DOCTUNENT RESONE

ED 205 280 PS 012 291
LUTHOR Dswell, Mariorie: And OFhers
mITLE pssessmen* of Program Imvact Through First Grade,

Voluse VI: Summary of Tmpact on Institutions,
Teackers and Classrooms, Parents and Children. irn
Bvalaa*tion of Pradect Deve’oomertal Contlnulty.

Tnterim Repor* X..

INSTITITION High/Scope Pducational Research Foundation,
777777777777 Ypsilanti, Mich.

SPONS AGENCY Office »f Humar Development Services (DHEW),

L Washington, D.C.

DB DATE Dec 80
- CONTRACT 105-78-1207

L {cksa 52p.:_For sther volumes in this report, see PS 012

286-290.

FDRS PRICF MFO1/PC03 Plus ﬁagtaae. o -
DEFSCRIPTORS *Chil1d Developmert: Control Groups: *Conperative

Programs: COO*G*"at‘ov- *pigsajvantaged Youth:

Educa*icnal Change: Grade 1: tongitudinal Studies:

parent At*itudes: *Paren* Participation: Preschsol

Fducatiosn: Primary Educ2*ion: Program Effectiveness:

Program Evaluation: *School Pamiristration. Teacher

At+itudes: *Teacher Behavier
IDENTIFIVOS *project Develoomental Contiruity: Project Head

T . Start

aBsmeact | ' T

répgrég. *his document v*ov’des a summarv of *fe resnlts of the

evaluation of Project Developmental COpt‘”ui*v (PDC) , conducted when

the evaluation. study'e cohortfcf ctiildren had compieted arade 1.

deqan at 15 sites in 1974 witk the purpose. of ensuring that

disadvan*aged childrefi ,ece*ve continuous individualized attention as

*hevy progress from Bedd Star: through the early primary grades; PDC

emphasizes +he{;rvoivemen+ of school personnel and parents in -

formu‘a**uc,edhcet*onai qoals and in curriculum development. Chapter

T of +hi volume presents a brief historv of the PDC program. Chapter-

II aescr*bes +he concep-ual framework guiding *he evaluatinn of PDC

-processes and effects. Da*a collectisn anrd aralysis procedares are

" discussed in Chapter ITII. ~Chapters IV, ¥, ¥I and VII preseat results

-

- for cach of the four @aior areas studied: institutional pnlicies and

~

procedures: *eacher atti*udes and behaviore as related to classroonm

and parenis: paren* attitudes and behaviors as related to their

~child's scheool: and-*he achievement of the children.fﬁdditional‘z}
*he initial analyses of interrelationships between the four madiosr

‘areas, such as the relationship be*ween teacher attitudes 214

parental involvement with *heir childts schodl, are summarized.
(Au*ho*/”Hi

i****ffffffiffffii*************************************

* % ®%
Reproduc*ions supplied by FDRS are the best that can be made

* from the original documen*.
shesie ok sk sk ok e ok 3k 3 e ke o 3K ok ok ske iiiiiiiiiiii*iifiiiiiiiii*i*t#*********c*********t*




ww

_U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
................

Projact Develapmental

ED205280

—-C

@)

PS012201

Cos ;ﬁnuﬂjr Evaluation

Interim Report X:

~ Assessment of

- Program Impact
Through First Grade

| Te eaeb( 22°8§ and Ciassmoms

Val. VI |

Summary o}

o O

Parenis @.nd/Chzldren l

December 1980, Hng Scope rdz:catz(mai Research Founddation

(‘\D i



Branch Administration for Chlldren Youth and Families, Office of Human

Development Services, Department of Health and Human Services, under

- Contract No. HEW-105-78-1307; Dr. Esther Kresh; Pro;ect Officer. Views or

coriclusions contained herein should not be interpreted as reflecting the official
opinion of the sponsoring agency:.

D



Decemter

Prepared bv:

1

<

owell

rie P

xEF_}é

Q
IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



Table of Contents

INTRODUCT ION..

THE CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF THE PDC EVALUATION .
The Origins of PDC.
Development of the PDC Program:

The Two Program Models.

PDC Guidelines. .

Training and Technical Assistance to Sites.

A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDYING PDC'S PROCESSES AND EFFECTS:

Some Orienting Assumptions: The Concept of
Developmental Continuity: S

vihat is the PDE Treatment7

Identlfyxng an Evaluation Methodology Appropr»ate'
for the PDC Treatment . e e . e .l

Implementation:

overall DeSIgn of the Phase I! Longitudinal Study . -

"Research Questions, Constructs, and Variables .

Constructs Addressed by the Evaluation.
Variables and Data Sources.

Data Collection Procedures.

Data Analysis Procedures.

IMPACT ON INSTITUTIONS:

tontextual Influences on PDC.

POC's Influences on Institutional Policies and Procedures

A General Conclusion:
IMPACT ON PARENTS .
Summary of Findings -

interpretation of Findings.



vi:

VIil.

Table of Contents
(continued)

IMPACT CON TEACHERS: © - © - I + = & + = © = = :+ : ::
Interpretation of Findings. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
IMPACT ON CHILDREN. . . . . . . . . . . . . ...
PDC's Impact on Child Outcome Measures. . . . . .
Summary of Findings FéF»EEiia Outcome Measures:
Interpretation of Child Impact Findings . . . . .
The Relationship of Other Study Measures to Grade One

Outcomes; Regardless of Treatment . . . . . . . . . . .

Summary of Findings . ::u . o & « &+ s i oioio:oioa:

" Relationships Regardless of PBC or Comparison Program .

Relationship Between Program, Other Variables and
Child OULCOMES. « « « « « & « i o . .

References: : = & « i « v o i 4 v e u e e e e e

e



~ Many people have been involved in the development of this report, -
and in the work leading to the coliection and analysis of data reported
in this documént. We wish to acknowledge the support and assistance of
these individuals and groups.

Special thanks go tc Dr. Esther Kresh; Administration for Children,

Youth and Families. As project officer for the national evaluation of
PrOJECt Developmental Cont:nuuty sifnice it becan in 1974~ 75 she has

provuded continual support. encouragement, direction, and assistance as
rieeded. Her continuing corcerns for the quality of the data and the
integrity of the data analysis process have been a constant veminder

to us of the potential importance of the findings of this evaluation; in

that they may influence future directions of programs at the Administration

for Children, Youth and Families: -

That influence will be the direct result of the concern for effective
programs which has consistently been evidenced by members of the program
staff of ACYF. We wish to extend our thanks to Ray Collins, Jenni Klein;
Austine Fowler, and Stephen Bedi, who have been supportive of the evaluation

effort and interested in the implications of our evaluation results for

Project Developmental Continuity and for other ACYF initiatives:

~

Specna] thanks go to the coordnnators of the PDC sntes for thel.f

'|nvaluable assistance with the myriad necessary data collection actxvuti

We extend our thanks to these individuals who were coordinators at the

time of the grade 1 data t61]€ct|on {1978) and to those individuals who

are coordinators at this time: Jesse Beard, Stephen Bedi, Tony Bozich,

Nazario Carrillo; Glenda Dodd; Deloris dohnson Beatrice Kenney, Sande Kirby;

Patricia Lanier, Mafy D: Levermann, Betty Minor, Geraldine Sanders,

‘Fannie Smith:

.~ Perhaps the greatest thanks should be extended to those many individuals
who must remain anonymous to protect their privacy. While we have tried to
express our apprecnatlon individually as we work with these people, we

also wish to express our appreciation publicly:. We therefore thank the -

students, teachers, parents, dlStrlCt and school administrators, and other

|hd|Viduals who have completed our interviews, taken our tests, and allowed
us to observe their classroom behaviors. W:thout their assistance during
the grade 1 data collection afid in subsequenit years, there would be rio
evaluation.

Working with the StUdehﬁ§liteathefs éhd haféhts a dedicated téam

tracked down students, arranged observatlon and interview schedu]es with
teachers; located parents, and scheduled (and re- schedu]ed) |ntervuews as

necessary. The national eva]uatlon of PDC has depended upon the energies

and profess:onal skills of these individual consultants who mastered the

¥



data cn!]ectxon prccedures and then applaed those procedures in the field
to gather all of the information upon which this evuluation report is

pased. _Many of these individuals, trained during the first year of data
collection in 1975; have continued to worx with us over the years. Their
long-term efforts have enhanced the quality Sf this evaluwation:’

Hembers of the Ppe Advusory Panel have prov:ded continual expert

review of the evaluation work and valuable suggestions for resolution of

" technical difficulties. They have been especially helpful in pinpointing
various implications of the research findirigs. For their willingness

to consult with us and for their advice about the directions that the
evaluation should take; we acknowledge the contributions of Br. Eva Baker;

Dr. Charles Billings, Dr. Jere Brophy, br. Robert Dixon; Dr: J: Ward

Keesling; and Br: tuis Laosa:

Within the High/Scope Educati ona] Research Foundation, many staff
members have participated in the work which has cumdlated in thic report.
While a few individuals receive recognition as authors, many others deserve
recognition as well. Among these are members of our data processing unit:
Barbara Bruemmer; Ann Hale; Kim Marker, JéFFFey Moore, Kelly Naylor,

Nancy Naylor, dane Oden. These individuals are responsible for the careful

checking in, coding, data entry, data verification, and initial analysis
of 1nformat|on collected from a dozen sites, on hundreds of children,
parents, teachers, and school adm:nlstrators i Their attentuon to detail,
their WIllnngness to document their work, their concern wjth,thefprotec;roﬁ
of the privacy of individual respondents, and their flexibility in working

with a variety of data collection instruments have all resulted in our

confidence in the high quality of the data on which this evaluation report
is based. .

