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_gathered during lbcal site’ visits conducted in the spring and fall o
'A972: The two\basgc evaluative’ qUestions dsked are: (1) What was Home S

Start intended by ite planners/to be? and (2) Ho$ closely have the .+

- plans been realized 'at the end of the first nine months? Part I of SR

. . the report examines initial planning documents, including minutes

from earlier planning meetings, the "Home¢ Séact Guidelines," the : :
- “pvaluation Work Statement," and the 16 project proposals, in order , o
- to’ identlfy basic featurés of the new program\ Documents are compared
 for consisténcy; in some areas they vere found to say conflicting .

" things, ‘but on the whole, a clear model of/the, prqgram.emerges.. Part
//,,_Il_examines three types of implementation datag includings: (1) e
, ;G<stat1stics about famllies,wstaff, projedt ‘characteristics, and coststw,nwvv;

(2) narrative descriptlons of project orqanizatlon and- actlvities, - e
- using site visit teanms; and ‘(3) parent and child entering - L
: charag¢er1st10s, based on standardized t#sts, questlonnaires, and: fi
- rating scales. Areas of stength and concern for the planning and S ‘”'i
'implementation of Home start are outllned\ (DP) : ) S
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.|, EXBCUTIVE SUMMARY .-

- “Introduction. . - - -

EV

g

5 , 15 Home' Start projects Bre completirg their: ' -

-;«ﬁg;,first‘year;ofiQBQratioh,%';Eunded,ﬁorathree“years?at,appxoxie:‘gggf :

;“3“’~Am§t¢195$lQ0;OQQﬁpgnwyear*eaoh;gthesgLprojegtsfara;meantxtd serve = |
?‘ff*'aPPr°x#mat91Y‘8OEfamilieS,eachaA«L°¢él)staffs;gusual1Y’eon~ e i

At this time

. sisting of a dirécto , One to three specialists, and about ' .
_;nf*;_}_;seven'o:_eigthHQme“Visitoxs;‘aim;tOfimpxbyp*the,enyirénment

oo o and deVelopment~Qf7preschool'children'@ages“3*5)lby>wquing“4v

A ‘primarily'with;fQCalaparents.?;Throu h these efforts parents
.. are expected to develop ani improve’” heir unique skills as

. 4, educatogs of ‘their own children. They are also expected to . .
' 1. become familiar with commanity support agencies ‘a8 the Home - -
o7 ' Visiter- works with\the parents in utilizing these agencies in- S
meeting the identified needs of the Home Start families. . o

R »Thisfrebort is’ the second in a series of evaluative re-
ports directed. to the evaluation needs of Home Start planners
. [ -and administratorsd, Year I is seen primarily ag a formative
- "¥g§5£i«iﬁfended to operationalize the national plah and docu- -
ment

the level of impleméntation ®f that plan, This report. '
relies most heavily on the ipplementation data about program -
' idputs, and. processes gathered during local site visits of
Spring-and Fall of 1972. ILimited Jpta from standardized mea~-
. sures will be used to discuss' the entering skill levelus of = _
e  some Home Start children and-families at six of the 16 sites,
N it B AN | e G =TT e
-.Two questions are addresseinn‘this report: |
. ®'What ‘was Home Start intended by its planners.to be?
@ How closely have the;plgh% been realized at the end of :
'~ the firs;anine months?. | e ‘ i
R T Tl PA - PR N TS
. The first part of this report exanines initial planning
- documents, including minutes from early planninglnmeetings, the
~ Home Start Guidelinds, the Evaluation Work Statement, and the
16 project propoéﬁls;.in'ordgg to identify the basic features
~.0f the new program. The different documents are compared for
consistency; in some areas they were found to say conflicting.
‘things, but on the whole a clear model of the. program emerged.

... The sgcond part of this:report‘pxamines;tgiee Rroad kinds =~ -
. of data collected from the 16 projects ﬁu{inqnthe‘first nine - -~
- months to see how closely the program put ‘forth in the planning S
-Jocuments has 'p,g,en realized. .The three kinds of data collected SRR
R ~ S o ' e BT ' : ST o
,lSan Diego, California-has recently been acded to the National = -
- . Home Start Project, bringing the current ‘site total to 16. . =




}; 53~P5rtJ6fthe Natigné1'Ega1ﬁa¢iqn include: . | L
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i 6'siatigﬁiﬁsfabbht,fémiliéél sééffirpfojéct ohd#édﬁqrﬁify
~ istis,'and costs, using an information system; -

S e Nar;ﬁtivexdesérip,ionsfof’pro‘éctiorqanizatidh_and R T
.+ ¢ -activities, using site visit teams;, . . ' . o

- © Parent and child entering characteristics in thé - | .
., major Home Start objectives areas, using a standard =~ "
e : bgtgg:y,Qfggueationnairﬁs, rating scales, and tests.

VRS 2 oL

o : Areas of‘sﬁréngthjgnd,&feés\of coﬂﬁerl‘ﬁavé?ﬁéeﬁ"i&ehﬁi—
- fled at both the planning and the impleme cation levels,
~These strengths and concerns are outlined below. o

Planning: ~What Was Home Start ,Intended To. Be?

' To determine the consistency of the initial planning
documents, the in§ormation contained in four planning sources -
(initial planning in OCD, the Home Start Guidelines, the. = -
Evaluation Work Statement, and the Initially approved local '
proposals) was condensed into three matrices which cataldgued .

~ this information in terms of .inputs, processes, and outcomes., -

~,‘Afté}»the’éOnsist;ncy‘of.the planning parameters was estab= '
~lished, the mostsyepresentative elements of each matrix were
- incorporated into a de facto Home Start model (see pages l4-

15 of the report), ' &ome areds of inconsistency were also . -

identified, which may in turn help to identify popsible ways
of lmproving the program, . =~ i o

; L e c N ",.i ‘
-+ In summgry, the de facto Home Start

, summzry e de model emphasizes two
service delivery mechanisms: S AN ‘

- -'Home Visitor interaction. ' The Home Visitor is to inter~ . =
-, t-act with the parent in a way that emphasizes and strengthens' - o
> ‘the parent's role as primary edugator of the child, Home =
Visitors and community agencies are seen 45 Qevelopmental and |

r Py 4

;hSuppdrtiQeibut,th?qugubstitqtés'fop the parent.

SNt Mobilizing ‘community services. This rdsponsibility is o
~clearly assigned to the iocal Home Stakt manager andfor
-~ specialists.  The bagic réesponsibility Oof the Home Visjtor is =
~at-the referral level. In line with National Policy OBjectives. .
"Resource Mobiljzation" is .displayed as an outcome of a pro- - -
perly implemented program.  :This requires the natioral evaiu- §
: ‘ation to treat program costs and dn-kind services as a major
. ‘component, producing summative data on the progriam's worth,

s

by
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‘In brief, the major strengths and major areas of - -con=- |

““cern with the planning stage include the fo,lowings

f‘aplanningl Aﬁeas cf Strength

| ,4' c The four planning sources are generally consistent

with one another. National parameters were- shaped
S early in ‘the planning stage and have remained quite
'?‘stable.; f i Eode e
/e The'. cbneotive of determining cost/effectivenese was
: established in the early planning documents and is

- ‘identified as a primary goal of the national pro--
grame o ey ,
\

T c‘At the: process level. the Home Start Guideiines presentf

a welliarticulated and comprehensive 1istind of appro-

priate processes for the educational compon nt and com-f

:prehensivexservices component' {nutrition, heaith,r ‘
.psychological/social). The component descriptions

. were of significant assistance in shaping the\Home
'Start model. : _

e Outcome objectives for paxents and children were o
; r‘~developed in a consistent maaner.  For example),: the-fﬁ
' gsexvices which Home Start provides to_ the parent are
. very similar to the services parents are usually exf
. pected to provide to their children. Thus, the. parent
1.ob3ectives ‘describe a parent who, as a result of ‘Home
.+ Start treatment, becomes a "Home Start program }n
microcosm" L o § k
' : -
® The child outcome objectives are the logical re=.
atement of Home Start parent services in terms of
t ie effect these services would have on the child

Planning, Areas of Concern* R

e The Guidelines state that comprehenSive services| shouldf
: be provided, but no direction s given as to how local;

~ projeccs should structure thémsélves-in order to
"’ ‘coordinate the capture of such. services. -

l

o‘Altnough the Evaluation Work Statement 1nd1cates the

need to deéscribe a "national treatment",. the Guidelinesfﬂ

allow for a ‘variety of delivery systems with ¥he dif-
ferent project sites. Because of this it will & bg.
difficult to simply describefa "treatment" for use 1n
1nterpreting outcome resultg,
. !

i .
S



® While the staffing and training sections do not con~ :

© tain coq;radictions, ‘they do not clearly identify .

~-'the elements necessary for achieving stated objegiives

- The role of the Home Visitor receives almost exclusive .

- attention, so that the expected roles of other staff ke
_ ~';and of parents are unclear. ' , : S a~~“ -

i a &

e While the. Home Start Guidelines reject a deficit model,g-'nﬂ'

"~ no alternative models are presented to clarify the\
underlying operationalgapproach used by the national ‘
program.vgﬁ] e : ‘ g £

7 *

. _Impiementationiz’To'What:Extent‘uarefprogram~P1ans'
, geenfRealiZed over thg First‘Nine‘Months?“ s

‘ stng information from the Home Start information system, .

. from site visits to all 16 projects, and, to a lesser extent, IR
. from standardized measures administered in Fall 1972, the / el
.following ‘areas of strength ancd arcas of concern:have bee / RS
identified regarding early program implementation..»=

o, 4

Implementationz Areas of Strength

P At the national level, all local sites were selected,
,grantees identified, and programs made operational =
within the extremely short allowable time schedule.

’; A}though local programs vary considerably in ‘the |
' way they are strqctured, all are providing the variety
of services stipulated in the Guidelines. S S

‘i

~services as a most immediate need. ven. of thevpro-
‘jecuts have a full-time. professionai pon31ble for
»coordinating these services., ] .

® Local prOJects show a high level of ethnic match be—
tvieen project staff and focal children served. Thus,
" the Guidelines' concern for ethnic sensitivity has met
s with positive response in the staffing of Home Start
,pro:ects’ .

o'Most projects have staffed*themsel eszgo treat. health [

; ~.

LU e

Implementation..X Area° of Concern

B ﬂ

o ‘Some prog bts had difficulty in identifying the fami-
-lies having the greatest need for services, and re-
cruitad primarily from 1ists of families alreadz”rb—

Do , "ceiVing serV1ces from- other welfare agencies._;‘

A | » _ E \ga ; .

VViifgf: '9,;*_ o




flarge scale and in a systematic f

) The relationship between Home | Start and Head Stait
‘_was not clear to many parents, When . a'choice betweon e
. the two was available, they often preferred Head Start,;,ﬂ.f«~*
~which had a longer hiatory in the communitj.~-, . : :

»gﬁ[The role of ‘the Home Visitor {8 often unolear, She
is usualiy caiied upon. to be a master educator and -

an. aggressrve capturer and ‘coordinator of community

services. This is expected of a person with a median :;”5'

s income of $4,680 and limited support and training.»»

A\

social services, few of the projects have clearly

‘ While propoéals often identify persons responsxble for .
“the, delivery of nutritional, health, ps& hological, or
e

assigned to one professional person thegunique and de-“ﬁw

OS——— Voo

manding task of: capturing community services on a
shion.f

‘,
.

* Program Outcomes;‘ Do Program “Ohjectives cOrrespond to Entering

Family Ne“ds?

Appropriate impact data foi determining if objectives are
: being met will not become available until mid-1974, but preli-
minary data are available to help assess the needs of entering
parents and children to determine the apprOpriateness of stated

program obJectives.~ Shortly after joining the program parents -

v

v educatoyx.,

® There was

. Cognitive development.u

e The greatest desire was for increased educational

benefits for the child, - followed closely by preparation—

y of the child for school, and parent becoming better
These correSpond quite closely to the general

thrust of the program.

l.,

expectations regarding other services. Although these

expeci:atigns differ from stated program objectives. they

realistically match the_ funds available in project,bud~
gets._ _", : B

/

The Preschool Inven\ory was used

moderately low level bf eXpectation regarding
deliVery of medical services, ‘and an even lower level of

The Fall 1972 data also provzde indicat*ons of the entering
performance levels of children in cognitive, language,‘SOCial—«
_ emotional, and physical deve10pnent.

to assess generaI‘development in terms- pf 'skills” typically

considered necessary for success in school. In general,

the performance of younger Home Start %‘ildren is above

‘>E rf;‘ a Qf&iiifi

j..

L

i
i
}

=

e

- ‘expressed some of their needs by indicating what they would like i
i to get out of the! program for themselves. and their children. :




{{jf - ‘the test norms ang higher than Head Start children.

" Older Home Star ghildren tend to gcore equal to. or,
- below the norm§ and below Head Start. ‘children who -

. had previous praschool. ‘exparience, although they -

© - wera about’ equal,to Head Start children without™any

| past:. ireschoo _Interpretation of ‘this finding {8
. complicated by the fact that regional differences,“_ '

eiare confounded witﬁ aQe difference84 e

: O'Languag_fdevelopment.‘ The language scale of the e e
~Denver Developmental Screening Test was ugsed to . ﬁﬂ
. assess . gntering performance, When' compared to the
~ noxms based on Denver, Colorado children’(from a i
. broader SES range), the Home Start sample lags about
~ one Yyear in terms of the age at which a given percent o
of the children pass an item.

o ) Social-emotional develo ment.‘ Two rating scaies
~ (the Schaefer Behavior ipventory completed by the
~mother and the. Pupil Obs rvation Cnecklist completed .-
: , by the community interviq wer) and the.Personal-Social = <. = -
SRR i scale of thz Denver Developmental Sereening Tept were R

. “used to assess this aspect of the child's development..
The Home Start children were rated high by the ir :
- mothers on extraversion,. task orientation, an . .
. tolerance qnd wére rated egually ‘high by tha. ommunity'
interviewers on scfiability and task orientation, On"
the Personal=Social scale of the DDST, Home Start
- children lag bout one-héﬁf\year behind the Dgnver
?énorms,“g §\ L , |
e Physical development. Theeassesement of physical :
. dJevelopment Is subdivided into measures of physical
., growth (height and weight) and of notor develépment .
. (gross. motog and fine motor).\ The ‘entéring Home e T
Start children were below normal ‘in height (u ually SR
' - “below the tenth percentile) but approximately‘normal 4
- O in welght, although there are some gsex differences. = -
P " In motor development, as assessed by the Gross Motor
“and Fine Motor-Adaptive scales of the DDST, the Home
o ~ Start sample lags about 10-- 11 months .in terms .of
L. .. thé age at which a given percent‘of the children R
iJ o ,-pass an item. i o : _ _ , P
L In summing up - the,results based on the entering performance
! measures, it should -be-pointed out’ that the comparison groups
. | consist of children from both middle-inco e and lowrincome, - - -
.+ families. ~Where both sets of norms are available, the’ Home = =
. Start cnildren tend to perform at.levels m dway butween these oy
" two comparison groups- indicating: reasonable appropriateness of
_;the stated progrém objectiVea.‘ , ‘ \ A e
3

