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INTRODUCTION

In 1971 the Office of Child Development initiated the

Na+ ional Houme Start Demongstration Program to demonstrate
altersative ways of providing Head Start-type comprehensive
services for young children in their homes.” The program,
which became operational in the spring of 1972 and continued
until June 1975. was designed to enhance a mother's skills

in dealing with her own children in the home. At the same
time, comprahensive social-~-emotio-al, health and nutritiornal
objectives were adopted as part of the core program.

This evaluation report focuges on process {formative)
and outcome (summative) data collected in spring 1975. Chap~
ter IX presents information on the characteristics of the
national program and the individual Home Start projects and
describes progran costs and services delivered. Chapter III
analyzes several issues related to program operations--program
duration, support extended after family graduation, national
otfice support, home visitor supervision, nutrition services
and projects' future plans. Chapter IV presents data bearing
on several guestions relating to the home visit process, pro-
gram costs and program effects:

e

Do families whc participate in Home Start for two
years achieve greater progress toward program
objectives than families in Home Start for one
year?

How do the effects of two years of Homs Start
compare with two years of Head Start?

Is Home Start equally effective for children who
encer at age four as at age three?

What has been the impact of Home Start on project
staff?

What are home visitor expectations for the future
of children and families?

How do the costs O0f Home Start compare to those
of Head Start?

what effects do variations in services have on
program outcomes?




Appendices include information on the methodology, the measures
used, the quality of the summative data, psychometric analyses
of the summative measures, and a review 0f research literature
on home-based child development programs.

Another product of the evaluation is the Homesbook, a
compilation of ideas and experiences distilled from interviews
with staff of the 16 Home Start projects. This provides a

broad perspective on the intimate details of operating home-
based programs.

In the Final Report analyses and findings are summarized
along with similar information from the entire three-year evalua-
tion. Also included in the Final Report is an index to guide
the interested reader to the wide range of information contained
in the series of seven jinterim reports prepared since the evalua~
tion began in 1972.

Home Start Program QOverview

Home Start was a program for disadvantaged preschool
children and their families funded by the office of Child
Development, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
The program started in March 1972 as a three-year demonstration
project and ended in June 1975. Home Start was a home-based
program providing Head Start-type comprehensive services {nutri-
tion, health, education, and social/psychological) to low-income
families with 3-5 year old children (the focal children). A
home-based rrogram is distinguished from center-based programs
in that services .are provided in the family home rather than
in a4 center setting.

A uni¢gue feature of Home Start was its attempt to build
upon existing family strengths and assist parents jin their role
as the first and most important educators of their own children.

The national Home Start demonstration program had four
major objectives, as stated in the Home Start Guidelines
(December 1971}:

@ to involve parents directly in the educational
development of their children;

® to help strengthen in parents their capacity for
facilitating the general development of their own
children;

© to demonstrate methods of delivering comprehensive
Head Start-type services to children and parents
(or substitute parents) for whom a center-based
program is not feasible; and




e to determine t.ae relative costs and bhenefits of
center- and home-based comprehensive early child~
hood develcpment programs, especially in areas
where both types of programs are feasible.

Sixteen Home Start projects were funded by the 0ffice
of Child Developrnent. Each program received approximately
$100,000 per year with which to serve about 80 familjes.
Participating families came from a wide variety of locales
and many aifferent ethnic and cultural backgrounds--including
white, black, urban, rural, Appalachian, Eskimo, Navajo,
Migrant, Spanish-speaking and Oriental.

Home Start program staff consisted primarily of "home
visitors," who visited the homes of enrolled families period-
ically. 1In addition to working with the mother ¢n matters of
child development, the home visitors discussed nutrition,
health, and social and psychological needs of family members.
When needed, home visitors or other program staff referred
families to community agencies for specialized services.

Families enrolled in Home Start also participated in
group activities or meetings on specific topics, such as par-
ent effectiveness or health. Each program had a policy-maXing
council, which included Home Start parents as members, to set
policy for the local Home Start project.

Further information on the Home Start program can be
found in:

"The Home Start Demonstration Programs An Overview"
{February 1973), Office of Child Development. This
booklet acguaints the reader with the overall Home
Start program as well as introducing the 16 individ-
ual projects.

"2 Guide for Planning and Operating Home-Based Child
Development Programs" (June 1974}, Office of Chjild
Development. Based on the 16 Home Start projects,
this guide details what is involved in planning and
operating a home-based child development program.

Home Start Evaluaticn Overview

The National Home Start Evaluation incorporated three
major components: a formative or process evaluation, a sum-
mative evaluation, and a cost-effectiveness evaluation. The
three are complementary ways of viewing the effects of Home
Start. While all 16 gsites participated in the formative
evaluation, only six, selected as heing representative of the
rest of the programs, were involved in the summative and cost-
effectiveness evaluation, due to funding restrictions on the
evaluatijon.




Formative evaluation. The formative evaluation pio-
vides basic descriptive information about key aspects of indi-
vidual Home Start projects (see aAppendix A for a more detailed
description of the formative methodology). This information
was used to give feedback about project implementation during
the course of the evaluation and to establish a context for the
statistical and analytical findings. Elements of the formative
evaluation include project-by-project case studies, observation
Qf homg visits, and analysis of staff time-use patterns. Trained
interviewers gathered formative data by visiting each of the 16
projects to interview staff and to review project records. They
visited the six summative sites each fall and visited all 16
sites each spring.

An information system, designed tc gather bagic statis-
tics about each of the 16 programs, gathered qguarterly data on
family and staff characteristics, services provided to families,
and program financial expenditures. The information was gathered
by local project staff members as part of their routine record=
keeping activities and then summarized into guarterly reports
which were sent to the national OCD staff. These statistics
were used to help local and national staff make better admin-
istrative decisions, assisted in the interpretation of summative
outcomes, and also served as input to the cost-effectiveness
analysis of the Home Start program.

summative evaluation. The summative evaluation pro-
vides information about Home Start's overall effectiveness by
measuring changes in parents and children. Two features char-
acterize this kind of evaluation in the Home Start program.
First, there are "before-and-after" measurements of Parents and
child performance alng criteria provided in the Home Start
Guidelines. Measures® used for the evaluation include:

Preschool Inventory

Denver Developmental Screening Test
Schaefer Behavior Inventory
High/Scope Home Environment Scale
8-Block Sort Task

Parent Interview

Child Food Intake Questionnaire
Height and Weight Measures

Pupil Observation Checklist

Mother Behavior Observation Scale

S O0DOHE O PLC

Second, there is a randomly assigned, delayed-~entry
"control" group who did not enter the Home Start pProgram until
after they participated in one complete cycle of fall and spring
testing. "Control" families then participated a full year in

h ]
“Descriptions of the measures are included in Appendix B.