Another major unit responsible for gquality of data is the field
bﬁé?étidhg Uhit §Upér0i§éd bY Méf? HbfriS Her ca]m héhd]lng of the

superv:s:on of data collectors; have resulted in a smooth data collection

operation. Mary has been ably assisted by Barbara Bruemmer:

Arother ma4or team within the Foundation which has been essential to
the smooth operation of this evaluation effort is the administrative team.
Lynn Spencer has proved invaluable in coordinating activities; gentlv
reminding us of tasks to be done, resolving probiems; and hand]ung a ml].lon
details. Lynn has been supported in this effort by Jana von Fange; who,

in addition to her many other responsibi:ities; has supervised the typing

and flrai prccflng of thxs report. For secretar:a] ass:stance :n the

to Gail Pheister and Shzrley Barnes. Editorial assistance thr0ugh~ail the
stages of production has been provided by Lynn Spencer ofice again we
extend our appreciation to Lynn.

vi



A number of other individuals within the Foundation have contributed
/zh{hls report, and to the evaluation of which this report is one product.

Bavid Weikart and Terry Bond have ably served as project monitors at various

times in this evaluation effort: Robert Halpern; Art Granville and Allen

Smith have completed spec:flc pro.ess:onal tasks as part of this evaluation

effort, such as deveIOpment of data collect»on procedures and ana]ys[gi
of ﬁéftlons of the data. John Love, croject director througn the first
several years of the PDC evaluation, was involved in all phases of the

research and report writing.

To these xnd|VIduals named and un-named, we extend our apprectatlon

fbr the:r tnvolvement in thls work and their contxnuunq interest in the

impact of Project Developmental Cortinuity upon the school dc§3?1§t§;

teachers and classrocms, parents; and chxldren 1nvo]ved in this major
project funded by the Administration for Children, Youth and Families:

Marjorie Powell
Project Director

PDC Evaluation

José Rosario
interim Project Director

John Berreuta-Clement
Associate Director
Quantitative Analysis

Sally Wacker
Associate Director
Qualitative Analysis



INTRODUCTION

Project Developmental Continuity (PDC) was begun in 1974 by the
Administration for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) as the first large-
scale demonstration of coordinated programming between Head Start centers
and public schools at fifteen 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 competerice of the children served--that is, to increase their every-
day effectiveness in dealing with their ehvirbhmEnt (at school, at home,

in the cdmmUhity, and in society). PDC also aims to br:ng about broader
and more intensive |nvolvement of parents and teachers in the governance
of school affairs.

PDC emphaS|zes the |nvolvement of admlnlktrators* c]assroom staff, and

parents in formulat:ng educat|0na1 goa]s and deve]oplng a cowprehens:ve
currlculum. The object IS to ensure that ch:]dren ‘receive contlnuous

pr:mary grades If fhe program is successful, existing discontinuities
between Head Start and elementary school experiences wil! be reduced by PDC

mechanlsms that encourage communication and mutual decision-making among

preschoo] and elementary school teachers; administrators and parents.

School organlzatnons at the fifteen sites received funding to desngn

and |mp1em°nt severn prescribed program componentS' adm:n:stratxon, education;

traihihg, developmental support services, parent involvement; services for:
the handxcapped bl]lngual/blcu}tural and mu]tlcultural educatlon. The

report. ’;/

At the same time that projects were instituted, the High/Scope

Educatlonal Research Foundatlon was awarded the evaluatxor contract,; the
major purpose of which was to provide ACYF with information that would

aSSISt lt in xts efforts to deSIgn effectlve programs for ch:ldren The

|nvolv;q$ both quant:tatlve and qualutatlve methodolog:es.

Ibeievalgatuon has proceeded in two phases. From 1974 to 1978,

evaluation activities were aimed at ana]yz:ng program lmp]ementatlon and

assessing the fEES!?Il!tY of doing a five- year longitudinal study that wou:d
follow one cohcrt of children from the time they entered Head Start until

they completed third grade.l After judging the study feasible, ACYF funded

the current phase of the evaluation (1979-1982) to examine the impact of

PDC_on participating. lnstlfutIOns teachers and c]assrooms parents and -

children in eleven of the twelve sites still participating in the project:

1The results of th|s phase of tne evaluat:on are described in Love; Granviile

and Smith, 1978; Smith, Love, Morris, Spencer; Ispa and Resario, 1977
{



This volume, Summary of lmpact on Institutions, Teachers and Class-

rooms, Parents and Children, is the sixth of a series reporting impact_
Flndlngs as of sprxng of the study cohort children's first-grade year (1979)

Other volumes in the series include:

& Volume |, Assessment of Program Impact Through First Grade: The
Context, C’O’h’C'e'p'tU'a'I Appi"bé(‘.h ahd Meth"odsj of the PDC Evaluation.
Serves as an introduction, prbVidihg a detailed description of ’
the PDC _program and the purpose,; methods and gundlng framework
of the impact evaluation. >

e VYolume [!l; Impact on Institutions: Describes findings dealing

Spec:fxcally with PBC's_ impact on the institutional policies

and procedures of participating Head Start centers and elementary
schools. These findings are presented in the context of the

varied social and educational settings surrounding PDC.

e \olume Il!. Impact on Parents. Investigates the impact of
PDC on the parents of children in the evaluation cohort and;
in a prellmlnary fashnon the re]gtjgnshnp between family
characteristics .and outcome variables:

e Volume IV, Impact on Teachers. Reports impact findings on

teachers anc classrooms. These impacts reflect treatment-related
outcomes as well as outcomes regardless of treatment.

e Volume V, Impact on Children. Pressnts the findings of analyses
of PDC's impact on the POC evaluation s cohort of children as
of the end of grade 1. The volume also contains some preliminary

examlnatlons of the re]attonsh p between variables in the teacher;

Th|s volume summarizes the eva]uaL.on resu]ts for 1979, when the
cohort of children being studied in the evaluation had completed grade 1.
Results are presented for each of the four major areas: ;nst;tut;ona]
policies and procedures; teacher attitudes and behaviors in the classroom
and with parents; parent attitudes and benhaviors in relation tc their

child's school; and the achievement of children. In addition, the volume

summarizes the initial analyses of inter-relationships between the four

major areas, such as the relationship between teacher attitudes and parent

behaviors concerning involvement with their child's school .

ol
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The purpose of this secticn is to provide a descri
Deveiopmental EZontinuity (PDE} and =o discuss ths pvers
evaluation: We begin with the origins and developrient o
and then discuss the purpose, design and information needs o

oce
FOC program
the evaiuation.

The Origins of PDE

As a naruonal dLmonstrat:on program w»;hln Head,Sta{ . Project Develop-
mehtal CQntIULILV bulongs to a family of experimentai efforts undertaken
by the Administration for Children; Youth and Families that has inclused
Parent-Child Centers; Home Start: Health Start, the Parent-Child Development

Centers; and the Cnild and Family Resource Program: As & group, these

experimental programs ‘‘snsure that Head Start is provided with.a continuing
supply of tested and proven approaches to serving children...'! /

The partlcular mxssnon or PDC, as it was plonned in 1972~ 73,,w
respond to evaluation data which appeared to demonstrate that Head
impact on children was short-lived: -

l _

as to
Start

e,

d researon resulis “ucur‘ﬂ: ;,ear;y That
zstend Fead Sitari are wore eaeua*ea <n theilr

: e -l ShoemE e
Thsy enllir Uncraj nes.  Aoveve =re researen

fh’u’éi PDC estab xahed h"’d Start pnb]-c school coord:nat:on a5 a cents ral
feature, in addition to meintainiag the features of other Head Start

programs such as parent involvement, heslth end nutrition services,

services for hancccapoet cru]**en’ ard ctaff scoport anc :’“lﬁlﬂg

sabsequent planning docuaant. ACYS furtrcr articulated -he goals of
o

'\;:// . - b

19ffice of Child Develuprment. "'FY 1573 Goals and Plans for lmprovement
I v t

and Innovation in Project Head Start;'' nc date.
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This project is designed to emhance the social cerpeterce of
each varzicipating ﬁPiZd; that 1s; to increase eczrn z2ntid's

everydbb e’;e,puvoness . aeaL,nc with nis envircrm ani
responsibilities in schoci ond iife. Specific gocis UF the

project are: (1, fo assure CArt:nu:tv oy exverience “or
children jrom ;éé;éncob Throush the early rrimzry years by
stimulating cogniiive, Langucce, social-emotional and vnyszcal
deuebopmert rromog;ng ecucaTioncl zains For crildren through
déUéZOph?ht 03 écc' wal ébhvét‘féé aﬁd (2) zo Eévélbb ﬁbdélé

scaZe in Eéa“ Svar— and otner ﬂnzaB aeveZo*ment Eroarams and
sechool systers:*

Development of the PDC Program

The PDC program began in 197& at 15 sites d:strabuted across the ten

HEW regional offices and the indian and Migrant Program Division. The
entire first year of program operation was desigrated @ planning vear.

: During the plann|ne year, staff were hired, component area task forces

were apponnted, and detailed plans for actual lmp]ementatlon were initiated.

During Year Il (1975-76), 14 sites (the New York program had withdrawn),

c6mpr|snng a total of 42 Head Start centers and elementary schools; began

to implement their plans. Program Year 111 (1976-77) was officially
designated the '"implementation year' in the original project design, by
which time programs were expected to beufully implemented andfoperatldhél.
During the implementation year, evaluation staff began to collect data on
the cohort of children who entered PDC and QGmﬁakiébh Head Start. centers.

Years V-Vl (1977-81) are continuation years: During this period;

programs are expected t2 continue receiving funding as they move toward

“institutionalization" or integration within the educational system of
the local school diStrlCtS, which will then assume all ‘vscal responsubllxty

for the programs as of mid-1981.

