since the initiation of PDC.

Most of the items in the Administrator Inteérview are multidimensional
in nature--each one contributing to several scales of measurement: This
technique economically produces a great deal of information: As shown in
Appendix B, the instrument consists of 11 categories: These can be outlifed
as follows: '

1. Nature of Decision-Making in School Affairs

e extent to which curriculum is influenced by individuals,
informal groups and formal groups

extent o which individualized instruction is influenced
by individuals, informal groups and formal groups

_extent to which resource utilization is influenced by

individuals; informal groups and formal group

e extent to which personnel decisions are influenced by

individuals, informal groups and formal groups

2. Formality of School Decision-Making Procedures

e degree of formality of decisions regarding curriculum,

individualized instruction; resource utilization and

3. Diversity of Groups Participating in School Affairs

representativeness of teachers; parents; administrators

and community agency personnel in decisions about curriculum

representativeness of teachers, parents, administrators
and community agency personnel in decisions about individ-

palized instruction

representativeness of teachers, parents, administrators
and community agency peisonnel in decisions about résnurce
utilization

O
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L. Bzeadih,of Teacher _Participation in School Affairs

e proportion of teachers represented in curricolum groups
or meetings

proportion of teachers represented in groups or meetnhgs
on individualized instruction

e proportion of teachers represented in groups or meetings

dealing with resource utilization

p-oportion of teachers represented in groups or meetings
dealing with personnel decisions

5. Cross-Grade Continuity of Teachers' Participation in School Affairs
® grade levels represen*ed by teachers involved in curriculum
grade levels represented by teachers involved in groups or

meetirgs on individualized instruction

™ graue levels represented by teachers |nvolved in groups or

grade levels represented by teachers involved in groups or

meetings dealing with personnel decisions

™~

6. Breadth of Parent Participation in School Affairs

e proportion of parents represanted in.curriculum groups or

[ meetings

dealing thh individoalized instruction

proportion of parents represented in groups or meetings
dealing with resource utilization

e proportion of parents represented in groups or meetings
dealing with personnel decisions

7. Recent Change44nAEa:enLSAARoles in School Affalrs

° amount of increase or decrease in parents' personal
commitment to school matters

e amount of increase or decrease in parents' membership

on schooi-related committees

ERIC | - P
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8:

9.

. .

amount of |ncrease or decrease tn parent s partncnpatlon
in school decnsnon-maklng and polxcy formation
amount of increase or_decrease in parents' interaction

with the various people involved in school matters

amount of increase or decrease in parents' involvement
in school planning

Recenieﬁhangegingleaghersﬂ Roles in Schoo!l Affa

amount of increase or decrease in teachers' personal
commi tmert to school matters

on school-~related committees

amount of increase or decrease in teachers' participation
in school decision~making and policy formation

amount of increase or decrease in teachers' interaction

with various people involved in school matters

amount of increase or decrease in teachers' involvement

in school plarnirg

PDC's Influence on Parents' Role Change

extent ts which PDC is Judged to influence change in
parents' personal commitment to school matters

extent to which PDC is judged to lnfluegge change in

parents’ membership on school-related committees

extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
parents' participation in schoo! decision-making and
policy formation

parents interaction with the various people involved
in school matters

extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
parents' involvement in school planning

R

Y
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® extent to thCh PDC is judged to influence change in
teachers' personal commitment to school matters

® extent to which PDC is Judged to influence change in
teachers' membership on school-related committees

® extent to which PBE is judged to influence change in

teachers' participation in school decision-making and
policy formation

extent to which PDC i
teachers' interactions

in school matters

s judged to influence change in
with the various people involved

e extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in

teachers' involvement in school planning

11. Causes of Role Change

. admihiStratcr juaghéht about c§§§é7of7ch§§geffjf any)

Data Collection Procedures for the Administrator Interview

_ _The Administrator Intérview was one ¢f three |nterv1ews PDC fleld -
staff (testers and observers) were trained to use during tne spring 1979
PDC data collection. A training session for PDC field staff was held in
March 1979 at the High/Scope Conference Center. The first step in the

training involved a careful review of sections of the PDC Interviewer's

Manual that dealt with pre~, actual and post-untervnewnng actnv:tles and

respons:b lities: Small groups of testers were then tralned to use the
Parent Intervuew and the Admlnlstrator Intervuew whi le the observer: were
trained to give the Teacher !nterview. During the small- group tester
training that dealt with the Administrator !nterview, each item was d! scussed,
the list of the principais and Head Start dgrectors to interview was
distributed; and testers paired up to practice giving the interview.

with principals and dlrectors were complieted: In some S|tes, because of

the work load, it became necessary to prov:de onsite tra:nxng for the

observers o] that they could help the testers finish interv:ewung the admin-

istrators. I other sites, the testers had enough time to schedule and
conduct the |nterv:ews and did rot need assistarce from the oboervers.
Also,,:n a few cases, High/Scope staff members who were ons:te for the

were scheduled to meet with that partlcular prlnclpal to collect additional
school~level information.

2
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had been téﬁﬁieted The interviews took approxumately one hour to admxnu;ter;

The xnterv:ew forms were checked for completeness and obvious errors as

they were received at High/Scope and then assigned a unique identification
number.

~ The Administrato- lnterview was administered in 16 PDC and Lk comparison
schools and Head Start centers at 11 sites. Principals at all of the PDC

schools except two at one of the sutes were lnterV|eWed for the comparison

sample,; the target group of schools was every school in the local district

at whlch one or more comparlson c]aSSrooms had been ldentlfled A usable

. comparnson classroom was con5|dered to be 0ne in which there were two or

mo re chlldreh from the PDC evaluation cohort's comparison group. Pr:ncnpa]s
at all but three of these schools were |nterV|ewed Flnal]y, d|rectors

were a]so,xntervnewed. Table,b llsts the numbers of schools and centers
at each site at which the Administrator Interview was administered. -

Data Analysis Procedures

The Admunlstrator Interv:ew otfers a con5|derable analytlc challenge

whlch must be combined in order to answer the questlons that are of nnterest

to the evaluation. Because of the multidimersional nature of the inter-
view items and the complexity of the constructs”belng assessed, the process
of data analysis had to proceed with caution. Prior to any ahalysls, for
example; we had to tackle the very complex task of generating analytic
VéFiéBies. The géheral procedure used in QEharatihg thege variable§

each construct being measured, and then verifying their consistency and

re]iablllty Bé?é?é aggregatlng them into final c0nstructs. The specific

each of the major research guestions dealing with institutional impact.

Research Questions, Hypotheses and Variables

As we bdihted out in the introduction to this volume, the ihgtitUticnaii-

about the nature of prOgram lmpacts which have the|r operatlonal trans-

lation in a number of generated varxables that summarize the items of the.

Administrator lnterview. Table 5 summarizes the research questions,
hypotheses and generated variables.

) ~e
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Table 4
Summary of PDC and Comparison Elementary Schoois and Head Start
Centers at Which the Administrator !nterview was Given in Spring 1979

PDC COMPAR | SON

_No. of Number of Schools | -\°: °F |'Number of Schools

Centers Centers
Inter- Avail- | Inter- Inter= | Avail- | Inter-

Sites viewed able | viewed viewed able viewed

California -- T 1 1 -- 2 2

Colorado -- 2 2 1 5 5

Connecticut -- 3 3 -- 7 7

Georgia 1 1 1

l owa == 1 i

Maryland -- 1 1

Michigan -- 1 1 ] 5 5

Texas -- i 1

Utah -- 3 3 1 6 6

Washington -- 1 i

TOTALS i 17 15 3 Ll 41
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Institutional Inpact of PBE: Research Guestions; Hypotheses and
Variables Generated From the Spring 1979 Adninistrator Irterview (Al)

RESEARCH QUESTICNS

HYPOTHESES

seiEiEED iR

AlITERS
AGEREGATED

h. What effect has POC hag on
the formality of provisions
for school decision making?

POC Schicols and centers will give

greater influence to formal groups:

The nnbe: of formal érougs involied
in school cecision-mking will
increase,

1. Influence o forma! and
informal groups in
school affairs.

2. Influence of individuals
in school affairs:

3. Total nUmBér of formal ©
groups mentioned as
involved in decision-
making.

b, Frequency of forial

- group meetings.

3,5,14,16,25,
17,3638

14122334

29.40.51.62

30,41,52,63

B. What effect has POC had on
provisions for the parti-
cipation of diverse
groups in school affairs?

POC schools and centers will have a
broader range of persons influeiicing
decision making.

POC schoals aiid centers will have a
broader range of persors directly
participating in formal groups.

: 5. Range of roles of per-
sons invalved in
decision-making.

6. Extent of involvement
cf persons from this
school/center.

7. Extent of involvement
of persons from other
schools/centers.

8. Extent of involvement
munity agencies:

9. Extent of involvement
of other persons
{usually district
officials)

------ +

2,5,6,13,15,17,
2,26,28,35,37,
3 -
1,4,6,13,15,17,
24,26,28,35,37,
39
2,4:6;13;15;17;
2@;26,28,35;37,
39

LA, 13,15,17,
24,26,28,35,37,
397 | a
2;4;6;13;15,17;
24,26,28,35,37,
39

(zontinued)

‘.i I'!
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

peHEE

i

Al ITERS
| AGGREGATED

C. What effect has PLC had on
~ provisions for teacher parti-
cipation in schooi affairs?

Teachers will have greater infiuence
on detision-making in POC schools and
centers.

Teachers will have greater parti-
cipation in formal groups involved

i decision-making:

10.

12,

Extent of teacher in
volvement in decision-
making.

. Level of teacher par-

Levels of change in
teacher involveent
and participation

over the past three
yéars—

2,4,6,13,05,17,
24;26.28,35,37;
3

16,48,50,52,54

D. What effect has POC had on
provisions for cross-grade
continuity in school
affairs?

At POC schools and centers; teachers
from many grades and levels will par-
ticipate in formal groups involved

in gecision-fiakifg.

. Range of grades and

levels of teachers
represented in forma

10,21,32,3

groups.— —

E. What effect has PDC had on
. provisions for the parti-
cipation of parents in

school affairs?

oy

Parents will have greater influence
on decision-making in POC schools
and centers. |

Parents will have greater partici-
pation in formal groups involved in
decision-making.

16.

: Extent of parent

involvement in
decision-making.

. Level of participa-

tion in formal groups:
Lévels of change in -
parent involvenent
and participation
over the past three

2;5;6;i3;f§;1§{
24,26,28,35,37,
39

1];22;33;@4

45,87,49,51,53
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Variable Generation Procedures

A varlety of methods were used to generate operatuonal variables

suited t97§e§tjnginypotheses related to the research questions. These
methods are discussed briefly below for each operational variable. The

results are summarized in Table 6.

Influence of formal and informal groups in school affairs. After a

series of prellmlnary analyses; we determined that ratings of the unfluence

-of formal groups, informal groups and individuais had highly similar factor
structures across the four domains of school affairs explored in the

Administrator Interview {classroom currlculum nndnv:dua]lzed instruction;

use of resources and personnel matters) _For this reason; responses for
the four domains were aggregated and used 'in a factor analysis procedure

that prodaced a rating scale for the level of influence of formal and

informal groups for each school. At one end of this scale; formal groups

have iow influence and informal groups have high influence; at the other

end, informal groups have low influence and formal groups have high influence.

A detailed explanation of the procedure used is available in Clement

(1980)

Influence of individuals in school affairs. The same factor -analytic

procedure used for the defunutlon of a rating scale for the nnfluence of

groops led to a second rating scale for the influence of individuals
across the four domains of school affairs. At one end of this scale,
|nd|v1duals have Iow lnfluence in school affairs at the rated school or

center; at the other end, they have high influence.

across the four domains of school affairs: Vvariable values should th be

|nterpreted dlrectly as the number of formal groups at each school, since-.-.
a guven formal group mlght be mentnoned as many as four tlmes (once for

Frequency of formal group meetlnggr For each domann, the maximum
Frequency of formal group meetings for the purpose of decision-making was

identified. The resulting numbers were averaged across all four domalns

of school affairs (curriculum; individualized instruction; use of resoarces

and personnel matters). Low levels for this variable indicate few meetings; ;

high levels indicate relatively frequent meetungs.

] '1540n-mak|ng “or each school,
a value for thls varlable was obtalnea by summlng the numbers oF persons

groups and formal groups) and For,each domaen of School affairs. ResultS'"“
were averaged across groupings and domains to generate a single number.
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Suiary Description of Generated Varibles; Spring 1979 Adwinistrator Interyiei

(n=80}
| No of Schools/ : - ]
S Centers With | | Hean Interpretation of
Yarigble Description | Valid Data |Range of Values |(Standard Deviation) | Variable Values
|, Inflagtice of fornel and B | -157 t63.03 0.0 Righ values indicate that for-
informal groups: . (1.0) mal groups have low influence
and mformal groups have high
2. Influence of individuals. 60 -2.00 to 2.30 0.0 High valves indicate that
] | (1.0) i individuals have low influence. |
3. Niiber of fornal grogps B0 00t 12.0 | 518 Righ valies indicate more
listed. | . (2.55) fornal groups' mentioned:
b, Frequency of fornal 59 1.0 to 3.0 226~ |High values indicate more fre-
group meetings. - | : (0.62) quent meetings.
6. Range of roles of persons | 60 0.58 to 5.67 2.0 High values indicate a broader
invol ved. b | (0.%) range of roles iniiolved.
b: Extent of inwolvenent N \\ 60 -2.98 to 2.20 | 0:0 - Kigh values indicate more fre-
of persons from this D% : (1:0) - |quent mentions of persons a8
-~ school or center. \ : invol ved.
7. Extent of involvement of . 65\ -(5.36 to 4.04 E 0.0 High values indicate more fre-
persons from another \ | (1.0) | quent mentions of persons as
schos) or center. - . N — involved.
| 8. Extent of involvement 60 \ 0. 0 ts 8.0 f 0.78 High values indicate.nore
of persons from comrunity K i {1.66) frequent mentions of persons
L . . ' |
| _agencies. , k ~_jasinvolved,
9. Extent of involvenent 60 o\{to 3.0 217 High values indicate nore
of. other persons. (2.08) . |frequent mentions of persons
N - las involved
\\ i
f"} . \ .. avt
o | (cont inied) \Y
‘ EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(cont inued)

Varisble Description

No. o{ Schools/
Ceriters With
Valid Data

Range of Ualies

Kean

(Standard Deviation) | Varistia Valtes |

Interpretation of

. Extent of involvement of

- Or center,

teachers from this school

!

g

2.0 t6 12.0

7.90
(2.42)

fligh values indicate more
frequent menticns of persons
as_involved:

- evel of teacher partici-

pation in forml groups.