Home Start activities. Additional comparison data were
gathered from Head Start families in four sites where there
was a two-year Head Start program. Data also were obtained
from Head Start families in the two urban sites Operating
One-year programs in 1974-75., The data were gathered by
locally hired community interviewers who received special
training twice each year.

Before-and-after measurements were collected from the
six summative sites each fall and spring. Data reported here
were obtained at four time points: fall 1973 (pretest), spring
1974 (7 months later), fall 1974 (12 months later), and spring
1975 (18~19 months after the pretest). The outcomes for Home
Start families who had received full benefits have already
been compared~-after 7 months (Interim Report V, October 1974)
and again after 12 months (Interim Report VI, March 1975)--to
outcomes of c¢ontrol and Head Start families. In the present
report, Home Start outcomes after 18-~19 months (two full pro-
gram years) are compared with two years of Head Start, and
the outcomes of two full years of Home Start are compared
with outcomes from the delayed-entry group (who had one year
of Home Start following a year's participation as controls}.
Data were alsn collected in 1974-75 from a sample of Home
Start and Kead Start families who had not participated in
the previous year's evaluation.

Cost-effectiverness evaluation. This third component
of the eva uation was degigned to determine the relative cost-
effectiveness of Home Start and Head Start. While cost data
were obtained from both programs, collection of this type of
data was more extensive in Home Start to provide a comprehensive
overview of total program costs (including both federal and
levered resources). The types and guantities of benefits pro-
duced by the two programs and the number Of participants that
benefits could be extended t¢ for a given level of public spend-
ing were compared to determine whether HOme Start represented
as cost~effective a program as Head Start. The cost-effective~
ness evaluation also was designed to examine the relationship
between program/process, cost and outcome findings and to
formulate recommendations for improwving program efficiency and
for policy decisions at the national, regional and local levels.

Conventions Followed in This Report

® Project refers to the individual sites, while program
refers tc the National Home Start program.

& Focal parent and fccal child were those members of
the enrolled family who participated in the hore
visit. Most often the focal parent was the mother
who was at home and not working. while the family
may have contained several children, there was
alwa-'s one chil@d who was the focus of the program

il
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and therefore considered the focal child. Fre~
guently the term focal is omitted in the dis-
cussion, using just parent and child.

Summative families were those families who were
being tested and interviewed to assess the out-~
comes of Home Start. These families participated
at six summative Home Start projects: Alabama,

Arkansas, Kansas, Ohio, Texas (Houston), and West
Virginia.

Figure applies to those charts which are located
within the body of the chapter; a figure usually
appears directly after the page on which it is
mentioned. Tables are located in a separate
section at the end of the report.,

i2




II

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

A factual overview of the Home Start program is pre-
sented here to provide a framework for subsequent sections of
the report which address a number of specific jissues. In-
cluded here is information about family enrollment and staff-
ing of the entire Home Start program, as well as the typical
project. Project activities which families participated in,
such as home visits and group meetings, and other services .hat
projectes provided to their families are discussed in detail.
2lso examined are across and within project variations, not
only in family enrollment and staffing but in service delivery
patterns as well. The chapter concludes witl: a discussion of
the cost of providing Home Start services to participating
families.

Before examining the statistics presented in this
report, it is important to remember that the main thrust of
Home Start was simply people helping people in a variety of
ways. Home Start, during the three~year demonstration which
concluded in June of 1975, was a program not only concerned
with the preschool child, but also with the well-being of
the total family. The program, aside from helping parents
to become more effective in their role as educators of their
own children, stressed the social and emotional needs of the
child, the importance of health care and good nutrition as
well as a variety of community resources families could
utilize to help meet their own needs. To present this more
human and comprehensive view of Home Start, we are starting
this chapter with the success story of a family in Arkansas
which shows what Home Start has meant to them. The story
illustrates some of the ways home visitors and other project:
staff have affected the happiness and well-being of families
in the Home $tart program over the past three years.

13




A Family Success Story
The Froelichs in Arkansasl

"I think when Lenore gets those kids raised, they're
gonna be the kind that'l) start to school and say, 'Look, I'm
Marty Froelich--I'm somebody.' I think they'll go with that
attitude, and that's important with low-income families, be-
cause a number of my famjilies have this low self-image. They
teach it to their children in their posture--that slumped
attitude--whether they say it or not. &And Lenore Froelich
will never teach it to hers, she’ll never teach that given-up
attitude, because she's never given up.” That's Claudine
Shuffield talking. She's worked with the Froelichs for about
a year, ever since they moved to a rocky hillside outside
Dover, Arkansas.

The Froelichs have built their home from scratch, but
when Claudine first visited, jt was only a corrugated tin shell
with an unfinished interior. Bit by bit, they've expanded and
improved the place, and Claudine has encouraged them and
applauded their progress every step of the way. "When I
visited with Mrs. Shuffield," says JoAnn Braddy, Home Start
Director, "the thing I really noticed was that she saw every
little thing they'd done to the house since the last visit,
and she'd encourage them and say, 'Well, that's just one more
step to achieving what you really want.' That's what she
builds on, she just points out all these ljittle things."

Because the Froelichs were newcomers to the area, some
loca)l merchants tried to take advantage of them. Lenore bought
a used stove that was defective and felt it was somehow her
fault, but Claudine insisted she rajse a fuss, and the stove
was repaired. when Mr. Froelich went on strike and money got
tight, Claudine explained about the emergency food stamp pro-
gram, and the family took advantage of the help. "She's smart
enough to really grab onto the things you recommend," Clandine
says. The family put in a vegetable garden as part of Home
Start's gardening program, and Claudine directed Lenore to
the local extension office for freezing and canning advice.