At present; 12 sites are participating in the demonstration project.
The program in New Jersey withdrew at the end of Year ''; and the West
Vlrglnla program ceased operations at the end of Ye IV. Sites included

in the evaluaticn as of spring 157% are located in Zaiifornia; Eo]orado,

Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, lowa, Maryland, Michigan; Texas, Utah, and
Wash:ngton. The Arlzona s:te rewaxns part of the demonstratlon prOJect

program case h.story was wrltten (see Interim Report VII, Appendlx D).

pdministration for Children. Youth and Families. Research, Demonstration
and Evaluation Studies, Fiscal Year 1578. Washington, D.C.: Author, 1377.

P vad
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The Two Program Models

The Head Start-public school coordination required by PDC was xnltlally

defined in terms of two program models. In the Preschool=School Linkaces

approach adminlstratxvely seDarate Head Start and eiementary programs

were brought together by the device of a PDC Councitl, whgse membership
included teachers, parents, administrators from both organizations, and
community representatives. In the Early Childhood Schools approach,
Head Statt and éléhéntaky pragfams were C6hbinéd both administratiVély by

tution: ln practnce* as the programs have evolved oyegitlme the dlStlnCthn

between these models has blurred there are now, in fact; a wide variety
of specific mechanisms that allow for the coordination required by PDC:

PDC Guidelines

To support the |nolementatson of PDC, the Program Development and

Innovation Division within ACYF designed several vehicles: national

program. gu:delanes, training and techn:cal ass:stance contractors, and

national workshops. In spring 197t a document entxtled "Guidelines for a
Planning Year' was distributed to prospective sites to serve as a gylde

for preparing .initial proposals. These guidelines were revised in September
1974 and supplemented by periodic ‘program letters'' issued by the national

off»ce. These early gundelsnes contained both requnrements for the develop-

ment of program components and suggested activities within each compOnent.

At thé Séginning of the start -up year (chember 1975) thé “PBE iﬁ&ié—

were to be present in-sach POC program and clarufyxng for the programs
the distinction between required elements &and suggéStéd activities. These
guidelines became thz basic mechanism for guiding program implementation

activities from fall 1975 through summer 1978 when another revision was

issued. The revised 1978 guxdeiunes differed from the prevnous versions
prxmarlly in their attempt to consider the matured status of the programs

and in an added concern with seif-assessment and formative evaluation: -
Over time,; the needs of the'various programs divergec and, within programs,
the needs of different components varied. _Thus, the guidellnes How encourage

orograms to adjust their ‘component activities to current needs rather than

T f0110w a prescr:bed schedule of actnvntres across procrams The seven

‘o Admini;traticn adm:nlstrative coordanatnon between and

e Education: coordination of curriculum approaches and
educational goals

e Training: preservice and inservice teacher; staff and

parent training in program-related areas

hieg .
Nea
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e Developmental support services: comprehensive services

( """ dical, nutritional, and social) to children and families -

@ Parent involvement: parent participation in policy making,
home~school activities, and C]éigfdaﬁ visits or volunteering
e Services for the handicapped: services for handicapped
children and children with learning disabilities
® Bilingual/bicultural and multxcultural educatlon' programs

for BiiihQUEi/bfcuitural or multicultural children.

 The guidelines have consistently outlined requirements and suggestions
in these seven areas. They have established areas of program responsibility

while leaving specific manitestations open to local initiative and inter-

pretatlon. As such, they represent a unique approach to educational change:’
Rather than dnctate verv specific innovative changes, the guidelines

provide a framework for inrovation. There are at Ieast three reasons for
this characterization of the guidelines.

Flrst, PDC is not a sinale discrete innovation. Much of thé,]itératuré

on educational change descripes one of two types of xnnovat:on- (a) the

xmplementatlon of a new curricuium elemen- such as the ‘‘new math'' or a
special reading proaram, or (b) the creation of ''new schools''! (for examples
of the former see Berman & Mclaugnlin, 1975; Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; or
Gross, Giaquinta & Bernstein, 1971; forfexampjg§ of the latter. see Dea]

1975: Miles, 1978: or Smith & Keith, 1971). PDC, however, is not quite
like either of these innovations. It is, on the one hand, far more compre-
hensive than any of the discrete innovations reported bv Fulian and Pomfret:

the guidelines reguire a sarticular type of curricuium. plus a orogram for

bilingual/bicultural and/or multicultural children Dlus,a program of services
for handicapped children, plus d parentg involvement oros orogram, and so on:

Yet, unlike '‘new schoo]s,? DDC programs bedan with a set of guude]:nes

that provided some explicit direction for planfing activities.

We might think of the uu-de]vnes. for examoie. as orescr:blnc a
detailed set of pianninc orocesures 'tne PDC Councii:. carent involvement

what the products of that p]ann:na should look like (the PDC curriculum
must be devetgpméntalz\ soorcnriate. emthasize indiviaual ized x1strcct!on
and $o on). This me3ns th3t 3r Tost s5ites. P0C ha: -esulzed in two Kinds
of innovation: one large (the néw machanisms for pianning and decision-
making) and SéVéral smaller (the programs and activities created through

'ir planning services for handicapped children, and so on) and then sketching

' those mechanisms). The outline of thz large innovation (the framework)

\1ﬁiieé; Sullivan, Golid, Silver, and Wilder (1973) define a finew school"

as, '"'...a total schooi procran (not a minor proiect. course. or. other
ifdnovation) which is createc —ore or isss d° novo 'is not suruly a
redesign of an ex:stihg scnool) anc wrich -'s credtors experierice as
different from their own past experiences.''

v
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was mapped expl:cutly by ACYF, and in that respect PDC. resembles some

of the more d|screte “packaaed“ |nnovat|ons descrlbed ln the Ilterature-

be planned independently by each local project; in thns respect PDE

resembles some of the ''new schoois:!

Second, the units of change in PDC are n~t isolated classrooms or

schools

but parts o‘ severai schocls or céntéra. PDC ‘extends beyond

Head Start centers wuth whlrh |t is associated. To the extent that the

proJect extends beyond individual classrooms, it has much . in common with

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

teachers

do wuthrn thelr own c]assrooms but also in how those teachers

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

services

that are offered to the whole child. However, because PDC involves

less than the whole of any one schoo], but perhaps parts of several _schools

Start center directors whose time and energy has to be divided between

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

They are

faced, on occasion, with conflicts between the aims and methods

of PDC and the programs in the rest of the center or schooi. _Perhaps
most troublesome has been the task of establishing and maintaining communi-
cation among teachers who are located in separate ou;ndnnos. Adeguate

communication has been found difficult enough to achieve in se:f—cﬁn*alned

-'new schools; the problems are compounded when the participating classes

are sometimes miles apart:

Thurd PDC is desnoned to cr°ate llnkaces b°twe°n two distinct programs
rather than to change & single eéxisting orocram. Most of the literature

descrlbes attempts to change one orogram elther by 'ntroducnng new curriculum

PDC has elements of - thlS, but it also has another overr:dung ODJeCtlvé;

to bring about confanI*y between the local Head Start and early e]ementary

programs:

Aside from the difficulties caused by the participating programs

residing in different buildings, the fact .that two distinctly different

. programs are to be linked introduces its own complications. For example

at most S|te§, even those with Early Chlldhood Schools, two Separate.

administrations are involved. Programs that had_existed separatelv for

\years are now expected to coordinate their planning and other activities.

analyses of program impiementation eaﬁaaetedfgggjhg the first

response to this aoproach to innovation, but as our phase one

cf the evaluation found considerable diversity among the PDC programs

flnal report concluded:

'f'he, ar:pr*oc:c?' ACYF adov.,ea For PDC was onme of Provicy
U Franauork For in itetaTing
tpnovative practicss.  Withiv TRLS Jramewcrr a rwn c3

ovation ' rathzr tran dieicTing 8pé
:

Shaddatdcd N nl
s‘ronc loea? programs rave developed. rrom the Derspectzve

\‘
-y
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of exiensive Irplemeniation aau-, iz seems thos tne FIC

framewsrr é“e** c reTencially effective model of ziweztional
ehange. As the evcluticn of FIC 2omiirues over tné wacs

;ew years, ‘ne,moaepsfior contiruity Shou.d become sStromger
and ciecrer. (Love, Granville & Smith, 1978, p. 497

Training and Technical Assistance to Sites

From the outset, ACYF has worked with a Trannlng and Technical -
Assistance (TeTA) contractor. Althougn there have been chanqges in the

organizations providing these services; the basic ACYF T&TA ohilosophy

has remained consistent. The T&TA contractors have provxded resources

to the PDC sites,; coliectively and individually, by developxng or collecting

materials and references relevant to the’ concepts involved in PDOC or to

activities required for implementation. T&TA staff have represented various

fields of expertlse important to PDC programs,; such as developmental o
psychology, educational admanlstratlon teacher :faihiﬁé, and multicultural

educaticn. But in addition to being ab]e to assist local PPt sites in

specuflc areas, field specialists assigned to each site by the TeTA

contractor have dealt with gereral implementation themes, such as wavs

to achieve participation in the planning process by all the giroups concerned
with PDC:

Orie of the most important methods of prOVldlng support for the local

sutes has been the national workshops. Approximately twice a year, ACYF

has used the T&TA contractors to manage these workshops which staff from

each PDC site attend. The conferences have had different themes which

have enabled participants to focus on toplcs of particular concern, such
as multicoltural edJcatxon parent involvement, or preparing for local
lnstltutuonaluzatlon o PDC once federa] fundxng ceases. Partlcnpants

the PD» staff 0uts.de experts have been xnv1Led to conduct w0rksh0ps

at these meetings and evaluation contractor staff have attended to faciii-

tate communication with the programs about evaluation activities.