1.0 to 5.0

3.1
(1.16)

High values indicate a high
proportion of teachers
participating._._-

12,

. Qver Uime, .

Extent of change in
teacher involvement

i

4.0 t0 2.0

0.85
(0.70)

High values indicate a large
increase in teacher involve-
ment.

13

Range of grades of

teachers represented
in formal grogps:

55

1.0 to 3.0

1.8
(0.7)

High values indicate a broad
range of teacher grades.

. Extent of involvement

of parents from this
school or center;

5

6:0 to 10:0

30
(2.62)

High values indicate more
frequent mentions of persons
as 1nvolved.

. Level of parent parti-

cipation in formal
qroups: o

53

1.0 to 4.0

1:83

(0.75)

High values indicate a high
proportion of parents partici-
pating.

l

. Extédt of change in

parent involvement
over time.

3

1,10 t 2.0

0.74
(0.89)

High values indicate a large
increase in parent involvement.

ir
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Extent of involvement of persons (teachers, parefits or adiinistrators)
at-a particular school/center in that school's decusnon maknng processes.
Prel iminary ana]yses,(CIement,,]98671gndlcated that roles of persons
mentioned 3s involved in decision-making at a particular school had the
same factor structure across the four domains of school affairs. Separate

factors isolated parents and staff from the respondent s schocl or center

from parents and staff from other schools or centers. Aggregate data from

all four domains were used in a factor analytnc procedure to generate 3
rating scale. Schools rated high on this variable have persons from the
respbndent's School or center more frequently lnvolved in decision-making;

Extent of |nvolvement of persons from other schoois or centers: The

same factor- analytlc procedure described for the above 0perat|ona! varlable

produced a ratnng scale for this variable as well: For each schoo] a

hlgh ratlng |nd|cates that persons from another school or center are more

respondent s school or center- a low ratlng means tnat such _persons are
less frequently mentioned as involved in the School's decision- -making.

Extent of involvement of persons from communi ty agencies. This variable

corresponds to the number of times that persons from commanity agencnas are

mentioned by respondents as |nvo]ved |n dEClSIOHS across the three grouping

forms (as individuals, informal groups or formal groups) for each of four
domains of school affairs:

,éXtéht of involvement of other persons. This variable corresponds
to the number of times that other bétédné éré méntidnéd,aé involved in

other persons are in most cases central district adm:nlstrators.

This variable corresponds to the number of times that teachers from a
partlcular schoo] Or center are mentioned by respondents &5 benng |nvolved
in that school's deC|5|on meking processes across the three grouping forms
for each of four domains of school affairs.

ktevel of teacher participation in formal g%auas For each of the tour

domains of school affairs, the maximum proportion of teachers from each

school involved in formal groups partnc:patlng in dec;s ow—maklng was
identified; the resulting numbers were averaged across all four domanns
Low values for this variable indicate low levels of teacher participation
in formal groups.

Level of change in teacher involvement and participation over the .
past three years. This variable averages five ratings of the administrator's
perception of change over time in teacher involvement in school affairs.
While hich values correspond to a large perceived increase in teacher

involvement and participatinn in school affairs, low values correspond

to a large perceived decrease in ‘involvement:

ERIC 3. 7Y

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



For each domain of stﬁ@@i”éfféifé; the range of teachers involved was
identified as the numbter of grades or ievels represented by teachers who
were involved in at aaast one formal group. The resulting numbers were

averaged across the four domains of school affairs.

Extent ¢f parent involvement in dec:s:on-maknng in school affairs.
ThlS varuable corresponds to the number of times that parents from the
school or centér are mentioned by the administrator as being involved

in decisions across the three grouping forms (individuals, formal groups;

informal groups) for each of the four domains of school affalks

Level of parent participation in formal groups. For each domain,

the maximam proportion of parents from each school involved in formal groups

participating in decision-making was identified and the resulting numbers
were averaged across all four domains of school affairs. Low values for

this variable indicate low levels of parent participation.

. LéVél of change in parent involvement and_participation over the past
three years. This variable averages five ratings of the respondent's

perception of change in parent involvement over time at h:s/her school

High values correspond to a large perceived increase in parent involvement

and participation; low values, to a large perceived decrease in involvement.

Analytic Procedures

 Analyses were performed on the 16 generated variables as well as
the individual items in the Administrator lInterview.

Generated variables. Analysis-of-variance and contingency-table

approaches were used to contrast PDC and comparison schools and centers
on these variables. Findings from these analyses are examined in later

sections of this volume.

_ ltems in Adm|n|strator lnterv ew. Each item of the sprlng 1929
Admnnlstrator Iinterview was analyzed to contrast response levels of the

PDC and comparlson school/center admlnlstrators The methods |nvolved

©~3nd x%, as appropriate: A summary ~f the overall results and their break-

down by PDC and comparison groups appear as Tables 1 through 11 in

Appendix €:

ERIC : 3
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THE CHANGING CONTEXT OF PDC

In the Phase | Implementation Study it was found that the nature and
Stfehgth 6f PDC imbleﬁehtétidﬁ ét eéth Site Weke ihflﬁehted by a hUhBek 6f

_and implementation strategies being the most important (tove, Granville & -

Smith; ]978)- These factors can be grouped under two broad areas of

nnfluehée' (l) those external to the PDC program, found in the social and
educatnonal Settlng of the comr the communlty ; and (2) those internal to the prograrm,
found in the strategy choices and dec|5|ons made by program parttcnpants.

_ The focus in Phase | of the evaluation was on how the internal factors
influenced ibpieﬁehtatidﬁ, although exterral contextual factors were also
considered. ~During the first phase of the evaluation it became

increasingly clear that the social and educational contexts in which the

PDC program was evolvnng had s:gnlflcant lmpacts on the lmplementaunon of

the program. Differences in the socio-demographic, economlc and InStItU‘
tional environfients surroundlng the program contributed to distinct patterns
of ump!ementatlon at each site. Also, a process of “mutua] adaptation' was
occurring, as the program and its context modified each other. PDC increas-
ingly appeared to be a highly variable,; not a monolithic, phenomenon.

ation to examlne more closely factors external to the PDC program, that is,

those found in the PDC sites' educational and socla] settlngs. Specnflcally,

: we decided to focus on now the educatlonal settlng influences the nature and
strength of PDC lmplementatlon at.each site, since PDC programs interact most
directly with a communnty,s,educat;gnal system, and to analyze the social
setting for the way in which it influences the educational.

The findings in this chapter represent very complex phenomena. The PDC

program has engaged the full-time efforts of dozens of program people at each

site over a long period of time: We base our findings on our cumulative know-

Iedge of s:te operatlons ,across tlme and on a week long v:srt to each sute

some teachers and sorie parents. (See Aopendnx A for descrnptnon of Slte v:s:t
interviews.). It is not our intent in this chapter to compare the various

PDC programs. Rather; in the sections that follow, we describe the variety

we have found to be inherent in a demonstration,; implemented in widely dis-
parate social and educational settings: First, we describe the socio-demographic
and educational settings surrounding PDC. Then we discuss how specific elements

within those settings affect PDC:

IThese will be identified throughout this chapter as 'contextual' factors.
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The Socio=Demographic and Educational Settings Surrounding PDC

The communities throughout the country in which PDC is being implemented

vary s:gnrflcantly along a number of d|menS|ons.b Populatlons range from
14,000 to half a million: Employment opportunities include migrant farm
work, universities, large corporations, and auto industry assembly lines.
Ethnic composition in PDC communities |ncludes largely Hispanic populations,

largely black populaticns,; Indo-Chinese refugees, evenly distributed
populations; and largely white communities. A few PDC_communities are .
financially healthy; many are going through a period of budgetary constriction.

Also; the PDC program is being implemented in distinct regions of the country;

each with & unique history of social relations, politics, values, ways of

absorbing change. These regions nnclude the- rural south,; the Mexican-American
border, the center of Mormon life and culture in the Unlted States a Y'typical
midwestern city, and a northeastern suburb. Table 7 provides a brief
description of the central socio-demographic characteristics of each PDC

Site.

Socio-demographic trends among the PDC sites reflect many of the

national trends affecting life throughout the United States. In a

number of sites; fiscal retrenchment by local government has led te a

greater accountability and reductions in social services. There has been a

Ievelung off and |n some sntes a decllne in the school age populatuon*

guallty ofgmany publlg school programs, has been a sugnlficant phenomenon
in a few PDC sites. One site, on the other hand, has been a recipient of
this migration. Related to the ''out-migration' phenomenon. a few PDC =
communities have an erod?ng tax base. The effects of thé national shift in
|ndustry and population to the sunbelt have been felt by at least one PDC
community..

o As with socio- demographucs the educational districts within which
PDC programs have been implemented vary significantly along a number of
dimensions. There are large, urban School systeis with 5|gn|f|cant
numbers of elementary schools spread out over a great distance, and there
are sites with on]y one or two elementary . schools. Some sites have a long

history of taking in and accommodating federal initiatives; a few do not.

Some sites are extremely centralized adm:nustratlvely, in others the School

prnrcnpal is Iargely aotonomous: In a few sites; the teachers' union is a

S|gn|ficant factor in local educational pollcy, in others a negllglble factor.

The relationship between the local Head Start program and the school system

also varies significantly across sites: from sites where a profound philo-

éobhital gulf exists between the two, to those where Head Start is viewed
as part of the school's program.

AS with broader social trends, PDC communities have experienced many of
the educational trends predominant throughout_the nation. These include

declunlng enroliments in a few of the sites; fiscal problems for the school

system in almost all sites due to 1nflat|on, eroding tax bases,; voter

conservatism, and other factors; the posrtnve and negative effects of_

busing; the effects of teacher activism in a few sites; a back-to- -basics

thrust, externally imposed or internally generated; declining parent

35
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California: 34, 000 resudents, mostly worklng class wuth some in-migration
frbmimajor cities of more affluent population; large Mex ican-American
population; mostly second and third generation natives of the towr;
in heart 6f ﬁejdf agricultural Fegidﬁ, Seﬁ JéedUih Va]ley; rising

Colorado: 120,000 residents; mostly working class, with some university-
related population; large Mexican- Amerncanim!nority; mayor is Mexican-
-American; that minority now integrated politically and Socially into
life of the community.

.ConnecIqut 84,000 residents; suburban; extremely heterogeneous popu~

Iatnon ethnucally, SOCiU‘ECOhomlca]]y,750C|a]]y, located in one of
wedlthiest counties in the nation, in terms of social servuces, gonng
through period of retrenchment; a general turning away from communal

commitment and concern; toward defense of family situation and

immediate neighborhood; in-migration nf mnnor:tues--mostly blacks
and Hispanics--out-migration of wealthier population; leading to
erosion of tax-base; decline in quality of life perceived by many.

" Florida: 17,000 residents; two small, rural towns; largest agricultural

production county in u. S.; populatnon of area is largely migrant;
mostly black, some Hxspanxc poor living conditions, general rural

poverty.

Georgia: ]h 000 residents; semi-rural; sngnnflcant population growth in

last few years, as mbch as 30%; significant industrialization of

area has led to |ncreaS|ng tax-base, demand for socnal services,; an
"opening up' of the community: .

lowa: 200 000 resudents' urban- many of the problems of large, mostly urban

for soc:al Servuces.




Table 7
(continued)

Wa°h|ngton D.C. area; some out mlgratlon of poor families from low-
income housnng areas, abundant social services.

Michigan: 85,000 residents; urban; marked demographlc change in last few
years; deterloratnon of downtown area; decline in property values;
significant middle and upper class out-migration; growing minority

population, from 32% to 52% in three years; declining tax-base;

commun:ty extremely dependent on auto |ndustry, recent downturn in

Texas: 26,000 residents; small town; large Mexican-American population,
many firstrgeneraticn community permeated by HISDanIC language and
culture-~it is a border community.

Utah: 550,000 residents; urban; life of this site dominated by Morfion
church——leads to cu1turally dniférﬁ ‘setting--not a lot of heter-

permeates all social programs-—they'll take care of their own

problems; deep Mornon/non Mormon distinctions in population:

Washington: 156,000 residents; urban; on western coast of Washington
state; center of commerce for the area; has a deep-water harbor;
area has three major defense installations; a lot of wood and paper
products industry, some metal and chemical plants; seasonal agricul-
tural industry; small minority population but expected influx of

Vietnamese and €ambodian refugees; generally stable community.

W
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involvement dye to more parents working and loss of commitment to a
“neighborhood" school that no longer serves one's family; and a general
sense; in at least some PDC communities; that the quality of public gggca-

tion is declining: Table 8 provides a by-site breakdown of significant

educational trends and issues at each site:

~ The distinct socio- dencgraph:cs and the educational settings in which PDC
is being implemented provide a basis for analysis of how specific educational
elements within those settings inflien:e PDC. The data presented above
suggests that (1) the settings themselves are extremely distinctive; and (2)
certain_national trends are affecting many of the settings in similar ways.
The PDC dgmonstration represents an additional element that interacts both
with the distinctive settings and with trends common to many settings. That
interaction can be described along four dimensions: (1) the commurity context;

(2) the institutional environment of the local educational system; (3) admin-

istrative norms and practices within the school system; and (4) curricular
philosophy and practices. We will show below not only how PDC is influenced
by these.various contextual phenomena, but alsc how each of these phenomena

is important to the implementation of innovative edicational programs.

The Community Context

site visits to be perhaps the mos t |mportan* contextual influence on the
PDC program: In ail of its manifestations=-the culture and values of the

community, socna] and economic conditions, the ways in which community

resources are dlstrlbuted and shared--the community context has had a
profound influence on the PDC program.