Fred Proelich is Lenore's second husband, and the familv
consists of their child, one-year-old Dawn, and two boys
from Lenore's previous marriage, six-year-old Tommy, and Nick
{Home Start's focal child) who is four. Tommy has had dif-
ficulty adjusting to his mother’'s remarriage: He's disrupted
his first-grade class and has taken to stealing small items in
order, Claudine feels, to get attention from his mother.

lFrorn Home Start Evaluation Case Studies, spring 1974,




Claudine and Lenore visited the school to talk with the teacher,
who is now trying to help with the problem, and through Home
Start, Lenore and her son are getting free counseling from the
Human Services Center, which is partly funded through the fed-
eral government, the county, and the United Way. "It's so hard
for families around here to go for counseling to mental health
clinics,” one staff member says, "I feel like it's a big step
for them."

Lenore takes the job of teaching her children seriously.
Says Claudine, "She was already teaching her children, up to a
point, in everyday living, but I don't think she realized the
importance of all the concepts. I think now, when she does
something with them, she knows why she's doing it. She puts
some value on it. I really think now she realized that learn-
ing starts with a child a long time before the first grade.
She was smart enough and took enough time with her children
that she was teaching some, but now she knows why she's doing
it.” 3he knows why one step follows another, and she knows
which has priority over which. I think she'd be the first one
to speak out and say, 'It's not important that my kid can count

to 50 if he can't put a one~-to-one relationship with the numbers.'”

Home Start staff feel Lenore has gained considerable
self-confidence since she joined the program, and they admire
her "get-up-and-go."” Claudine Shuffield, for her part, is
pleased with lenore‘s concern for her children's emotional de-
velopment. "She believas in building their personalities now,
as well as the educational part. That's important, because I
see kids that are just, you know, thrown out into the world--
'Okay, kid, you'll make it.' Some kids don't make it, and
love alone can't do it."

The Home Start Program

The enrollment figures reported in this section are for
the second year of Home Start operation and are similar to those
included in Interim Report VI. Project enrollmentg during the
third and final year of the demonstration were not used since
figqures were distorted by the pending conclusion of the program.
The secord year covers the period October 1, 1973 through
September 30, 1974. This time period was chosen for reporting
purposes because it most closely corresponded to the Home Start
project year which started in the fall when most new families
entered the project. Cost data reported in this chapter cover
the same time period.

During the second year of the Home Start demonstration,
sixteen projects were operational in a wide variety of locales.
Nine of the projects served families living primarily in a
rural setting while the remaining projects were considered
urban. Most of the rural projects reached out to families

15




living in a number ofi different counties and many of them main-
tained more than one Home Start office in order to reduce staff
travel time and to make the office accessible to families.

West Virginia and Arkansas operated the greatest number of Home
Start offices (nine and eight respectively). Satellite offices
frequently were located in basements of churches or county court
houses, or occupied one room in a community service center or a
staff membzr's home.

The Home Start program served families of many different
ethnic and cultural backgrounds, including white, black,
Appalachiin, Eskimo, Navajo. Migrant, Spanish-speaking and
Oriental. During the second year of Home Start operations,
the sixteen® Home Start proiects served a total of 2,020 fami-
lies with a total of 3,871 children under five. Of these 2,561
"were focal children. Projects reached an average of 1,183 fam-
ilies per quarter {41% less than the total number of djifferent
families during the year). This was the result of considerable
family turnover during the summer months, an issue addressed
in more detail in Chapter III.

The typical family served by Home Start consisted of
four or five members and was supported by an jncome of less
than $6,000. 1In over half of the families.(61l%) enrolled in
Home Start at least one parent was employed, although only a
quarter of all focal parents had Part- or full-time jobs.
Families used a wide variety of services such as food stamps,
medicaid, and welfare to supplement their incomes.

The focal parent servad by the program almost always
was the mother, typically in her mid-twenties with some high
school education. 1In 16% of the families both the father and
mother were considered focal parents. Many fathers participated
in program activities--meetings, Parent Policy Councils and
occasionally in home visits. About one quarter of the Home
Start families were single-parent households.

Thirteen percent of ail the focal children participat-
ing in Home Start during the year were diagnosed as handicapped.
This exceeded the Head Start Guideline which requires projects
to have a 10% enrollment of handicapped children, Most of the
handicaps were physical in nature, such as vision, speech or
hearing disabilities. Only a small percantage of focal chil-
dren had been medically diagnecsed as emotionally disturbed or
mentally retarded.

lSee Chapter III of Interim Report V (pp. 22-27) for a detailed

discussion about the ethnic backgrounds of families and staff.

2Enrollment figures for the Texas~TMC project cover only three

quarters rather than four because the project was closed during
the summer months.

16

10

A S P




At the end of the quarter ending Maxch 31, 1975,
195 staff members were working wit? the Home Start projects,
serving a total of 1,159 families. This resulted in a 1/6
staff/family ratio. Three quarters of the staff were working
full time with the Home Start project while the rest were
shared with Head Start or other programs. These figures differ
slightly from those presented in eariier reports because pre-
vious staffing information was based on quarterly Information
System data which only reported staff paid out of the Home
Start budget, and not staff paid through other sources, such
as Head Sctart. There were 107 home visitors among the total
staff so that home visitors served an average of 11 families
esch, the midpoint of the 9 to 13 range recomnended in Interim

Report V.

fhe Typical Home Start Project

Home Start projects on the average served 70 families
per quarter. This was 13% short of the goal to maintain en-
rollyp- it at 80 families per project which the Home Start Guide-
lines required. Because of variations in the cost of living,
three projects obtained permission from the Office of Child
Development to serve fewer than 80 families. Alaska served
the least number of families with their Home Start grant (51
per quarter} as a result of the high cost of living in that
state. West Virginia, on the other hand, served substantially
more families than other projects per quarter (139) because of
a supplementary federal grant from the Office of Economic
Opportunity which the project received. Projects reached an
average of 130 children under five per quarter, 84 of which
were focal children. Family enrollment for each of the sixteen
projects is presented in Table II-1l.

The typical Home Start project had a staff of twelve:
a director, three specialists (a nurse, social services/parent
involvement coordinator and either a home visitor supervisor
or an education/child development specialist), a secretary and
seven home visitors. As is shown in Table II~2, the composi~-
v1on of project staffs varied considerably from site to site.
West Virginia and Arkansas had the largesc staffs (20 and 17
staff members, respectively). Arkansas had the highest number
of specialists on the staff (eight), although most divided
their time between Head Start and Home Start.

lBased on information received from all projects, except

Ohio. Ior this proiject September 30, 1974 enrollment
information was used.