ki
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nas . 3921 laryeW shaped bv a oErticuiar concection,
of Lhé ihtéhdéd e;*ects of PDC éhd tﬁé

sign and wetnodo]cav of an eua]dat:or we will

D
Before desc rx*nnq Eﬁe d

in this secticn attsmpt to make this conce"tuGl framewcrk more explicit.
This discussior nas three parts, In the first two, we present a general
model of the intended effects of P5C. aiong with & consideraticn of tre

PDC ''treatment' 2nd how. as described in the guidelines, it was intendad
to produee.the dééi—éd éffét;s. lﬁ the thxrd ogvt v destribE t! : prdtéés

par*afala— Varxables end appropriats data collection xnstrument= 1ﬂr this

phase of the evaluztion:

Sone Orienting Assumptions: Ths Conceot of Developzental Continuity

The basic assuwptlon anderlying the PDE prog—am and \onsequ:nt?) this

evaluation is that the condition o‘ deveioomental continuity impiies a
complex interaction involving an 3 bozk

the school. As a result of this assu mpt:oh PDC was desncned to be 2
comprehensive intervention into many aspects of the school. home and
community. Héwév}r; although the implications of this basnc assumption

pervade the progran, the PDC zuidelines never fully expllcate this assumption.

ray of factors, both within and outside

In order te design an evaluaticn that is ;ens:txve to the part

1
goals of the PDC prograf it was necessary to d s;nlx from the gquidel
the concept chdevelgpmental7cont|nu1ty that anpear< to hav¢ :hap;d orograr
guicdelines. Figure 1 summarizes the resuits of this exercise:. We must
emphasize that this coaceptualization is nct 3t present & thecry i be
tested by the data. Rather. it reoresents an orientirg framowork ciat has

; “whizh rieve conm
We have

zuler
ines

L

provided a tas: s for g~n=r=t1PG ar analytic moZel, sL: of

research guestions, vsriables; and data coliection methodoicares.

- —

Used this orierting framework to goide the ana. lysis ,d resorting of gvsinz-
ticn data. .

-
-

_ Simplv stated. <the concepticn of devaicpmentai con itinuity implici
in PDC suggests an intéractiond! ~odzi- that apbears to lnclude {z) a
chila's intellectuai, scciai, and physica: develcoment and bac<erouna

anc experiences in home and school; (b) the attitudas. knowledge-anc back-

arcunﬂ charafte'rstxcs of parents and teachers; {c) the polcc:es ang proce-
dures that oreva’l in tne :Ub]:c scnoo‘ ar Hezd Start center gnd, {d) the

brosder po!:tx:él, social and eccncmic context of the <choobld| tric:s ana

community.

\O
LY
w
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77777 We will return later to consideration of how each of the classes of

factors in Figure 1 was defined operat:onally for this evaluatior; and

of what variables were measured in each domain: For the moment; however;

the following general deflnltlons will soffice:

® Child develobrient outcomes. These, of course, are the ultimate
concern of tné PDC program. The statedfgoal of PDC is to enharce
thildren é Social cbmpétéhcy.“, Acccrdihg to thé guidélineé,

nutrltlon, , social-emotional-and language development, phys:cal

and mental health; and learning attitudes:

5arent sehéviors. Tnjg domann |nc1udes parent behaV|ors

toward the child in the home, and the role that the parent
plays in school life.

e Parent attitudes and knowledge. Especially important in this

domain are parent attituoes toward the school or center

and parent Knowledoe of child development and available community
resources.

Teacher behaviors and classroom activities. This domain refers to
the child's eioerlences in the classrocem and to the role of the

teacher in these experiences. It includes the phys:cal environment

that the teacher creates for the child in the classroom; the

|nstructlonal approach that the teacher employs,; the management

style of the teacher in his/her dealings with the class; ard the

general climate that the teacher establlshes in the classroom for
the children.

e Teacher attitudes. A broad and often-noted domain in the program
guidelines, tnis category refers to teachers' instructional practices

and their perceptnons of, and attitudes toward parents; particularly

parent involvement in their classrooms; and their personal edac3tional
philosophy.

lnstitutional policiss and procedures. This domain includes the
activities and procedures that are found outside the classroom,

but which influence what goes on in the classrcom. Such policies
and BFéééddFéé include the decision-making bodies and mechanisms

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

school, procedures for prov101nc services to.chiidren either inside

- or outsnde the classroom patterns of Comnunucatxon and coordina~

tion in the =chool and between the’ school and other rnstltutnons

' and _training that the school provxdes for teachers parents; and

e Community and educational context. No school of Fant]y exists
in a vacuun: The program quucet:ne> recognize trat everything Lhct

occurs in either setting is shaped and on occasion constrained by

cultural, political, and economic factors in the community, and by

priorities, policxes and programs of the scroo‘ district. Another

important featiure of the community context is the services for

families and children that are available from agencnes cutside the

X : school. _ i
$ 11 : P
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e Child and family background. Although not generally Susceptible
to change by school programs, the backaground of the child and his
or her familvy are recognized in the guidelines to be important

‘determinants of development. This domain includes such factors

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

language spoken in the home, and prior preschool expernence.

® Teacher background characteristics. The guidelines say little
about particular effects of -specific background characceristics;
but they and the literature do suggest that such factors are
important influences on the teachers’ behavior and ultimately

on child development: The gundellnesrrefer spec:flca]ly to certain

ggggrlenggg that at least some program teachers should have had

- such -as training in biiingual education, or training in child
development; the: literature also sugdests that ethnicity, number
of years of teaching experi€nce; and experience in speciai projects
also influence teachers' professional behavior. '

assumed to exist among these varuous factors. Gonsequently, Figure 1

portrays only a cycle of contlnuous interactions that is driven by
nncrementalrchanges acting on each other in a positive way. One objectlve

of this evaluation will be to explore and describe the strength and direction
of relationships between variables within each domain.

However; the gu:delxnes are quite clear in specifying an order in

which changes occur to produce impacts on elements of the interactive cycle

.represented in Flgure 1: Any program that seeks to create developwental
continuity mus; flrst_lmpact on institutions, gnd thrgugh them or parents.
éhd tééthéré, béfbre Tt impétté bh Childféh., FigUfé’Z presents an analytic

As shown, PDC is expected to produce first certain interactive

conditions favorable to the institutionalization of developmenta! continuity,

which are ther expected to lead to changes in child development outcomes.
The operational strategy for producing these favorable conditions. is to
bring about the institutional 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
developmentally continuous. At first; it is expected that the change flow

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

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

course, the expectation is to create a chain of interactive changes that
spread over time to eventually produce the k:nd of developmenta] cycle -

itllustrated in Flgure 1. In a sense, then, the analytic model of Figure 2
represents an early stage in the PDC implementation process, and the
ultimate ‘steady state is represented by Figure 1.

P
,9_:')
.\,‘v
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Figure 2

The Change Flow Assumed in PDC

/instirurional Policies \
and Procedures of Y
_ Paicipatng |
Head Start Cemters |
, and IPublic /-
| \Bemenary schools /

Teacher
Artitudes
. and
_Kriowledge /

Teacner
Behzsior

and y
~ Classroom /7

Betzaviors
~ and
{ Rel=xionship
. with  /

Cuaild and Faniiy 3
‘Background |
 Crancreristes

Child Development
REY: ' Owcomes | .

¢ Institutionalization of

/,,, e - - - --. -
-~ Developmental Continuity

”~
S




What |s the PDC Treatment?

We have noted that the u]tlmate goal for the PBE program is to

enhanice the social competence of the children it serves by prov:dlng

developmental continuity. Some of the assumptions impiicit in the guide-
lines about the interactivé factors involved if this process have _already
been examined. The dUéStibh we must ask next is exactly how the PDC

prOJect was intended to’ lmpacf upon: the factors that the guidelines

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

is the PDE treatment?

answering thlS questuon. in the ln:roauctlon to these gu:dellnes the
following ététéMEht appears:

greater contlnunty of education and comprehens:ve cnild

development services for children as they maks the tran-
sition from preschool to school...Developmental Continuity,
as it is used here, can be defined as planned programs.
structures, systems; or procedures by which adults prov:da
children with experiences that foster and support continuous
deveiopment.!' (emphasis added)

PrOJect Developmental Continuity seeks to enhance children's social

competenicy by creating greater continuity among children's experiences in

the school and between children's home ard school experiences. The guide--
lines do not attempt to Specify what continuity of experience should look
like, but instead outline a3 set of planned programs, structures, systefis,

or procedures that, if implemented; will result in the desired continuity.

These structures, then; are the. basic PDC treatment that should be present

at all sites; within this general framework each site is free to develop
its own program.

?éﬁié 1 contanns brlef descr:pt:ons of the structures or programs

prescripad in the. gu:del:nes for project sites. These prescriptions out-
line 2 ser of activities for all PDC programs to impiement. Following
the earlier model, these guidelines are aimed at the classroom; at parents,

and at tne school or center as an instituticn.

{dentifving an Evaluation Methodology
Approoriate for the PDC Treatment

Having specified the PDC t-eatment as described-in thérgqﬁﬁejiﬁés

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

to the goals of the PDC program. Although this process zlso begar with

the program au:de]lnes it was necessarily shaped by other considerations

;";,;:
~ T
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The PDC Treatment as Described in the CGuidelines

Plannied Progranms, Strustuves; Systems or Procedures
that Foster ord S.pport Continuous Development

At the Institutiocnal Level

- &
>

Planning and Decision Making

1. Formallzed broad representation in decision-making grOUps |nclud|ng

parents, staff (Head Start and elementary) commun:ty representatlves

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

2. Procedures for ongoing discussion and ‘refinement of che curriculum
that inciude parents, teachers, aides, etc.
3. Establishment of a formal or informal internal assessment System. for

monitoring the school's progress toward meeting its gcals and ObJectlveS.
Management

1. Assign responsibility for education, handicapped, bilingual, etc. to

specific |nd|vnduals at Head Start and elementary levels.