The Culture and Values of the Community

 The influence of predominant mores and values on local educational
policy and practice; and thus on PDU,; can be seen clearly in at least.
a few sites, although it is frlt in all sites. The clearest example is

in the Utah site, where the Mormon church has a significant influence on

all aspects of communnty life, '|nc]nd|ng the school system: The church
believes strongly that ''charity begins at home'' and should be ﬁponsored
bv the church Receiving financial ass:staﬁce from the goverﬁment (e g-
welfare) is frowned upon by the Mormon church 7 Because of these vrews,
some of the sucial services components of the PDC program have not been
well received bnyDC participants in Utah. The schools are not vuewed as
the most appropriate organization for delivering these services. The
division in UYtah between Mormons and non-Hormons is mirrored in the

oy
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Table 8

Educationél Settings: Key Trends

>

due to Proposition 13; teacher activism on the rise, teacher morale

California: fiscally healthy, but financial retrenchment coming in future

not high; salaries not keeplng up with inflation; population of schoo]

children changing as urban emigre families arrive, less small-town

atmosphere, school system is becoming more impersonal; bilingual
program in e]ementary schools. :

Colorado: ten-year history of .involvement in_federally sponsored educa-
tional programs; has led to experimentation and innovation throughout
the schoo! system; bilingual program significant; period of fiscal
retrenchment in school system; many schools overcrowded and teacher-
pupil ratio high--nc declining enroliment problem; new management

system recently initiated, InVOIV|ng much plannlng 7goa] speclflcatlon,

and individualization of instruction; increasing burden on teachers
due to above, but also more freedom to use variety of materials.

Connecticut: déC]?hihg school enroliment a problem; decisions méde to
close two elementary schools; use of busing to further re-distribute
elementary school population to under-utilized schools; during last
year; massive internal review of all components of school syStem due
tc Fee?nngs that student achievement and services declining; behind

review is fiscal retrenchment question of what programs to cut;

declining parent involvement, due to busing and to parents working;

loss of nelghborhood school concept among elementary schoo!s.
clear,dlylsuon between,humanlstlc mu]tucultural orientation and
back-to-basics foverent. :

Florida: unigue needs of migrant families creating unique demands on
schoo! system; high student/teacher ratios; because of long working.
hours, it's difficult for parents to become involved in school life;
generally low achievement by students; high teacher turrover rates;

poor physical facilities:

community; publlc klndergarten |nst|tuted in e]ementary schools for
first time 1977- 78 large perceritage of chlldren with Speclal
needs; fiscal retrenchment becoming an issue; district needs more
federal money. )

Georgia: "traditional" school system until recently; strong sense of

lowa: declining enrollment in context of fiscal retrenchment and in-
flation an issue--school district strapped financialiy; federal

programs used in district to explore dlfferent instructional programs,

desegregation of schools an ongoing process.

~ -
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~ Table 8
(cortinied)

Maryland: have an elementary program with each school providing special

or unique program (i.e., one school has bilingual program, another

highly structured curriculum; etc:): each school can draw students

from whole area; parents have free choice of <chools--done orlglnally,

in part; to correct racial imbalance; county is very large; sub-
d:vnded unto five areas; Head Start wnthln sahoo] system--a lot of

children iAto Head Start who would normal]y not be e]ngnb]e-
th’é]]éhgéé td §9§téiﬁ iht]Udé friéétii'ig i'iéédg of a diverse student

Michigan: recent large-scale administrative reorganlzatlon, desegregation

and busing significant influence on school system, many families

losing sense of nelghborhood school; district standardized test
scores among state's lowest, drop- out rates among htohest, school
system financially strapped--d|m|n|5h|ng tax-base, faildre of recent
millage votes; yet senSe among,]ocal,offgclals that they are

beginning to turn things around; revitalize the community.

Texas: consolidation of two school districts--one which has primarily

' Washi

Mexncan—Amer'can children; the other Anglo--consolidation paved

way for sweeping edhcational change, all federal funds pooled in

district to insure all children receive needed services, but
avoids turf-defending bureaucratic wrang]nng--a]] programs mutually
supportive rather than competitive; still some physical space problems

in district; large Mexican-American population leads to spec:a] ]
challenges--to make these children competent English Speakers and
readers:

very centralized system; strong emphasis on basic skills in

educatlon Mormon values infuse all aspects of school life;

declining enro]]mentan |55ue with school popu]atlon decllnlng from

50,000 to 25,000; district loses 800 students a year, and has closed
27 of 64 schools; population of teachers getting older, as seniority
becomes a factor in keeping a position; strong emphasis on parent
volunteerism in school programs; in way of service to church and
community:

on: a lot of Tocal (sahoo] level) autonomy for elementary

schools, especua]]y to develop own instructional program, 10 of 42

e]emeﬁtary schools have both preschoo] and e]ementary programs;

3 change in fiscal management and allocation--state imposed-- has

restricted use of state funds to basics; back-to-basics strong

movement in _Washington; prolonged teacher-strike in fall 1978 and

a changlng fundlng situation have. had a sngnlflcant enfluence on the

fonds for education:
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relatlonshxp between the local Head . art progranm and the pub':c schools.
The Head Start program has almost no Mormon staff, while the elementary
schoon are largely.staffed,by,Mormonsl I+ has been necessary for staff
from both programs_to work hard to ridge the gap in values and outlook
that existed when PDC began.

The influence of culture and values of the community also is ciear

at 6tﬁér sntes in Eallforrla Colorado Connectlcut and Texas; for

on the school systems to respond to Husparnt larguage and culture

Varlous participants have expressed the view that Hispanic langiage and
culture should have a place in the school program.

In Florida, the presence of a siunificant migrant population has led

to a unique social sefrting and un'qUe and difficult demands on both the

local school system and the communitv in general. The hours worked by

parents,; the demand for chrld labor VLhe sense, occaS|onally, that mlgrants

are not petmanent“ local citizens, but rather will eventually move on,
have all led to stresses within the pub'ic schools. While in the past
local community institutions often have not actively Supported the social
and educational nesds of migrant families; these ~eeds are beginning to
be kétdgniiéd and addkéSSéd NéVéktF”iéss, atl .Hé stresses on the school

wuth:n the PDE program. PDC staf f a*’ wresti:ng with questions such as:

How can narents who work twelve hours a day in the fields be encouraged

to be involved in the school program? How can teachers be encouraged to
live and work in a -argely rural, poverty- st.:cker area? How can home-
school continUIty be fosterad when the physncal and social l:v:ng condi-

tions of many families are extremely stressfui?

~ Social and Economic Conditions

_ Social and economic conditions have affected the educational systen in

a numbek of PDG sites: In the Gonnectuaut and Mlchnqan sites, for example,

grow1ng mlnortty populatlons and an out-mlgratlon of middle-class families
have led to re-evaluations of the goals and services emphasnzed by the
piublic school systerms. In Connecticit, there is a growing feeling within
the school system that educational strategies are needed locally that can
more effuciéntly cope with an extremely diverse population. ThHis reassess-
ment has had a positive influence.on PDC. PDC is viewed by local adminis-
trators as @ potential model for serving a heterogeneous population and
more effectively meeting the social and educational needs of minority

children. In the Michigan site; the recent downturn in the auto industry;
on which the local economy is Iargely dependent; has put added pressure on

a school system already financially troubled: Consequently,itﬁé PDC coordina~

tor and her staff have had to work extremely hard to generate support and
enthusiasm for the POC program from pre- occupned public officials and a
trouktled community.
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Another social condition gﬁj;ﬁ a number of PDC sites have had to face

|s gradually declining sthool enrollment nast notably in the Utah; Connec~

systems programs, |nclud|ng PDE, in a number of ways: In Connecticut, for

example, one PDC school may be closed in the near future; while a second |s
faced with a possible large influx of students: In all four sites there is
pressire to lay off some educatlonal staff |h|s pressure has affected
the career decicions of at least some PDC teachers: some staff have been
reluctant to leave a school setting they don't feel comfortable in; others
have moved to other school systems, seeking greater security.

out the country; and has affected social and educational services in many

PDC communities as well: Its effects on local educational systems at the
PDC sites is varied, nonetheless. Maryland, California (in spite of
Proposition 13), and Texas, from site visit evidence, have not been affected

much by this trend. In ConnectitUt, Michigan, lowa, and Florlda however,
fiscal retrenchment has curtailed the availability of supplementary programs
within the 166317555661 systems, has led to the possibility of teacher

layoffs, and in some schools has caused higher student/teacher ratios.

The effects of economic conditions on the PDC sites, therefore, have
been dual In one respect, the federal funds and personnel made avaxlable

through PDC hHave enabled many schools to obtain supplementary services and
programs that would not otherwise be feasxble,gnftxmes of budgetary )
EonstFletlon On the othek hand |t Will be diffitult fdr ‘some scnool sy5tems

fundung ends: In Michigan and Connecticut; for example central admlnnstra-

tion staff have expressed strong support for PDC, but have been doubtful

about the financial ablllty of the school system to ''pick-up' the program
after federal funding is terminated.

The Institutional Environment

depend on the lnstltutlonal environment which surrounds it: namely,; the

sites' historical experiences with and integration of innovations, particu-

larly tegeral programs, in their school settings; past and present patterns

in Head Start-elementary school relations; and the avallabllity of and

access to community resources. The extremes of such integration are probably
Texas,; where PDC has taken over _the whole school in which it is located;
including grades four through six; and California, where PDC is seen as

somewhat extetnal to the school program. A number of issues affect likeli-

hood of lnstl;utlonal integration. One is the question of support for the

program, within and outside the PPE school {to be discussed in a later

section). A second is administrative focus of control of the PDC program:
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B the PDC program centered outside the school? Are PDC staff viewed
as part of the school staff? Are their offices in the school or nearby?
Do the principal and PDC coordinator get along if they are not the same
persoﬁ?p\Q third issue is curricular match between PDE and the school

or districX curriculum:

In districts whi:re PDC is seen as 3 total school model, as an insti-
tutional ﬁodé])\EDC'Siihtégrétfdn,ihtb its school setting is usually
comprehensive. T$is is the case in Texas and Maryland; where PDC is
one ‘choice in a cluster or magnet school program and to a lesser extent
in Connecticut and ”éshington. PBE as a program nas also had a pervas:ve

influence at 3 number of other sites; but has not qu:te become = stable

part of the instituations. For example in Michigan, Georgia, one of the
two PDC schools in Flor}qé, and in Colorado PDC is well |ntegrated into the
school program and has ev xnfluenced that program significantly, but it
is still a "progran thhln\that school. In these sites the array of
services and activities thar\PDC has brought into the School or _schools

has sjgnificancly altered the\sthooling experience for many families.

Federal Programs

) Thls aspect of the lnstltutlonal‘envuronment proved to be indicative
of a ""predisposition' toward PDC, and the l1ikelihood that the program wou]d
be éccepted énd supported within the dlSt{lCt s school system. A number of

and Head Start among them. At these sutes then, administrators; tééthérs;

parents, and the children themselves have certajn positive or negative

experiences which they br:ng to any new federa] effort; such as PDEC: -
Some of the dlStFICtS seem to ”know how“ to use federal programs to support

‘and reinforce local activities; others are less sdtressful in this regard:
\

o Staff at the PDC school in Washington for example have brought their
historical experience with Follow Through to bear on the PDC program. in
Texas; a history of seeking out federal programs that flt into a_broad
strategy of integrating federal funds and seeking to most:effectively

use those funds to meet local neseds has made PDC's acceptahce total. In

the Eallfornua sxte on the other hand; a difficult h:story w:th respect

to bl]ungual programs coup]ed with PDE's identification as a bn]ungua]

demonstration within the national PDE effort, have made PBE's hcceptance
much more difficult. In Georgia, lack of local history with federa]

programs has contributed to a longer ''incubation period' for PDC’ *han at
some other sites, but the program has finally matured, aceording tb local

participants. \
N

In general, federal programs have played an important role in the\

various PDE setrings in times of fiscal constriction. They have pr0v1deé

mechanisms to bring about change in schools when local consensus argued \\

for change and have helped districts meet the needs of low-income students
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It appears that communities such as Texas, Washington, Maryland; Colorado
and Connecticut have been particularly effective in irtegrating federal

brdgrams into their schools. Those sites with bllnngual proarams have had
more difficulty along these lines, with the exception of “the bilingual

PDC school at the Connecticut site where an atmosphere of bullngualISm

and multlculturalusm permeates the school.

Past and Present Patterns in Head Start-Elementary §cﬁdbi Relations

Another lmportant aspect of the institutional environment is Head
Start-elementary school rélations: These relatuons varied widely

across sites at the beginning of the PDC program: In sites such as

Mlchlgan’ Texas, washlngton and Maryland Head Start was a.ready housed

in the elementary schools: Nonetheless at each site, true integration and
coordination of programs was not necessarily present. For example, in
Michigan and Maryland there was limited pre-PDC cooperation and coordlnatlon
between Head Start and the elementary schools; in Washington and Texas
théré was sighificant cooperation. In Georgia |6wa Connecticut,; Colorado,

Start and public schools bat actual administrative and programmatlc coordi-

nation varied significantly from site to site; for most sites there was

not a great deal of coordination: |In Florida there were separate adminis-
trative systems for each program and only minimal coordination between
programs at the beginning of PDC (1974-75).

and the elementary school(s) " In those sites where dead Start was already

housed in the elementary school prior to PDC {e.g.; Michigan, Texas,

Washungton and Maryland), program coordination has been less of a problem.

Reports from Michigan and Maryland, for example; indizate that the two
programs (Head Start-elementary) now work closely under the.''PDC umbrella:"
Specifically, in Maryland a Head Start classroom has been built as part of

a new building for the PDC school and financed with county funds. In
Texas and Washington, the PDC program appears to have reunforced already,
good worklng relations between Head Start and elementary school staff making

inside and outside the classroom.

In Eolorado; Georgua and lowa, previous admiristrative links between

Head Start and publxc schools proved benefucral Ir Colorado program

coordlnatlon is good and there is a strong desire among staff from both
prograns to work together in a number of areas. Head Start, for example,
has picked up a number ofﬁservnces offered by the district. Georgia and
lowa have experienced similar communicative and cooperative efforts.

In. Connecticut; California, Florida and Utah past rélations have
interfered to varying degrees with program coordination. In Connecticut,

the Head Start program is geographlcally isolated from the PDC schools and

the PDC central office: This isolation has made daily communication and
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sharlhg a very dnffncu]t process,rln.orma] commanication channels have never
developed. <Changes in both Head Start and PDC ]eadershlp have d:srupted the
communication 1inks the two previous administrators were trying to build.