2 . .
Tables can be found in the section following Chapter v.
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In addition to regular full- and part-time staff, all
sixteen Home Start projects were able to obtain the services
of volunteers for a variety of activities. Projects reported
that each received roughly nine weeks of donated professional
services during the year from doctors, dentists and other
specialist staff. In addition projects obtained 10 weeks in
non-professional donated services.

The Home Visit

The home visit was the principal mechanism for deliver-
ing services t0 families enrolled in Home Start. Because of
the crucial role the home visit played in the program, three of
its aspects are examined here in detail: £requency, duration,
and some general characteristics of the visit iitself. Dis-
cussions are based on home visiting records and observations
of home visits in the six summative projects. Variations in
service delivery patterns across and within the six projects
are also addressed to prov:.de a framework for later discussions

in Chapter IV regarding the impact of these variations on fam~
ilies and their preschool children.

L

Frequency of Home Visitsl

One of the local Home Start project objectives was to
visit enrolled families weekly during the course of the grogram
year. As was discussed extensively in Interim Report VI
summative projects were operational for an average of roughly
eleven months out of the year. This ranged from a full 12~
month operation in West Virginia to a low of nine months in
Alabama which was closed during the summer months. If weekly
visits had been conducted during the ll-month program
year, families would have received a total of 46 home visits.
Data from four summative projects Eegarding the frequency of
home visits over a period of a year® (see Table II~3) show

lHome visiting record data were used in the analysis of fre-

quency and duration of home visits. Records were completed
in the six summative projects only. Weekly information
about home visiting activities with summative families were
obtained for a 40-week period (October 1, 1974 through

June 28, 1975). Two projects {(Kansas and Texas) submitted
data only through the March 31, 1975 guarter.

2pp. 7-10.

3 .
No full-year data were obtained from the Kansas and Texas
projects.

43uly 1, 1974 through June 28, 197s.
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that families were involved in only 34 home visits on the
average, 76% of the maximum number of weekly vigits. Ohio
home visitors made the least number of visits during the year
{29) because they spent ten weeks in project staff training
which prevented them from having regqular contact with their
families. Special training activities were conducted in two
other projects for one or two weeks during the'year at which
time no home visits were made. Most of the home visitor
training, however, was conducted on a regular basis and did
not interfere with weekly home visits. There were a variety
of reasons why home visits did not take place during a guarter
of the weeks the projects were operational. Among them were
holiday celebrationz when group meetings or social gatherings -+« = ' '+
replaced the weekly home visit, staff vacations, illnesses and

other emergencies. During the summer, projects shifted their

emphasis from reqgular home visits to more group activities for

families and their preschool c¢hildren.

Discussions about freauency and duration of home
visits reported in the remainder of this section are based on
home visiting records from QOctober through June rather than for
a full year. Summer activities of the six summative projects
were not comparable because of considerable across site varia-
tion in the freguency of home visits during that period. From
October through June, home visiting was conducted on the average
every other week. As is showr in FPigure II-1, this ranged from
visits being held three ties a montis in three projects to
monthly visits in the Kansags Home Start project.

Figure II-~1

Average Number of Home Visits per Family
Made per Month

jao
[t

Project 3
Alabama X
Arkansas X

Kansas

Ohio X
Texas

West Virginia

W e

Total

i3
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None of the projects made an average of four home visits per
month, although some families were visited weekly as is dis-
cussed below.

The frequency of home visits varied not only from pro=~
ject to project, but within sites as well. Most of the families
(83%) on which data were obtained were visited either three
times a month or participated in bi~monthly visits, but some
were visited weekly, while others received one or fewer visits
per month. Figure II-2 shows how the frequency of home visit~
ing varied within the six summative projects. Home visits in
Arkansas were conducted most consistently, with 81% of the
families receiving visgits three times a month. In three of the
projects (Alabama, Kansas, and Texas) the frequency of home
vigits made to families varied by two visits per month and by
three visits in Kansas and West Virginia.

Figure II-2
Frequency of Home Visits

by Family
$ of Families Visited
Numbexr of Less than

Project Families 4 X/mo. 3 X/mo. 2 X/mo. 1 X/mo. 1 X/mo.
Alabama 53 - 53 43 4 -
Arkansas 52 - 81 19 - "
Kansas 37 - 8 38 46 B
Ohio 30 3 33 53 10 -
Texas 24 B =33 33 - -
West Virginia 44 16 50 32 2 -

Average 2490 5 47 36 10 i

Reasons for variations in the frequency of home visits
to individual families included: illness in the family or of the
home wvisitor; summative testing sessions which replaced home
visits for that week; family, school or home visitor vacations;
and home visitor participation in workshops. S8ometimes the fam~
ily was taken by the home visitor to a doctor or another service
provider so that the "home visit" took place in the car en route
but was not counted as such by the home visitor. In addition,
families were often difficult to reach by telephone, mail, or
personal visit or were involved in other activities or seasonal
employment which took pre.edence over home visits for a particular
week Or number 0f weeks.
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The varjations in home wvisiting frequency to specific
families reported above were not completely caused by particular
hnome visitors making fewer visits to their dgroups of families.
Few home wvisitors (25%) visited their families the same number
of times per month. Most of them (60% of the home visitors)
made a specific number of visits to some of their families and
one Or more to others. The remainder of the home visitors (15%)
varied frequency of home visits to their groups of families to
& greater extent, with some families being involved two or
three times more frequently.l

Some families served by a particular home visjitor were
involved less often thap others in home visits because of
family situations which made it necessary to cance. the visit.
Specific family and home visitor characteristics may also have
been a contributing factor to influence how frequently home
visits took place. The relationship between such characteristics
and home visiting freguency is reported in Chapter IV.

"Brief visits" were also made to families by home vis=-
itors to see a sick child, remind parents about a meeting, or
drop off materjals or clothing for the family. Although these
visits were of different durations depending on their purpose,
they were generally shorter than regular home visits. Brief
visits were made to roughly half (49%) of the families, with
an average of two visits made per family during a guarter.
Figure 1I1-3 shows the avera ~ number of brief visits made per
family ror each of the six summative sites over a three-month
period.