2. Provisions for coordination from Head Start through grade 3 of services
to meet the educational and social needs of hHandicapped and bilingual

children:

3: A coord|nated parent involvement program From Head Start through grade 3.

meining AN

1. Brovide training on decision making and policy making for members of
decision-making groups:

2. . Provide training on the goais and ODJeCtlveS of both the Head Start

and elementary pr6§Faﬁ§;

3: Provide trann:na to make S'af‘ and vo.unteer sensitive to special

-

4 ﬁtovnde tralnlng for parents in how to work with teaching and adminis-
trative staff.

Provide tralnlng for classroom volunteers.

3

raining for parents in how to work with their own children.

)

Provide

~ ONv U

3l

ing for parents in child growth and development.

31

. Provide trai
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inz (continued)

Trai

8.
9:

15.

Provide training for parents in available community resources:
Provide training for teaching staff in meeting the needs of bilingual
children. .

Provide training for teaching staff in the prlnclples of flrst aud
health, and safety practices. . .

Commumnticaticn and Cbbfdihétibﬁ

elementary school parents.

Regularly scheduled communication and coordination between Head Start

and eiementarV feachlng staff.

P?buzsza“ of Services

1:

. .
Provision of a broad range of medical, dental, mentai health, and
nutrition services. . >
60mprehens:ve screening and diagnostic assessiient of every child
upen enrol Iment. ;

Provision of an |nterpreter when needed:

At the Level of Classroom Activities

4 Continiious Coerdinated Ciurriculim

,Bevelop or adopt a compatlble, coordlnated currrculum frdm Head Start

fthrough third grade:

Have a curr:culum that Fa;ulxtates the learnlng of basic educationa!l
skills for read:ng, writing, and computatlon.

Have a currnculum that provides continuity of educatlonal and develop-



 Table 1
(continued)

Indivicualized Instrustion

1. Curriculum must be deve]opmentaliy approprié'é

2. lInstruction must be rndlv:duallzed’

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

diagnosed strengths and weaknesses:
4. Former teachers consulted when planning educational cbjectiVég.

Multicultural Perspeciives

-~

1. Prov:de bll}ngual/multlculturél classroom activities, materials and

2. 'Develop a compatlble Head Start-elementary school approach regarding
bilingual education: '

Classroom Services for Handicavved Children

1. Handicapped children mainstreamed to the maximum extent possible.

2. Early diagnosis and evaluation of children with learning disabilities.

3: Special materials, structural changes, or classroom reorganization
provided as appropriate for accommodating handicapped children.

-

Whole-Child Ferspeotive

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

2. Hééith education and nutrition integrated with other educatlonal

obJectlve; and activities:

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

- B, Provide nutritional services that reinforce good aspects of foods
T served at home.

5. Familiarize children with health serv:ces they will receive prior to
dellvery -

< Use of Cbmmun 'ty Resourcss

-

1. B:l:ngual/multicﬁjiﬁ?éi resource persons used in the classroom.

o
S

')
i §
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 Table 1

At the Level of the Home and Home-School Activities

Home=-Scrool Commoiication

1. Parents involved in planning educational objectives for their
children:

2. Parents given summary of records on health; medical services and

immunization:

3. Parents familiarized with avajlable health services.

Parent Involvement in School Iife

1. Parents involved in all decision-making bodies.

2. Parents involved in all school decisions.

3. Activities provided for parents that relate to cultural dymamics:
L. Parents used as resource persons in the classroom.

5. Parents involved in classroom activities, special parent events,
activities that stress home-school continuity.

Jties with Children

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

2
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7777777 13636556 anc maintained by

rams throagh ’ﬁ=wr experiences

‘\J

l
and interactions with maticnal ACYF 3 aVE zreatec aitered perceprions
of what FDC is and snould be. Théﬁé aitered percepticons nad to be accim-
modated in the eVéiua’ibﬁ design. Seconc, the FDC 2vsiuation itself exists

within a sroader recearch and palizy environmernt. New iééuéé,ana,cJes-nons

are emercing regularly that coulc apcropriate!v be addressed in the 70T

an immutable se: of culadeiines

evaluation without comporomising the basic evaluation objectives. Conse—

quently, certéin research guesticnrs and Jarlaost rave been aﬁded to the

study in response ;o,AC{F information needs that are of necessarity unigue

or even directly tied to the PDC treatment as defined n the guidelines.
Finally, there are many audiences ~or the PDC evaluation, each with its

own infornation needs. These audiences inciude policy makars ip Washiagton,

the research and evaluation community, anc of course practitioners in the

f:e]d lnso‘ar as possxble the needs of these audiences have been accom-
modated within the evaluation desian:

Purpose of the PDC Evaluation

The major purpose of the PDC evaluatlon is to ald the Admlnustratlon
for Children, Youth and Familijes in its efforts to design effective

programs for children. The evaluation was planned in two phases: the
first to determine the feasibility of conducting a longitudinal study

of PDC (]974 1977) and the second to carry out that study as one cohort

Qf”ch.]dren progresses from Head Start through the third grade (1979-
1982).

{ P
ige 3



Efforts to describe and analvze program processes segan during
the PDC pianning vear (1974=75) with the preparation of site case studies.
During the foilowing vear tne design for the full Implementation Study

was finalized and pilot data were collected at five sites to evaluate

the aop]ncabxllty of the iaterview forms and the procedures for rqtlrg

implerentation leveis: On the basis of the analysis of the pilot data,
modifications in procedires were made and_a major instrument for assessing
implerentation,; the Implementation Rating Instrument (IRI); was finalized.

During the third program year; this instrument was applled to the

interview data and other documentation from nine sites to provide a compre-

hensive assessment of implementation activities in PBC. Three additional
sites were included in various documentation activities but did not receive
the systematic implementation ratings. At the tnirteenth site, a Navajo
program in Arizona, a case history approach to assessing both ifiplemeritation
and impact was taken.

Overall Design of the Phase !l Longitudinal Study

The longitudinal study design was established by the original evaluatlon

RFP in 1974. It specified that one cohort of PDC children and their
families would be identified and repeatedly assessed, from the time the
children entered Head Start until they completed third grade. |t further
specified that the performance of these children was to be contrasted
with ;héf of a comparable group of children who had also attended Head

Start, but who went on to attend non-PDC elementary schools. Comparison-

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

judged similar in important respects to the PDC schools. Considerable
effort was devoted in the first phase of the evaluation to determining

which schools should serve as comparisons for the PDC schools, and a survey
was conducted in sprirg 1979 to obtain updated information on the comparability

of the schools:

ress, it is critical that the nature of the PDC evaluation desugn be

understood: the comparison group censists of chuldren who also,attendediif
Hééd Statt. In other words, the PDC evaluatlon was desngned to compare the

it was not de5|gned as an evaluatlon of the Head Start program, per se.
The reader should bear in mind when. judging our findings that both groups--°DF

and comparison--comprise Head Start children and their famities.

Q)

L
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ResearthAQuestLons, Cbhstructs, and Vérfépiés_

guestions:

1. What tmpact has the FDC program had on (z ) echildren’s
deveuopmert (D) parents’ knowledae ‘and attitudes, (¢)
parents’ benaviors, (d) teachers'’ a*tztuaes and xnowbedbe,
(e) teacrers' bencvior and ciassroom zctivities; and (F)

- o —-a-

: znstztutzonal poccieies and procedures?

2. Irrespecpzve of *reatrenp, what factors cr patterns of

Jactors help account for meanzngJup outcomes in each

domazin?

3. 'To what extent do these factors cffect the velationship
betuween the PDC program and its impacts?

Stated Uiéééréﬁtiy the first task of the PDC evaluation is to deter-

mine PDC p program effects through comparxsons of PDC and comparison teachers,

parents, and children on selected varlab]es.f For example, the frequency

of parent visits to PDC and comparison schools is compared to determine
whether PDC has had any lmpact on_that aspect of parent involvement in

schools. The next task is to explain the results of. these comparisons

using whatever qualltatlve and quantitative information is available:

For example, at sites where there are relatively few or no differences

between PDE and comparlson parents' |nvolvement in the school wWe may find

that the comparlson schools have instituted a parent lnvolvement program
patterned after PDC's. 1t might be,reaspnab]e to conclude from this that,
contrary to appearances, PDC has indeed had an impact ‘upon parent involvement
in the schools in gquestion, and that impact has diffused to the comparison
institutions.

Having examined the similarities and differences between PDC and

comparison groups along various dimensions, the final task for the evaluation

is to examine the relatlonshxps among chllg _parent, teacher, ;nst:tgt:ona},
and community variables, disregarding the PDC/comparison grouping. Extending
the preceding example; we might discover that schools with active and

successful parent involvement programs, be they POC or comparison, tend

to have similar institutional policies or procedures (such as regu‘ar

newsletters, parent training programs,rand desngnated parent lnvolvement

of the PDC treatment, they would be of obvious interest to educators and
pollcy makers v:shlng to expand the role of parents: in school programs.