 Geographical isolation appears also to have affected program coordina-
tion in Florida, where_the Head Start center, the PDC office and the schools

are far apart. There does appear to be at least a minimal llnkage between

Head Start and the two PDC schools; but day-to-day linkages have not really

been estab115hed Nonetheless, Head S:art ha: proylded the schoo]s w:th

some traihihg éttnvxtnes. A]so the PDC school prlnc:pa]s have been

supportive of the goals of Head Start.

In California, the county's Head Start director, a respected local
figure, originally got PDC started at that site. Thus,; early conditions

appeared favorable for cooperative relations between Head Start and

elementary school programs. But the programs have not been able to counter-

act the phys:ca] dlsLance that still separates them {e:.g:; the Head Start
center is a mile from the PDC schools):

As noted in an ear]:er sectnon of thIS chapter, a3 gap has historically
existed in Utah between the public school system and Head Start. This

gap is due to religious, cuitural and phl]osophlca] factors, and PDC staff
have had to work hard to bridge it. Head Start is also geographically
isolated from the public schools; as in Connecticut and Florida, and this

has made communncatlon and cooperation on a day-to-day, bas:s more difficult.

With respect to this aspect of the institutional environment, availa-
bl]lty of and access to community and School district resources was seen
as an espec;al]y beneficial influence on _POC implementation in a number
of PDC sites most notably Connecticut, Florida, lowa, Michigan and Utsh:
It appears that working with Head Start helped many of the PDC schools
géih access to community resources: Head Start has always been successful
in this area, public schoo]s less s0. Th:s ls an obscure area, not seen

in many sites as crucial to PDC's success or as a central element of the
POC program.

Administrative NormsS and Practices
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with the guidelines for most federal programs, and offnctals apbly on]y for

those programs which fit comfortably into their system. PDC is the only

federal program targeted for one school, but this school also receives monies

fFrom other federal programs. PDC xtself is vuewed as a potential model to
be extended to other elementary schools which is quite feas:ble in a small
district lnke the Texas site. A high degree of administrative coordnnat:on
and cooperation in this site has brought PDC into the system very rapidly.

Patterns of decision-making; communication and mutual support among

district administrators appear to have been picked up and internalized by

PDC at most of its sites: Admlnnstratlve support, partlcularly comirng from
the PDC school prnncnpa] has been cruc:al to the program's success in its
schools, Admlnlstrators,are,a significant force in contributing to the
3bove-discussed institutional environment; their attitudes and actions
create an atmosphere either very conducive; or somet:mes not so conduc:ve
to innovative programs.

Pearee of €Centralization of Decision-Makina

) Slnee PDC is belng lmplemented in on]y one, or & few e]ementary ,
schools in most of the sites, the degree of autvnomy of school-level staff
in various decnslon-maklng areas (l.’.,,currlcu]um, personnel; budgeglng)
is crucial to the program's implementation. Curriculum decision-making
by administrators is centralized in many PDC communities and this has
contributed to difficulty in getting a distinctive PDC curriculum imple-

mented. Nonethe]ess, at a number of sites the PDE coordinator or princi-

pa] has deve]oped a schoo]-]evel curr:cu]um that fits closely erough with

dxstrrct requurements to be allowed to exist WIthun those requirements:

in Wash'ngton, for examp]e each of the 42 e]ementary schools in the PDC
community is free--within broadfgugdellneST-tg develop an,:nstructlonal
program_best suited to its particular population. 7Thi§,hig57degreefcf
school-level autonomv has led to a lot of freedom for the PDC school to __
take in and implement the PDC program. The PDC school principal and staff

in Washlngton are themseives free to plan for and seek additional funding

support for institutionalization of the program and are encouraged and

supported in their efforts by district officials:

~ Extremely centralized administrative decision~making does not necessarily
make it more duff-cu]t for PDC to establlsh itself as a unigue and distinctive
program. Texas is an example of a community where sStrong central support,
within a framework of centralized decision-making; clearly helped PDC. But

in Utah,; on the other hand; PDC's ability to develop a unigue school-level
program has been inhibited, at least in the past, due to the extremely
centralized nature of decision-making in that district.

maknng authorlty in the district. In a number of SItes, the PDC coordnnator
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appears to have more responsnblley than authorxty, but thn; has xnhlb:ted

his/her success only when the PDC school principal is not support:ve of tHe

program. Wiere the PDC coordlnator is also the pr:nczpal of the PDC school,
as in Maryland and Texas, this has clearly enhanced authority. VTorsome,

extent, the personal statiure of the PDC coordinator can offset lack of for-
mal authority in accomplishing PDC goals. The Mnchnqan site offers an
especially good example of this phenomenon. As a rule, in_settings where
educational decision-making is extremely centralized, the PDC coordinator

has been inhibited in shaping a truly distinctive school-level program:

Nature of Administrative Support for Federally Funded Programs

Implementation of PDC has not only been influénced by this phenomenon,
but also illustrates clearly why activ2 administrative Ssupport 1S necassary.
Support For federa[ programs among admnn:strators was Found to be generally

of needs. Most PDC eommanxtxes fit this category, thus the administrative

env:ronment for PDC was at least :nxt:ally favorable in this regard. Most

administrators appear to we]come the funds Federal Drograms bring nn,r
especially in times of Fxs;a] retrenchment, and the often greater ability
of such programs to meet the needs of minority students:

- Admxnnstratxve support for PDC has been |nfluenced by a number of
factors: its original and continuing ''presentation of seif'' to the_ community;

the personal style oF the PPE coordinator; the role of the principal in the

PDC school; the SOUruE of aothornfy and employment hlstory of PDC staff;

the loca‘ need that PDC is seen as meeting; the size of the school dlstrncL,

and the adm:n:strator s history wnth other federal programs: Each PBC site

provides a unique anmple of how these pieces fit together:

For example, support for PDC among principals in Connecticut has been
very strong and active; partly because PDC appears o have ernabled these

principals to do the things they wanted to do but couldn't afford. PDC

has acted as-a catalyst for these principals; and the philosophy of PDC

pervades their school;: District officials in Eonnecticut are supportive of

PDC, and have hxgh nopes that the program will solve the problem of better

meetnng the needs of minority students especially in the area of academic

achievement. One PDC staff member worries, however, that central adminis-
trators have too many expectdtions for PDC in this area:

Central administrators appear to have high expectations of PDC also in
Texas: They see the program as an important model fer prov:d:ng a more

individualized instructional approach that they want in all schools. Teachers
in the Texas POC program have been influenced by the support of district

admini strators. There is an 3ura of exclusnvnfy ard special opportunity
atracwed to teachnng in the PDC program Teachers at the PDC schoci were hand-
picked for participation in the program becaose tiie Director of Instruction

wanted teachers who were "equal to the task.' 5 a result of the Faxrly

-

58 o



wudespread support for PDE at the Texas site; the program has comp]ete]y

taken over the PDC school; and some of its components have begun to be

rep]ucated in neighboring schools:

There has also been strong admlnastratlve support for PDC in Colorado,
where the program is viewed as one of a number of alternative. approaches
negessary to meeting the needs of culturally and linguistically different
children. The school district has supported two PDC staff positions:
bi]ingual coordinator and child study team director. In Maryland, adminis-

trators vuew PDC as an exciting model trat fits in well with the planned

variation'being instituted among elemertary schools in the district:

In a number of sutes--ror example, lowa and Utah--central aomxnusfra-
tors support~certa|n elements of or ideas inherent in the PDC program, but
are not. actlvely supportive of the program as a tota]:tv In both !owa
and Utah, for example, there is special suppori for the parent involvement
component of PDC. There is impressionistic evidence that in some of the
PDC sites central administrators support the idea of federal money and '

resources being uwsed to deve]op innovative programs ]oeally, and that it

is on]y partlally the unigueness of PDC that makes them supportive of the

program. But !n a few other sntes—-most notab]y Texas--the ideas inherent
in the program appear to be what make it worthy of support in the eyes of
centr3al administrators.

~ Lack of administrative support for the PDC_program at the PDC School in
California has inhibited full implementation. The PDC program at the
school has tended to be a ”pOSSeSSIon” of the PDC staff rather than the

school staff. This separation has been reinforced by the apparent pre-

ferences of the two principals who have held tenure since PDC began. The

furst pr|nC|pa1 w3s near the end of h S career when PDC began nn his school;
and although he willingly played host to the program, he did not actively

support it or encourage his teachers to support it. 7THefsecond7pr|ne|pel
Who Suttéédéd tc thé poéition in 1977 i§ a. Mékitén—Améritén. A]] of the

tension in the school since the new pr:nc:pa] came. Under those cond:t:ons,
the new principal has beer very cautious in encouraging teachers to increase

their involvement in PDC: The teachers themseives have reportedly not been

notably committed to PDC by their own preference. Many feel uncomfortable

with the bitingual/bicultural emphasis. Thus, at the school level; PDC
appears to have little support in California:

Patterns of Communication and Cooperation Among Administrators

At least some degree of administrative cooperation is necessary for

integration of innovative programs like PDC into their Toca! settings. Siich

cooperation may |nvolve sharlng both human and materua] nesources, engaging

in protocol-type actuv:tles, or even guv'ng up a measure of deci sion- maklng

authority. At a basic level,,such cooperation requires regu]ar communieetlvn
among admunlstrators and staff of dlfferent programs. The PDC gunde]:nes,
for .example, require actlve coordlnatlon and communication among admlnustrators

of Head Start,; PDC itself, school-level administrators and central administra-
tion staff.




~ As the discussion of Head Start-elementary school relations illus-
trated, historical patterns of communication and cooperation among admin-

istrators of various programs have varied significantly from site to site.
Findings from our site visits indicated particularly good cooperation,
historically, for Colorado; Connecticut; Maryland; Texas and Washirgton.
(These findings tend to reflect primarily Head Start-elementary school
relations.) Nonetheless, at all sites; cooperation and communication has
wexed and waned at various points over time:

 This wexing and waning of cooperation has been found also in the POC
program; as staff have changed; demands on people's time and program

resources have become clearer, as the school district itself has faced
crises and problems; and as gquestions of authority and responsibility

(especially between Head Start and the public schools) have been raised.
The PDC coordinator has played a key role in keeping lines of communication .

open across all levels of administration at many sites. Perhaps the central
iesson learned in this area through PDC has been that it is easier to main=

tain cooperation during the planning stage of a new program than during
implementaticn.

schools has had a varying influence on communication patterns, depending
on the administrative atmosphere at the PDC sites. In Connecticut, for
example, the PDC staff is located in the district's central administration
building and this has isolated PDC staff somewhat from the PDC schools.

The principals of these schools have played a more dominant role in shaping
PDC in each school. A recently implemented policy of regular visits to the

schoois by PDC staff has improved communication between PDC staff and PDC
teachers and school-level staff (e.g., parent involvement coordinators):
in Florida; the distance between PDC schools, and between the PDC office

and schools is great; and this has led to communication difficulties and
lack of close coordination among administrators with at least one school.
The physical distance has affected the PDC staff's ability to influence

caily:life at that school. In Washington, the fact that most of the PDC
staff had worked in the PDC school prior to the advent of the program,

including the PDC coordinator, and are respected members of the school
community; has helped PDC'S credibility erormously. They are located in
the elementary School (as is Head Start)) and are an integral part of
school 1ife. in Maryland, a recent change in PDC administration; making
the FOC school principal the PDC coordinator, has greatly facilitated many

of the changes the PDE staff want to bring about.

Curricular Philosophy and Practices

_ The fourth major influence on the nature of PDC implementation at each
Site has been norms and practicés in the curriculum area. This factor
was important early in the program's history, and continues to influence
PDC to this day: Findings from the Phase | study of PDC implementation



indicated that presence of a district curriculum similar to that suggested

by PDC had a sngn:f:cant positive xnfluence on ear]y lmplementatlon. None-
theless, sutes where there was early congriuence betweern district curriculum
arid PDC curriculum philosophy have not necessarily continued to have success

in this area.

Curricglar. Iren ds

One s:gn:fucant lnfluence on PDC in the curricular area, partucu]arly

in the last three years, has been loca’ and natlonal trends in curriculum
phn]osgphy. The most sngnlflcant of these trerds has been the “back to-
basics" movement. A number of the PDC sites have beenflnfluenced in sorme
way by the national back-to-basics movement. PDC,; philosophically, is seen
by some local participants and non-participants to be not totaliy in
harmony with this trend.

In Connecticut, there |s a clear division between PLC elementory schools

and non-PDC e]mentary schoo s, WIth the latter offernng z '"basics'’ curriculum
with less multicultural and af ective activities. In lowa, the PDC goals
and objectives were replaeed last fall by the school district's goals and

objectives. _The PDC school in lowa is _slated to_become a ”trad:t:ona]”
school in 1981, with a dress. code, strict. dlsclpllnary system, less
biébéitiéﬁéte éttehtidﬁ to the arts and physical education,; and an acadenic
focus on ''the basics:'' In Washington, a statewide back-to- ~basics movement

has led to an increase in categorlca]ly labelled funds slotted to be used

only for ba<|cs. But the PDC currlculum in Washnngton was developed in

anticipation of that movement, and fits in well with it: It was designed to

meet the requirements of the state as well as those of PDC: In Utah; the
district is extremely concerned with_ bas:c skills and has recent]y lmple-
mented .an accountability program,desngned to ensure that all teachers--
including PDC teachers--are teaching these skills.

PDE in a few sites has been seen as but a resplte from the back- to-.

basics movement, in the sense that lt: services support development of the

whole child. Parents in Washington are reportedly afraid of :he schools'
turning too far from an emphasis on the whole child: A principal in
fonnecticut points out that it is the ''"non-essentials'' that can help turn
an atmosphere_of ethriic tension_and confrontation to one of cooperation.
The additional resources that PDC had brought to ltS schoo]s have helped
administrators to encourage parent involvement, multlcu]tural actvities
and other '"non-essentials," in spite of an atmosphere of fiscal retrench~
ment and back-to-basics:

Beqree of Centralization of Curriculum

In gehefal, it has been difficult at most sites to devclop a POC currnrulum
with its own goals and approach; eSpecva]ly if these are different from the
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

dlStrICt curricolom: One area of school IlFe which tends to be central:zed

in most school SYstems is currxculum. This does not mean that schools cannot

select different reading series, workbooks, and other materials, but these

materials must move children toward the dlstrxct s curricalum QOals.

a PDC,currlcu]um,early in the program but wereffgrced,to,retreat to the,
district curriculum after a couple of years. PDC staff have been notably

moreiguccessful in "infusing" the district curriculum, as it is practiced
in the classroom; with a PDEC ornentatlon. For example, the Head Start

curricular phxlosophy regard:ng children's needs and ways in which chuldren
acquire competence appears to be influential in some PDE schools. Findings

suggest, nonetheless, that curricular pressure has been more successfully
exerted downward at some sntes rather than upward

One result of centralized ciurriculum decision-making in most districts
implementing PDC has been what appears to be natural, and IHEVltab]e tension

between Head Start and the elementary schools concerning conceptual control

of PDC. Often; if PDC staff identify with one or the other. (Head Start or

elementary school); the PDC program is more influenced by that identifica-
tion.