Figure II-3

Average Number of Brjef Visits per Family
During Three-~Month Period

(Ll

Project 3 2
Alabama X
Arkansas - X
Kansas X

bhio X
Texas X

West Virginia X

——

Site profiles are presented in Table II~4 .
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Duration of Home Visits

The average length of home visits was 99 minutes; this
finding is Consistent with those presented in earlier reports.
Alabama‘s home visits were the shortest of the gix summative
projects, lasting an average of one hour. Roughly twice as
much time was spent per home visit with families in Kansas and
West Virginia. As in the number of home visits made per fam-
ily, considerable variation existed in the length of each visit.
Some lasted only for 10 or 15 minutes. At other times a focal
child or parent needed additional attention from the home vig~
itor, making the visit last for three or four hours.

Home Visit Characteristicsl

Home visits observed in the spring of 1975 lastgd an
average of 72 minutes, the same as in the fall of 1974. The
home visitor, focal child and mother participated most often
in the visit. The father was Present in about 10% of the ob-
served visits, while siblings who were at home wefe almost
always involved.

Visit time was divided almost equally between child-
and parent-focused activities. Home visitor-parent interaction
occurred over a third of the time, while the home visitor and
child also interacted a third of the time. Most interactions
between the parent and child involved the home vigitor as well;
these three~way interactions accounted for another 19% of the
home visit. Child-oriented and parent-oriented content areas
each took up about half of the home visit. These findings are
detailed in Figure II-4,

lData reported here are bhased on home visit observations con-
ducted in the fall of 1974 (N=133) and the spring of 1975
(N=108) in the six summative sites. Interactions between
home vigit participants and the content areas addressed dur~
ing the visit were observed and recorded. BAppendix A of this
report describes the methodology used for analyzing these
data.

-y

2This is considerably shorter than the home visit time of 30
minutes reported by home visitors. Because the visit was
observed, it was likely to be slightly briefer than regular
home visits or it may be that a ccrsaiderable amount of time
was devoted to coming and going by the homa visitor which the
observer failed to record.
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In activities involving the child and home visitor,
the subject matter was often school readiness or the child's
physical development. The home visitor often brought materials
to be used in child-oriented activities: paper and crayons,
books, number flach cards, puzzles or peghoards. In all,
school readiness was dealt with 24% of the time, while the
activity's content was the child's physical development 19%
of the time. The home visitor also talked to the child
about health and nutrition topics such as the importance of
a good breakfast as well as just socializing with her or hin.
When the parent was involved along with the child and home
visitor, the activity centered around school readiness and
training the parent in child education. Representative activ-
ities are the home visitor showing the parent how to teach the
child ABCs with a new book.

Interactions involving home visitor and parent took
place 35% of c¢he time. Parents' personal and general concerns
were addressed most frequently during home visitor-parent in-
teractions (22%), concerning such topics as: parent group meet-
ings, home repairs, clothing and crafts the parents had made,
gardening, other children's problems in school and other fam-
ily members and friends. In addition, they discussed community
resources availabhle to the family and the family's health and
nutritional needs. Considerable time (10%) was also spent
showing the parent how to teach her child or discussing the
child's emotional needs. This home vigit profile supports a
view of Home Start as:a family-focused, rather than only a
child-oriented, program.

Sites varjied considerably in the emphasis that was
Placed on the parent or child during the home visit, as is
illustrated in Figure II-5. Three models of home visiting
emerged. The first model showed home visits in Arkansas and
Kansas to be mostly centered on the parent, with home visitor-
parent interactions occurring almost half of the time. Texas
and Ohio, on the other hand, had more child~oriented home
visits, with less frequent home visitor-parent interactions
and a considerably higher concentration on child-oriented
activities. Although more focused on the child, home visits
in Alabama and West Virginia placed more emphasis oOn parent
activities and concerns than the Ohjo and Texas projects.
Home visits differed not only across sites, but also
varied considerably within procjects as home visitor profiles
included in Interim Report V showed.l

lTable 1I-5 of this report details all the measured

variables on a site-by-site basis. Differences are discussed
in detail on pp. 45-65 of Interim Report V, Program Analysis

volume.
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Figure II-5

1
Home visit Profiles by Site
* {Spring 1975)
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Hore vigit data described here are very similar to
fall 1974 findings. A two-year profile of two 0of the home vicit
characteristics presented in Figure II-f shows a considerable
increase in both parent content of home visits since the fall
of 1973 (20%) and in home visitor-parent interactions (l1l%).
Home wvisit characteristics became more stable starting in the
spring of 1974. A slight decrease jin home visitor~parent in-
teractions was found in the fall of 1974, although the emphasis
on parent content remained the same. Originally, it was thought
that this decrease might be explained by the fact that home
visitors started working with a new group of families and they
Lad not yet established a comfortable working relationship with
parents. However, as reported in Interim Report VI*, there was
no difference in home visitor-parent interactions bhetween old
and new families. The emphasis shift from child to parent cince
the fall of 1973 can be attributed to an increasing awareness
on the part of home visitors and other project staff of the
appropriate role of the parent in the home visit, bhased on
National Office guidance, training and technical assistance.
AS one home visitor states: "at first I really wanted to push
children and education ... and wanted to show the mother how
she'd work better with the kids ...without involving her in

+ the activities." Gradually the home visitor became aware

that she had to work through the mother and let her in turn
work with the child in order to be effective.

Figure II-6

Two-Year Profile of
Home Visjitor-Parent Interactions
and Parent Content

_,__,,———*" Parent Content of Home Vis
40% — . °

.4 Home Visitor-Parent
-

- Interactions

30%

20%

10% -

ny

T3 194 174 %175

X PP. 37-38 of Inter?®.. Report VvI.
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Other Home Start Activities with Families

In addition to regular and brief home visits, families
participated in a number of other Home Start activities, includ-
ing group meetings for focal children and parents, ‘gther"
activities of a social nature, Parent PolicY Council™ meetings,
and trIEs to the doctor, dentist, or social service agency.
Families also were the recipients of a variety of services for

which they were referred by the home visitor or other pProject
staff.

Most families participated, at least to some extent, in
non-home visit activities. 1In some instances, a particular
family participated only minimally during a guarter, such as one
trip to the doctor or one parent meeting. Conversely, for some
families other activities replaced home visits entirely for a
particular quarter. In all sites, however, the project emphasis
was to encourage families to participate in other Home Start
activities in conjunction with regular home visits.