Lo
bisa
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" Constructs Addressed bv the Evaluation

As we have ssid; a pervading concern in the design of this evaluation
has been ensuring that the domains and varlables measured are indeed

reievan* and ~appror - xa.e to tne objectxves of *he PDC p-ogram. Tne

been descrlbed. Fol]ownng this process a set of constructs was identified

in each |mpact domain for attention by the evaluation: These construc*s
are listed in Tabie 2:

For the most part these constructs follow the conceptua]xzatlon of
the PDC treatment tnat was mapped in the program guidelines and refined
by ACYF ard project staffs (see Table 2). Thus,; the constructs described
in thé :abie géhérally rehresent the areas in which ?Bc‘was saﬁﬁaséa

differences could be predicted: There are some exceptlons to this general

rule, however. Most exceptions are found in the domain of Teacher Behaviors

and C]assroom Actuvucses where several constructs-—Structure and Content
of C]assroom Envnronment Classroom Climate, Intellectual Stimulation,
C]assroom Hanagement, and Inétructional Aporoachiiwere added désoité the

that PDC should have in these areas. They were |nc1uded in tne eva]uatlor

s:gnlflcantly to child deve]opment outcomes. Although few hypotheses
could be formulated about PDC/comparison dlfferences in these areas,
they were nonetheless nncluded because of their potential ut|1|ty in

an%wering Research Questions 2 and 3.

Variables and Data Sources

For each construct in every domain an array of varlables was. |dentified
through consultatlon with ACYF local project staff and outs:de experts,
following the procedures outlined ear]ger. For each,varlab]e, decisions
were made about the best sources of information and data collection metho-
dology. Wherever possible an attempt was made to ''triangulate'' on the
desired information by collecting data on the same phenomenon in multinle

ways from different sources:. Table 3 lists the data collectloniin§truments

and methods deve]oped for the evaluation- more extens:ve descriptions of
the instruments can be found in Volumes II, [Il, IV, and V of the series:



Table 2

Domains and Constructs Addressed by the PDC Evaluation

[ €ziia Deveioorexc Gurcomes |

e Academic skills and abilities e Learning attitudes
e Health and nutrition status e Classroom behavior
™ Soc:al-emotlonal development '

| Parents' Benzvicrs |

o

3‘
[0
0|

‘s Role of parents in school e Parent-child act
life } in the home

[Parents’ Krowlecge and Attiiudes |
Parerits' perceptions of the

® Parents' attitudes toward °
the school as an insti- schools' help in meeting
tution _ the needs of their families

® Structure and content of

Instructlonal approach

classroom environment Classroom management

IndIVIduallzatlon of

® Delivery of special services

to children__ . instruction .
e Classroom climate ® Use of community resources
e Meeting needs of handi- e Meeting affective/emotional
~ capped ckildren needs
e Intellectual §§lmula*|on e Multicultural perspectlve
e Home-school continuity
® Contacts wnth other teachprs

| Teachers! Attitudes |

e Attitudes toward parental e Attitudes toward the

involvement _ school/center
° Percept:ons of change

[ Institutionai Policies and Procedures |
© Planning and decision making e Communication and coor-
® Provision of §3FVi§§§ 777777 _ dination
® Use of community resources e Training
o . 13 J3

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 3

Data €Eollection Methodclogies*

| Child Develicoment Cutcomes |

- , : : Abbre-
Instrument : Type Viation

Peabody Individual Achieve- Individually administered PIAT
ment Test S published test \

McCarthy Scales of Children's  Individually administered HSCA
Abilities published test '

Bilingual Syntax Measure Individually administered ‘ BSM
‘ published test

Preschool Interpersonal Individually administered PIPS
Problem Solving Test published test
Child Interview : Semistructured interview cl

ratings

€hild Rating Scale Teacher ratings of individual CRS
' children :
Pupil Observation Checklist Tester ratings of child's POCL
behavior during test
administration

[Parents’ Attitudes and Behaviors |

Parent Interview . Structured interview with Pi

parents of children in test
cohort

*See Appendix A of Volume | for complete descriptions of instruments:

<o
Y




{

 Table 3
{continued)

> —
=z, onC Senzriors |

Instrument

Teacher Interview
Classroom Environment
Observation

Classroom Activities Record

Focused Observations

Structured interview

Checklist and rating form

Time-sampling observation and
rating form ‘

Semistruoctured observations
and rating form

Case Studies

Site Visits

Records

wni
-
+
o

Documents prepared by Pacific
Consiltarits for ACYF in
1978-79

One-week visits by High/Scope

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

Abbre-
viation

Al



Data Collection Procedures

- The data collection routine,designed to result in data of the
highest possible quality, included the following:

e An organizational structure for individuals involved in_the
data collection effort was outlined; role responsibilities
were defined, and detailed training manuals were produced.

& Training models were designed that specified tester and
observer performance standards and provided for sessions
with large-group, small-group and individualized instruc-
tidﬁ; déily reviews of each field staff's pérfbrﬁéhcé, and
discussion of potential problems.

e Onsite monitoring of field staff by trainers was conducted

prior to the start of the actual data collection:

During the data collection periocd, testers were responsible
for monitoring each other's performance on a weekly basis:

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

Six types of analvses were performed on spring 1979 data:
e descriptive characteristics of PDC and comparison group samples

for which data were collected in spring 1979;
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consequences;

characteristics of the instruments in the spring 1979 PDC battery;

e offects of the PDC program oh participating children, both over
time and as of spring 1979; when most of the children were in
grade_l;

e analyses of effects of PDC on parents, on classrooms and

teachers, and on schools and institutional settings;
e analysis of relationships among teacher, parent and child variables.
The several steps of these analyses and the results are described fully in

Volumes 11, 111, IV, and V of this report and are summarized in this volume.
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{MPACT: ON INSTITUTIONS _ ' \ee:

PDC has beern lmplemented at sites that differ in many ways. The .

social and educational contexts of the PDC sites have influenced the nature
and strength of PDC implementation. |In addition, PDC has had an impact
on the |nst|tut|onaI policies and procedures of partlcipétihg Head §tarf
centeérs and elementary schools. This section summarizes findings about

the effetts 6f tdhtéit féttd*é bn PDC lmplementatnon and o‘ PDC on )

as of spring 1979:

Contextusl Influences on PDC

Four broad Factors are seen as crucnai to lmplementatnon of PDC

within the context of each site: the community context; the nnstltut;onal

env:ronment; administrative norms and practices; and curr:culer philosophy

and practices: While these four factors had a significant influence on

PDC nmplementatlon at all the s;tes they also lnLeracted with PDC in a

distinctive manner from site to site. Thus, while certain ~aspects of the

social and educational setting generally seem toO be important in determining
the nature of lmp]ementatlon they are not |mportant in the same way from

one setting to another. .

The communlty contexts and lnstntutnonal envuronment within wh:ch PDC

has been implemented have had a range of influences on the program; from

constralning to catalytic: These environments have changed over the years

and our '‘reading'' of them in spring 1979 may not reflect what they were

like in 1975-75. Their effect has been, most broadly, to create a 'pre-

disposition' to successful implementation. Values, social trends and
historical experiences among institutions have been the “intanglbles“ that

various actors have drawn upon in relatiag to PDC. At times, the merits
of the program; its uniqueness, have not been what participants have seen;

instead they have associated their previous experiences with similar programs
in evaluating PDC's 'potential’ and worth. The values inherent in the

program have been crucial to a determination that such a program should be

supported, but the sometimes varlable “clnmate“rln which the program has
grown has clearly 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; communication channels,

and the support of those outside the program have ail had a reverberating
effect |n54defthe program. PDC is not being implemeited in a vacuum; rather

Co
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it is developlng and evolvnng in an already fu]] educat.ona] envnronment,
with existing curricula, other programs and activities, and more or less
fully developed riles for decision-making in various domains. Thgs the
cooperation of those already empowered in that changing, full environment
has been crucial--it has been; in many ways; up to them to make a spacc
- for PDC. -

PDC Jrgnxfxcantly because PDC brought to |ts settlngsra phllosophy that

Had clear lmplxcatlcns for currlcular practlce. PDC was desngned to brlng
about institutional change, guided by a clear philosophy of the kind of

educational programming that most effectzvely meets chlldren s needs. PDC
appears to. have had only moderate influence on the_ forma] district curric-
ulum used in the PDC schools,; largely because curricu:ar deg15|gnfmak|ng

is centralized in the large hajékiti of school districts. But PDC has been

able to influence curriculum significantly in the sense that curriculum

means the entire network of programs and services offered by a school:

The working out of a variety of relationships and responsibilities, the
developnent of program and currlculax strategies, the selection of staff for
the PDC program; are all e]ements that appear to_ have <tab|1|zed at this
ponnt 1n tlme As the PDC prOJect moves toward |ts termnnatxon as a

ficance in signalling its future. Social and educational trends external.

to the program are 11ke]y to have as much nhfluence on prospects for insti-

tutionalization as.are the strateg:es that have been chosen for implementing

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

strategies themselves have been chosen, at leget in part, as a response to
external pressures, constraints and opportunities.

PBE's Influences on Institutional Policies and Procedures

The contrasts of PDC and comparlson schools on the generated varnab]es,

as well as analyses of the resporises to the individual |tews in the spring

1979 Administrator Interview, suggest that PDC has had its own influences
on participating institutions. These influences can be summarized as follows:

e PDC respondents rated the relative and absolute influence of

forma] ~groups on schoo] decision-making more highly than did
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involved in school decision-making than did comparison respondents:

e POC adhiihiétratbré i—ep"c;rted afb'rba;der range of people 'a:SVDZthIC!'
pating in school decision-making than did comparison administrators,
especially with regard to parents, teachers and zdrinistrators from

other schools:
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’

PDC prunc:pals and center directors also llsted a broader range

®
of grades or levels of teachers as represent d on formal groups
then did their colleagues in comparison schools or centers.

™ Flnally, PDC respondents rated higher levels of uncrease in teacher

and parent involvement in school decnsxon-maklng over the past

three years than-did their peers at comparison lnstltutlons.

appear more. llkely to be in place in PDC than at comparison schools and
centers. This conclusion is supported by two factors. The first has to do
with increases in the formalization of school decision-making. PDC adminis-
trators not only attached more influence to formal groups in school decision-

making than did their comparison colleagues, they also reported that mores

formal groups are involved in decudlng about curriculum; individualization

of instruction, use of resources and personnel matters:

The second factor relates to |ncreases in the accessibility to school

decision-making. 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.