;\)




: fl,Springil973YBite visitation 'data-on generation of in-kind -~

v‘A,‘
R

d i hn e e
~ Conclugion .- . |

- oWhile Home Start has been successful iin quickly imple

menuinQiafbaéiagzlﬁfcons;steht;and;comp;ehensxvefpxan;ran,.W

of the major concerns identified in the building of the model

are now evident as possible implementation weaknesses. The -

‘Guidelines are clear on what Home Start 'should produce; .they

~ are not equally clear on how such a'limited staff is'to - ' .
. 8tructure itself in order .to reach such a high level of pro- =
- 'ductivity.i The initial evidence indicates that most projects -
~ are atixlus;fugglinQJWith‘this1task;i;RnglefsomeapiecésVare;,> :
~obviously falling into place, there is need to analyze the g
services and on the actual hehavior of the Home Visitor in . the '~ .|
“home, before initial ooncerns over inadequate staffing can be
put to rest,, - A : RN S AT N

. . . -
; \‘,' ; . R . N L
[ : / ROV | g
: ; W .
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Viveeopuerron

Q&yeQS' Efv;)**““‘

, M’Home Start is bavely a year old, but in that space of
time 551 ﬁ%ojecks ‘gcattered throughout the United States
. have moved from lifeless descriptions in a series of: pxan~:i~
" ning papars to. a dynamic demonsﬁration program. provid&ng
.serv'ces : inds %0 more than’ a thousand low 1noome'
amy+ie8,- _er:the next two years. these 16 projects are
- expected to make a measurable dmpact on the lives of par- -
.+ .ents and children they sexve; helping them overcome some of -
..'the: hardehips 1mposed by incomes that are \less than adequate

c most Optimistic hobeaiﬁer: ;[;, ”‘*true,,young
ngm,;hese families would;“xow ‘ 1i£e ftee '

. Ly be
fStart progre
see limited
_range they might be. A wave .o
“docunents such ,;5 ',‘ - ‘the We Ohi
_,*stud{ “the Jencks{;eport, and otﬁers revealin thesappar-’
- -aept ineffectiveness ‘of schools:has forced conc erned people
. to search for alternative ways:of- helping chil ren of the.
- .poor, Intervention in ‘the home seems one of. the most pro--
~ mising. alternatives, ' "and- q§me*based programs are Currently
a;;'jenjoying a surge of" pOpula ity in.the United States. How~;
1 every it is an open.question whather this popularity will:
.17 ‘ever become justified by the measured impact of' these ﬁio- Sl
_ grams:on low income families. The National Home‘htart Pro=--- -
- ‘gram is intended to help policy makers find out what impact - -
" can be" expected fzom a Iarge, federally funded home service-‘
v'program.« ST « Nl SENE 5 .

TWOKQueations for This gﬂport N

~

It 18 too soon ih tHe life of tne th e-year demonstra~ ,
tion _program to try to answer ‘the major g tion\pbout pro— B
- gram impact; but two cher questions seem gpproprrat at S
‘this time-‘ ~ 2 : L P

o ‘E_§ ) ' = T~
‘QPNIFlfteen projects were’ 4ncluded in the orlginal group funded ‘\f?
~ before Spring 1972.  Ssan Diego;. californla has reeéntly been '
added as the sixteenth progect. g o D _ -

ST




~few pclicy makers, the Office of
This “idea was refined and made more con-rwW
eﬂicatea,program staff at OCD, with help
. 6/forEmoet ‘early childhobd” educators

Nationalwqu del;gg§\was written

ZChiLd Develcpment-
~crete by a small,
“from some of the &
-and researchers, ATs

‘o dagoribe the;nomeiségrt
‘communities were nomin

iea for others,. and -cedtain :
'GD regicnal staff to. submit
‘proposals tc¢ opérp project 1lowing- the guideli lea,
. ‘8ixteen proposals. ‘were app! oved By the. thﬁf in Was ington,
. each. describinfﬁthe .approach people’ felt would.-best meet
“the_nreéds of low income fahilies in “each community. - Fivally,
o an: ~Evaluatio: _wOrk Statehent was prepared by xresearch staff

| OCD ‘describing in ‘ erms th e%objectivee to be
'ssessed in““ach of the 1oa&T" "projécts, These documents i
.. .were prepared before a singl‘.nome start: project began bp-‘*
r-ﬁ;eration, tp shape each f . ‘d prodect to the master idea.‘

Lo The f;rst art of this report examines theae planning o
“*fdocuments to iaentify the bdsic foatures of the new. program.~,q-';?
“The different documept iarc‘compared ‘for consistency, in: ;._; ;

. some areas they were fdund to say conflicting things, but il
ccfpn the whole & clear model of the progrem emerged.;" j __,-g;‘;

@~?1~: The second part of this report exam nes three brcad i
*:»;kinds of data gollected from the 16 projeécts- -during the: first
. nine months to.see how closely the progrdn put forth in the . . -
~ .planning documents has been realized: The threg kinds of

'g]data collected as: part'of the National Evaluation include-

K statistics abult families, staff, project character&s~r77‘w
tics,_and costs, using an ‘information: system; i s,._3?

-

e A T . narrarive descriptions of proaect orga{ization and ac—'
e ”*_,-=~ tivitiés, using site visit, teams; | i
| e parent and child enterinq/characteristrcs in all of
" the major Home Start objectives aregs, using a stan-'
L ea/;’ dgrd’battery of qaestion eires, -xat nq scales, and
ptefﬁ#.feiﬁ /fests.,,,~r‘ s ,A o O N
*\
: . This report is meant- to bBE’ complete initself as a " -
Sty i sammary/enalysie of the mosgt: gprortant aspect of currently
LY *“available data, although none oﬁ the data are actually ore~

IR eented'here. o R o . N




;»;iz»~ ; Instead, the data are‘presonted in a series of resource ¥ &

s ~volumes for this report, as are. desoriptions of the methods .1
“used to gather. the\data, No attempt was made to distribute . . =
J~‘ﬁe resource volumés with the report-because of their over- =
o elming size, butathey will soon be available to interestedfc .
= readers*

*through the ERIc/system., The following papers are

included in the resource volumes~ L
E \t Q PN L
e 16¢narrative case studies for Fall 1972, one for eachi»*“*

projett;l_'_w‘

e a national case study, which examines events in Wash~lkcn,
ingt01 since Interim\Report I; . T SR e
-'o a description of the procedure used to: prepare the S
. case. studies L E ‘, i e
° aggregate and individual descriptions of the basic v
project statistics, from the Fall 191é?auarterly in-
~‘formation system summaries, . :

e an analysis of* data collected in Fall 1972 using the o

. parent_and child measurement battery; “with the focus Dot alige

on assessing- the battery for‘adequacy in. the formal T
"impact evaluation beginning in Fall 1973; ’

kR o‘a detailed description of the field cperations that e
 were followed in ccllecting the parent and child data.pf~“
* i

Organization of This Report g

Four major sections follcw. The first describes the
; construction of the model, the second compares program im--.
_plementation data from the first nine months (March through
m'Nove er, 1972) to the model, the third enumerates some of -
v the*m§ blems faced by locdal project staff, and “the fourth Lhnina
‘briefly summarizes the findings. The content of each sec~ Ly
“tion ‘is as follows. : ERRELE &

‘?‘Ig. From Early Plans to a National Mcdel

T RN
ﬁk.s;;f,,rgi,“ Four different sets of Hone Start planning docu~~ -
g \&J' nents are ‘used to derive an input-process-ou put

‘model that is designed to serve as the cont iguing L
> program hypothesis against which program 1mplemen- S :
f tation can be measured.\ ' , , e

L




28 Plans ve.,neanty 'I‘he First Nin [Mopths - /

: _pr
rprojects are su 1zed and compared to. the moéel.
‘ka ram PrOGesses.: Narrative site visit dataa ,

,,tional sergices, and comprehensive .sexvices are,;;“‘”“7
rcompared to the model for consistency.rf;_ﬁy}i &

m?Program Outputs. Data: from rent questionnaires
~and child per*ormanoe measures about entering

the model to see if the needs assumed foz this

Aprqblems Encountered by Local Projecr Staff <

"VSummary of Eindings

: ~!10vera11 conclusions are briefly summarized, along
“with issues that seem to regquire futu e attention
:either by program staff or eValuators %

a . e

' e e v Sl

Pro'ram Ing uts.- ‘Data desoribing "e familiee; .
e ements, and costs from¥the 16 /

Gut parsnt.involvement, staff training, ‘educa-

family needs are compared to the objectiweé ‘from

population are accurate. ~u

, ;Problems of the first nine months related to pro-~f;>;r4
~ gram stability, Home Visitor support, afd infor-
mation dissemination are briefly described, and.
. gome implioations of the problems are discussed.,

1

W



F MEARLY Pnnns'ron nmom‘, MODEL E

o In order to daal effectively with ongoing evaluation e
. questions about Home Start, an overall program hypoﬁhesis S
is needed against which comparative judgments can be made,
The task. of the Home Start evafﬁators is not only to mea- = =
‘sure inputs (families, staff, project elements, an “costs),gfe;,,
and outputs (effectiveness measuyes of impact on parents,
‘children, "and, community resources, mobilizatiun),/ ut~a‘so,:;

to document and analyze program ﬁabcesses in a marper tat .
" will permit at least intelligent correlation of pr{cess and -
outcome, if not the establishment of causal conneét;onss SR

e accomplish this an input-process-output modex
been derived £rom the Home Start planning documents th

against which program implemenﬁation ean beameasured - ,f,n
\\N normative building process is summarized in the remaipdg G
~of this section. A series of planning matrice Er sent  a\

‘ comprgssed overview of statements made by four dif N
sets of planning. ozcuments; ‘the National Model 'is then _e~ﬁ<ﬁf

veloped from these) summary statements. A cautionary e
~is in order about ‘the model:. ,although this report: attempts' L
‘to identify a firm model, it would be-unfair to the planners%”;'
to imply that they intended this model to be: final for all -
‘three %ears of the program. Rather it must be viewed as
- part -a continuing dynamic process, for just as the,plan*%v'
ning ‘documents determined the initial format of the local ¥
projécts, experience gained during the first year in tke
‘sites will determine aiterations to the oriyinal model
“such a process this report can help to idem¢ify areas of
dnconsistency between plans and implementatden, but: deci— B
1 sions must rest with national staff about whether to alter
_the modal or to alter the local projects,  Of course, many L
- ‘of ‘the. inCOnsistencies will be judged Lo gave only inoiuen-j;;,f -
tal: interest, ‘and not important enough £y jus ifyftakinq i
direct action of any kind..t_ | S a0

/ The planning ‘documents includu nemos/from early plan-'ﬁ5¥ffff
: ninq oonferences, the llome Start Guidelines, the Evaluation
gprk 8t ement, and the 16 project propo§als submiﬁied’for :




,“‘{‘:

_ wné docunents used in this report were yritten over a . .

f@jbérqukbf}aboutﬁéik'mbnth8~¥;Uﬁring?theainiti&l\Hbme.%taft;”~
‘«3;plannihQ*pe:iodythrouqn;eaf; - F

iongréqgangééléiandE
tigx?; e éqe§9§§¥;elef:'

‘plans. tegether with input
el \ationad. ndes and her own expertife in child
7 - development to further articuldte program ¢ :
%&;;p,yl;ve:ytgystﬁmﬂxaﬁﬂ.bbjégtiﬁe .. (The Home Start Program
‘,'i:,cuidelinesfs19715)%s3n16461§493iiﬁgﬁi valuation Woxrx o
i 'se;Esﬂx*‘;aﬁ“¢£¥?14¥*19731aﬂhiﬁhfﬂaﬁjgxeparé a '

-~ perXod’ s the Guidelines atd olosgel

from national conferences .

f aifd olosely coordindted with them,
_the fanner in which the relationships between .

red during the same
y coordinated with them, .’

. gpecified the F
| elements, componen

e

"f,"Vfi:?iﬁallY}

. posals uaing
 Tocar one
-~ contribution can pel est be i
‘the way they planned their staffis

. R

the local projects wrote their initial pro=
the National Home Start Guidelines to shape

. components and eleméntsgx*whéaiﬁgp;Oposalsgacﬁuglly¥reprea~7v,:~:

all, 1972, the Office gﬁ{f?l‘ffi"fk;ff

omporents, de-

B R T

s and objectives shonld be examined. <

9§£!§ﬂfandfﬁtrnﬁturﬁilbca1>programsi’;Tﬁeiriuniqqe.:;;~.~f
on can perhaps best be. QeﬁtiiiﬁdngQexgmiﬁingi‘y~fa-;_tgﬁ
~ 'the way | nned their staffing (including job desorip- . -
':p.&1tions)ﬁand>thefway?theYibudgetea>£gnds'acroaépthe“various;,;:~<~ o

Jﬁji*V'Sént1&n7insé!mé§i§tefﬁtébfbetwaen;thé;nationél“plgnning;goc~‘1~ i

”i~§f“inméﬁ?@fﬁﬁd%?39j6¢ﬁjOP@:@#ifﬁ}iﬁjtpgglqcalf“
T were-V |

‘reagons:: filrst, they were prepare

Jin the respective sites; and were used

" “projects;_second, they directly represent.the views of the

~ approve

- .plans fo

r each different local project. -

S The Planning Matraices that follow cover three broad
. areas: . o0 A e
| | blndﬁibnal'Pataméteta}g@f'Conqtrafhtb),“lt'"‘
e Lch1Inputsiand’vrdceegﬁg-‘ ok - T
¢ Parent and Chilq{Develoﬁﬂéiy Ohjectives
. _+National arameterst (GF Constraints) are those broadly
. defined charactyrig os of the national progfam within which
. ~.each of the loca

1 of th .M,7§iBQramSimlstTQPefate;Vggpsgex@mpleiLwhllee'
Jocal programs will adapt themselves to certain local needs,

hare a similarity of size (all are funded at ap-

thﬁ??wiil{

| ‘osh?ﬁi;haiagéﬁgy.;~éndtpngpb;éf(@ll;areixéqﬁiréd?tb;deveIOP f
~ \_ parents as educators of:
_\ provision of nutrition,.

. operation.in local sites, but they - o =
wadﬁas:plénningzdogumépts‘ihgthiq;xepqptqfq:;two;;;figs“,;a;

d before projects began! .
o shape the logal = .

n‘fiénéleléﬂnﬁxéftd;théi@&téhtwthaﬁ“théy;arekfédegglly4f;fgf./‘ -
d statements:of the local oals and organizational . = .

B

- pr031m3t§l§f$100,9001?99tiﬁ¢t9re}(adiunéﬁﬁitdsHead‘ssartuoxr">55-"

“their own children and attend to the . &
health, and psychological services). '



'«9».=t:¢8houldkbe‘prOVidedi‘but;@?féirectioh:iS’GiVén‘aSitomhow7ﬂip*‘7’
. local projects should structure themselves in order #o co--

~ and support from cqimunit
 swithin the aupport

~ clude increased par

'~]7*>3icreaSédQChild?dévélopménﬁﬁiﬁi@oghitive; social, ;d;phyeica;

Sk rprogramfeffectivenGSSi(épd*evaluative;cLarity) will be briefly

.. The Consistency of National Parameters - '

~ proposals shows that thidi lack of clarity has carried over .