Families participated in an average of 18 activities
other than home vigits during the three-quarter period for
which data were obtained, or six per guarter. More than half
of the families were involved in child and parent groups {59%
and 60%, respectively). Participation in Parent Policy Council
meetings, on the other hand, was considerably less {10%} which
would be exvected since the countils usually were composed of
a representative sample of Home Start families. A profile of
the types of activities families were involved in, as well as
the percentage of families who participated in each, are pre-
sented in Figure II-7.

Figure II-7
Program Activity Participation by Families

% Families Participating Average # of Activities

Activity Average/3 Qtrs. Per Family/3 Qtrs.
Child Group Meetings 59% 8.4
Parent Group Meetings 60% 5.5
Parent Policy
Council Meetings 10% 0.6
Trips 34% 2.3
Other Activities 12% .1
Total: 17.9

lniscussed in detail at the end of this section.

7
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Site variations in the level of family participat® 2 are -
illustrated in Table II-6. The Alabama, Arkansan an? Texas pro-
jects had the highest level of participation .n :hilid and parent
groups.

Projects also varied in the emphasis placed on home visits
and group activities relative to each other. Figure II-8 shows :
the proportion of home visits to other Home Start activities for
each of the six projects. Comparisons show that the number of
home visits exceeded the number of other activities for all sites
except in Alabama and Kansas where the reverse was true. In these '
four projects, project emphasis . was on home visits, rather i
than group activities, as the primary means of service delivery.

7

In addition to participating in a variety of Home Start N
activities., families received a number of community services

Figure Ii-8

Comparison of Home V@s%t and _
Other Home Start Activity Participation by Family
per Quarter
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1

through referrals by home visitors or other proifct staff.
During the second year of Home Start operations, an average
of seven referrals were reported for each family enrolled in
the program--four for health needs, two for psychological or
social services, and one in the area of nutrition., About half
of the families also were referred once for educational needs
of either the parent or the chiild. &As is shown in Figure II-9
focal children were the primary recipients of referral services,
receiving more than half of all referrals made.

Figure II-9
Referral Services Recipients

63%
303
Parents

Focal Children

October 1, 1973 through September 30, 1974.
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The number of referrals made per family, as well as the
types of services the families were referred for, varied con-
siderably from project to project. As is illustrated in Table
II~7, per family referrals ranged from a high of 30 in West
Virginia to a low of 1.5 in Utah. In response to the Home
Start Guidelines, almost all sixteen projects (14) placed more
emphasis on meeting health needs of children than on helping
families obtain other services. The Guidelines required that
each focal child xeceive the same health benefits that are pro-
vided to Head Start children, including physical and dental
examinations, immunizations, as well as needed medical and dental
followup care. Two projects placed a slightly different emphasis
on family referral activitys; one made most referrals to meet a
variety of psychological and social needs of families, while the
number of educational referrals was equal to those made for
health services in the other project. fTwelve of the sixteen
projects concentrated referral activities on getting services
to focal children, while more referrals were made for parents
and other members of the family in the four remaining sites.

Group and Social Activities

Group meetings for parents were conducted at least month-

ly in each of the sixteen projects, while a few home visitors

met with their group of families more frequently. Figure II-10
illustrates project-by~project variations in the frequency of
group activities for children. All but one of the sites (New
York) provided group activities for children. Many of the pro-
jects also conducted additional meetings in the form of special
workshops for parents.

Most of the parent group activities were conducted as
*"neighborhood groups" with all families working with a particular
home visitor getting together from time to time, In a few pro-
jects, all parents were combined into one large group. The fre~
quency of group activities varied across sites and also
within projectss some home visitors conducted group meetings
weekly, while others met in groups monthly. Most of the parent
group meetings were held at the same time as group activities
for children, although separate activities were planned for
each group. Variations in the structure and content of group
activities are discussed in more detail below.

Parent group meetings. In general, all parent groups~-
regardless of their orgyanizational differences--served three
major functions. The first concerned general Home Start buginess
such as planning activities for parent8 and children, deciding
how to spend parent activity funds, suggesting lesson plans for
the coming month, and disgcussing the overall operation of the
project. The second area of concern related to parent education,
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\ Figure II-10
Frequency ot Parent/Chitd
Group Meetingsl
| # of Group Meetings
per Momh Combined Parent/Child

Site - Parents Children Group Meetings
ALABAMA 2 1422
ALASKA X . 2
ARIZONA 2% - 22 22
ARKANSAS by ) 32 - _
CALIFORNIA X % $2
KANSAS % % 22 .
massacHuseTTs | RiR) X 3
NEVADA R Exs B
NEW YORK 2
NORTH CAROLINA | R 2 %
OHIO b %
TENNESSEE? MLk |
TEXAS (HOUSTON) ﬁ 2% :
rexas itmer2 | ¥ 2 ]
UTAH R £203%) X2 '
west vinaivia | R X} +A 23 }
Project Average %{5] M [E]

J“'I'he figures presented in brackets indicate the range in frequency

of group meetings. 1In Arkansas, for example, all home visitnrs
conducted monthly group meetings ulthough some home visitors got

together with parents and childven on a weekly basis.

2Group activities for parents and children were bhoth combined
and separate,
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through guest speakers in special interest areas such as child
development or community issues, job information,workshops on
nutrition or the development of specific job-related skills
{sewing, carpentry, etc.), setting up G.E.D. classes, as well
as informal discussions about child-rearing and education. The
third major function was social, a means of getting parents

and children out of their homes to mix with other families in

a relaxed, informal setting.

Each project developed its own method of serving these
three functions. Some combined business, education, and social
mixing in one meeting, or concentrated on Home Start business
during scheduled meetings, with special workshops and social
events offered periodically through the year. The San Diego
project set up three separate reqularly scheduled meetings:

a cluster meeting for each home visitor group, a large parent
education meeting, and a social gathering involving children
and parents. The Reno project combined all three kinds of. -
activities jinto a single monthly all-day meeting and included
all members of the family.