; PDC'S non-classroon components have obviously enriched school programs
in almost all sites, especially in the areas of parent |nvolvemenE, develop-
mental support services; and training activities. The question of whether
these components are temporary '‘add- ons"' to the school program, dependent

on external funding,; or whether they become well enough xntegrated to
surv:ve on their own ‘with some local support, remains unanswered in many

sites.
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EVIDENCE OF PDC'S IMPACT ON SCHOOLS AND CENTERS

_ in this chapter; we describe the impact of PDC on institutions (the
schools and centers), as of spring 1979; when the evaluation cohort was

in grade one: These findings are based on interviews with Head Start and
elementary school administrators.

Differences Found on Generated Variables

.
generated from the Administrator Interview are given in Tab
by variable, the results break down as foliows:

_ Influence of formal and informal groups on decision-making in school
affairs. Contrasts of PDC and comparison schools on the rated levels of
infiuence of formal and informal groups showed no significant differences
in mean levels. However, when schools were classified (using the overall
variable mean as the classification point) into relatively high and low
influence groups and the resulting classification was contrasted; the ,
results apprcached statistical significance. Table 4 breaks down the sample

The findings resulting from analyses of the 16 variable
1

As the table shows, POC principals more freguently rated their schools as
high on the infiuence of formal groups (and as low on the influence of
informal groiups) than did comparison principals:

influence of individuals on decision miking in school affairs. There
are no differences between PDC and comparison schools on this variable,
either on mean levels or on the Easis of 2 classification into two groups
(high influence of individuals and low influence of individuals).

 Number of formal. groups listed 2s involved in decision-making in school
affairs. PDC school principals and center directors listed more formal

groups as involved in the four domains of school affairs (classroom curric-
ulum, individualized instruction, use of resources and personnel matters)
than did comparison schoo! and center administrators. It should be noted

that this variable cannot be interpreted simply as indicating that there

are more formal groups at PDC than comparison schools or centers; Since
the same formal groups could be mentioned more than once for different
domains. It indicates, ra’ =r, that PDC school or center administrators
reported formal groups that were more frequently involved in; or

influencing, decisions in the four domains of school affairs:

. Frequency of formal group meetings. There were no differences between
PDC and comparison schools or centers on the frequency with which the

formal groups listed met.




Table §

Resilts of Analyses for Sixteen Uariables Generated From the Spring 1979 Administrator Interyies

Variabie Description |

[

Classification

OL Comiparison

1. 1nfligncs of foria] and
infornal grouss

2.5

NS

Bon Formal Geoup InfTuemee
1 2
Low Formel Group Influgnce

N

Pr

2. Influence of individuals |

=03 1 .002

NS

¥igh In{Tuence
8 2
Lgo Inflgnee
K 2

NS

3: Nomber of formal groups
ment fored |

17.21

0001

0-3 romal Groups

13K

: il ekl v
4-6 Formal Groups
: g 2
7+ Formal Groups
7 ____1__%_7
L: Frequency of formal =16 =4 <1 pep month S
qroup meetings i ;
>1 per month
| 8 23
21 por sk
- ] 3 ]
Test of signifizance is Fisher's Exact Test.
Mest of Sigiificance is ¥, 2 4.F.
“ o
0 (cont inued)



Tableg
(continued)

Means (Standard Deviations) 1 Classification !

PDC f‘hmp:ﬁr ison | p -

el

ariable Description 7 PBE .. _Comparison F

ge of roles of persons |  2.50 1.87 5.32 | .025 Zow Range NS

olved (1.49) {.62) 5 23
n=16 n=b}4
High Range
7 9 1

ent of involvement of .5 -.05 &7 NS Iow Tnvolvement NS
sons from this school (1.06) (.98) ; 3
center- n=16 n=044

5 High Involvement
9 2

ons_fron another SR ) ; .
ol or center n=16 n=bk b

snt of involvement of L -:16 5.54 | .038 | - Low Involvement .0525!

Bigh Involvement
_ o 18
nt of involvement of 1.3, .66 93 | NS lio Tnvolvement NS
ons from communi ty (1.89) (1.66) s 3
cies IETT =

Some Involvement
[ I b _

nt of involvement of

1.86 3.64 | .062 Iow Involvement .078!
F persons ( .

00

.78) (.71) .

16" =l 10

High Imvolsenent
6 7

f significance is Fisher's Exact Test.

[

-
-t

-1




Table § ‘
{continued) .
Means (Standard Deviations) Classification \\
ariable Description PDC Compar i son F p PDC Comparison D
tent of involvement of 8.19 7.80 30 | RS Lov Involvement NS
achers from this (2:61) (2.37) ] 29
hool or center n=16 n=hl B o :
High Involvement
- 9 15
vel of teacher parti- 3.19. 3.30 1 NS '
pation in formal (1.05) (1.21)
oups B n=ib__ _ _ n=bh
tent of change in .14 .75 3.08 | .086 Low NS
acher involvement {.61) {.71) i 21
er time n=13 n=138
g
9 17
nge of grades of 2.13 1.72. 3.75 | .059 1-2 Grade Levels NS
Schers represented in (.74) (.68) 3 %
rmal groups n=15 n=40 RO
. § Crade Levels
7 19
6 Grade Ievels
5 5
rent of involvement of 3.88 3.02 1.25 NS Low NS
rents from this school (3.10) (2.43) i 38
cénter n=16 n=bli R
Hign
[ S 5 6 - 4
;,_}j




 Table 9

(continued)

Means (Standard Deviations)

Classification

ariable Description POC Compar i son F p ___PBE_ Comparison 5
vel of parent partici- 1.88 1.81 .08 NS
tion in formal groups (.50) (.82)
n=16 n=43 _
tent of change in parent 1.34 .53 10.36 | .003 Low .002!
volvement over time (.54) ({.8%) ‘ 1 22
h=13 n=38 o
High
12 16
5f significance is Fisher's Exact Test.
;‘l f
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affanrs PDC school prxnc:pals and center directors Insted a broader
variety of persons as involved in decision-making, either as individuals
or members of informal or formal groups, than did comparison srhool or

center administrators: Although differences favored PDC programs for all
three group forms, differences were &lso significantly in favor of PDC for
the range of roles of persons involved in decision-meking as part of formal
groups.

f rom thns school or center. There weie no differences between PDC and

comparuson programs on the number of tlmes administrators mentloned that

parents or staff from the school or center were :nvolved in decns:on-makxng

when the schools were cJassnfxed into hlgh and low levels of involvement
nf parents or stafﬁz rom the school or center.

txtent of lnvolvement of persons (teachers parents, adm:nxstratorsL

PDC admlnlstrators more frequently mentioned parents and staff from other

schools or centers as involved in dEClSlOﬁ-maklng about school affairs

at their school than did comparison administrators. The drfference is
rlear in comparnng the means of the factor-analysls derived rating scalé

[ assuflcatlons as Table & sh0ws.

Extent of involvement of persons from community agencies in decision-
making in school affairs. There were no differences betweeri PDC and

comparnson groups on this vaiiable:

Extent of involvement of other persons in decision-making. The ''other"
persons mcst frequently meﬁtipnbd were sCdel distriCt administratdrs

mentloned ‘other' persons as 1nvolyed,xn,decLsnon nakxng than did comparison
school or center administrators. A simiiar finding occurred when the

variable was transformed into a 16w-= high classification.

Extant of involvement of teachers from this schoal or center in
decision-making in school affairs. There were no differences tetween
PDE and comparison schools on values for this variable:

making in school affairs. There were no differences between PDC and
comparison schools on values for this variable.

) Extent of change in teacher involvement over time. §56 schoo! princi-
pals and center directors, on the average; rated greater increases in involve-=
ment for their teachers over the past three years than did comparison school

and center administrators; at near-significant levels:

(J‘ .
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Range of grades represented by teachers invoived in formal groups.

There were no significant differences between PDC and .comparison schools
in the range of grades represented by teachers participating in formal
groups.

Extent of involvement of parents from this school or center in decision-

makiﬁg in school affairs. There were no significant differences between

PDC and comparlson schools or centers on this variable.

teyeleofeparentgpart4clpatlon on formal groups. There were no sngnl—

ficant differences between PDC and comparison schools in the extent of
parent participation in formal groups.

~ Extent of CHahge in bakeht iﬁVéiVeﬁeht 6VeF time: PBG admlnlstrators

rrrrrr

over the past three years than did- comparlson school or center admlnls-

trators This finding was replicated when the variable was classified
into high and low categori. .

Differences Found on Responses to Individual lItems in Administrator
nterview

fab}és 1=11 in Appendix € summarize item-level responses for the 60

PDC and comparison schools and centers, and also break the responses down

b/ groups. Responses to all items were analyzed to ldentlfy di fferences

between PCC and comparison schools. The pattern of significant differences
'is fairly scattered, although all significant differences are in the same

directich' PDC schools and centers cchgigtéhtly report more involvement
centers.

Items showing significant differences (p < .05) between PDC and

comparlson schools or centers are identified in Tables 1-11 of Appendix C

with an asterisk (*). The items showing such differences can be summarized
as follows:

Level of influence of formal groups. For the domains of classroom
curriculum and individualized instruction, ratings of ''not at all" or
"'slight'" influernce were grouped together iﬁtd é ”lbW” tatégbfy, WHile

category. The PDC group had 5‘§§if'§é§tli,ﬁ?re schools or gente[§71h7the

""high'' category than did the comparison group. There were no differences

for the domains of use of resources or personnel matters. The items showing

differences appear in Tables €-1 and €-3

o T
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Persons involved in decision-making. A higher proportion of adminis-

trators from other schools or centers were involved in classroom carricualom
(Table E-l) and gse of resources (Table Cc-5) domalns for PDC than for

xnvolved in use of resources decns:ons (Table c- 5) in PDC than in compariSdh
schools or centers. Significantly more parents from ''this school or center!
were involved in PDC than in comparison Schocls in personnel matters
(Table C-7).

Number of formal groups mentioned: Higher proportions of formal

group mentions occarred for PBE than for comparISOn schools for three of

the four domains of school affairs investigated: In the classroom curriculum
domaln s:gn|f|cantly more PDC schools mentioned a second and a third formal
group lnvolved in decisions than did comparison scrools (Table C- 2) In the
domain of lnd|v10ua1:zed instriction, significantly higher proportions of

PDC than comparison school administrators mentioned a first; second and

third formal group as involved (Table C-4). |In use of resources; again; a
higher proportlon of PDC than comparison._principals mentioned a second or a
third formal group as iﬁVdigégfiTéBie €-6):

Change in parent involvement over time: Differences favoring PBE schools

and centers in the amount of change in parent involvement and partnc:patlon
occurred for three of the five questions asked PDC admunxStrators reported
greater umprovement than dld their colleagues in comparison schools for

personal commitment to school _mattérs,; and for membersh|p on school-related

committees (Table C-9), as well as for involvement in school planning (Table
c-11); '

Ehange in teacher involvement over time: PDE school principals and

center directors reported greater lmprOvement over the past three years than

did comparison principals and directors in the area of personal commitment
to schcol matters (Table c-9).

~q.
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Vi
SUMMARY, INTERPRETATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

tional contexts on the nature and strength of PDC impiementation: We have

also renoited on _the measured lmpact PBE has had on the instltutlonal polncnes

and procedures of partlelpatlng Head Start centers and elementary schools.
This section of the volume summarizes these fxndlngs and presents our inter-

pretatlons and conclusuons about PDC's |nf[uence in producing institutional

change as of spring 1979.

Influences on PDC

The description of how PDC interacts with its context was organized
around four broad factors seen 3s crucial to implementation: the community
context, the lnstxtutlonal environment; admlnlstratuvefncrms and practices,

and currlcular _philosophy and practices. While these four factors had a

significant influence on PDC implementation at all the sites; they interacted
with PDC in a distinctive manner from site to site: Thus, whlle certajniiii

aébECtS of the social and educational setting generally seem to be important

in determ:nlng the nature of implementation, they are not important in the

:ame way from one setting to another:

The community contexts and institutional environment withkin which PDC
has been implenierited ha\fr had a range of influences on the program, from.
constraining to catalyt:c., These environments have changed over the years
and our '""reading'' of them in spring 1979 may not reflect what they were like

in 1974~75. Their effect has been, most broadly, to create a 'nredisposition'

to successful implementation. Values; social trends and hlstorlcal experi-

ences among institutions have been the ''intangibles' that various actors

have drawn upon in relatlng to PDC. At times, the merlts of the program,

its unlqueness have not been what partucupants have seen; lnstead they have

PDC' s “potenttal” and worth The values 1nherent |n,the program have been
crucial to a determination that such a program should be supprrs»d, but the
sometimes variable 'climate' in which the program has grown het ~'early
affected the nature of that growth.

Among the various actors within the context surrounding PDC; adminis-

trators have had a critical influence on the nature of PDC implementation:

Patterns of decision-making, administrative rules, ccmmunication channels,

and the support of those outside the program have all had a reverberatlng
effect |n§|de the prog*am PDC is not belng lmplemented in a vacuum rather

vii th ex:st:ng CUFFICU]a, other programs and activities, and more or less

~ J
Cos
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fully developed rules for decns:onﬂnaklng in various domanns Thus the

cooperation of those already empowered in that changing, full environment

Yas been crucial--it has been, in many ways, up to them to make a space for
PDC.