ﬁur current flndln5§ on PDC's lmpact on the policies and procedures

of part’cipating institutions lndlcate that structural provisions for

develormental contlnulty, as measured by increases in the formallzatuon

to suﬁpért this conclusnon. Aiditional support for thlS conclusion comes

from reSpOndents perceptlons of greater increases in_the involvement and

participation of parents in school affairs. Thus; PDC has generally produced

the institutional changes that are necessary if administrators, teachers
and _parents are to. consolldate their efforts to provide children with

- |
{

As of spring 1979 we can offer a general c0nclus|on. él'r’riplyjputj ln i

the case of PDC, the direction of influence has been two-way.” Although the

PDC program has been powerfullv shaped by local, external factors,; it has

produced its own influence in that it has, for the most part, Succeeded in

creatlng the formal |nst|tutxonal condltsons that are favorable to the




In the now c]assnc Rand study of federal programs 5upporL»ng educa-

gf mutualfadaptat[on as a way of descrxb:ng what happens in the process of‘
implementing an educational innovation; that is, both the program and the
setting are changed. |In the case of PDT; we know that a process of mutual

adaptation was logically implied in the program guidelines: 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.
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IMPACT ON PARENTS ~
One component of the PDC program at each site is parent involvement:
The evaluation_has described the extent to which PDC. programs are imple-
menting the parent involvement program;, through interviews with parents,

teachers and administrators.

T

Prog am staff have been successful i
the home and school as evidenced by the fol

n é'hié"i'g PDC's goal of linking
owing:

e PDC parents are more involved in their children's education.

They report a greater incidence of observing in théiF Ehild?éhré

classrooms, of visiting the classrooms on their own initiative and

of going to school to consult with adults other than their
children's teacher.

it

PDC parents are more_ of ten members of commnttees or task forces.
This involvement reflects not only parental growth in terms of

acceptance of responsibility in school matters and appreciation

of their own input but also changes in ‘institutional policies

and procedures.

More PDC _parents work in schcol enther on a paid or volunteer N
basis. "Again unis_ relates dlrectly to the program goal of ‘linking

™ El?aIIYL,Egg parents rate the school as more héibfﬁi B@th overall
and in terms of meeting other parents; finding job training or

job placement’ taking classes and familiarizing them with support
‘'service agencies.

Interpretation of Findings

PDC programs are faced with the task of convnnc:ng parents first of

the 1mportant role they should play in their children's education and

second of the need for them to act on that conviction. According to program

staff many parents feel school staff_and partlcularlv teachers are the

experts in educating their children and that‘parents have little; if anything,

to contribute. The evaluation results suggest that PDC staff have made

._."
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bragréss in their efforts to change this belief and to involve parents

directly in their children's education: Within PPE€ schools; parents are

involved in decision-making groups as 'well as in visiting and/or working

in classrooms:

The fact that more PDC parents work in school ‘means that school staff
are reaching out_to parents, asking them to become involved. _For many
teachers parent involvement in school matters; partlcularly,claééfédh
work, is a foreign concept. PDC has clearly been successful in getting
teachers and other school staff not only to accept the need for parent

involvement but also to actively encourage it

The flndlng that parents rate the PDC school as helpful speaks to
the mu]tndnmensnonallty of PDC: PDC focuses on the whole child and his
family. PDC parents view the school as a place where the|r children
receive classroom instruction and as an institution that is concerned about

the physical; psychological and economical well-being of their family.

\

After three years of programEéjp]ementatlon the sites; as a who]e,

e gap between home and school. They

have been successful in bridging
have lnvolved parents in schools in\yarious capacntles and have changed
parents' perceptions of the school fram that of a learning institution
to that of an institution concernied with the well-being of families.

Some of the evaiuatlon results from t.e lntervnews w:th parents

rlson teachers: Chapter

by results of the interviews with PBC and c

VI descrnbes the inf ormatlon co]]ected from tea

ers,rlncludlng thelr

h‘:;\‘ ,
&
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IMPAET ON TE (GHERS
~
\;i
_ We have studied ‘the effect of the PDC program on the attitudes and
. classroom behaviors of teachers through interviews.with teachers and
observations in classrooms. Classroom observations were conducted for the

grade one classrooms in which the PDC and evaluation students were enrolled,

and those teachers were interviewed: In addition; at other grades; a

sample of teachers was lnterblewed and classrooms were obseryed.

Summary of Findings 4 ~.

The PDEC programs have clearly been successful in three i important

areas: teacher lmplementatlon of an individualized curriculum,; more

frequent teacher participation in formal curriculum planning, and teacher

promotion of more parent involvement in PDC schools and centers:

B The Teacher Intervnew revea]ed that PDC teachers reported more
individualization of instruction than comparison teachers in three areas:

e PBG teachers supported more child choice in plannlng language

arts and math activities:

PDC teachers advocated a wider variety of activities in language
arts and math.

PDC teachers reported working more with individual children or
with small groups than with large groups.

The Glassroom Observation System corroborated these flndlngs in that PDC

teachers were observed as providing a wider variety of activities in language

and math than comparlson teachers. Moreover, PDC classrooms showed more

evidence of accommodations for handicapped children, another lndlcatlon of
individualization of instruction.

@ore frequent partncupa*non with other teachers |n forma] currlculum
:commlttees than did comparison teachers. They a]so reported a greater

Start center:

The third major area of interest, parent involvement,; shows very signi-

ficant dlfferences between PDC and comparison teachers: PBE teachers reported

a greater change in the kinds of things that parents do when they visit the

classroom; more parent involvement in certain nontraditional activities in

the classroom, and more positive attutudes toward parent involvement than

Q . 33
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The teacher reports about the involvement of parent

self reports of parents; PDC parents report a greater incidence of observ]ng

in their children's classroom and'of working in the school on a paid or
volunteer ‘basis. :

Another focus of the PDC programLhas been the incorporatlon into the

classroom of community resources. - Aga'n PDC teachers reported more frequent
use of people or resources from their community in the classroom than

comparison teachers: PDC teachers also reported more frequent discussions

wnth the|r students about the roles and \services pr0v1ded by varuous

The findings reported up to this pOInt have all favored PDC teachers.

A few i-tems; however, appear to favor comparison teachers: Analysis of

one variable from the Teacher Interview and two Global Ratings from the

Classroom Observation System revealed highér outcomes for the comparison

teachersfthanifor the PDC teachers on: satisfaction with certajniextrlnsic
aspects of their job situations, neatness and organization of their

classrooms, and classroom managerlal skill. {comparison teachers made

childrenn wait less often than PDC teachers): A poss;ble explanation

for the c]assroom envnronment and management flndnngs is that efforts to

looking rooms and in children havnng to wait more for individual teacher

attenthn. Thls, of course |s not a]ways the casel but because there

rated hlgher than comparlson teachers,; it may have a bearlng on the flndlngs.

Reasons for comparison teachers reportnng greater extrinsic job satisfaction

are not apparent and will be explored in future analyses.

Interpretation of Findings

The success of the PDE program in 1nfluenC|ng individualization of

curriculum, teacher participation in informal curriculum planning, and

teacher promotion of more parent involvement is noteworthy. The amount

of work required to lnduvudualtze the curriculum for each child is enormous.

1;Among other things, more planning is required, more testing is required,

and a3 greater diversity of materlals is requured, all of which necessitate

devoting much more time to class preparation and record- keeplng. Given

the\already heavy workload of many teachers, the SIgnlflcant PDC-comparison

dlffekence in individualization of curriculum is impressive.

.
lncreased PDC teacher participation on currnculum commlttees is also

an achlevement, given their workload and the. national trend toward greater
centralxzat&bn of curriculum decusnon-maklng Although texts may be stan-

dardized across districts, decisions within Eunldlngsf and across and within

grade levels, may still be made regarding pacing of material and emphasis,
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and this appears to be happenlng more in PDC sehocls than in comparison
schools. Further; given the traditional |solat|on of most teachers in
their own classrooms, the greater increase in PDC teachers' krowledge of
what goes on in another building is also a singular achievement. This

increased knowledge -indicates major progress toward more coordination

between Head Start and the public schoolf, and is fundamental to developing
a contlnuous curriculum.

,Thé third area o of PDC S effect on teachers, that of parent involvement

in classroom ac tivitiéé in substantlve ways, represents a sharp break with

tradition: Ass'h'latlng parents into the classroom can be,problematuc for

benefit: The fact that PDC teachers, both by word and by deed, are more

positive toward parent involvement in their classrooms than comparison

~ teachers lS a maJcr program achlevement.

The consistency of these findings (in teacher interviews and obser-

vations) clearly attests to the success of the PDC program in influencing

both Eéacher attltudes and behaviors. The _parent descrlptlcns of thE|r

behaviors of the teachers:

In view of these findings we can say that, after three years of

program implementation, PDC sites on the whole have been successful in

bringing about greater individualization of instruction; more coordination

both within and across schools and centers, and greater parent involvement
in specific kinds of activities in the classroom.

b
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IMPACT ON CHILDREN
_ In looking at the impact of PDC on the children in the evaluation cohort,

we first considered the differences on all the child ocltcome measiures between
the PDC and comparison groups. We then looked at the relationship between

child outcomes and variables from other domains that might influence child
outcomes, such as teacher and parent characteristics and attitudes. The

. third step involved looking at the extent to which variables in the other
domains influenced the relationship of educational rreatment (PD€ versus
comparison) to child outcomes. For example, we considered whether the effect
of the PDC or comparison program on the achievement of children differed for

children whose parents had different attitudes. A final statement summarizes
the findings in general terms and analyzes their implications.