Child group meetings. Most of the projects, recognizing
the children's need to develop both cognitively and sccially
outside the home, provided periodic group experiences Children's
group meetings were structured to addreéss both needs. Several
sites conducted Head Start=-like activities in a classroom {(or,
in two cases, in a "classroom van" which traveled to different
neighborhoods weekly) for morning or afternoon sessions with
teachers, home visgitors, and parents participating in learning
activities. Groups which met Quring parent meetings often
separated the meeting room {(a classrcom, church basement, etc.)
into learning areas where chjildren could rotate through various
activities such as art work, story-telling, playing with blocks,
games, gross-motor activities, discussicons of colors and shapes,
etc. Alabama's groups incliuded educational TV as a teaching
tool. Social activities were also stressed to develop children's
ability to get along with each other, to share toys and experi-
ences. In addition, field trips provided an opportunity for
children and parents to visit local places of interest {the
library, zoo, etc.) and to discuss what they had seen.

Project staff identified as the most important accomplish-
ments of these group activities the children'’s adaptability to
new environments, exposure to the classroom setting (in prepara-
tion for Head Start programs and/or kindergarten), learning to
verbalize thoughts and feelings, the development of self-
conf idence among peers and adulits, and fellowship with other
children. PFor many of these youngsters, Home Start group activ-
ities provided their only opportunity to associate with others
outside the home. One project djrector marked the greatest
change in those children "who wouldn't leave Momma'’s skirts when
they first came and now are anxious to go back to the children's
room."
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Other group activities. Additional group activities

for parents and children were offered at 15 of the sites.
{Arizona was the only site which did not). Both educational
and social activities were offered by projects and included
special workshops on topics such as nutrition, health issues
(pre-natal care, communicable diseases), and career develop-
ment skills; G.E.D. classes; English-as~a-second~language
classes {California and Texzas Migrant); and Parent Effective-
ness Training {(Alaska and California). Almost all sites held
holiday parties and occasional picnics for the whole family.
The Nevada project organized neighborhood cluster meetings,
North Carolina offered swimming lessons, and the Texas Migrant
project held an open house twice a year which a. large number
of people attended. Table II-8 presents a profile of “other"
activities offered by projects.

Parent Policy Council meetings. Pparent PolicY Councils
({PPC) met at all 16 sites, on a monthiy or bi-monthly basis
over a nine- or 12-month pericd. Two of the councils met only
quarterly, with more frequent meetings of the council's execu~
tive committees.

PpC membership varied considerably from site to site
as is illustrated in Table 1I-9. Only two site councils were
composed of exclusively Home Start members in addition to its
one-member representation on the local Head Start Council.
The remaining Parent Policy Councils were composed of various
combinations of representatives from Home Start and Head Start
parent groups, local community agencies and organizations
{county Sheriff's office, health organizations, adoption agen-
cies, etc.), project umbrella agencies, and Home Start and Head
Start staff. The council membership ranged from. eight in Texas
to 43 in California, with the majority having between 18 and 26 °
members. Home Start parents usually were represented equally
with other groups; in the California and Texas Migrant councils,
however, Home Start's representation was minimal {and, in fact,
the Home Start representative on the TMC Policy Council did not
even have voting power).

Summary of Home Visit and Other Activities

Home Start families were involved in an average of 34
hore visits during the course of the year, each lasting roughly
90 minutes. This meant home visits took pPlace 76% of the weeks
that the local projects were operational during that period.
Fregquency of home visiting activities ranged from weekly to
monthly visits. Few home visitors made the same number of home
visits to the group of fawilies assigned to them because family
illnesses and other emergencies prevented the home visits from
taking place.
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Home visit characteristics in terms of interaction
{focal child-focal parent-home visitor} and content areas did
not change a great deal since fall of 1974. Findings indicate
an increasing emphasis on parents as the major focus of the
home visit since the fall of 1973, although parent emphasis
became relatively stable starting in the spring of 1974.

In addition to home visits  focal families were in-
volved in other Home Start activities, including parent and
child groups, Parent Policy Councils, trips, etc. Group
activities for parents were offered in all projects, while
only 15 provided special group experiences for children.
Although projects encouraged families tc participate in both
home visits and other Home Start activities, family partici-
pation in ron-home visit events varied considerable. In all
but two of the summative projects, the home visit was generally

considered the primary vehicle for delivering services to
families.

Home Start Costs

Most resources utilized by the local projects come
directly from the Office of Child Development. Levered
resources, consisting of goods and labor services contributed
by loca)l government agencies and private sources, plus direct
funding from other Federal sources made up the total resource
cost of the Home Start projects. Information is presented

here for &« full year {(Octobher 1, 1973 to September 30, 1974).
These resource costs were:

e $1,552,000 in total OCD expenditures for the
16 projects;

® $66,000 of other Federal monies spent by two
of the 16 projects:;

e $411,000 in levered resources;
& $2,029,000 for the 16 Home Start projects.

For more detailed information about personnel and non~personnel
costs, see Figure II~1l1l.

The percentage distribution of expenditures of federal
funds across budget categories indicates that the Home Start
program, like most social service programs, was highly labor
intengive. Salaries and fringe benefits for project staff
accounted for 79% of Federal expenditures across all sites.
Travel expenses and consumable supplies were the most important
non-personnel costs with 8% for travel and 5% for consumables.
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Figure Ix-ii

Total Cost of Home Start by Budget Item
{October 1, 1973 to September 30, 1974)

Item Federal Funds Other Sources
Persconnel 31,276,396@ @ 8247 ,334
Project Staff 1,191,115 0
Non-Project:
Professional
Services 85,281 202,553
Mon~Professional
Sexrvices 0 44,781
Non—Personnel 341,167 @ @ 163:+750
Travel 125,385 0
Space 43,833 72,675
Consumable
Supplies 87,340 71,435
Equipment 26,853 10,733
Other 55,756 8,907
TOTAL: $1,617+563 $411,084

G’) Included in this total are personnel costs donated to
l Home Start by Head Start: $23,353

(§>Included in this total are personnel costs donated to
Home Start from other Federal sources: $51,863

(§}Inc1uded in this total are costs donated to ﬁead Start
bY Home Start: $10,073

(E)Included in this total are non-personnel costs donated
to Home Start by OEO Grant: $15,708
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All Sources

$1,523,730
1,191,115

287,834

44,781

504.917
125,385
118,508

158,775
37,58€

64,663

$2,028:647




Levered resources ($411,000), which were 20% of the
remaining resources, consisted of goods and labor services con-
tributed by local government agencies (e.g., medical examina-
tions provided by local county health departments) or by private
organizations and individuals (e.qg., donated office space,
psychological evaluations by private therapists, food and cloth-
ing) . Donated professional time accounted for most of the
donated services. Durable materials consisted mostly of space
and was the next most important levered resource. When levered
resources are added to federal dollars spent the percentage
distribution of monies between personnel and non-personnel costs
changed. The percentage of federal monies was 79% for personnel
costs and 21% for non-personnel costs. With the addition of
levered resources the distribution became 75% for personnel and
25% for non-personnel costs. It would appear non-personnel
costs like space and consumable supplies are the easiest things
to obtain from the local community.