.~ professionals or- placed directly.upon the Home Visitors.

”}'15;,ﬂbéalflnpﬁgéféhafﬁrééeSQééyihﬁiﬁégfehé:wg§i16¢a1fgé§ffg,

- organiZe thelr fescurces (staff, travel allowances, funds for

. which the local project

iresources (staffing
 the local admihistrat
~ in the Guideliies (e,

‘the delivery proce$ses are outl

irformation, reterral, follow-up,
ity aggncleg are required elements:
pervices compongnt), . .. =

5

B

Sl >QE§;Cﬁi”a»;eﬁéiopmeﬁteébiéﬁfiQééfidehﬁify‘£ﬁ§
major outcomes expected of the Home Start Program, They in>
nt skills in teaching and homemakiny} in

. -Parent

 skills, and increased mobilizationjof community resources.y .

ki

e A T e e FURELL ST e g SRS S s S T
. Each section of the matrix is analyzell for consistency \
across the four sets of planning documents. Matrix elements \
. which are most representative of the total planning process:
’°ar°~the“lide“tifiedff‘ﬁh9f¢~Significﬁnf11ﬁ¢§?°f309n818t€8°Y5
~ isdetected, the implications of ‘sych inconsigtencies fof i

H e

~ discussed. The Cuidélines was usually given priority among - +
‘the four documents In constructing the model., =~ .~

=)

; o
; [ SR
W

e e R R T T S T T A R IR T e e e
. 4 Figure 1 showg how each of the four planning sources . .
_'shaﬁéd,such nati6h§1;pafamepers_as“program‘Qefinition;-najf,;k;pje
- tional organization, service population, ms¢ional policy =
= objeCﬁiyes;,and;thgﬁnational,eyalu@tion. Row ' by: roy ‘inspec~ - =~
- tion indicates that the four sources of e national para~: i S
- meteérs ‘are generally consistent with one.another. National. . '~ . -
parameters were shaped early in the planning ‘stage and have = -
'.jremaihed‘quite_stablg.;wTheaObjective of determining cost/" K
‘effectiveness was articulated in the early planning docu= - iy
- ments and is identified,as a primary pftoduct or outgonie .to s
this national program, but child develo ment objectives were -
. not explicatell’until a later stage of ‘the planning process.

: <

N o

' ede Areas of concern. In the first rok (”Défihitiéﬁskof‘ |
Program™), the Guidelines state that comprehensive services:

ordinate comprohensive services (nutritionalyhealth, psycho- =
Togical, and social), A study of~the;init1a1‘¥1§pprové3@-r“_t:-wf

~ for coordinating services{is often divided among severa

ihto?hﬁSt*Oﬁvéhe'1ocH17pr§j§éts‘wherefthe‘tesp§S§jbiiit¥f;ﬂ‘» 3

e 0 o e e
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~°_The row labolled-"National Hvaluation® indicates the =
hood to dovelop & model, hut this may be very, diffioule .

dx iety of delivery -systems

6, The "Initially Ap-
199
41

qu

1

B opi
- between the Guidelines and the/Evaluation Work Statement .
- about whether Year I iB a forilal evaluation year or hot,

¢ tions,

- While the Guidelines allow the projetts a full year to pre-
- bpare themsslves for a comprehensive evaluation, the Evalua® -
~ tion Work Statement notes tilat Year I will be evaluated rel-
-, 'ative to soffe Tocal and national objectives using pre- and

. .-"/ S
‘i’r‘;';/ ‘

e

i

; v
o e
!

. - Figure , nformation ‘on Lloc ro- .

o j ";jedts;wéreﬂégypOSéd,to”organize;theméeiVes;in*oxderftoﬁﬁeéﬁﬁ;ﬁi'V
 llver services, The four, row titles--local staffing, policy
f=‘,rOLé;éfeparents?!tr}iwing;féﬁdfsetyiqesbhwereLdetermiﬁéﬁ*bY*“

- the pattern into whith the various materials most naturally
211 _£°Zcexample@ﬂthe;falegqﬁiparqnts‘1“;qen§ra1;c§ulésn¢:~
~ be separated from the more specific objective of developing

* . parents g3 educators. Thus, thdl/Parent Policy" roi of the

~ .matrix ig expansive and complex.” "Training", on the-other .
...,;;haﬁdfcd‘-;hét;ﬁgwd:toi‘ Gaught up in other program issues = =
. ‘and thug remains compact,-”‘One-area of the' matrix which is
~¢ewnpeclally well articulated and comprehensive is the Guide-
Lines!/listing of appropriate processes for the educational
~compongnt and the comprehensive services component (nutri- '

“tion, jhealth, psytholoyical, and/ social). :Thdge component

. descriptors were of significant/assistance in. shaping the

+ Home tarthbdel'derivég§%aterwin.thia section, 7 k.
oD art L. Cer 7 ¥ B18 sEebLON.

2 presentd fsumnary information ‘on how local

-

L—‘ o

© j/ [There are few contradictions between the various.cells
- off the Inputs 'and Processes matrix. The plannin? sources .1 .
axe /g

enorally compatible regarding staffing, tra ning, and = .

'~ pexylces, althoudh initial budgets did show two projects
| prdviding paid health.services to "families" or "parents" = =
~/alghough‘the Guidelines (p. 4) appear to limit direct health =
' © /expenditure t6 Children's services only. Staffing and train- =
70, iYfg areas of.the matrix do not contain obvious contradictiens,

i 4

j bt they may be inconsdstent in the broader senge that they = *

x §'tht%ﬁi6bd§ctivgs;5_some;lack of ‘detai wag_de;iyggatgfin“ .

S
g

;“snbg/clearleideﬁtify the elements n cessdry for achieving . ffr;g
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‘ﬂk}qorder tokprovide flexibility so each project could make k ,
~ best use of local’ resources to. meet 1ldcal needs, but addi- i““
;‘tionalfciatification still 31b : il.

. -One incomp y. e oy 3 ar
. ", While a parent or child.deficit~mode1 was eject*
*during initialsplanning an ;in the: Gui@elines. the Evalua~
tion Work sStatement and: most . sals ¥t an ob:
= Jective. reqafﬁinggtne'
~ While such an objective , qu : ,
 ing a ‘deficit model, the question can be raised as to whether*
. _an "improvement of self- ~-image" -objectiva does- not,imply a -
'-presumed basic inadequacy on the part of Home Star,,parents..:,

. <00 Areas 6% cén&ern% In the\r;; labelled "Local Steffing" S

~ the national planning documents do- not agtempt to desoribe
‘acceptable staffing patterns (the role.-of the Home. Visitor‘

. receives almost exclusive attention). Ag a result,/ neither

' Home Start managers nor the'evaluators can readily'ﬁetermineigay;f*;f

s~;ﬁ\wggther local sta f patterns are. consistent with‘the national{f,Pg,?~
e ort. ok : : N i

Gl In the row 1abe11ed “Role of Parents", the Evalua%ion_, -
ag,jlerk Statement and all but three initial: _proposals have "in-

- . geérted” a parent self-image objective not present in the
A_iﬂfk;Guidelines or earlier planning. R SO S S

;_’

& Figure 3 shows the role of initial planning in OCQ, S
the Home Start Guidelines, the Evaluation.Work Statement,e‘.
- and the initially approved local proposals‘In explicating

- the parent and child objectives (outcomes) of nome Start.'

S The planning process movés in a consistent mqnner in
‘identifying parent and chil objectives. The services wnich [
llome Start provides gg ‘the parent are very ‘similar to the .
. services parents are usually expected to provide”to their = e
~children.» The. parent obJect ves describ , &' pax ent who, as
L -"Home - Start
;***program in microcosm .JThe Home' Start parent is to inco e
. pdrate into her regul,‘#behavior such processes deliver B
the program as developnental education, improved family man~ 1"¥Q';«
_agement; the identification and appropriate response to fam- -
ily health and nutritional needs, and better utilization of Lk
‘community resources.;n“';, L : LR Gk e -
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J:ﬁfe:%Thefchildgbhieétivesgaxefthéﬂloqi¢al;rebtatementz9:
. Home Start parent services in terms of the effect these
~ services should have on-the child, ' For example, the edu
 cational component is to produce improved cognitive an

.nd;tgé;heélth;aﬁd;pnttiﬁip al servic

Areas of concérn. The fact th

d7ost Tocal proposals "in

- implications At the process level.  The skills liste
~ the Guidelines describe a varlety of/activities which the
~ parent can carry out. These skills (such as using:the .
~ .child's typical environment as teaching tools) are open t

. ongoing devyelopment. Parents could indicate a-need to im:

< prove these skills without admitting to some real inadequacy
. or deficiency at the present time., Self-image, on.the\other
~ hand, is not a skilx;dreaCtivityitwanVimagefthdn?needsl‘?‘;
‘provement is ‘an image that may presently be unclear, out:
~of foous, incorrect, unintegrated, or inadequate. . An.ad--
“mission of "need for ‘i‘m’prg\rement" may often imply a deficif

. ' atpresent. .

‘7"3 « o . . ER T S S

e

. Pigure 4 presents & reasonably literal display of th
. most representative program features described in'the pla

‘ning matrices.. Thiu graphic -summary helps show relationships

. “between the three different program aspects (inputs :pros=

'~ cessés, outcomes) described in the planning.doouments; and
 because of its detail,\serves as the principal model againgt
which program implementation is measured in Part III of thik .
analysis, Figure 5 presents g simplified and stylized model

- - that conveys the fundamental features'of lome Start more . . .
- clearly than the literal modél. .Of the four planning sources, .

“the Home Start Guidelines were drawn upo‘nl most heavily for ' -

constructing these models, . -

. -Both hodelr clearly indicate the two primary methods .

. of service\delivery 49 families--support of the parenttby, . -

Home Visitors and diract comprehensive services through,gom- - . =
munity agencies: e T s

e

S :

e The Home Visitor

1 or is to interaet,primarily with the
' arent 8o that the parent is seeh as the primary . . .
% Agent for the total development of the child. lome -
7. visitors and community agencies are seen as develop- '
mental and' supportive but not as substitutes for the
parent. T T e oobon st
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[ The eaponsibi ity for mobilizing community services :
. i8 clearly assigned to the local Hone Start manageyr e
- (dirdetor, coordinator) and/or specidlists. The’ basio el

ﬁ"gyiespg sibility of thé ﬂome Visitor is at the referral
‘ : eve oo 7 g »

e ‘"Resource Utilization" is displayed as ‘an ouxcome of the’;”
?-_goHcme Start: Model. This is a reflection of the natjonal pol—
e i objective concerning cost-effectiveness. vith resource
~utilization seen as an outcome of the process rather- than ‘as
. only a means of supporting child development, measures of ine>=r'*
. kind services hava been developed and will be employed as a
a?;ﬁwgﬁmajor component of the national eValuation

b-: \\.\'- i \i\
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S " PLANS VS. REALITY: THE FIRST NINE MONTHS

Ce The preceding gsection of this report has outlined the
& © dnitial planning process for:Home Start. Using OCD planning
i - documents, the.Home Start Guidelines,|the Evaluation Work
= . Statement, and 15 tirst-year proposal$, a.de facto model of
el : - Home Start has been constructed, This model was critiqued - o
... --in terms of its internal consistency,| and initial planning N
”"f;}Was_fOundfto‘be generally consig;eﬁt,t}National«policy ob~ '
‘Jectives were clearly stated. Objectives concerning the de-
o velopmental impact on parents and children wére presented
" fwith_little“ambiguity,(except'fofvinQrgduction'offth par-
~+: % ¢ ent self-image objective which is not contained in thé Home -
o« . Start Guidelines). The' roles of parent involvement and™ =
L . staff development are outlined, Most importantly, the ele~
" ‘ments or processes of the four ser ICe} components (education,
. nutrition, health, psychological, and Bocial) are 'described, ~1
“- A8 these service processes include both identification of
 need and the provision of actual services (through project
funds ‘as a last resort), they can be said to be consistent
or comprehensive.. ST TN Vel

s

- This section examines information from the first nine
- monthg oflprOgram'1mp1eméntation‘andycompares_it.to*the‘mpdelT5%:;
The gtart-up period was characterized by intense activity in -
. .an effort to achieve full operational status for the National

 Program: . ; ‘ N e _ , e
- @ By Fall 1972-the Aiat&engl‘ Office at OCD had met its
" fixst implementation objettive: 15 home hased pro-' =

'grams were in full operation, and one additional prd«

"y . Jject had just been funded,

N SO0 ARRE R | A SORITER ST
\/} e® There programs,were adjuncts to apﬁ&apriate agencies

. - and weré organized to provide at least the minimally e

S required services in education, nutrition, health, and

g - social assistance. ‘ iy L
- . @ Between March and October, 1972, the following progress
" had.occurred: - . DR o : . : -




‘:fheég’stétisticg su9ge§t‘th§£:éilgthe » tar ; 5
arerbeingxmet_atlthernatiOnalﬁleVel;?butuitjis,necessary:to'_ Lk

,'.queStidh;Qf”thengyaluationiWOr
| ¢nts and,elements have at least face ' |
sceSsa:y.events,by'wh;ch'Objectiyes e

‘1ook within each. of these areas to determi
~correspondence to spec

. .. In the_subsections below, each P
ments included in the mddel '(inputs, processes, and outcomes) .
‘exani srately in terms of field dmplementation, - . . .
 Analysis in“each‘c&sg,wrll,compare1c9mp¢néntqﬁiﬁdinga;t%:the:j,,:‘a
. appropriate section of the model. In this way the analysis . ',
will seek to identify gaps in program implementation as well  °
'ias'éteas'1n;whichtimblementaQIOh*is;Pr9¢29dln9’SNOchLY{“?iz:Q |
rai -

Staff: ' the number of staff employed had reached o

160 with:a median of )2 staff per program com- . i

"~ pared to a median of 69 families per program,

‘pamilies: reached 1,072 or 923 of planned capdc-

Ity (planned capacity inoluded 80 families in 13 . =

programe and 60 families in two for a total of . ,
'1,160). Six programs had not yet reached 90% of

“their requirement while three §rog§ams¢hgd ex-. . ;;;

~ceeded thelr requifement.