Currlcular phl]osophy and practlces of the scheol district influenced

Pﬁt significantly because PDC brought to its settings a philosophy that had

clear implications for curricular practice: PDC was designed to bring

about institutional change; guided by a clear philosophy of the kind of

educatuona] programming that most effect:vely meets ch:]dren s reeds. PDC
appears to have had only moderate infliuerice on the formal district curricu-
lum used in the PDC schools, largely because curricular decision-mzliing

is cehtralnzed in the large majority of SCHool dis*riCtS. But PPC has been

development of program and curricular strategles, the selection of %taff for

the PDC program are all elements that appear to have stabclized at this
p0|nt in time: As the PDC DFOJeCt moves toward its termination as a
federally funded demonstration, the external context takes on greater S|g—
nificance in st gna]];ngfltsAfuture. Social and educational trends external
to the program are likely to have as much influence on nrospects for insti-
tutionalization as are the strategies that have been chosen for implementing

the program over the last four and a half years. In fact; thP internal

strategies themselves have been chosen; at least i.. part; as a rerponse to

external pressures; constraints and opportunities:

The contrasts between PDC and comparison schogis on the generated
var;ab!es as well as analyses of the responses to the lndlvndual items in
the spring 1979 Admlnzstrator Interview, suggest tHat PDC has had its own

influences on participating institutions. These influences can be summar i zed
as follows: :
e PDC respondents rated the rélatiVé ahd abéolu”é influence of

their counterparts:
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PDC administrators reported a broader range of people as partici-
pating in school decision-making than did comparison administrators,
especially with regard to parents; teachers and adiministrators from
other schools.

o POBC principals and center directors also listed a broader range

than did their coileagues in comparison srhools or centers.
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Finally, PDC respondents rated higher levels of increase in
teacher and parent involvement in School decision-makirg over
the past three yearcs than did their peers at comparison
institutions.

These findings suggest that PBEC has been able to produce the institu-

tional condntlons for developmental cont:nUIty to occur. Genera]ly, procedural.
mechanisms to aluow admnnlstrators teachers and parents to work in concert
appear more likely to be in place in PDC than at comparison schools and
centers. This conclusion is supported by two factors. The fir3t_has to do
with increases in the formalization cf school decision-making. PDC adminis-
trators not only attached more influence to formal groups in school decision-

mak:ng than did their comparlson colleagues; they also report that more

formal groups are involved in deciding about curriculum; individualization

of instruction; use of resources and personnel matters.

 The secend factor relates to increases in the accessibility to schoo!
decus:on~ma ind. A broader range of persons are_reported to be involved in
making decisions at PDC schools. These persons include parents, teachers,

and persons from other schools:

Bur current findings on PPE's lmpact on the policies and procedures

of partICIpatlno 1nstltut|ons |ndncate that structural provuslons for develop-

mental continuity, as measured by increases in the formalization of and
accessrbu!lty to school declslonﬂnaking, are generally in pIace. Respondents
perceptions of greater incredses in tedcher involvement appear to support
this conclusion. Additional support for thns corclusion comes from respondents
perceptlcns of greater increases in_the lnvolvement and partucnpatnon of

parents in sciwool av*: - . Thus; PDC has gencrally produced the institutional
change~ that are m ...~ r. :1 administrators, teachers and parents are to
consciiczce theiy r77 - ¢s ro provide children with developmenta! continuity.

A General Conclusion

In this volume we have presented a picture of where the PDC program stood
in spr;ng 1979 with respect to its effectiveness in producing institutional
changes at the Jarlous sites where it has been implemented. We presented

this first read:ng in two wayS° (1) by reporting the results of our

quantltatnve analees of PDC's impact on the institutional policizs and

procedures of partucnpatlng Head Start centers and elementary schools- and,;

qualntatlve and guantltatlve data we. can better grasp the amount of progress
beung made by PDC ln ltS e forts to produce xnstltutlonalfcbcnges as weII

in order to produce such changes. Thus, as of spring 1979, we can offer a

o~
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general conclusion. Simply put, in the case of PDC, the direction of influence
has been two-way. Although the PDC program has been powerfully shaped by
local, external factors, it has prodiuced its own influence in -that it has,

for the most part; éuttééded,{h_tkéétihg the formal institutional conditions
that are favorable to the enharncement of developmental continuity.

In the now classic Rand study of federal programs supporting educational.
change, Greenwood; Mann and Mctaughlln (1975) pointed to the phenomenon of

mutua;gadaptathn,as a way of describcng what happens in the process of

implementirg an educational innovation: both the program and the setting are
changed. In the case of PDC we know that a process of mutual adaptatlon was
logically lmplledrlnfthe program,gundel:nes ~ Local sites were expected to
adapt program guidelines to local needs. And we now know that the spring
1979 data suggest the presence of this phenomenon at PDC sites. What ~emains

unciear; however,; is exactly how local sites and PDC programs have adapted.
to each other. We know for example; that the PDC program <aslled for school

decision-making to be more participatory. In 1979, school personnel reported

wider 3rt|C|patlon in school decision- makxng it remains uncleariibqwever*
how this partncularieall for change--school decisicn-making to be more
participatory--was initially negotiated, is now working out, and will
eventuzliy work out when federal support for the program ceases. Evaluatlon

staff will attempt to clarify_ this and similar issues_to better understand
the rrocess of mutual adaptation in the context of PDC.

(‘-\
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APPENDIX A

Site Visit Interviews

Purpose of Interviews

77777 Sxte visit ‘nterviews were used in the 1379 sprnng data collection.
These interviews were designed to gather data on the local contexts in which
the PDC programs operate. We wanted these data primarily for purposes of

(a) understanding the status of PDC at =ach site, and (b) exploring the
findings of the evaluation. The interviews,; therefore; were developed to
provide specific information on the factors affectlng program implementati on

or the relation of the PDC program to the wider community and school district;

and in its nmpact in variogs domains: So ss to obtain a broad range of

perspectives in these three areas, the interviews were admunxstered to a

wide group of respondents by evaluat:on staff during site visits. These
included:

Central administrator knowledgéable about PDC

e PDC principal(s)

® Two comparison school principals

® A parent at eack school in which ¢ principal was
interviewed

@ The CAP or CAA director

e POSC coordinator

® Special education coordinator at comnarison schoois
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1. Community Setting

Social trends and problems. in the tbmmUhfty
Gommunlty services and their pattern of use

Changing demands on the §gbogli§ystem due to (a)
Demographic features of the community
. Krowledge of and attitudes toward PDC in the

community

O an owl

2. Educational Setting

Predomirant Fééﬁﬁf§§ of the school system _

Main "issues' in the school system presently

. School system relationship to Head Start:
history of

Support for and involvement with PDC among
district staff .

. Perceptions _of PDC by district staff
Administrative organization and how PDC fits in

Meeting special education needs

oo’
.

a.

(o Rl ' N

3. The Elementary Schools (PDC and Comparison)

a. Predom:nant unique fnatures of each school

a

b. Central issues presently; pressing problems

c. Relationships with Head Start program N

d. Attitudes toward PDC among teachers and administrators
e. Historical patterns of parent involvemen:t in schools
f. Decision-making patterns; communications patterns

g. Other ongoing Federal programs and their relationship

to PDC

4. The PDC Program

Sense of ownership of the PDC program: who; where; why

Interaction with community. agencies, servnces programs
Influence of PDC on elementary schoo]s lnvo]ved
Planning; thihk.ng about |nstltut|ona]|zatlon

Factors affecting implementation. . _

Head Start-elementary school articulation through PDC

-h@® Q0T L

Ts illusirate further, an example of or >f the interviews is attached.




Questions fur both sets of principals

1.

2:

district's elementary schools; now and in the next few years?

How do these influence your own school?



ibe for me what you think are the most distinctive 2lements

of your school’s program and activities?

4. Could you describe for me some of the services your school offers the

communitv, aside from its formal responsitilities for <.iucating chiidiren?

e
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5. Are there any issues about which there is some division of opinion in

your school? (How are these being worked out?)

6. What do vou feel influences teacrer morale most in your school? How do
you fee’ these (this) has infl.-nced morale in the last few years?

Q € o>
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7. What are the main concerns on the minds of your teachers right now?

8. Has the staff in your school initiated on their own any interesting or
novel projects in the last few years?

et




9. Can you tell me what you feel are the areas of school 1ife that could
berefit most from additional resources?

10. What do you see as some of the advantages and difficulties in bringing
Head Start and elementary school programs closer together?

v
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11. What is your impression-of the effects of Head Start on participating
children?

12. Are you satisfied with the nature and amount of parent involvement in
your schoo' at present? How has parent involvuiwent changed in tie last
few years?




3. What do you think are some constraints to parent involvement?

Questions for POC principals only

1. Can you describe for me how you think POC has generally influenced the
1ife of your school in the last few years?

=




2. Has the gradual decrease in funding from year to year affected PDC

activities in your school?

3. Do you feel that PBE is well integrated with your school's overall
program?

h
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4. Do you think tnat PDC has a lot of support among district administrators?
the Board of Education?

5. How do the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers in your school f+

about PDC?

o~
A




6. Are there any areas of the PDC orogram in which you 'd 1ike to see some
modification?

7. From your perspect1ve which elements of PDC do you th.nk will most _
1ikely continue to function after the termination of federal funding?




What are the mechanisms in jour school for coordinatirng social services
you offer with those offered by communiily agencies?

Have there been any charges in vour school ir the last few years in

the program provisions and resources committe toc meeting the needs of

handicarped children?

Tyt
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3. In your opinion, what have been the most 1mportant chanqes to sccur in

your school in the last few years?

i

4. (If not *edundant) Have there been any s1gn1f1rant Currlcular change

or innovation projects in your school in the last few years?

r;




5. Are you aware of the kinds of activities ongoing within the PDC program

at , , and schools? (If yes) What is your opinion of

this program? Would you like to see it implemented in your school?

6. Do you feel that PDC has a lot of support among district administrators?
the Board of Education? teachers?




APPENDIX B *
") ‘nistrator Interview

Eiipose of Interview

- Project Development (u~*inuity (PDC) was designed to create adminis-
tirator changes in the ways He ' Start programs and public schools provide
educational and other serv®-e: ror participating children. Specifically;
PDC was supposed to create n-ea.er continuity in children's educational
experience by strengthenin  ommunication between teachers and parents,

between teachers and adminisr ~iors and amoung the various groups (both

formal and informal) that m ': lecisions affecting that educational
experience:

The Head Start centers z-: -blic schools are expected to make
structural changes to facilitu:i ~creased continuity. These changes.
are evidenced by the existence ¢ = .u-mittees; task forces; teams; and
other relatively permanent bodic, -+*:h allow for communication and
collaboration between Head Star. - 2 rhe elementary school; and among

teachers; parents; administrato: . :~J co“nunity agencies:

- The Administrator Interview ws: i7tended as a measure of the effects
of the PDC program on these admis:<_.iativr structures. |In addition,
guestions about role changes were &dde-’ to provide insight into possible
changes that have occurred among the jyrodps participating in the program.

in the decision-making processes, and = “~:tor: that have shaped these
roles since the initiation of PDC.

Most of the items are multidimension..” :. Jaturé--each one contrib-
uting to several different scales of mea:ur~ment. [:is technique

economically produces a great deal of inforriticn. As shown in Attach-

ment 1, the instrument consists of 11 cate ories of items: There can
be outlined as follows:

N
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1. Nature of Decision-Making in School Affairs

e extent to which curriculum i§'iﬁ?iUéhcéa by individuals,

informal groups and formal groups
g e extent to which individualized instruction is influenced
by individuals; i

nformal groups and formal groups
extent to which resource utilization is influenced by
individuals, informal groups and formal groups

which personnel decisions are influenced by
s, i DS

(o}

t to
. 2R TS

duals, informal groups and formal groups

7. Formality of School Décision-Making Procedures

e degree of formality of decisions regar.ing curriculum,
individualized instruction, resource gcilization and

personnel

3. Diversity of Groups ﬁérticipatinggiﬁ,SEﬂébi Affairs

e representativeness of teachers, pa:«nts,; administrators

and community agency personnel in zacisions about

curriculum

representativeness of teachers, pirents, administrators
isions about indi-

and community agency personnel ir decis

vidualized instruction

e representativeness of teachers; carents, administrators
and community agency personne’ in d: =isions gbout resource

utilization

. i Bresdth of Teacher Participation in Schor . fairs

e proportion of teachers represenzed in curricufum groups
or meetings

e proportion of teachers represented in groups oF meetings
on individualized instruction

proportion of teachers represented in groups or meet ings
dealing with resource utilization

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

proportion of teachers represented in groups or meetings
dealing with personnel decisions

5. Cross-grade Continuity of Teachers' Participation in School

Affairs

grade levels represented by teachers invoived in curri-

culum groups or meetings

grade levels represented by teachers involved ir groups
or meetings on individualized inStruction

grade levels represented by teacheérs involved in groups
or meetings dealing with resource utilization

grade levels represented by teachers involved in groups
or meetings dealing with personnel decisions

6. Breadth of Parent Participation in School Affairs

proportion of parents represented in curriculum groups

or meetings

dealing with individualized instriction

proportion of parents represented in groups or meetings
dealing with resource utilization

proportion of parents represented in groups or meetings
dealing with personnel decisions.