PDC's Impact on Ehild Qutcome Measures

 We addressed three questions, each aimed at a different type of over-
all comparison of test scores for children in the PDC program with children
in the comparison groups. The questions were:

Considering outcome variabfes one at a time, are
PDC and comparnison children diffenent grom one
anotnen at the end of §irst ghade (spring 1979)7

‘In particular, are there ghoup main effects ox

gnoup-ty-site interactions? :

Considening all outcome varniables simuftaneously,
are PDC and companison children different at the
end 0§ §inst ghade (spring 1979)7 In panticulanr,
is theie a ghroup main effect on group-by-site
interactions? -

Considering abl occasions of measurement of each
chitd outcome variable gnom fall 1976 thiough

spring 1979, axe thene Trends and patterns oven

time in gnoup differences on group-by-site inten-
action;? )

The following summary is restricted to analyses for the sample tested
in English. The sample of children tested at some times in Spanish was
analyzed separately; but we cannot report complete analyses because of

problems in interpretation associated with reduced sample size and gross

imbalances in distribution across sites.

(2N
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Summary of Findings.for Child Outcome Measures

Peabody Individual Achievement Test - Reading. The comparison groups

had a higher average score on the reading test at grade one. When the

reading test scores were included in analyses wuth the other child outcome

. measures, -there was also a difference in the average scores favorlng the

comparison group:. However, when the low-scoring PDC sample from one site
which had rio comparison group was removed from the total samiple, the
differences between the PDC and comparison groups dlsappeared

There were differences by snte in the relatlonshlp of the PDC and
comparison group test scores:

® At two sites; children from the comparison groups

had higher mean PIAT-Reading scores than. children
from the PDC group. :

M At two Sltes, chlldren |g thefcomparlson groups had
spr:ng,krndergarten and sprlng fnrst grade,than did .
PDC children; while at one site,; the opposite occurred.

Eéféiiﬁ94555lééeéfetﬁilﬂiéﬁjéeAEiliiié§4:4HEEBéleElﬁéﬁig;7 There were

site-specific differences between the PDC and comparison groups on the verbal

fluency scores. The PDC group had higher scores than the comparison group at
one site, while the comparison group was h|gher at another.

Bilihgual Syntax Measure - Engllsh A small but stat:stntally sngnnf:-
cant difference favored the ccmparison group on the English version of the

Bilingual Syntax Measure.

EhildABaIJDQAScale:Z,AAggreSSJveness“ Scale. When the rating scale

information was analyzed over several rating periods, a difference was found

-favor:ng the comparison group. This difference for the total sample resulted

from a dnfference between the PDC and comparison groups at a single site:

sfghlfncant dnfference‘?avored the compar:son group. Children in the compari-
son group were rated, on_the average; as less dependent than the children in
the—PﬂC §rbub At two s:tes, there were Iower average ratings by teachers

mic Motivation'' Scale:. 5ig|fference favorlng
the PDC group was discovered for the rating of academic motivation. The

difference was small but statistically s:gnnf:ca1t.

generate proflles of the PDC and comparlson groups. The proflles of the
two groups were significantly different. The differences_for |ndIV|dua]7
measures; however; were |ncon5|stent, some favoring the PDC groups and otiiers

favoring the comparison groups:

38
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interpretaticn of Child Impact Findi’n§,

the”:':;rt s first grade (sprlng 1979) are presented Jn thls,sectlon.
Elrst;7the7setidfiﬁeasgresigsed appears:to have met the psychometric

standards established for the child outcome battery. It also appears to

be identifying variation in achievement among children. The bulk of such

variation, however, appears to be associated with differences between

sites and within groups, rather than with differences between PDC and
comparison treatment groups. Second, the analytlc approaches used in thls
report seem appropriate for the task of identifying differences between PDC

‘and comparlson groups,; since they provnde fair consistency in their f;ndlngs
across a variety of approaches. Third; the analyses carried out discriminate

between treatment groups and identify outcome differences; but these

differences as of the end of the first grade are too small to be educationally

meanungfu]. If there were educationally meaningful differences between PDC

and comparlson chi]dren WIthln the _scope. of the outcomes measured, we believe

‘On the basis of our analyses of impact on child outcome measures for
grade one we conglude therefore, that there are no significant, educationally
interpretable differences overall between PDC and comparison groups of
children: :

Some differences at the level of individual sites do appear between PDC

and comparison groups. Site-level analyses, however, require technigues
different from those used for analyses of child outcome measures for the

total sample of zhildren across all sites. Statistical adjustments that

were correct for initial differences between the total PDC and comparison
group samples at the time of entry into the Head Start program may leave

large differences between groups at particular sites on the entry-level
measures: These differences may in turn affect site-level outcome differences
between treatment groups identified in the statistical analyses. We will

examine site-level phenomena in greater depth in analyses conducted at sub-

sequent grade levels {two and three); utilizing procedures tailored to site-
specific analyses.

and comparlson children available for testlng in spring 1979 are no longer

fully comparable. PDC children remaining in the sample at grade one had

lower test scores on tests given at entry into Head Start than comparison
children: The profiles of entry-level test Scores were different for the
two groups: Though these differences were not large; they corsistently

favored the comparison group: No group differences appeared on demographic

variables such as race and s65|6e66n651c status. The issue of the changing

comparabu]:ty of PDC and comparlson members of the study cohort will be a

specific focus of analytic concern in the future; our aim will be prlmarlly
.to come to understand how it happened



The Relation of Other Study Measures to Grade
One Outcomes, Regardless of Treatment

We conducted preliminary analyses to determine whether there are
associations between the child outcome measures and the variables which
measure aspects of family background, teacher background and teacher
attitudes, and the behaviors that may be .considered to be program ”outcomes.“
These analyses are preliminary because they are based on only one year's data,
because we have not yet developed a detailed model of the expected relations

‘between these areas, and because they make certain conservative assumptions

~about the appropriate ways to group results for analyses across the variable

groups. These preliminary analyses demonstrate that certain relatnonshups
can be identified between child cutcomes and background variables for
teachers and parentsS, as well as teacher attitude and behavior variables.
We will conduct further analyses with data from later grades.

Surmary of Findings

Family background and child outcomes. Family characternstlcs show
consistent and positive associations with grade one child outcome measures.
The broadest range of such associations occurs for mother's educatlon and
family income. Higher levels of mother's education and family income are
associated w:th higher scores on several of the child outcome measures. The

relationships were small but consistent and statistically significant. These

findings are consistent with the usual findings of relatlonshnps between

famlly social status and child achievement. Family income and the educa-
tional level of the mother are frequently included in definitions of family

social status.

IeachexgbackgpounduandAchpui:nncomes, Perhaps the most notable

ohe: rone gfﬁghe more tradltlonally "gcademjc” qhgld outcome measures (such _
as the two Bilingual Syntax Measures-<English and Spanish tests or the two
PéabddjrlhdiVidua] Achievement Téété::Réadiﬁg ahd Hath) show any relation-

show relatnonshlps with child outcomes related to task and interpersonal

competencies. The number of years of teachnng at a school is related nega-

tively to "Aggressiveness'' (with the teachers with the most experience rating
the children as least aggressive), and to ''Dependence''--both measures

being based on teacher ratings. The téacher's educational level is related
positively to_ ratings of students on 'Task Orientation' and ”SdClablllty .

views wnth chlldren
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Teacher outcomes and child outcomes. The observer's rating of the

teacher's extent of structurlng in language arts and in mathematics

activities in the classroom is associated with students' scores on the

Bilingual Syntax Measure--Engllsh Teachers Wlth children wnth higher
scores on this measure were teachers who tended to be rated as providing
more child-centered activities or a more Heterogenieous approack to instruction.

A second composite measure (from ratings based on teacher interviews),
the eiteht 6f teathers efforts to adapt the educat|0na1 program to the

ratings of the children by teachers: !'Self Assurance'' and "'Academic

Motivation:!' Since these associations are based on information from the
teacher the ump]ncatlon is that thOSe teacher< who saw themse]ves as

trying the hardest to adapt their educational efforts to individual child
needs were also the ones who rated their children hlghest on “'Self Assurance'
and ''Academic Motivation."

'E'r'rl"'.’.”""Q"’ 'E'r****”'r*: of PDE E parison Program

are consistent with past findings. The nnformatlon about faml]y background

can be used to remove the effect of famu]y social status from the child

ggtegme scores,; to more clearly reveal the effect of other variables on
child outcomes.: v

Since familyest:uctnte,and mother's employment are related to different

aspects of child outcomes, we need to look at the relationship between family

Structure and mother's emp]oyment to understand more fully their influences
on child outcomes.

Some relationships were found between teacher background, attitude and
behavior variables. Teacher background; attitude and classroom nnstructibhal
behavior variables are related to teacher ratings of their students and to
child outcomes which are less traditionally ''academic." '

Relationship Between Program, Other Variables
and Child Outcomes

comparison) and child outcomes in relation to other variables such as

parerit and family characterlstlcs, teacher background or outcomes for

teachers. We found no |nteract10ns between the educational treatment and

other variab]es in thelr action upon chlld ootcomes: In other words; the

program's impact on children so far has not been found to differ when

different family backgrounds, or teachers showing different 1evels of program
impact themselves are considered.




Membership in a PDC or comparison group did not help to account for
more of the variation ir child outcome measures, after we used variables

such as family background, site differences, and the attitudes and instruc-

tional behavior of teachers. However, a number of these analyses still

remain to be carried out. During the next analytic stages, we will develop
more detailed ideas about the ways in which educational treatments such as.

the PDC program might influence child outcomes; as well as the ways in which
other variables might affect that relaticnship: These more detailed

~ Developmental Continuity on its children.
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