Children: total number of children in familles =~

Feing served reached 3,981, Of these, 2,264 -
(91% of planned goal) wexe in the target age L
“range of 0-5, and of the target children 1,265
~were children in the focal age range of 3-5.
Services: all ptcétamaiwe§é piovia}nq'hea]ﬁﬁ, ﬁﬁFj;‘
Erition, psychological, social and educatipn sex~
 vices to these families, Home Visitors are the
principal providers of educat. ,
speqialists;and/orﬁqther[agencieq,(vra referral)
_provide the remainder. . - SR EEp A
major start-up-goals -.
| eas to determine the’level of-
_1fio agpect§;o£_the;ma@gl.';y*,,;zg.‘r*_

is examined separatel

" is necessary if the cen

This "search for missing parts

o Dofthefébﬁﬁén

~ ¢ wvalidity as the ne

ders of educational services, while -

can be achieved? S o

 While reading each 'section please ke
pxeliminarykanaiysis’rgprésentS}the_fi;st»stgp of a process
nue until the end of the evaluation, and -

that will contin t an o
dditional

many of the statements will be revisedias soor as a
- information becomes avallable. ' SR
. : : ] . : o -

n please keep in‘miﬁd\thatfthiéf .

of the three program ele=: '

k Statement is to be answered:- .-
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Program Inputs

Four necessary

_ingredients must be available before a

préjegt,can.becomer0pe:at10nalt‘;the:e mugt be families to -
- be served, staff to serve them, a program format for bring- S

ing them together, and some f£inancial resources for supporty §
~. One way of describing a project is to look at the character~ = .
istics of families, staff, programs, and costs using basic .
- statistics (nose COUnts)‘obtained~from,a‘qUarter1y<informa-4
tion system.- This approach is not very precise in its de-
. Beription of program processes,xbut’it~can'provide:an.easily i
‘understandable picture of the program's general nature and
size. This section looks at information system data about
- each of the four Hgme Start program inputs and compares them -
- to''the national ‘model. ;Additicnal*informgtion*13»presenﬁed,. L
from the site visit reports about problems in recruiting
~and some{of the project characteristics. SRS R

e © The Home Start Famj ly

L . v The typical family. The typical Home Start family in
' ... 'the Fall Q¥ 1972 has as focal parent a woman 31 years of
.. . age, -She is mother of four children ages one, four, seven

. and ten years. She and her husband live in a rural or.semi-

~urban area) her. husband is curxently,emplbYed‘ohl&?part~t1me} S
~total family income is between $2,000 and $4,000 annually. -
Both parents have some high school education, This family
. was already part of a poverty agency network at the time.the
.. ,Home Stagt program began. “They have used or are using wel-
.-/ fare services, food stamps, food commodities, public clinic
./ or hospital medical service. Thefﬁa&%lY’first_hear§,0£f@be P
/. Home Start program.frow a Home Visitdr-who identified th&r
< from a roster -provided by the local Head Start program or a = .
cqmmunityaserVicé;agency,f»Families"firSteihptgggion3f6£ter.af:_]

ShOrtigime.;n‘therprogram,were“faggxable./;f et
v+ - The focal child in this fgmily~1a,either~three»or our- -

- years old, boy or girl. Althoygh he and his tnrae:pgpthg:§\<x\
. and sisters may be Caucasian ( 3%) , he Ray also be Black (18%),
Mexican-American (9%), American| Indian (78), or a member of '

- another minority (3%). By Fall|1972, the child and ‘his fam- e
ily had been in lome Start for, e R

hree months,

~Reeruiting. The pressurgqufjrapid_recruitingkpxpduced‘;,.g;
more problems than antivipated. | The major problem was not o
- 80 much one of finding intereste{l families, but rather of
finding qualified families. Due to poverty eligibility re-
quirenents and research design requirements, thé Guidelines: et
specified criteria for family income, focal child age, sibling

head




st iy

S T ?{
25; i B -
&

"”agee, times of enrollment and termination, and overall number y;"

of families per project., 1In addition, children could not be
~enrolled’ in Head Start or other compensatory prog:._

. Femilies recruited for Home Start were identififd fromo e
;three primary sources: _'~ N | ,“’%@. g

) existing lists from related Head Start progrem%;

e exieting 1iste from community service agenciee (wel—;~197* .
' fare, §ublic health). Sl i Gl

‘k e direct target area recruiting by pr gram etaff. :

A small percentage of, familiee learned ‘about Home Start
~ through local media and .a few: femilies were referred by
. Head Start-or local school systems,.' In many cases project o
~staff had to'do dooz=-to-door recruiting to reach .their or- .
iginal enrollment goals of 80 families, ‘Two projects re~
- quested and received permission to lower maximum’ enrollment St
- to 60 families because of speoiel circumstances. o ‘;f S

e Some progrems had to- compete for eligible fanilies with -
Head Start, public kindergartan, and other early childhood
programs; in other programs, the geographic distance between ;

e eligible families slowed decisions about areas where recruit-

f , ing -should take place and made recruiting itself very time—,ﬁ~‘-

£ ~consuming. - Recruitment of families with children precisely

. the right ages for the evaluation design wus often difflcult.},

Projects often had to turn down or postpone enrollment of :

» families because their children were not of the eppropriate ﬁr :

. aged, nnot er problem was whether to enroll children of ras

. ~ motheys working full- or part-time who could not easily _e?»'ifrﬁ;

© -, take part in Home Start activities, In some programs, fo- ‘

. cal noéthers work part-time and perticipate in Home Start - -
. during .their time off. In at least one progran, a liome - \q;~~'~“~
- Visitor-works with- focal children and the babysitter who
_ stays with them regularly during the day.. S0

: In spite ‘of the difficulties in recruiting mentioned ‘
above, overall statistics show that the projects 'have been
 quite successful in enrolling families (92% of capacity has
f been reached). ' . ,

e eee Sreas. of concern. ~The hurried recruiting using exist~ LT
-~ ing xrosters brought into the program many families who had
' - revious experience with agencies gerving low income fami- -
.- While this often guaranteed the meeting of the Head
: ,,ligibi lity guideline requirements. it also meant

S
:
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. that new st¥ff in an innovative program could potentially:

~ £ind themselves working with families who saw liome Startd

s as,simply*"anotherlagency;px?gtam", ”ﬁoxg;importantl“, 10w
‘incomo families not on oxi8ting agénoy rosters probably |

 have a greatér need for services:but might be missed under © ¢

thepresent.recruiting1jfstem,

S Ini&ddit&gn,'the'tspicalafocal‘mather has already com-
- pleted one-thixd to one-half of her parenting, Given'an ,
‘over-application situat’onqfﬁhe*recruitmenﬁ of mot@ersfné§~*‘~‘”_'J ;
. to child-rearing may be more'advantageous in: that the mother -
. Will not yet have her own set of patterns of child-rearing, .
© and that she will have njofe child-rearing years ahead of . = .
‘her and thus will be able to utilize her. new development . L
- 8kills with more of her ffildren ovér a longer period of .

time, . . R : ’ g
During the-Fall 1972 quarter, 17% of the Home Start™ .
families left the program. The major reason for termina~ S
tion was "moving from service area". Other reasons were -
“focal child is now.in first grade or kindergarten", or . .
"lack of interest". Although the termination rate may be . -, ~ .
gtolerable, there appears to be a relationship between high =
stermination and hurried recruiting which should be further
“investigated as new familjes enroll in Fall 1973, =~ +

>

Local flome Start Staff | |
/ ‘Typigcal staff, Local staff patferns were drawn. from ' - |
- proposalsand groupell. in tefins of the program components
- outlined in the Home Start Guidelines. A typical staff con-

[.-Biste of the follewings - 7 TP b ,
e oDirector (or Coordinator)

- e Home Visitox Suporvisor or a Specialist (Nurse, So- .
. cial Worker, or Psyohologist) - |

- e Education Coordinator -

RS ERIE

1

@ Seven liome Visitors (numbers range from 4 to 16)  °

o eseoretary . 1w

bers. Ninety-five per cent were full-time, and 95% were

womerr, The median age was about 31, and very few were -» R
_-younger than 20 or older.than 50. .As for experience and G
"" education, one-half had_preViousueﬁﬁﬁxiane with related =~ ~ -

v % L f‘l\*%f%~4?~” 

o f"¥As*6£<Fall'lé?Z;?tﬁénprojécts hed an ;véragé?éfilzistafomqm4 G
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programs and 41% had;ghildren”ofltheir‘oy;ﬂih'%he‘ﬁocai~ége
group (3-5), All but about 10% had gradlated from high .
school, and 40% had some colleye background. Approximately -
- 11% of the Home Visitors had ‘aearned some college degree =
_ (Associate, Bachelor, Graduate), . -
~ puring the second quarter, the typical project had re- .
- ceived 140 hours of volunteer services, two-thirds of which

~* was from nonprofessionals, 'This does not quite reach thé .
~equivalent of another full time staff member added to the

3 ¥ - b g lr g

' ieleven or go paidistaff,

“+ . hnnualized salaries for project staff varied substan~ .
~ -.tially within projects and across projects. A study of = -
 flxst-year proposal budgets shows the planned salary for -
: *.~ﬂtnettOpéadministratpr:ranging,f:om,apﬁtoximately;$1g000ftO‘ ST

- $14,000. Planned salaries for the fooal staff persons~-the

L Home.visitOrseeranged.fxom:$3;0005toa%7i¥507with‘a*meaiahjeq,w»l~a€&f

 Balary of $4,680, - The lome Visitor was usually the lowest = *
k,,,,pagdwpegson;onrthé:starﬁ;Iwithathe;ereptigniOfjhalfﬁthe! ; e
i programs who paid their secretary/typist somewhat less), '

: ~ Ethnicity of staff and childrent Home Start Guidelines i
- ‘hote. that preference In hirind should be givenito IndIviduals -~ =
- !sensitive to the culture and needs of the participant fami~ ,

o lies! (p, 15).  Table 1 compares data on staff and child eth-

‘k,,Ltni¢ity‘aérqss‘all;programS‘tqgétheﬁband»showq‘thattatethe_fﬂ g

~ natlonal level they . are strikingly /similar,: No discrepancies,

. are greater than 4% and most are 2% or less., Thus it appears -,

- that over all projects the ethnieity duidelines are being.im-- '

P

K ’:‘_ )

- plemented.

i

.= Staff-child 4hni¢;tyawas;§§anirga;w4gnin;the,igdiviae~~_=~»
.- Jual projects by comparing “Other/ Calicasian" (i.e.; people ..
*-',,}whq;are:gggauexic n%Americané,PgértovRicaﬁffBlack?:ﬂmeri¢#n;}f'

- 7. Indian, Native Alaskan, Polynesian, Oriental) percentages :
et for staff and prpject children,: In nine of the 14 projects:

- with sufficient data, the staff-child percentages varied ...
: less than 10%, four projects varied between-10% and 20%, -
. and one varied 13%., .The'match of ethnicity for minorfty |
~ groups was alsq examined within individual projects, .‘In | =
- 19 of the 224 stafces where another minority group was rep- . .
. resented, the percentages of children and staff variediless = ~;
. than 10%.° Only three showed greater discrepancies. than that, - -

. varying 11%,

~-are being im

Ty g RO
i T ¢

G . .
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e e XA I

3%, pnd 26%. Thus, the ethnicity guidelines; -
lemerited at the igdividual project level, . =~ = .
~“CompariSon to the Home Start model. The component |
- — Structure sg¢ctlion of the model was developed!from the de-
tons. Stare ?rog:am components and requirements in the

Home Start Guidelines (pp.:2-7). The staff listed with
(e ey N e D e -

B h . P . -

: »22:]5 .




TABLE 1 | "~; el
Ethnicity of Staff and Children Cuil e e
Fall, 1972 Y ‘. ST Ll

 ’ §3§§§£ ot S e BN RS 1,25 - j?f

‘ Me’giéanfameri‘can’:: ) S A IR '13% ‘ Y o | "
Puatébjnicanu' - S i‘_ 1% | 1%
f.Othér‘Caﬁcgsiaﬁ.; ke g 50% 6ds

= Black ‘ 5 P (\' : 208 - o "18%

’¥Q'Amerian Indian ST e M L N

' Nat'i\re Alaska? : | RS T ‘  ‘ 1% :

tPolynesian

ﬁ or1enta1 “ 0%‘ ;
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eachvcomponent'are"simply,those_axaff titles which most ¢
frequently occurred in first-year proposals, s it is not
meaning jul to cdmpare the typlcal staff pattern with the

U . A

a zéompéring'the-ﬁtaffihg.phtﬁérnibf‘edch project to the
typical staff,patqg&n does not lead to conclusiong; about
the appropriateness of local staffing,.since it “can not be

~ ascertained whether the "typical" staff pattern is itself

%

S

" with only four ani’the one with.16. = /)

congistent with the model, Comparison to the typical staff
is effective for illustrating the range of local/staffing
options, however. For example, once one knows that the ~
typical or median number of Home Visitors [As seyen, the ex-
tremes can easily be put in perspective, such a the project

L ]

i

i / y ! PR

o accmparinqvhéiuﬁl“stéffinQQto £he‘compgnéﬁé structure
as outlined in the Guidelines permits statements regarding

the peasonableness 6f local staffing patterns; for carrying -

.~ out 'the functions of the component, since the components -

actual;y,xeflect,comprehenéiVé‘listsfof,sexvice*prQCGSSes,‘: -
‘as outlined in the Guidelines. For example, the "Coordina-

tion of Support Services" segment of the model reflects -

. Guidelines requirement #4 relating to the jdentificatfon,

?coordination;_1ntegration,;and,Utilizdtion;of ex;gtihg com=

<:mun;tYiresogx¢ep andysexyices;(p,uS), ok

. ese Areas Of, concern. _Sucha"campaxigozﬁaf gtaffing pat-
" terna-in the|proposal to the component str

3 L to the tructure indicated.
'by'the¥§uidelineb‘identifies,th,afeas.QggconCérn,xeqarding
‘the appropriateness of local staffs: . «

" {nnovative educators and coordinators of cofmunity, - ..
* gervices. This ability to function as "community .
generalists" i expected of people having only min-
#'imal training. Moreover their salary is quite low
gﬁedifh«of $4,63Q);gprpbablg}reﬁla?ting expected

S e A e B e e e
& licme Visitors are frequently required'to be both-

“entering skill levels. S

@ While proposals often identify persons responsible
~ for the delivery of nutritional, health; psychologi~
* cal, or social agrvipes,ignly(Oneéthixd'offthe pro-.
.osals identify a person with special training or ex-
‘perience (according to the job descriptions) as re-
‘gspongible for the day-to-day coordination of the de-

1ivery of these comprehensive and interrelated ser-
- vices. S ERRL ‘ o ;

U . : ’ -



Further ‘discussion of these areas gf‘pqssible,incthisEenqyj~ R |
~occurs in later sectiong on the various components. Those ' i
~sections examine implemgntation data to determine whether |
~ logical inconsistencies|identified at the planning level
‘have resulted in implementation problems during Year 1,
g S , o » s

‘Projecﬁ’charachfisticQF : : L e oy

i Typical Hoime Start project. The typical project is
‘located In a mixed small-town and rural setting, serving
families within a single county area. The grantee agency
is the local CAP organization, which also administers the-
‘local Head Start project, The two projects provide alter-
"‘native'choiCesjfor’familiesfof;preScx_ole;s,>although“uedd"
Start is better known among the parents because of its !
longer history in the community, and often tgnds to be their
~ first choice. The Home Start project has enrolled 72 fami~ i
lies out of its planned 80, and families have two preschool- s
~aged children so that when ,the oldest leaves Home Start for S
public kindergarten another from the family will be the - B
-right age to enter Home Start, - . g,( K e ;w;‘;«-
- The Home Start project employs 12 full-time staff mem~ o
bers, including a director, seven Home Visitors, an educar
tion coordinator, a nurse, oneispecialist in education, -
~health, or nutrition, and a secretary. Each Home Visitor ,
» 7 visits her ten families once each week for one to twd hours.