7. Recent Change in Parents' Roles in Schooi Affairs

amount of increase or decirease in parents' personal
commitment to School matters

amount of increase or decrease in parents' membership

amount of increase or decrease in parents' participation

in school decision- making and policy formation
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amount of increase or decrease in parents' interaction

amount of increase or decrease in parents' involvement
in school planning

8. Recent Change in Teachers' Roles in School Affairs

e amount of increase or decrease in teachers' personhal
commi tment to School matters

amount of increase or decrease in teachers' membership
on school-related committees

e amount of increase or decrease in teachers' partici-

pation in school decision-making and policy formation

amount of increase or decrease in teachers' interaction

e amount of increase or decrease in teachers' involvement
in school planning

9. PDC's Influence on Parents' Role Change

e extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
parents' personal commitment to school matters

e extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in

parents' membership on school-related committees
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policy formation

extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
parents' interaction with the various people invoived
in schgol matters

e extent to which PBE is judged to influence change in
i

parents' involvement in school planning

b
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PDC's Influence on Teachers' Role Change

extent to which PDE is judged to influence change in
teachers' personal commitment to school matters
extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
teacters' membership on school-related committees
extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
teachers' participation in school decision-making and
policy formation

extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
teachers' interactions with the various people involved
in school matters

extent to which PDC is judged to influence change in
teachers' involvement in school planning

administrator judgment about cause of change (if any)
in roles of parents, teachers snd administrators
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ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW

Project Developmental Continuity Evaluation

Administrator's Name:

[ast First ‘ Middle

1D No: : - L

Center/School: — . _ o -

-

Site: L

Interviewer: Date:

——

——

Time Started: S ] Time Stopped:

Associated center(s)/school (s):

This interview was prepared by the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation;

Ypsilanti, Michigan, for use under Administration for Children, Youth and
Families Contract No. HEW-105-78-1307. ‘

January 1979




Introduction

THIS INTERVIEW 1S PART OF AN EVALUATION OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENTAL CONTINUITY
BEING CONDUCTED BY THE ADMINISTRATION FOR CHIEDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES IN

THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE. YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE

KEPT STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND WE WILL REPORT FINDINGS ONLY BY AGGREGATING

INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES. YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS INTERVIEW IS VOLUNTARY:

THE REASON FOR THIS INTERVIEW IS TO HELP US LEARN HOW [HEAD START CENTERS/

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS] MANAGE CERTAIN KINDS OF DECISIONS. WE'RE MAINLY
INTERESTED IN KNOWING WHO'S INVOLVED IN DECIDING THINGS EITHER IN A
FORMAL OR AN INFORMAL WAY:

WE'D ALSO LIKE TO KNOW WHETHER THERE ARE ANY TIMES WHEN PEOPLE FROM %

TAKE PART IN DISCUSSIONS OR DECISIONS. WE'VE PICKED ___  * BECAUSE SOHE OF

YOUR CHILDREN GO THERE [AFTER THEY LEAVE YOUR CENTER/BEFORE THEY COME TO YOUR

SCHOOL] .

DECIDE WHAT HAPPENS IN FOUR AREAS OF SCHOOL ACTIVITY. WHAT I'D LIKE TO
KNOW 1S HOW MUCH THE DECISIONS IN EACH AREA ARE MADE OR INFLUENCED.BY
INDIVIDUALS, BY INFORMAL GROUPS, AND BY FORMAL GROUPS.

WHEN | SAY “iNbiVibGALé“ | MEAN PEOPLE ACTING PRETTY MUECH ON THEIR OWN

WITHOUT HELP OR ADVICE E FROM OTHERS.

AND WHEN | SAY “FORMALAEBQUESV | MEAN TWO OR MORE PEOPLE WHO MAKE SPECIAL

ARRANGEME“TS TO TALK TOGETHER FOR A SPECIFIC PURPOSE.

i$ IT CLEAR WHAT | MEAN BY 'INDIVIDUALS", “INFGRMAt GROUPS''; AND HEORMAL

GROYUPS;'" OR WOULD YOU LIKE SOME EXAHPLES?

schoo]( ) listed on the cover page.
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---skip

If examples are requested-------- ;

1
]
If no examples are requested ‘
H
1
1

« _

THERE ARE DECISIONS THAT CLASSROOM TEACHERS HAVE TO MAKE ON THE SPOT

A LEARNING ACTIVITY TO ANOTHER: THAT'S AN EXAMPLE OF A DECISION MADE
BY INDIVIDUALS ACTING ON THEIR OWN:

HERE'S AN EXAMPLE OF A DECISION THAT'S MADE BY INFORMAL GROUPS: TWO

TEACHERS COME UP WITH AN IDEA DURING LUNCH AND LATER TURN IT INTO A

RULE TRAT THEY BOTH USE WHEN THEY DECIDE WHETHER A CHILD IS READY TO

MOVE FROM ONE LEVEL OF A LEARNING ACTIVITY TO ANOTHER.

AND AN EXAMPLE OF A DECISION INFLUENCED BY FORMAL GROUPS WOULD BE A

[CENTER/SCHOOL] HAVING A COMMITTEE THAT DEVELOPS GUIDELINES FOR DEC!DING
WHEN TO MOVE CHILDREN FROM ONE LEARNING LEVEL TO ANOTHER. _

.’

THE PEOPLE 1'D LIKE YOU TO THINK OF AS | ASK THESE QUESTIONS ABOUT
INVOLVEMENT ARE: TEACHERS, PARENTS, AND ADMINISTRATORS FROM YOUR
[CENTER/SCHOOL]: TEACHERS, PARENTS, AND ADMINISTRATORS FROM

AND PEOPLE FROM THE COMMUNITY AGENCIES THAT YOUR [GENTER/SEHGGE] BEAES

x ;
=

WiTH; SUCH AS THE HEALTH DEPARTMENT AND THE WELFARE DEPARTMENT:
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Part |. Patterns of Participation in Center/School Affairs

THE FIRST AREA 1'D LIKE TO TALK ABOUT IS THE CURRICULUM. BY "CURRICULUN'"
| MEAN THE MATERIALS AND METHODS THAT TEACHERS USE IN THEIR CLASSROOMS
FOR MOST OR ALL OF THEIR CHILDREN:

NOW THINK ABOUT THE THREE CATEGORIES WE'VE DISCUSSED: INDIVIDUALS,

INFORMAL GRCUPS;, AND_ FORMAL GROUPS: HOW MUCH IS THE CLASSROOM

CURRICULUM IN YOUR [CENTLR/SCHOOL] INFLUENCED BY...
(Cue for response categories)

O
"
—

n
[
T o=
c =
[TRER Y
o W&
T &
=~ &
_. _ ) .
)] B E = £
. 2 - [¢] c *eS
03] 2 A 3 B
oo N I [ E =3
(Cue for response A -
categories) ® o 5 B £ 5 ° %
1) i pu) = (o] ) E D
= = < 2 2 - & 2 2 3
B > o 0 T L =
g + > g n 0 b w0 0 -- —
& 2 O - o] + — (0] + - ol 4]
T £ 9L & e c c - [ c e
(=2 ) 5] ] [J] o— Q o] - a - o
o o= T O T s € 1o L E © =
0O — © - - <0 o -0 - 0 O e
Z «n T O - [+ < [ Q. < o o
1. INDIVIDUALS? R 2. WHG K -
(EX: TEACHERS ®mACE — ~— — ARE - - — = = =
DECIDING FOR THEM- THEY?
SELVES, THE PRIN-
CIPAL ACTING 45
4N AUTHORITE)
3. INFORMAL GROUPS? koWl _
(EX: TEACHERS _ Is
TALKING DURING INVOL-
FREE TIME, PRIN- VED?
CIPAL CONSULTING
PAREITS WHEN THEY
HAPPEN BY)
5. FORMAL GROUPS? o b.wo e
(EX: THE PTA, IS
4 TEACEING TEAM) INVOL-

VED?

*Supply the name(s) of the associated Head Start center(s) or elementary
schiool (s) listed on the cover page.
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If formal groups were said
OF THESE FORMAL GROUPS?

to have influénce: WHAT ARE THE NAMES

17.

1.

,9.

DO ANY OF. YOUR
[EENTER'S7

If teachers take

DO ANY OF YOUR
[CENTER'S/

SCHEOL'S)
PARENTS TAKE
PART IN IT?
HOW MANY? Cuz
for response

eategeries |

- | scHooL'S] Tea-
CHERS TA4KE

S eagT iy IT?

- ‘HOW OFTEN HOW MANY? Ciue

DOES 1T For response

| MEET? cazegories :

part: WHAT GRADES
DO THE TEACHERS
REPRESENT? Prompt
Ffor teachers fron
"%, if mentioned

(100%)
HeadiStlart: or preschool

Grade & on up
Yes, many (> 25%)
Yes, most (> 50%)
Yes, all. (100%)

At! least once: a quarter:
Grade: 3

Le551than‘qnce1a:year‘
Atl least once a vyear
Atl least once a month
At least once a week
Yes, a few, (< 25%)
Yes; many (> 25%)
Yes, mostl (> 50%)
Yes, a few (k:25%)

No, none:
Yes, alll
Kindergarten
Grade: |
Gradé: 2

No, none:

' Name of Formal Group

schoolts)} listed on the cover page.
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_ WE'VE JUST BEEN TALKING ABOUT THE GENERAL CURRICULUM, WHICH APPLIES TO

MOST OR ALL OF THE CHILDREN IN A CLASSROOM. BUT IN MOST CLASSROOMS EACH

STUDENT ALSO RECEIVES SOME CARE OR INSTRUCTION THAT'S TAILORED FOR HIM
OR HER ALONE: IN SOME PLACES THIS IS CALLED YINDIVIDUAL IZED INSTRUCTION."

IN YOUR [CENTER/SCPOGt]’ Hew MUCH 1S INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION OF
STUDtI\TS I'NFLUENCED BY.: s

[YF
b

(Cue For respcmse catezs

7=
Q
ERE
§ E
’ ' > Z
°© L 5 %z =
o ! 3 e 2 -
= — = 3
(Cue Fcr resconsz , s l o = <
eategories) > s 5 5 =z 5 ° %
o = -~ - Q bt = =2
= _ 2z I B - I
T > @ - »n + v ) - = =
oo R = 5 5 2 $ £ = 3 =
% = L = c c = o o - b
o 228 > 2 F 3 02 z & 2
2525 2 E 2 EE T 2B
12: INDlVIDUAtS" o 13.W=D s = =
(EX: CLASSROOM ARE
TEﬁQ@gRS OR RE- _ THEY?
SOURCE TEACHERS
-DECIDING ON THEIR
. OWN) L
14 |NFORMAL GROUPS? _____ 15.wHO e Yl = = = =
(PX' TEACHERS IS
ING CASUALLY INVCE~
I”P PARENTS) VED?
16. FGRMAL GROUPS? R b 2 H
(EX: TEZACHERS 1S i
WORKING IN SPECIAL o INVOL~
CONFEREICE SaSbIDHS VED?
WITH PARENTS; TEA=" ' : N

CHERS MEETING Izv )
THSTRUCTIONAL TEAMS)

*Supply the na'e(s) of the associsted Head Start cente er(s) or elementary

school (s) listed on tne -ccver page: ] _

B-i2




18. If formal groups were said to have infleence: WHA™ ARE THE NAMES
OF THESE FORMAL GXCUPS?

_20. . 21. : 22. ,
. L l ,,,,,,,,
* : DO ANY OF YOURt . ‘ DO ANY OF YOde
[CENTER'S/ if teachers take [CE'\ITER'S/ :
-} SCHOOL'S] TEA-| part: WHAT GRADES scAooL'S] i
19 CHERS TAKE DO THE TEACHERS | PARENTS TAKE ;
R E— PART IN IT? REPRESENT" Prorzs PART IN IT7 |
HOW OFTEN HOW MANY? Cue | 7or ceageners =wor HOW MANY? Cue |
QGEE L for respor.se A iF meritionel jor resporse
MEET? categories o zreceding raga categories
!
l
?
_ - i
L 3|z 3
slc|2ls|x 2 i
olm|lglcy o _ Q _ !
~lol8tlale ~1 1 W e~ |
S > o 1=3 =z & | |~ [0 O ) '
ol )2 YRR B el SN
- { B g @ | D SNlnjio |~ 31 Njn ;oD |~
Q . _. L _ oN NN _ v . _ o [ o W B
olv|aolaflu AN A al (v |0 5
EllolQ| O Al ]OYOI = = ~ | & [ N~
oleleglele i~~~ 1) — — =
“|lo]loclojo | | |~ = z| | I~
c _ o ) i [} > — o C @ Pl Bt
Q@ - - d nd O | 4= c S| -— [40] [ B _ _ . _ O | % = [ = H
Llulmlulvlc] |2 i—m]®|Dl— ||} 18] 2 (—:
S| loligimlieslolojElZE | Bfn | =, -} || - Jolesl=slc!al
|ewlojetole] T ] i l2|elelele]c )
N]|=—f— == s = Aol iTlS s omf e
73] - - - . .- n [73] %] 7] " = 14 1} 1} 1} .- P n wn v
U N B> B S 2 S o B I LTl [ © B RS Q O] 9] D o= = =1 = =1 O DT DO
Kame of Formal Group |= ||z |<|<]=|>|>{>|>]|Z I |c|jo|c|a]=|>|>|>|>
i
! N
|- i
]
J
f
1 i

*Supply tke name(s) of ths associsted Head Start center({s) or eiementary :
school (s) iisted on the covar paae:
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MOST [CENT:ZRS/SCHOOLS] HAVE SOME CONTROL OVER THE USE OF CERTAIN RESOURCES

SUCH AS CLASSROOM AND OFFICE SPACE, DENTAL AND MEDICAL SERVICES, RELEASE

TiME FOR TEACHERS,; AND FUNDS FOR BOOKS AND MATERIALS.

{N YOUR [CENTER/SCHOGL]; AOW MUCA IS THE USE OF RESOURCES iNELuéNtéb BY..

(Cue for reszomse cataﬂorfés)
T 2
| 5 E
& E = =
o *l x 2 5
. _ = G IS o=z
(Cue For reszonse , ;,; l s 8 =
cctegories) ® s 5§ 5 g o5 2 =
— - Y - o & & % 5 =
T =5 . o T L . TS w2
s S 8 = S 8 2 5 8 2 5 0w
[+ = - ES) Bas c  oud _— c = = -
s 287 S 2 T 8 & T g &2
2525 L 22 8 & 2 2 5
23. INDIVIDUALS? o 24.wWHO — o i = = —
(EX: PRINCIPAL ARE
MAKING DECISIONS THEY?
WITHOUT ASSISTANCE)
25. INFORMAL GROUPS? . 26.wHO o
(EX: PRINCIPAL s
TALXING CASUALLY INVOL-
WITH THOSE WHO MIGAT . VED?
BE AFFECTED)
27. FORMAL GROUPS? 28. WHO = = —
(EX: A COMMITTEE  — — — 1S - - - —
THAT CVEF "EES BUDGET ____ INVOL=
DECSIONS (R A TRAINING VED?
TASK FORCE THAT-ARRANGES
WORZSHOPS)

*Supply the namels) of tne associatad Head Start -enger(s) or elementary
school{s) listed on the cover page.
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29. If formal groups were saic to have influence: WHAT ARE THE NAMES
OF THESE FORMAL GRCUPS?

