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Process monitoring in school prevention
trials

Purposes: interpretation, dissemination

Measures: fidelity, quality, emerging
problems

Characteristics: multilevel

Tendence to report in literature: three models
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Principles of process monitoring in

1 Eco-ergonomy

' Fidelity and critical issues

1 Cultural adaptation



€EU-Dap M Report system

Structured forms

* Units (12)

« Peers (7)

« Parents (3)

« Additional/alternative programs (2)

Mail, fax, e-mail

Reminders



Report on “Unplugged “ base program- UNIT 1
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Compliance with the
system (Oct 05, 6 centres)
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Core Units
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Conduction time of
core units

Average time per program core unit in 6 centres
(Oct 05)

80

60 ——|_-—_ —! —! [ e e .I—l_l —

O Minutes

Time
1N
o

i
|

B % classes with
20 H || completed unit

o nlhl

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Core Units



Complementary components:
peers’ and parents’ involvement

= Peers: low degree of report (all centres but 2)
and implementation (all centres but 2)

= Parents: low participation rates (<20%) in 4
out of 7 reporting centres




Conclusions |

Reporting system feasible and informative
Reporting attitude influenced by application

Clarity, timing and accessibility for delivery
Important

Large variations between centres



Conclusions |l

= Program critical points

= Base curriculum: length of units, cultural adaptation
= Peers: clarity of tasks

= Parents: strategies of involvement

= Suggestions

= Incorporate monitoring data in analysis of effects