’nw;?brié“‘élf*ﬂﬁyméaghfweek;the;Home‘Visitors_meettin;aagroup;‘

with their director and educational-coordinator-to-digscuss ,
5problems?theY*encoun;ered:durinq9the@weék'andilegznpghguqﬁgewma~=

~ better ways of -helping parents-and children.,

ﬂ;,.qog“'AreaScof'conqggﬁ;,,The;Guidélines~indiqate'thatgﬁOme.'“

- .- Start should deliver sgrvices where Head Start can't fea-
‘8ibly do 80, suchias in extremely far-flung rural areas,

- In most~sites, however, the two projects-gqre in competition

~ for families, and since liome Start ls a newer program and =

 less well known to'the community it often rankg as second = -
- choice with parents. The original planning in oCQ viewed
..theftwﬁfprqdectS‘asfqltqrnatiVefchoiceé‘fq:?parent'i*gﬁdg,p o

- this-role .could be strengthened if recruiting for both pro-
~jects was done through a single source. The relationship '

~ between the two projects is not.well understood by people '
~in the field and needs clarification, 7~ . = =~

[ A

|
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Project Costs
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, T iqgé.nome;ﬁtart.iroqu; budget. The typical bud- | /
 get submitted with the first-year proposal totals $100,000;/ =
- ‘which is intended to support project start-up and operatiogf= -
- -for 80 families for the'first full year. Three-quarters of
., this sum was planned for personnel costs, including reqular
s staff, outside~consultants, and agency services., ; Only“about
~~ half of the personnel budget goes to lome Visitors, the S :
rest to supporting staff and éOntxacted'£amily'sea§1ceg.» R

' =

. Nonpersonnel costs absorbed the remaining one-quarter of .
-7 . the budget, with 9% allocated for transportation and-16% to
e othex nonpersonnel costs, This distribution of planned re-
‘source allocation (three-guarter personnel, one-quarter non-
~personnel) appears to fit tne general mode for labor-inten-.
~8ive human gervice programs found in preschool and day care. . _.
settings. = - . PR T e S
' 4 eee Areas of concern. Two major areas of concern emerge
'~ from & review of the first-year budgets. First, and most .
pronounced, the allocation of only 36% of availableidollars . .
~ to Home -Visitor salaries and fringe benefits raises & ques~ =
tion of whether sufficlent resources are being used; con- ..
sidering the critical importance of this role in the deliv-.
ery of Home Start services, - While approximately onethalf - ..
“of the other salaries and consultant/agency fees fill in the
area of -comprehensive service delivery (health, nutrition, -
' psychological and social services) these are basically o
- oriented to secondary objectives, The second major ¢oncern ~
relates to the range of proposed salaries. Home Visitors -

'rcleat;yvthe:HOmé“Vletor/dlre¢tox,sala:y;dlfferéﬁces hgve
~ to be accounted for to fully understand thé program-func-
Sotdong, TE

-

IR O 4
,

- . Program Processes

_ Once the appropriate program inputs (in the form of

" tion can shift to program processes to sée if the inputs
are brought into a meaningful relationship with each other
to achieve program objectives. Data on program processes. .
are especially hard to obtain because Of the diffuse naturd

 cover ra spread of 250% while:director salaries sprea 2148,
Regional.coest variation covers a difference of ohly 30%., . ..

families, staff, program, and funds} become available,[aﬁten-’i; ,"

of most processes, but gite visits by evaluators have pro- — ~ o

duced some useful information which is examined in this sec- *
tion for.consistency to the Home Start model. Information
about referrals obtained from the. information system is
_also treated as process data and examined in this section,




| MAJOR BUDGET ALLOCATIONS IN vbeaL E |
HOME START PROJECTS AS. PROJECTED -‘gﬂw;&;:-
W FIRST YEAR PROPOSALS SN S

SEVENTY-FIVE PERCENT

PERSONNEL COSTS:

36%

- OTHER STAFF,
' CONSULTANTS,
1 el
| AGENCY SERVICES

 HOME ', .
VISITORS

NON-PERSONNEL;‘»
| cosws '
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As yet thore are no data aboui the all-lmportant in- '

ftoractions that take place between liome Visitors and par~ - - 5;733

ents, but evaluation plans tor the Spring 1973 site visits

“ " provide for ghe collection of preliminary data of this kind..
- :Therefore it'is too.soon to claim comprehensiveness for this
' ,discussion of \program processes, or.even to pretehd that the

.',"oparont involvement, staff training, educational services,
: - -and comprehensive services. Project 1mp1ementation in each

- processes included are the most important ongs. One of the
- goals of the evgluation in the next two years will be to . -

" gather additional data about processes 80 project outcomos e
;‘;can be betteriun erstood and interpreted. o N .,

, \ - . S
The procasses that are examined in thisg section inolude

~of these areas is compared to the national model to deter-
: ~m1nedareas of inconaistency. and possible problems are . 1
‘note . , LR

i A A_ : - i ; * E APE

e Paront Involvement e ':‘-j"’. LT *.{ﬁ'»i' ;\7"5;$y

2 Parent involvement is central to tho: effective imploa;r 5‘o
- mentation of all program components, Three program~wiae o :

't"f',types of parent ihvolvement are examined hera:

. Parent polioy committees
e Group meetings .

. Socialfactivlties

' Parent | polic committees.. Using information drawn trom =;?

o case studies, ﬁh oIIowIng parent committee aotivities can

Y pe described:

- S

q.sevan programs have joint paxont councila wlth tho
- logal. ‘Healt Start programs. Five of:th s} councils
- are'-located in the programs which sha% toff wlth
Head;Start._ B RENRSIE
* Two Eroqrams, although maintaining aoparate Home
- Star cougcils, gsend two representatives .to the lead
. Start council and the Head Start cguncil has:; two xep-
resentatives on the Home Star}t body. R _
"o All of thi six romaining progr ms havc paront policy :
councils fnvolved solely withaghe Home Start program.
In three of the six, there is a parents' committee
'which is intotmodiary between pdrents and the council.




, J e
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Information aystem data for Fall 1972 show seven programa
~had held parent policy meetings. The composition of such
- committees was-88% mothers and 9% fathers. -According to

~ site visit data t.e intended f@nction of these bodies is
generally to discusa the objeetiVes of the program, make
" decisions concerning program policies, and suparviae the’
‘hiring.of new s»aff. - ,

‘ &roup meetin 8. ‘At the time of the £a1) site visits
4ftwo-t51§3§ ‘of the progrems. had already started group meet-
“ings.’ Theuo regularly scheduled meetings nearly always in-~
volve -small groups, usually focal parents of one or two
 Home Visitors. The Home Visitors coordinate and supervise -
.’;maetinge for the families they\visit. Usually the meetings
- ogeur once a month and occasionally, ab ieported by a couple -
 of programs, more frequently. |Meetings are generally con- .
- gldered by program staff to be: educational as vell es social;"f
~.staff customarily arrange meetings around topics in which . =
" focal'parents have expressed concern: ~using surplus food, =
information about child development, and community problems
such-as seasonal employment or road conditions. It was ob-
- gerved in one program that "as parents get together socially
they discover that they have concerns about their children,
about the schools and about their communities that are
shared by other/ parente”. Most program staff oxpressed the
desire to have parents take as wuch raespongibilit as pos-
sible £or the. topics of auch meetings. ' , .

~8001a1 activities. ngial activities are diff rent
from group. meatings In that they are uaually reoxeatiional.
‘rather than educational and usually involve other family mem-
bers in addition to .focal mothers and children. Socihl ac-
tivities include picnics, field trips and family. parhies; R
such activities offer opportunities for fathers and other
male faﬁlty members atome acquainted. Involving men in
_- - Home Start has—been difficult; very few of the council mem-
. bers elected to date are men and only & small number of men
attend group meetings since most £oca1 paxents are female.

opo Areas of concern, Only one-half of the ptojebta ‘were el
“holding parent policy meetings as required, and even in these
projects the degree to which parents are actually involved

in "ahaplng project direction" has yet to be docnmented.

While gsocial activities may contribute to the meeting
0% psychological and social objectives, they have not yet
"become the vehicle for the involvement of project fathers.
An exception to this is oné project. which shows 50% involve-
ment of fathers in ‘some project activities (Information Sys~-
tem, Second Quarter 1972).

-
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‘Training Component

‘A review of the Fall 1972 case atudies for each of the- . .. ...

‘projects permits the description of staff training.under - ,

such variables as frequency of training, affiliation of

~training-with Head Start, the format for in-serxvice train-

~ing, the use of consultants, and the use of académih\ccurses;
This descriptive information will then be compared to tHe
requirements of the Home Start model., - - jiw\;? ,

‘The in-service training programs were well underway\at E

-~ all'sites at the time of the fall visits. In-service train-

- ing tended to be similar in most programs although two‘va§ia~

. tions should be noted. First, frequency of training: all - =
k_buh'five*pfitha‘pgpgzama.conﬂuct in-service training every =

© week for a morning or a complete day.’ The remaining sites

have training sessions bi-weekly (except ong whith only has-

~ monthly maeetings). Four out of five of these programs are
\}n\xural locations. Lo : Lo e,

- The other variation is affiliation of training with

Head Start; at least two programs regularly conduct train-

- ing sessions in conjunction with liead Start. While staff
‘at one of the programs are satisfied with this arrangement,
staff at the other program indicate that these gessions do
not meet their training needs. Specifically, they believe
training is. too classroom-oriented and does not focus suf-
ficiently on activities to be undertaken in the home.,

‘Other than these two._structural differences, the in-

gervice training programs are quite similar, There aras in-

. _formal sessions vwhere . staff share successful ideas and ma-

terials, practice new lessons, and discuss specific family-

related problems and plans. There are also more. formally
structured -sessions where information on a specific topic ‘
- is presentéd and discussed. Topics covered by several pro- e

grams include: curriculum development, psychological and
social delivery, nutrition, and early childhood education. -
Some of the more unusual topics were the orientation of
crisis intervention, speech and language development, and
using art and mugic in home vigits. Future training needs
“articulated by the Home Visitors include an introduction to
- or further study of the following topics: first aid, recog-
‘nizing health problems, hcw to develop home visits that fos-
~ ter speech and language development, how to discuas - psycho-~
logical services with families, use of social service agen-
cles, information about childhgod learning and development
- stages, and guides, for developing and using curricula,

¢
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Alﬁoét-all of the programs have used andfare'plannlﬁgfj”'

use of consultants for training. Consultants already em-
- ployed have included representatives from the Regional oCD.
v officej NEA, local university professors, a nutritionist,

a speech therapist, and a coordinator of a day care project. *

In addition to\theftrainihg provided by,thé"pqurams;
8ix of the programs noted that several of their Home Visi-

tors were continuing their edutation by taking courses such

,a8 early childhood education, child development, sociology
"and community relations at local colleges and universities.
(- Some Home Visitors have also attended various conferences

and workshops that were mchednle. ‘n their communitics. e

®®e Areas of concern. Available data about training give
little cauBe for concern, but more data are needed to veri-
fy.the preliminury findings given lexe. Ths training ac-
:tivities being conducted at all projects are within the

- framework of the model. Both staff and consultant resources

have been used. Interaction between various staff levels
is described. The content of the workshops is definitely
in line with the implementation processes Of the various
components as oytlined in the model.

- The Home Visitors have articulaced a need for contin-
- uing assistance in developing basic home visiting skills in
-~ both the educational and comprehensive services areas, Ob-
| servati$ns of a sample of Home Visitor interactions with fam-
X ilies will be conducted at all projects during spring site
' visits. Information on in-gervice activities will also be
. gathered. At-that time some tentative statements about the
- consistency of local in-service activities with Hdme Start
needs can be made.

- ‘Educat¥on Component

.. Using information from the Fall 1972 case studies and
from the Information System for the second quarter of 1972,
~ _the levél of implementation of this component can be de~ .
‘scribed in texms of: \ o
.~ ® the statement of local objectives; * f
‘e component staffing'patts;nég
@ present activities in the home;

' @ the role of educational referrals.

oo
K
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~_Statement of looca). objectives. In_generalo~1965{ ob-

i
I
| g e il e L T e
i ,

~ jestives have movad totiard spec fTbity:';TheEObjééyibés#in | Zfﬁi o

the original proposals were basically derived £rom

~ &ional guidelines and were in fact goal ‘statements, Some = ./ .
| ‘improvement. in objectivé writing occurred by the time of \&‘
. the spring case studies. Since last fall, .projectsa have .
~ ‘been required to state short-range objectives/in a timeline f
o
i

fframéwork} ‘While these objectives do not nedessarily de-
‘soribe actual project implemehtation,«they,do.givejan indi-

which component :areas they intend to emgpdsizé.l

. cation of how projects. conceptualize themgalveséqfft~exqmpleoj
' Most Spring 1972 edycational objectives centered on in- |
" ventorying the ldarning difficulties’ 6f children or obtain—

%ing’resources:to;meet~2ﬂ11drenfs’neés-'aAbout.SS%;bffthe,;v

local educational objeétives focused direé¢tly on the child, |

-
g/
|
}
; 11 ;
!
]

on meeting parental needs. It appears that many of the

BT

the ma- - |

PREsn

child objectives are intended to be met directly by the Iliome :;;"5
Vvisitor or other staff member, rather than through the mother = .~
ag an intermediaxy; to the extent this is true, one of the | = .

main intents of the national_program is being bypassed-v: =
teachingathe mother to effectively gupport her children's
development on her own. The low emphasis on joint parent/ |
- child.objectives further ‘supports the "direct child service’
appearance of the program.- e e ‘§'
‘ By Fall 1972 eight projects had objectives in measur- |
able form., While home activities: and referrals were evenly .
split between parents and children, group experience objec-
tives were almost always cehtered on parents. . RN

 Component staffing patterns. Of 15 programs, six have -
a SpGCIaE staff person who 18 responsible for planning and -
development in education, and seven programs have no such '
person, indicating”either that the: Home Visitors have spe-:
cific responsibility for this ‘area of that the director as-
sumes such responsibility. Two programs are based on the
development of curricula around television programs. These
two programs have a similar set of mdterials and both have .
a curriculum developer. It is ugcleaq_whethér,the,curriculum
developer is also responsible for o;he; education services

provided by the program.