3. - 32. 33.
! i
DO_ANY OF YOURI _ DO ANY OF YOUR
[CENTER'S/ | If teackers take | [CENTER'S/ |
SCHOOL'S] TEA-| part: WHAT BRADES SCHOOL'S]
30 CHERS TAKE 5% Tw=E TEZACHERS | PARENTS TAR:
— PART IN IT? REPRESENT? Prormz PART IN 177 )
HOW OFTEN HOW MANY? Zue | fop tzzoners sror] HOW MANY? Zue |
DOES IT For response *s 17 mensioned for response
MEET? categories _ | om zwecedirg pzgdcategories |
T 5 1
|
z
P I I = S] !
TVl =)=t L
o|lmigici® _ 3] o
>t O 3 c Q —_ 7] — '
© NN 2 - BRI
“|mla]sl® N |n|o|l~] = : ~NjmnlD e
[+}] o o o o B oN (o A - o [So W ]
v]lolojoio vl Slal e - = ~ o) ol
clofolojo —~laja|lololc= S ~lAla Io !
lojejgcie]= =]~ i=] o — A
. olpojo.0 = Y I b T ] s 2 S~
[ _ RO =1 = Of . 9] >+ !
[ 30 BT I el RFE R R Dlw | = N |le=}m 1«1 (U D | =]l v =
LjQimj il | 8|8l—-jS IS~ T E 8] 81—
L8 |lglfldgolslE|l=sta@]nn] = |- pO1I®wmi=}Eir
lelolojolc] jo|leojejein]c I
R - — = (72 — — — — - - -~ LS B g | hxe] vy = e - ,g; .~ ,,—I .~
wi_{ ] _§ ~jwnmjn|lunlnlrtgcilc, 0| Tj@o) =\, n:
.= o qalesleieielolyiviv]eleSlslsls sl iR d Y|
Name of Formal Group =S |< (<< |<]|Z2|>|>|>|>|z|x¥|o|olojo]=]|>,>|> >
[ I S j J— L . ) - [N 1 —-— __¥ | L N R |
- S _ l ,k,, 4 _
1
| ]
| L
%Supply .the name(s) of the associated Head Start centerfs) or elemertary
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MOST [CENTERS/SEHO@ES] HAVE SOME CONTROL OVER PERSONNEL MATTERS SUCH AS
HIRING, PROMOTION, AND ASSIGNMENT OF STAFF. THE PERSONNEL MAY BE TEACHERS,

CLASSROOM AIDES, RESOURCE SPEEIAEISTS, OR PEOPLE IN VARiIOUS OTHER CATEGORIES.

IN YOUR [CENTER/SCHOOL], HOW MUCH ARE THESE PERSONNEL MATTERS INFLUENCED

BY.... 7
(Cue For respomse catezsries)
ks
5 =~
[ -
R Q< M
1 f E
o g = =
| EA - o] = s
D l wy v = -
L i oy Y = —
(Cue For reszomse 7 o - l s 3
cazegories) s 5 5 § ¢ 5 Y =
B g; het et B O - =z S
- > =2 s = &2 2z
m =2 PO S A R R
2 B2 B - Q = - B - - @ o~
o = —_ & = c = = = = — -
- S T 4 ) - =] v —_ = ]
5 = 3 & = 5 £ 3 £ £ 8 =
252 F a < - = < =z O
34. INDIVIDUALS? o 35.WHO - = = = = =
(EX: UNICY REPRE- © ARE _ - -
SENTATIVE HAVING THEY?
THE ONLY SAY)
36. INFORMAL GROUPS?  __ _ _ _ 37.WHO o
(EX: PRINCIPAL Is
CONVERSING WITH INVOL-
A FEW TEACHERS) VED?

\ 38. FORMAL GROUPS? _ o 39. WHC .
- (EX: A PERSONNEL - IS - - - = -
\ REVIEW COMMITTEE INVOL-

{ WITHIN THE SCHOOL) VED?
\
\.\
\
\-

*Sypg}y,;hé,hamé(é) of the associated Head Start center(s) or elementary
schoal{s) listed on the cover page.
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mal groups were saicd to have influence: WHAT ARE THE NAMES

40, If f
0% THESE FORMAEL GRCUPS? '
L2 L3 | S
DO ANY OF YOUR| , |00 ANY OF YOUR’
[CENTER'S/ | If teachers take | [CENTER'S/ |
SCHOOL'S] TEA-| part: WHAT GRADEY SCHOOL'S] i
IR CHERS TAKE DO THE' TEAGHERS | PARENTS TAKE |
] ————— PART IN IT? | REPRESENT? Ppomrg PART IN 172 |
—e— HOW_OFTEN HOW MANY? Cue | for teackers ;rcri HOW MANY? Cue ;
DOES_IT lfcp resgonse | %, if me ntienégjbr response |
MEET? ___|categories o, preceling pasd categories |
' l
]
C Slet e
10 b [ R ==
213289 P a —
1] — — — N\ 1R 120 - [ W -1
| ® o| ]| ® N NIO |~ & NN O
o - — | - BRI - B G R Y
olJolglojao v o =] o LA I o !
el olovlo —~lAalalo]lolc = —~ Al o]
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T | & ES I AR el Bl QO | S SiwVn]i—¢g T [+~ 7 NN I SN S Q| M- c n (= :
cja|lnjulalel gl g|l—=l2 | Dj—jNntTle]l -8, Q=i
) @ ol a (o] 1] 1= = T | - L e} 1] 1= = 3 |
5] 5] V) LY fond — Q| OO | DO o !
0 | — — | o _ ] a] e IR Beodit i~ Beo Bl o BN n o 3 b o] - -~ e ] - i
. .0 — : sfjwluniunlaogl = C,Q| ]| T slwe 0l v ng
o . ||| wojw|mlolololcslo]Ool=|lCl i C]OlOlOD D!
Name of Formal Group (= |< (<< |<|Z|>|>|>|>]T|x|c|a|a|a]Z|>|>|>{>;
= - c
[ ] [
;
]
,, |

*Supply the name(s) of the associated Head Start center{s) or alementary

schiool {5) listed on the cover page.




Part 2. Asse

WE'VE BEEN TALKING ABOUT THE MANY DIFFERENT WAYS THAT PEOPLE CAN BE INVOLVED

IN MATTERS CONCERNING THE [CENTER/SCHOOL] AND ITS CHILDREN. NOW !'D LIKE TO

ASK YOU TO LOOK BACK FOR JUST A MOMENT TO A TIME ABOUT THREE YEARS AGO--THAT

WOULD BE_1975 OR 1976::AND TELL ME WHETHER THE INVOLVEMENT OF YOUR [CENTER'S/
SCHOOL'S] PARENTS AND TEACHERS HAS CHANGED IN ANY WAY SINCE THEN.

For PDC admini=
strators cnly:

(Cue for response HOW MUCH HAS PDC
categories) INFEUENCED THIS?
(Cue for response
categories)
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HOW ABOUT MEMBERSHIP ON [GENTFR/

SCHOOL]-RELATED ~OMMITTEES--HAS

THAT DECREASED, INCREASED, OR

STAYED THE SAME FOR.
47. PARENTS? e S
48. TEACHERS? 5 _ _ b

Héﬁ AééU? ﬁAéfiEiﬁATidN IN ICENTER/
FORMAT1ON--AAS THAT DECREASED,
INCREASED; OR STAYED THE SAME FOR...

49. PARENTS? 5
i 50. TEACHERS? b o




. For PDC admini=
Strators only:
N . o HOW MUCH_HAS PDC
(Cue for response iNFLUENCED THIS?
categories) (Cue for response
categories)

HOW ABOUT INTERACTION WITH THE
VARIOUS PEOPLE INVOLVED IN
[CENTER/SCHOOL] MATTERS, SUCH

AS ADMINISTRATORS, COMMUNITY
AGENCIES, TEACHERS, AND PARENTS--

ly

HAS THAT DECREASED, INCREASED OR
STAYED THE SAME FOR....

Decreased a lot:
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Ihcreased a little
Increased a lot:
Notl at: all
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Great

51. PARENTS? = 4 5
52. TEACHERS?

3 ' b

SCHOOL] PLANNING--HAS THAT DECREASED,

INCREASED, OR STAYED THE SAME FOR....
53 PARENTST - - — b
54. TEACHERS? 5 b

@I

55. TO THE DEGREE THAT PARENTS' AND TEACHERS' ROLES--AND YOUR OWN ROLE--HAVE
CHANGED, WHAT DO YOU THINK CAUSED THE CHANGE? Describe.
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I tem Level

Results

Table 1

Patterns of Participation in Center/School Affairs:
Involvement in Classroom Curriculumy Questions 1-6

How much is the clai

individuals ,

in youn (centensschoot) Lnéﬂaenced by

Lnﬁonmazfgioupb and fonmal grouns?
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C: 43
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Table 2

Patterns of Participation in Center/School Affairs:

Formal Group Involvement in Classroom Curriculum; Questions 7-1]

Q: What ane the names of these fonmal groups?

C-2

9. _ __10._ 11.
DG ANY OF YOuR , DO ANY GF YSuRS
[CENTER'S/ P If teachers c3ke | [CENTEZR'S/ i
SCHOCL'S] .TZA-! part: WRAT SRADES SCHIOL'SY .
8- CHERS TAKES_ | 35 THZ TEACHZISS | FP3REINTS TARD
e ——— SATT IN IT? REPRESENT? Swormd FART N iT7
HOW OFTEN | AOW MANYT 2oz | o cpachoms e i RANYY Zs |
DOES _IT | Sor resTomse |, iF mzmiiorealir regsgomsz
| MEET: scveztmizs | % owecedins serdessezz—zs
T : - - — -
E —
Ll 8= 8
sl ci<S = =
_ Q@] o]V _ Q _ H
0 > QT =72 ] — ) wy —1
o] o~ T = = e o A2 | |
c o] - ,, - - REEEEEE = W32 N
Q _. 14 Fre S Lt < [+ N N D [ = N DN |
- [+ o N . SRR B ~ N || 2P
c ojo|{ slo| v ) N - g o Rval e =
o) (=3 IR CT IS IS I Y —italAaiolo]c = ~lAalAalc
a ol st=; = o el Rl ) — — i~ |-
n - Slojolorfx Sl == = = BN
[+)] c _ V) > = P =] V| i =
i -1 B I - A F- R Al -0 0 bl B INCY B PUR I I % el -0 I b
- |Sls(glglsleiei 2213512719177 15 12232
o Ll sjleolofc N T R dyejojotols) ) _| -
) O |— == |~ ~1 = =l == i5;3|2°|= R O e
7 _e 0 _ _. _ _ - " 0n kﬂ | g: < = i SC f'.'a f2ed f'." !: ‘-n '3 & ‘n
! B o |leajw|luloloelolojolzslofol=!lslsclsleciololls
7. =z P - <<<2>->—!>>-=2=E:éuaz>-x>-'>- > |
: : — i — -+
First T: | 55 | 1| ¢4f 432|127 (20) 5| 617 {18 38142137|36{32|29|17}2] 3|0
Group P: |16 [ Ol 1|2y 8j4f119y2|0t4) 71 9f10f 9 9} 9 9j 41 0j01}0
Mentioned C: 139 { 1] 3| 2{26s18)6f11{ 3163 }11]2932{28]/27{23}20[13} 2] 3]0
A Secons 1+ |31 | 0| 3| ofee] 1| e el 2 5|15 17 21]20| 22 17 027 | 1] 2110
Groug p. | 12%y ot oj2y9l1§1y5,1{1.44}) 8 7t 9110{10f 9l 2{ 9{oj o0
Mentioned C: | 191 0f 3} 3413f0]5{9{3{1(1] 6 10j12{10f{12} 8§ 8} 8] 1|1}0
Third T: |19 {1} 2| 1|12 22| 8|2]|1,;6}11 13| 12|12|13|13} 7|10} 1] 0|0
Group P: | 9% 1 O0lO|5]3f1}3]1]014]) 5 6 6 6] 6/ 6§ 2;6{0]01}0
Mentioned €: 10 Jof2f116} 131151111721 6 7] 8 8 73 7l S5 4i1lolo
_ * b ‘
*PDC > Comparison, p < .05
T = Total (italics)
P = PDC
€ = Comparison ' _li ~
- 9



Q:

-~

12:
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Patterns of Participation in Center/School Affairs:

Table 3

Involvement in Individualized Instruction, Questions 12-17

In your {centen/school), kow much is individualized inAthucti
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Questions 1
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Center/School Affairs:
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Involvement in Use of Resources, Questions 23-28
Q: In youn (centen/school); how much is the use of resouwrces influenced by
individuaks, infonmal groups, and formal Grouphs?

.of respondents
Administrators Here

Notl at alll
Slightly
Moderately
Greatly
Teacherss: here:
Parents here
Teachers: from
Parents from
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Table 6

 Patterns of Participation in Center/School Affairs:
Formal Group Involvement in Use of Resources; Questions 29-33

3. 32, 33.
] . ; :
DO ANY OF YOUR l20 anv o7 voum
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Q: 1In your [center/school), how much are these personnel matiens inftuenced by
individuals, informal groups, and formal groups?

34,

38.

INDIViDUALS?T:
P:
" C:

'Yl

. INFORMAL

GROUPS?

'GROUPS?

Table 7

Patterns of Participation in Center/School Affairs:
Involvement in Personnel Matters, Questions 34-39
v .

(32 B « R

of ‘respondents

No.
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Table 8
Patterns of Participation in Center/School Affairs:

Formal Group involvement in Personnel Matters, Questions 40-44

0: What are the names of these formal ghoups?
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Table 9

Assessment of Role Change: Questions 45-48

Q: Look back §or jubt a moment Zo a ime about thiee years ago--that woutd be 1975
on '76--and teBR me whether the énvoluement of woun (center’s/school's) parents

For PDC adminis-
trators only:

How much has PPC
ingluenced thes?

Finst, how about personal commitment
1o [centen/school) mattens--has that
decneased, 4ncreased, or siayed the

same 4o, ..

No. ofl respondentis
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Table 10

Assessment of Role Change: Questions 49-52

For PDC adminis
trators orly:

How much has PI
in§luenced Zhix

How about participation in {center/
school) decision making and policy
onmation--has that decreased, .
increased, oxn stayed the same fox...

No. of respondents
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Increased a little
Increased a lot
Not: at alll
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Table 11

Assessment of Role Change: Questions 53-54

trators only:

How much has PDC
ingluenced this?

Last, how about invofvement in (center/

schoot) planning--has that decheased,
increased, on stayed Zhe same fon...
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