. Present activities in the home. The Home Visitor is
the prharg'aiiivgrer;of'e&ﬁcational prvices. In most pro-
grams -Home Vieitors spend from 1-2 houYs weékly vigiting -
each family., Staff at one program makeé home-Vigits every
other week alternating with bi-monthly parent group meetings.,

32
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~ In two progriffs, families are visited twice each week by
. Homg Start staff, ‘ks for thercoﬁtentfofithe‘homé[Visitihg,,jg~

o . Bo direct obgervation has yet been completed. 'We.do know
e T

. & The aggregation of local objectives ranges across =~

o . all the educational elements listed in the Guidelines
[ R j_(s"ee}mode]_),‘.; TR i B e e

T ° AllvprOgramsghave.beenfproyidedﬁwithQ:egulariinfox#s~‘= 5
. .+ mation packets from the National Home Start Office.
Fs . ‘,«The?packetsili@ﬁ*andee9¢r1bealitﬁraturefandﬂéducaé,,,(gf~'

 tion resources especially tailored for home-based =
~ programs, Programs serving distingt ethnic groups
v_:__have;accqgg;to,orvgxgidGVGLOpgngiedncatiénimaterials,i ~;

~-. . that emphasize thg cultyral hévitage of their fami~ .
-+ lles,’' Curricula for the two TV-gantered education =
- ‘components come from educational laboratories as does
‘gome material used with Spanish-speaking children, =~ ~

[ - Home Visitors in all programs report that they modi- .
i &' __fy matexials f;é use by specific children in the fam- . =

o ilies they vis&LQ e S e e S e

S a”Q,In-completinggéthff~Time;Records. Home Vigitors esti~
g ‘ ' mate that between 25% to 70% of their time in the
home is 'spent on education; they oftén consider their
o : talks with focal patents about specific needs for health,
T social or psychologital services as education time; - ’
o ' Home Vigitors are priparily responsible for identify- . -
. ing the educationalineeds of focal child @n. Some |
are assisted on occagion by supérvisors or special - S
education staff 'who accompany them on que‘ﬂ{sxts. TR
; SR Ty e o ot

L The xrole of educational referrals. Educatiopnal re-
BT ferrals fall Into two categories: (1) referrals made for -
' children who need evaluations or who were found-to have
- physically-related leatning difficulfies, speech and hear-
"ing being the most common; (2) referrals made for parents
who, are seeking either additional education or job training,
Almost 90% of referrals made through Falll 1972 weke. for
children. Referrals most frequently occhr in projects with-
 an educational coordinator on stagf, &< . T

ese Areas of €oncern. Two prchlem areas are to be noted,
First, the Home Visitors are enpacted to be "community gen=
eralists”., It is questionabie whethek they can beth develop
B parents as prime educators and promote (by referral and ‘
s follow through) the delivery of comprchensive services, 1f
o projects had a full-time professional responsible for the

<
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_ delivery of community services, the lome Visitors' roles =~

~wcould bhaetter follow the processes outlined in the Guidelines
- - and model (basically an educational xole), @ % T TN S

... hn analysis of program objectivés indicated that pro- =
- Jeots may be unolear as to whether parents or children-are  §
o f;toiﬁsceLVanhaﬁyrimaryfattentignféﬁiHome~Viaitbrasxshlsﬁcé,f?'""
-+ an analysis of Jnitial referrals shows most referral atten- =~ -
~ tion beling  given to the children., 1f mothers are drawn into
~ the actlvitied Home Visitors undertake with.children, and .. .-
. are encouraged and helped to initiakte child activities ox =
. referrals on their own, then the basic intent of the Guide-
| lines is bedng followed, There is little evidence yet, ... .. .=
. hovever, to suggest that parents are:being systematically
. -.involvad as actlve participants in the services provided . =~ =
;;1gy,;;tq4thq;:;ch11§:ep;;aTha-Guidélines;(pgIpy:glegrlysstatéﬁthat,,_*
. Home Visitors are to work.primarily with the parents and =
~ bhild or with parents only.to meet children's needs. Thus =
. the implementation data which show that 55% of.local educa~
. tional vbjoctives are stated exclusively in terms of the
.~ child is contrary to the intention of the Gu.delines. :Thus, '
- a.these data.do not dndicate that parents are getting the
' Qﬁfﬁgtlonf” ay need to become the prime educhtors of their
cC ren, e ‘ s

. 1

‘Support Services Component - | e

The Home Start model which was constructed at the be-

. ginning of thie report displays two service components--
-education and support services, The construction of a gin-
gle servicea_compqggnt‘is'consietent with the Home Start
Guidelines, which States as point four of,"Home Start Com-

ponents'anq gaquixementé“ that:

. '"The program must identify, -coordinate, integrate,
- and'utilize existing community resources and ser-
- —vices (public, reduced-fee, or no-£fee) on an as-
" needed basis to provide nutritional, health, so-
cial, and paychological services. for its children
‘and their families, Home Start proposals should
include written statements from existing agencies -
. . -that their services will be provided to Home
’ - Start families.,” - , e T
Only after this requirement for. coordination of support ser- -
vices do we see the Guiddlines explicate the particular di-
mensions of nutrition, liealth, psychological and social ser-

". vices as baaic‘t&pes of compunity resources. While the nu-
 tritional section stresses the staff's educational function
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. of helping parents make t
~ ,8ources, both the health 0loglcal sections em

| ?91?6/th&t,prbjéétfstqtﬁa3hbuld;makeﬁéverygéfﬁontgtpggqcuregarf

| isting community rdsources or within

and psychological sections empha
~ these services through exi
~ the sponsoring Head Start program,”

3% T EEET
%

.. Thus, the Guidelines clearly. emphasize use of existing |
. community resoures. Use of project funds to pay for direot

| services is limited to the following:

© ® Nutrition--"lowever, when food is actually not avail-
. able to a family, Home Start staff will make every

- effort to provide {t, and to put the family in touch
- with whatever community organizatjoh can help on a~
" regular basis," . P et
® liealth--"When no’other resources are available, Home
- Start will provide children with paid sexvices, but - -
Hlome Start cannot provide payment of services to the
- entire family." (page 3) -~ . o

e After the discussion 6f,sup§6r£/;er91ces'inspoint;§1 ;T'
the Guidelines stabﬁv(point 5) S o
"The program must provide the services listed in .
4, above, when there are no zﬁxsting«resources for
them in the community." ' LU ARt

LR

Unless it is documented that theé majority of local projects

do not have such resources in their coimmunities, -the Home

Start model will project the present emphasis of the Guide~
- 1ines on coordination of existing resources, = i

Using information from the Eall 1972 case studies and .
from the Information System for, the second quarter. of 1972, =
- the level of implementation of this component can be}gescribed e
- - in terms of: LA i Sy s

L ‘ e - L : B S

e the statement of local objectives; | S e

® component Btaffing patterns; w

Q»preSépt écﬁiVitieé_in'homes and groups;

c'the7?Qle‘of referxais.' | ’
| " Statement of local obj
- written by the local proj
~ Following Fall 1972 cas

‘tives. - In generdl,xbbjeétives ’
ts have become more specific.
study visits, projects used their -

3
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;:aa‘~NeédeABSessmenthheetéa?their-fall,casewstndgesxgandfthei:-/.fﬂru;v

 own planning techniques to write their rdvised program ob- / /=~

wy.i7.53Q§-Y§3;f?A374351Y315OﬂfthaireYiseﬁf9bJe¢ttYQ,a?ﬁ¢9&védﬁf?f‘7 s

. ‘Erom eight of the projects before this report was proposed, , .
. shows most projects writing objeotives for gpdaific services . .

~  to-particular familles. Nearly all objegtives have antici- . .

- pated completion dates, - - -0 o000

o ﬁ’eThejobiectivesywritten-byftheseeight'ptojects_¢anfbe S
"summarigedj;n_the3561lowing'manner;A? e

‘ e Nutrition. Almost allinjectLVez!(lw of 14) relate =
~ Yo parents, Major emphasis is on nufritional educa- =

 tion followed by referral for surplus food and spe- . =

- cial nutritional services, . . /- . o 0

i
[

~;._Health;%;Examingtiqng;immunizat;og,ﬁand.Qentaitser91.¢,
. vice objectives are for children only. Medical care .
~ opjectives are "split" between parents and children; =
- "Health education” objectives are wxitten for parents. . -

e Paychiological and Social, 75V Of cbjectives axre | . | -
parent-oriented regarding problem identification, re- i
foerral for special services, @nd group meetings. .-

" With the exception o£ d1£ec£-heaithfeervicés to children, e
' thisp‘ogjectiveg show that component objectives are parent-
oriented. : i Y PR LS S

~ Component staffing patterns. A study of job desorip--
s tions"inﬂthe,first—yegx‘probosals>ahowed that'thq~:espohsi—
., bility for the cooxrdihation of auiport»services is frequently
: ‘divided o¥ placed upon the Home Visitors, A study of pre-
sent staff charts shows that this situation still exists.

" present responsibility for support services within each
of the taree service a:eas'cqn;be,summarizedbas follows: -

s Nutrition. In all but three programs, Home Visitors .
are expected to be responsible for both referrals
and services. The use of experts for training ahd
group meetings is being planned and implemented.

[ Health. Eleven of the 15 programs have a specific
 gtaff person, paid or donated, responsible for health
- gervices. (Five of these share Head Start staff.) .
In the four remaining programs Home Visitors coordi- -
nate services. _ ' S i

Ay
v

o




Only three“pro ram: hay
:[EEhtified to ‘coordinate the

' ;;1ndicate that 1ao of-xresponsibility
em not 6n1y he Suppe
: £ the three areas

( but also in wi
e ponent (Nutritian s Psychological and Social Servic cesP®,
';u;;Aithough ‘Home Visitors. may be making referrala in these ares 8
/- a referral mechanism is not seen as being consistent with ;i~e“
.. the national objectives which call for not- only referral but

‘*Sj_elao eetual delivery of theee servicea. - -

e j*Present activities in homes and in qpoupe. Programs

‘-offer a wide range of direct services to. parents ‘in their
- own homes and in groups. ‘which meet either in homes or at a
neerby center., Such eervices can be summarized ae delowsx

' o Nutrition. Information on best use of Ereeent budget“
: {8 supplied through Home Visitors, and t rough some
AN ‘,[ f10¢a1 experts (in group. meetinge).e Specific teeching
- tools such ge nutrxition: modulzs and "surplus food
. cooKbooks" are also being developed, No programs .
" providé food services to families. Referrals are ~
: made ‘to agencies (see beIOW). \ _ : .

: e Health.ﬂ Mejor ‘emphasis is on actual health eervicee
{dental- and’ medical) through projeot funds or refer~:
ral.. ‘Most programs began with physical exams and in-
‘nogulations for focal children.- Home Visitors eeti- i

~ mate spending 10-20% of home visit time on health g
 {identifying needs, keeping recoxds, meking referrels, R
and providing transportaqion). , .

. e Ps choie ical and Sooial. ‘Most progremn depend pri-f’. SR L
marily on . referrals. fThe Home Visitors provide iimited
. services regarding personal counseling, sacial con-
e,tact, and ihteraction'between family members,

Cuxrent information i q1catee that a com rehé%sive descrip-A

tion-of services in the home is still be ng developad, Nu-

trition seems to be mostly home~centered, Health is largely

.a referral activity. The role of the Home Visitor in psycho-
logical and sociel eervices neede elerifioation. o

s ,,;/::
ot Referrals for. eervice and eotual eervice reeeived.,,See‘
‘-cond quarter data (throug = provide'a V-

ep
broad picture of needs 1dent1fied (i.e., reterrals initiated)
and actual services received (percent of raferrals which re-
sulted in eervice). The data are grouped in terme of "focal

AT

*
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jﬁ“children" and "Earenta"=' Minimal dat on “others“ is ox~ L
1ycluded for clar ty of preséntation. 1\ , -

" A total number of 3,972 referﬁalsmh d_been made. “The

~ mean) to 122° (using the medi ian) . Seventyithree ‘percent of

" referrals resulted in service, £iﬂhe referkals reaulting

. in seivice 71% were for foc»l ohi dren while 16% were ﬁor
‘paren 8, « | X =

@ umber ranged considerably. ‘rom projéeat ty project (oaggo),,}gfgﬁgﬂ
" The typical number of roforrals varied fro\r 265 (uaing the

Seventyafive pe.cent of all referrals were. or health.;«;f’

:;-nf;Twelve percent were for psychological and social ,ervices.
-?QQ;'G% for nuérition, 5% for educatidn.,; ~ e

Nutrition »J_ Health

. “Perxce ,;’7iffFoca1 ,’, " ,5 Focal ‘EFocal :
r‘:ﬁsfak:;Ia’u”_childreu. 28%gv_ children- 81% childxent 33%

‘.,f-“?f__esuil.t; ng - e ‘ » ; ;
o f,in’83vaQe)“Parents: 68%",»Parents. sy Parents-. 563

w
o
51
O
=

pexcent of  Focal o Focal Focal SR

~ referrals Children: 0- Children: 0~ childrenz 0~

- resulting s 50%" ‘ 7 100% 56%
in service" ‘ : s R :

- acress the Parentq. 0» ‘Parents: 0~ Parents: 0-

R projects ' ‘ 100% . 338 . 100%
'These daté icate that to datep the referral systeq,is '

_ predomin weans of 'delivering health services to fo-
~calchildren. ese services have been basically of a pre- .
liminary natur ;i e.,,medioal ‘and dental exams, immuniza-_l

B tions).-

. eee Areas of concezn. Objectives being developed are gen-
- erally In Iiné with the Guidelines and the Home Start model;
_ . Program. prorasoga are also moving in line with the compon-
< ‘ent elements outlined i “the Guidelines. Home Visitors are

beginning to provide hag¥¢ in ormation and to make referrals

. foxr sexvices. Health services are primarily providedito fo- °

‘cal children. Local programg did budget an’ average of $5 400
:for health servicea (mostly to focal childr enl.




e

e ncvever,, hen the above implementetion data are
| w;-to the mode), three areas of concerfi are identified::
~.an earlier gection showed;that many programs doﬁnot~havﬁnwf§
. profesajionel staff member who is respongible’ for da '
cooxdinatio: of comprehensive. support gervices, ‘860=
__tion shows:-a similat. lack of clear responsibility»withinf h
~various aveag of the support component.. (This assumes that
. Home Visitors making refertals are not A sufficient meehan~?,~
i ism for utilizing community resources.) 1-:,,,\ S G

i Second, SQZVL\GS are teing delivered in ‘the areas where L
& locel program budgets-support such gervices (e.g.,. prelimi-
 nary health services for children).  However, ieferrei data
- indicated limited success in. generating eervices from com~
 munity agencies. This finding is in 1line with the frequent
~ lack of staff clearly designated to "capture“ such contri-
‘~?buted services. Qg",. 0 : e o;‘,,roh ,

ST Third, although the Guidelines (p. 4) stete that the pro-
",ject itself must provide-comp Eeneive services when they . are
~ not available in the community, the very limited funding of

.~ "local programs ($100,000/year for 80 families) raises ques~.'v“
_tions regarding the feasibility of directly supporting these s
services in any extensive manner. g R T

-

\ —'-'4.-“-—.-—-4—-

The two ma;or sections above exemine impl entation
data from the first nine months of field opgration to see
“how closely®program inputs and program procésses matched -
‘the liome Start Guidelines. Although logically’ this section
should use the same spproach to determine whether program .~
‘outcomes are being achieved, it is simply too soon in the =~  .°
life of the three—year national program to attempt such.an
analysis directly. Appropr:ate impact data for determining .-
if objecti gs are being met will not become available until-. =
mid-1974, ‘Instead an indirect approath is followed in this
section, by looking at the-needs of entering children and .
parents to determine the appﬁrprieteness of stated progrem g‘ :

‘;Iobjectives.‘e“‘

o An assumption underlying ‘Home Start is that low income Y
, families will. have a greater need. than higher income families L
-~ for the services provided by the program, justifying the' se-‘ '
- ~'lective enrollment of low income families.; ‘When' families
~are divided into groups on the basig of a broad index like
income, however, differences among groups will not be very
clearly defined and considerable overlap will exist. Thus
. it seems useful to examine the needs of families selected
for enrollment in ‘the program to see if initial assumptions

Lo
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1‘?:ébdﬁtithéif:needs:we¥§1¢6ffth{«,§02 ¢xaﬁp1e;. the range of .
~ Need among low income families may not be very different = .

~-from the range of need among middle class families, except

S possibly for the presence of a. small "hard core" roup Ny

1"~,'};_t;ﬂ“('?‘t}‘;i~:lﬁ'bw1!’«:6:»1161‘fva:t_rglii.'.‘l_1"e4'gt.,i;h"anﬁt:’ has no counterpart among °
. the better off families. If this were found to be true, .

'level of need” among entering Home St’:a;u:t:,ifamiJ.;I._c;'ss‘f‘:;byl,look-.-__-;~-i*'~

'f#5:5j7°h?1d1m9§3“f§9?3'ffgr»

4

 “most flow income families enrolled in the program would
“require only incidental services ithat were not substan- -

tially different {n either kind or quantity from services

- that would be useful to typical middle income families,

 This section will begin the procoss of identifying the .

~ ing at two kinds of preliminary data, The.two7kinds’05.‘f~;*j:~“':
~ data provide information about entering family needs as .
. 8cen by parents, and as reflected in performance on the =

i

iﬁ;ilA?Saﬁplé'df‘entérihgTpéfehts'from‘ten*p:ajecté:were';i,xf*(“”

- &sked what they wanted to get out of Home Start, .~

~and what’ they wanted their children to yet out of £,

e Child performance tests provide data for assessing
.entering child needs in relation to non-illome Start
groups. - o L ,

Keep_iﬁ_mind that both kinds qf»data_were primarily,collécted
for other reasons, so the results presented here must he

. interpreted caréfully until additional data from Spring and:
'Fall 1973 become available.

A‘Parengvgssesaqght of Needs

Uéinq a—fotmal~interviewaqdéstionnairo, liome Visitors
asked newly-enrolled parents what they would like to get :
out of the Home Start program for themselves and their chil-

~dren. To some extent their responses can, be interpreted as
an indication of the needs they felt were most pressing to
“ them. However, it must be kept in mind that any of the ad-

vantages explained to .the parent during the 'liome Visitor's
"sales pitch", which probably occurred less than a month
before the parent interview took place, would probably tend

* to shape the parent's responses considerably. The extent
~to which this bias occurred cannot be adequately assessed

using available data; so for the purpose of thigs discussion

parent responses will be taken as straighttorward'expresf -

sions of need.
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- The greatest expectation was for increased educational ben- ~ . .

. whether the parents sse the benefits for their children or- .

 indicating it was a high expectation for many parents, but

: 7"*'Peétatipnrreqardiﬁgaothér;aetvxceg~snows,enanqpa:éntax1pxéa;;(li
- . .pectation corresponds more closely with first-year propo- ' .
; :ifJaalzbudqgtﬂiKmin;malfexpenditures':prtdirectiserVices)*thany;”;

VWH 7'pa°t)359” §€f°¢§1V°5¢911V9rYf°§;¢°mPr°hensiY9;Berv;cqs;;,;ygf‘ §

S
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 Figure 6 summarizes the responses to the questionnaire. .
 efits to the child, corresponding quite closely to the gen=- i
~eral thrust of the program, It is not clear, however, = .
~ dginating out.of their own activities with the child or
- coming direotly from the Home Visitor. - "parent becoming

,bepter-gducqtotﬂ,vas:thefthixdxmcst”frequent‘expaqtqticn,,“ L

| infabaolntg,teﬁma¢0nly~about“a'thirdfOE all parents men-

.~ The moderately low level of expectation regarding de- =
Vi

.livery of medical services and thé even lower level of ex-

~ with the model's comprehensive plan - (see processes and im~

A Paféht-éxpébtdtiénjd&té’féx'ihdividual projects were - .
. examined in-each of the nine sites having adequate data., =
Six of these nine programs were consistent with the summary

. .in Figure.6. Two others deviated on only one of -the top

- three.descriptions. The remaining program moved strongly
toward the social interaction descCriptions. . Thus, the

- conclugion regardiny low expectation of the delivery of com-
',~prehensiVe;serqicea‘ga'applicable'not only to the national - =
level but also within the individual local programs, ST s

- eee Areas of concern. Home Start parents generally ex-
préss needs which are consistent with the educationa¥ focus
outlined in the Home. Start Guidelines and displayed in the
liome Start model. However, contrary to. the Guidelines, par-
"~ ents have very low expectations regarding the acquI[Heliv~v )
~ery of "hard" comprehensive services (medical treatment;
food, clothing, housing: or ‘job training). Although not .
conaistent with the Guidelines, these low expectations-are
consistent with the budgets of first-year programs (with the
-possible exception of limited medical ‘and dental treatment).
Without highly effedtive referral-follow through aystems,
greater needs could not he met, T e

",EnteriggtCbil@nggrfbrmance{

,  *qhome StartlobjectiVes‘fpt;éhildren presented in the
Guidelines stress development in the cognitive, language, ; CETE
sdEIél-emotional. and physical areas of child functioning, o a
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doy " FIGURE 6 |
“Ranking of ‘Parent Expectations from Summer . !
. 1972 Interview ofhparents §y“Hbme*Visitafs?  :

e

"

oy Greatest Expectation

574 ;_—;;  éduba£1cn panéfitévfor child
i .
Asg-';___;; piaparationf0f°dﬁi1dgferfSChool; -;: i
:\ . oy D :‘wrrff '
a e T e
| B R S S ‘
“ .38y —| . parent becoming better educator 1
Lo I S R U
288 ~—de- - family opportunity to meet iew people ' o
27% «w-j— to teach child social behavior . 3 -
% 47 218 —de— teach parents to bgiter relate to child = =~
. #-8 .
‘ 138 —}— medical benefits , :
8% —{— group meetings i
. 5% __~__; _ali*oﬁher,benefita (life easier for child,y
: . ; social services for family, watching children -
" learn, correct child's problem, nutrition for
, family, child learn Endlish, field trips for
_ oi child, help parent disgipline children).
Least Expectation

!

Ipercent of parents reporting each type of expectation. Sum
is greater than 100% since parents reported more than one
expectation. - : ‘ SRR

i * v“.x
[ ;
‘

i
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Since early OCD planning papers indicate that Home Start

~ 48 not based on a'defiocit model, they seem to imply that
entering children are expected to perform as well as most

~ ohildren in each of the four development areas., On the

_ other hard, it might be difficult to justify the cost of
Home Start_unlous;tho-program could demonstrate success of
sone kind in overcoming either child deficits, parent defi.-
oits, or other major vroblems affecting loy income families.

' One way of probing fox answers to this dilemma is by

7 .uexam$n1nq'cntering childwen to see if there is any de facto

evidence of deficit in cheir performance on standardized
measures. This section examines some of the preliminary -
data collected on a small vandom sample of Home Start chil-
dren from nine of the 16 projects. These data were collected
. for another purpose, to assess the adequacy of the measure-

fli,mqnt battery, but they can also be used to give some indi- ,,~\\JNV

cation of entering child abilities. Conclusions must bs
considered tentative until a larger sample of entering chil-
dron are measured in Fall 1973 using the revised battery.
Pigure 7 sunmarizes the data for discussion in the follow-.
ing seotions on cognitive development, language developnment,
social-emotional development, ‘and physical development.

Cognitive development. The Preschool Inventory assesses
- genera cognIEIve.Eavo?opment using items representative of
those skills considered necessary for success in school.
Because of its past use with other groups it is pnasible to
compare entering performance of Howe 8Start children with
other children. The porcent of children passing each item
is compared with percent passing in other studies. Wwhen

npared with the norxm group used to develoRr the test it

appears that the younger Home Start children perform at a
higher level, whereas the performance of older children ie
generally belpw that of the norms. While this may seem to
imply a "cumvlative deficit" phenomenon”, the finding is
probably biased by the fact that older Home Start children
‘are systematically found in states where there is no public
‘kinddrgarten so that regional differences are inseparably
confounded with age differences. S o g

The four-year-old group is generally above the Head
start figures, but below the figures for a middle~Class con-
. trol group. Data for five-yeaxr-old entering li Start
-children were compared with children of the same age leav-.

ing a pre-kindergarten progranm in theféélumbus”Public“sehaala:“”wm*F

The percent of Home Start children passing items was below
- that of the public school children on 31 of the 32 items.
Total test acores :or Home Start children were compared with
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data from the Planned Variation llead Start analysis. The .
age pattern similar to that seen in the item analyses also
appeared in these comparisons. For children between three-
and four-and-one-half yvears the mean score for the Home
Start sample is akbove that of the liead Start sample; above
hat age, the Home Start means tend to fall belew the Head
tart children who have had previous preschool experience,
but are equal to or only slightly below the means. for liead
Start children who did not have previcus preschool experi-,
ence. S ; , o .

it Language develqpment.' Entering children S performance
in the area of language development was assessed using the
language sub-score of the Denver Developmental Screening.
Test, The normative data used- in constructing the test
serves as a base of comparison, and was collected- froma
srall group of children in Denver, In general, preliminary
findings suggest that entering Home Start children lag about

. one year behind.the norm group in terms of the age at which i
a given percent of the children pass an item. PR AL o

Social—emotional developnent. Two rating scales and
a child performance rneasure relate to this general objec~
tive. Lach mother in the fall assessment rated her child
on three characteristics using the Schaefer Behavior Inven~
tory-~extraversion-introversion, -task orientation, and hos-
~ tility-tolerance. Spec¢ially trained community interviewers
rated each child on two characteristics uging the Pupil .Ob-
servation Checklist--sociability and task orientation™ In
terms of the e rating scales, the liome Start sample is :ii
rated high; 46% of ratings on the SBI and 43% on the POCL
~fall in. the two extreme positive categories of the seVen~:“ S
rategory dimensions., A conparison with the Spring 1973 data .
is necessary in.order to determine whether changes in the ST
. positive 91rcction are possible given the high enterinq
ratings. v ; e 5 : g

L / L & S
~ The third mneasure’ relating‘to social- emoticnaligevelop-f »
ment is the personal-8ocial section of the Denver Develop-
~mentdl Screening Test. This scale includes items on play-'
"~ ing interactive games, on the child's rcactions to being .. . .
~left by the parent, and on the child's ability to dress him-;tr e
~self. A comparison with the test norms indicates that llome
‘Start children lag about one-half year behind the atandard-
ization children in the personal-social area.

Zhysical developmen
,eight and weight




i

assessed by the fine and gross motor scalee on the Denver .-
. Developmental Soreening Test. The height and weight of
~ tiome Start children were compared with norms from a esmall

group ofr children identified through the Children's Medical

- Center in Boston. -The entering Home Start children were

"ju,con8iderabIY_below,hofmal'iﬁ‘height;‘usuailyAundethhﬁdtenth  §_f 

~ ‘percentile, but they wore almost normal in weight, Height =
- 1s a better indication of physical development than weight,

but the Home Start children's low average might be attribu-
table to.ameasurement artifact--norm children were measured = '~

“laying down, and Home Start children standing up, Motor de-

velopment was compared with the Denver Developmental Screen- =

ing Test norms, In gross motor development, the Home Start
sample lag- about 10 months behind the normative sample; in

 £1ne'mot9t?dqveI¢pmqnt the lag is about lllmqnthg;g,‘:

eeo Areas of concern. Two kinds of comparison groups are
represented In the data discussed above: children from
‘norm groups to construct, the tests, who tend to be from
typlcal middle‘income families; and Head Start children, who

*5 ~‘tend to be from lowgincome families. The Head Start chil--

- dren perform lowexr than the norm groups in virtually all :
. cases, and;the'enteringkuome Start children tend to perform
 at levels in between th
- showing a slight disadvantage when compared to Head Start
- children who have been in the program for more than a yvear. .
~.Thus, if one accepts standardized tests as an adequate mea-
~ sure of program objeotives for Home Start children, their
~ low-normal performance would place them at a slight disad=
- vantage compared to-children from middle income families,
- This could be interpreted as a deficit to be corrected by -
the program, if one 80 wished,
. surrounding

# two comparison groups, except for .

£ > wished, but the ourrent controversy - .
.. surrounding™teficit models for educational intervention = .
- urges a search for another explanation, It might be:
- appropriate to explore this problem of interpretation once
~ again now that preliminary data are available, =~
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r~PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY LOCAL PROJECT STAFF IN THE FIRST NINE

i ~ MONTHS

o The previous chapter focuses on - the Home Start Proqrem at
 thes/end of the first nine months, -but it devotes little atten~
.. tion to. tha problems project staff encountered as the nine.
months: unfolded This geotion briefly describes some of the e
problems that were either voiced by local project staff or were

-apparent in data collected from the sites. Originally this- -~ .
" gection was to be limited to start-up problems, but it quickly =

 became obvious that it was not easy to tell which problems)were

© peculiar -to start-up and which were likely to continue.;: ho Tu
‘attempt was made to dlStingUISh between the two,. o

The start~up problems have been separated lntq three

‘;b‘groups for convenience in presentation: ﬂr N

;ﬂ:;o stability of staff, families, end program activities; ;fjg

", X support‘of Home Vlsitors in their tasks,j

:rfko demandsrby utsiders for information.;,;'

,i;tanh group of : lemsﬂis discussed in the sections below.;kiff!
f;ffinal seetion dfeoussee;‘ome of the imblicatipna of theee pr’

*7“s:ability of StaffJ Famllies;hand program Aetivities

7érHomee;or, : af foc
: : taff are only briefly involved, since t , ,
tgoall,were kelenteg'to alter deep oot cha,acterisﬂioeio;jk
’ : L ents, 7




: The flve dxrectors who termlnated were w1th the programs
- at the time of. funding-. iﬂ‘Spring 1972,  Two left fqf personal
reasong {illness in the family, and contlnuing education in
.another state); two resigned becausec of difficulties with

~ community groups coupled with lack of support by the sponsor-:{j
~ ing agenacy; and the fifth was reassigned at the request of the

national office. - Subsegtient reports about two of the directors- ‘; ;
indicated that foth were enthusiastic about Home Start, yet _-: ;Q,
‘inadeqguate supervision of Home Visitors and general project. L

S disorganization suggested that thelir experiences as a success--,;

. #11 Head Start teacher or program director did not necessarily
[fmake them. suitable for Home Start Program leadership. j_;,,y

: Information from the Fa11 1972 quarter indlcates that of =
the 17 staff who terminated, one moved, two were dismissed,

i"ftwo left because of illness, and twelve left: for other reasonS.

-~ Some-of the. twelve were part of a major staff reshuffllng in one‘~ £
,'project following the appozntment of a new director.. A

The three most common reasons why families left the pro~:
_gram included moving from the service area *(36%), lack of in~
_ terest (15%), and child entering public school (10%), Other
reasons, which occurred about 5% or less 1ncluded- parent
aemploym%nt dissatisfaction with the program, illness; and in-
~ come above poverty level, -Two other common problems related
’ -;to famzlies were encountered by progects:‘ o
0 It proved dxffxcult to deliver normal servzces to
.~ families over the bummer months because of staff ey
.. vacations, family vacations, and the interference .
”;goffolder c?ildren who were ncrmally*infpu‘lvc-~ e
: h FUNT

_voneﬁtheir_anricipated ‘datk’ 11 enrollment
alter thelr original 11g£p111tyf %



. ever, since the.Guidelines specify balance between education;ﬁ L

> ‘ , : .
Presumably this change in focus represented a reassessment of

the needs of families as staff ‘*gained . experience during the

-g-first few months, and . .as such the "problems" of changing ser- ..
vices may be very lealthy. A major shift away from the educa- "

. tional component may conflict with the program Guidelinés, how-

«rand other services. o

| Occasionaily projects encountered difficulties in’ obtain~‘ff?;
,_ing appropriate- facilities to house staff and to conduct pr0*~;ﬁ7r
gram activities'yV, : e . ,'a;*

0 Half of the projeots found it necessary tc locate their G
 staff in different places.y One project has staff in
r"‘eieven different offices spresad out over ten counties,
~and other gecgraphically large projects face similar
,problems.x : : : :

f'Q One project had to change offices five times over a two~p[f
month period, and is preparing to move again. T T

‘Support of Home Visitors in Their Tasks

- Home Visitors are the most important 1ink in the delivery -
~of services to families, and need many kinds of support from

. their wojects inorder to carry out their responsibiiities.faf~‘7'n“
- The sypport they need includes general supervision, training,

”'=fgﬁand encouragement, iscretionary funds for activities and fami- .

téchnical assistance on particular -problems, emotional support’vff

ﬁj ad inietrative“and office services;

_with these needs, Most diracto
g _nd(counseiing Home‘Visitor
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e Lack of discretionary project funds often prompts Home

Visitors to use their own money to purchase goads or ..
services for especially needy families. This becomgs =

- 7 particularly significant when one realizes that sala-
A " ries of many of the Home Viuitors border on pquerty ‘- - '
-,1;',‘;>,;, levels, and that Home Visitors arxe often the incipal E el

Sk breadwinners for their famllies.r '_;( P LT
X A o R LT
= In almost all sites, transportatlon to. and from homes, :3,
‘both for staff and familxes, has proved aﬁ especially thorny S
f problem:"- S " ; ‘gf;g“”
o The normal mileage allowance only partlalhy covers ot

_ Home Visitor experfses in maintaining automobiles, oaying

. 'for gasoline, ahd absorbing additional insurance costs,q»{w =
: all necessary for dally transportation. oy S

B R ' G*Because of the Home V191tors low salaxies, their L [
.~ automobiles are .ypically older models in’*need of = '
v frequept repair. For this reason Home Visitors are ST
: R ‘often forced td miss appointments with families due to
s mechanical ‘breakdowns. Severe road condltions in some
N 6 sites further -exaggerate this problem.l‘
‘ " :
@ Families often havd no transportation of thelr owil and’ S
~ quickly come to depend on Home Visitors for ‘transporta-.
- tion to doctors, grocery stores, laundromats. and other;:Lfﬁc-
=S places.‘; 5 \,,‘ et o et o : e
% -gQ;Even a. seemingly simple activ;ty, such as & pxcnic Eor p*
%  tpe-families of one Home Visitor, can turn into a logis
‘ *fﬁ~tica1 nigntmare. For ‘example, it is not unusual for !
= ~ hi_ldren in six families (a low - Home-vr t




*‘,’Demands,by Outsiders fdr,information = o ke

= One of the agpects of the current Home Start Program that |
. has been completely overlooked in the planning documents is = \
,  the intensive demands placed on local project staffs for in-
E‘F‘“form&tiQDiffrOm.Waébingtp_fQCDfstéfffgfrom;theanétionglfevgluQ: i,
‘;';atot3;¢and;£rom’intefestedfouts;ders:who'are“not,formallyacqnhf[*bw
~ nected with the Home Start Program: S R

e e e s
' Some director# réport spending up to half their time
- escorting wlsitors through théir projects, answering
.t letters requesting information, responding:to the de-
., .~ mands of the national evaluation, and making presenta-
i« tions af professional conferences .and other assemblisc.

@ Much of the regular weekly time set aside for insfrvice
- staff training has to be used to present instructions .

~ related to the national evaluation and to record--
+keeping for the Hone Start information system.

® liome visits in many projects were disrupted for an en-

~ tire month at a time while community interviewers col~

~ lected data for the national evaluation in Fall 1972
and Spring 1973, .

- ©Many families expressed irritatkon at the numoer of
',;rstrangera,entering”their;homaég;includiﬁg:gthgr;1pcg1,; 
~ OCD-staff, regional OCD staff, and visitors from Head

. Start-and other intervention projects.
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alternative solutions. It must be remembered, however, that gl
- certain aspects of the current program restrict the changes that — .
& a;e,ppssibré_in,regponse,to;the'p:obléms;5 o GoEa R N R i

 ~_;0fThé‘pr§gramai$ in £ul1WOberatLoﬁ;_and~hajqﬁgf¢afr§ngeg;‘,fiﬂ‘

‘1‘*3;mentSrbf,staff~orgprchamfcompbngnts:a:e no longer . . .- .
D e

S e e T S e T e L U R e e e

~~ ® The overall level of funding is essentially fixed, as -
- 1ig the distribution of funds among projectsy sc large = {
~ 1ncreases in funds are not realistically posgible.

ifeaﬁiblg." e

@ The program'is heavily regearch-oriented, with a ds»

- ‘tailed experimental design, and care must be taken that
- solutions do not.threaten the range or quality of infor-

./ mation gathered, = -~ . o " oo B 0

a5

The problems should be considered separately as they rélate to

- the current program and to.any full-scale programs that may
" succeed this one. None of the three restrictions affect the
-~ range of solutions possilkle in future programs, and some impli- -
- cations for future home-based programs are briefly mentioned at -

" the end of this section. The next three subsections present =
~ some comments and recommendations about the three problem areas

previously discussed, . 0

~Program stability. Here are a few of the many possible .
o strategles for reduclng staff turnover to serve as a starting
. point for further discussion: = . s 0




'for the levels picked. Possibiy ptojeot planning staff ;
- could unave used more technical assistance from regional
.;“or national OCD staff at the prOposal writing stage.j

@ Home Visitorzturnover may be reduced by providing addi~. :
' tional support to enable them to do their jobs bettor.,afﬁ‘“
~ This would help to reduce thexlevel of disc ouragement -
they face in trying to overcome 8eemingly impossible
- family problems with limited ‘resources, Some specific
",jways axe explored in the next subsec;ion.rg;; ‘ ;

| Family curnover is not often within the control of the pro-f
_;;*~jeots, especially in cases where families move from the ‘service
. area or children enter public schcol. However, ‘the fact that. .
~"lack of interest". .is one of the three common : reasons: ‘given for
~ family terminations suggests that family needs, as seen by the
- families themselves, are often not being met. One. possibile
... reason may be that Home ViBitors are attémpting to impose their _
.. own notions of need.on families, without ‘carefully assessing needs*
J'-;j¢£ro' “he families' point of .viaw, When families terminate with-
. 2 , for the directors to -interview.
_ them to datermine if corrective: ‘action needs to be 1nitiated,with

L - the: Home Visitor of that family to prevent future terminations
0 ”,,with otner families. o Lo .

ey 8 W*Improvoment in supervisor
~ for Home Visitors depends :

& upen  finding solutions to-t e infox«
. mation dissemination problems to some ‘extent, in: order to fre
- directors to carry out the additional supervisory functions, .

Until hoss;solution ‘can. be found, however, the féllow
inativeﬂmig't be use i ;

e Other kinds of support for Home szitors rest
o the_availability of «

more directly

‘sum_ fot‘fémily emergencies,
he judges useful for familias.
tors the inconvenien »




‘ ”,3 ------ b to have access to. rented minibuses for special group

. In geographically large sites, a formula could easily
be worked out for a special project contract- increment
’ apecifﬁcally to cover transportation costs over and == -
.~ aboye the- ‘level considered normal. If OCD were to pxo-f_,
. vide tnis additional money it would help to equalize
“',,‘the effective resouxces in each site.-‘

irhrrangements mxght be made in projecta fot Home Visitqrsﬂ;f ,i;

functions. IF events were' sequenced carefnlly.-the cost~*75
{ per event might prove quite reasonable. ;

. Outside information demands. Problems in this group sLem -L,;
:W,,;from the fact that the current program was initiated Lo gather = -
. better. ‘data about home-basged .programs and ‘to inform other . znter°‘f_
. ested groups about effective methods uses‘in ‘the program. Future
. ’home-based service programs will probablyynot havé to contend. - .
"{-;wzth this pxoblem to the ~same extent as the current program.‘ 3;Y.j¢g;

e Since the 1nformation dissemination tasks are separate ey
- "from the service functions of projects, it makes sense ,!:;~?-w
to isolate the associated costs from the budgets so
they are not included in computing per-family service
~delivery cosi{s. Better yet would be the addition of - G
funds to the ‘current contracts to. support these expenses~~jﬁp”f
i perhaps a full-time data coordinator/public relations . =
. person in each site, for example,: such as. funded in,tha
‘¥;aParent-Child Center Program.‘.:gﬁ‘ el e

st.

v W'In addition it may be possible to better coordinate 1nfor~"f
- mation demands’forfgreate: efficienby.. For . example,: it*
'~ may be possible to schedule outside. vieitors: only,one or
©. .. two days a month so information . c'uld be*pres nted )
~f;instead of o‘single‘ ndividua

gf}fMany written requests can be referred to Washington and
1;*jaccommodated by sending the new booklet describing.




_Eact emerging 1s that the cost per family

*

roms. One clear _ ,
forent sites

" is likely to be highly variable, and a more precise method for

allocating funds to future projects is absolutely necessary.

The current method of providing $100,000 per’ site leads to very
~difggrent]effecbive,resopfcea-availablekfor‘delivaring,seryices&,yy
to 80 families, T e e e e S et

e

~ of services from other agencies for families, -

livery tasks. This Bhould eliminate situations where .
~elther too much or too little money is devoted to staff -

-funding levels, which might include such factors as =
- regional cost index, geographic size of site, poverty
~level or level of needs of families, available project
- support serviceg from the local CAA, and availability

;Saiaiy §aﬁ§é§-éhbuléQbe;eéEabliéhéd>beghe/n;tiphéiféﬁfiéd{
for each category of staff, from director to secretary,

AKéCQmmendedfstaffihgﬁpatterhs‘sﬁbuld‘be;pxbvlded't§§81tea   
when they ' are planning their proposals s8¢ that regqources -

~ specialists, for example. -

A‘formhlaféhéuld‘béiestabliahedrfor'cbmpﬁbiné projacE  ]i~7»

to minimize the large discrepancies that cut:éntlyfékibt‘;ﬁ
among sites, T oo h

¥

can be appropriately allocated among supervisory tasks, -
technical ‘assistance_and training tasks, and serVice dea- =

t




-

-
P

. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

. In preceding chaptexs, & model of the Home Start Program
. was constructed from statements made in initiel plasning =
- documents. and many kinds of information abou¢ the first nine . -
- months of field implementation were compared to the model. > ' -
_What can bo ssid.on the basis of this comparigon? = .- . - ‘=

- . The most striking overall impression is that Homé start
‘has been characterized by an impressively high level of qual-
ity, from the earliest planning right through to the ninth
sonth of field implementation. In,spite of a very shoxrt time
achedule, planners clearly stated what was to’'be done, iand -
he national and local program staff, effectively achieved the

LA o :

,:##art:ﬁﬁfgoﬁlépifHé@§¥8téx§awéﬁtfﬁ}I?fOPéidtiﬁ;Ziééﬂfﬁ°ﬁedﬁ1¢i*
7 if the planned locations, with the right numbor’ (and kind) of

‘staff and familles, providing the intended range of services, ,
‘and "having an -integrally planned an The

aimple verification of the achie

i i

up objegtives is.an- important outcome «
‘program and research staff at the Off
‘together with, the many local program
\ons Lor getting a major nationai. pkr
n guch a short time; informed observers,
‘able problems faced by the OCD staff, might be in

thée succes th a certain gense of amazemen

view.

caport ‘identifies .
alidity of the three-
Alsp; it is apparen
d from the evaluation,
g beyond most past evaluat




, - Perhapa the most important i:ﬁue confronting program SR L
35 . staff concerns the nature of the p&rent's role, According to
R planiiing documents, Home Start is clearly "intended to support Tt
B parents as the primary teachers of their children. This is '~
- . the central purpose of Home Start; and a fundamental point.of
 difference from Head' Start and other preschool programs. Both
e kinds of programs havé as their ultimate goal the improved
: (“r,-'weltare of children, but the two approaoheS*ieqd to very 74
+Y . different operational strategies, with.Head Start having an
emphusis on ‘the direct provision of chiid eexviqes by staff. L

S : Current uome Start 1n£ormation anggests (in a somewhat
T ,_inconcluaive manner at this time, however): that ﬁome visitors o
- . ‘may be providing most services directly to children,instead of
. . acting as. helpers who support:and mSEIJaté patenus in their
o role. of primary caretakex: Thus a diacrepancy apparently exist
. < Letween plans. and’ program. oparations ‘at present. Getting
.- parents to. change their bqhavi r with children: id a delicat,
- task, since it forces parents. ‘11c1t1y¢admi‘guk, :
“*;inadequacias.ff89na1tive ‘waysa or working t ‘paren
: to be 1earned;th’ough:exper enc: d
. judg + restraint, aﬁd*effor_gzk;t 5 pa
~ o ovis tot ‘ 0 !
o be‘qgre:xeadily acceptedgb¥ ‘parentt -
- equating this home. visitor role with tradi;toq'j
‘found in public schdpls: Moreover, . .the children no
-a gratifying deligh “the attention and mater
by the homé visitor, 1 further evaluation in
_ supports current indications about the: role:
- form of technical azsistance miaht be. consi§e:ed for L6
] act: _ : he noreg. subtle parent involve

n‘flowing ftom,many relatively;mino issues take
can lo¢ e 3tart staggs -eally do everythings
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,‘< :
9 xeach new families who are outside the durrent Head PO e
Start net; ’ : - N A

A}

. train parents to be competent child teachers;

N

e organize comprehensive gervice déliVery to obtain
.7, measurable improvements in health, nutrition, and
psychologicallaocial status of families.’

This is a formidable. aesignment by any atandard, but -

\'" eapecially 8o when the questionable success of past poverty

- pected to do all this almost solely through one direct staff
- agent, ‘the Home Visitor, who is basically paraprcfessional angd

'f;ff¥1mportant impact at the end of only two years of existence and
ST one. full year of Operation.; This geems an 6normous. expectaw'“~
- tion. If Home Start doesn't meet this: expectation it won't

;;iﬂi3tevolubionary; not only for child intervention but also for -
b&,ﬁ_gsocial service delivery.,;¢;< . , T e

programs is considered. Yet the Home Start Program is ex~

~.who by conventional standards is undertrained, underexperxenced; ;
gnd underpaid. Morsover, it 16 to be done at low.cost per .
ily and per child; yet ‘it is expected to have a measurablyﬂf

. be surprising; if it'does, the implications are potentially