Figure I1I-12 illustrates the percentage allocation of
total resources across budget categories and reflects the slight
differences between summative and non-summative allocations.
There are no significant differences in spending patterns.

The West Virginia project's expenditures were atypical
due to an OEO grant ($592,623) and an exceptionally larger
amount of levered resources. When West Virginia was excluded
from the calculation, the average budget was $95,685 for fed-
eral funds and $24,207 worth of levered resources for an aver-
age total of $119,892. These figures were much closer to what
was actually spent by the other prejects.

The financial information made available by local Home
Start offices indicated substantial variation across the 16
local projects in expenditures of OCD funds, in the value of
resources consumed and in the patterns by which resources were
allocated across the various budget categories. There were
several reasons for substantial variations in cost and expendi-
tu. = patterns across local projects. Igcal projects placed
varying importance on certain types of budget items. Some
projects spent more gon personnel costs and within that budget
allocated different proportions for home visitor salaries,
other project staff and consultants. Within the non-personnel
category local projects placed different emphasis on travel and
consumable supplies depending on the individual project's need.
Differences in the number of families served accounted for a
substantial part of the wvariation in overall budgets. The
availability of community resources in the public and private
sectors was an important determinant of the amount of contrib-
uted resources local projects capture. These site-to~sgite
variations in community contributions were another source of
variation in overall budgets from one project to another.
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Figure II-12

Comparison of Summative and Non-Summative Projects
Percentage Allocation of Total Resource Cost
(October 1, 1973 to September 30, 1974}

Sumpative Sites Non-Summative Sites
Item Percent of Total Percent of Total
Personnel 76,0 75.0
Project Staff . 59.0 59.0
Non-Project: ’
Professional services 14.0 14.0
Non-Professional Services 3.0 2.0
Non~Personnel 24.0 25.0
Travel 7.0 6.0
Space 6.0 5.0
Consumable Supplies 7.0 8.0
Equipment 1.0 3.0
Other 3.0 3.0
TOTAL: 100.0 100.0.

{
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The local project administration determined the re-
source mix which best served the needs of the project's client
families. These administrative judgments are a critical deter-
minant of intra-budget allocation patterns. The fact that
there were geveral distinct patterns of resource allocation
suggests that alternative service models were being used in
different projects. A high ratio of administrative staff to
home visitor staff should result in more intensive training
and supervision of home visitors and greater success in ob-
taining community contributions than would occur where this
ratio is low. Differences in the specialists/home visitor
ratio should result in variations in the special services
received by project families (medical, dental and psycholog-
ical services, job counseliny and legal aid) and in variations
in the specialized training received by home visitors. How
resources are allocated within a local project’s budget
clearly will be affected by the type of service model the
projett has chosen to use.

Another cause of the variations in intra-budget spend-
ing patterns was site-~to-site variation in salary scales.
Salaries of home visitors and project administrators differed N
substantially from one site to another. A part of this differ~
ence is the result of regional variations in the cost of labor.
This, however, was not the only determinant of gsite-to-site
differences in salary scales. Another difference may be that
some of the local projects paid higher salaries because they hired
more experienced, more educated and therefore most costly staff.

Figure II-13 presents Federal expenditures per family

and total resource cost per family for the six summative sites,
the ten non-summative sites and all sixteen gites. For the
October 1, 1973 to September 30, 1974 period, average federal
expenditure per family was $1,470 and average total resource
value per family was $1,746. Site-to-site differences are
large enough to suggest that families served by low cost-per-
family projects were receiving substantially smaller in-kind
income transfers via the Home Start Program than families
served by higher cost-per-family projects.
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Figure I1-13

Unit Costs: Federal Expenditures and Total Resource
Cost Per Family
(October 1, 1973 to September 30, 1974)

Total Federal Expenditures Total Resource
Site Families Per Family Cost per Family
Alabama 83 1141 1563
Arkansas 83 1251 1637
Kansas 76 1114 1325
Ohio 70 1553 1904
Texas-Houston 64 1539 1881
West Virginia 138 1311 1657

Average Six .

Summative Programs 86 1318 1661
Alaska 51 1786 2505
Arizona 63 1s6l 22085
California 65 1363 1695
Massachusetts 55 1728 1924
Nevada 69 1444 1964
New York 72 1236 1684
North Carolina 58 1287 1414
Tennessee 76 1395 1645
Texas-TMC 86 1051 1344
Utah _13 1281 _1594

Average Ten

Non-Sumative

Programs 67 1443 1797
Average all programs 74 1396 1746
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IIIX

PROGRAM ANALYSIS

This chapter addresses a number of issues related
t~ the operations of the Home Start projects.

The first issue addressed in this chapter concerns
the length of time Home Start families received program
services. The analyses provide a framework for findings
reported in Chapter IV regarding the impact Home Start had
on farilies and their preschool children after one and two
years of involvement in the program.

The second issue examines the types of continuing
.support projects provided to families who graduated from
Home Start and the extent to which home visitors and fam-
ilies remained in contact with each other.

The third issue concerns the role of the National

. Office at the Office of Child Development in the delivery
of services at the local project level. Discussions about
the National Office support services are based on interviews
with local project directors who were asked how valuable
these support services were in operating their projects.
Discussions are designed to assist administrators in
considering the types and amount of support services to be
provided by a National Office to future demonstrations such
as Home Start. Impact of National Office guidance on local
projects is assessed in two specific areas of project oper-
ations -- home visitor supervigion and nutrition. These
areas were selected for further study because of OCD’s
on-going concern about the adequacy of these two aspects

of the program.

The future of the sixteen Home Start projects at
the end of the three-year demonstration is the last issue

addressed in this chapter. Examined are plans of local
projects to continue operations after June.
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What Was the Duration ©of Services Delivered to

Home Start Families?

The length of time families were served in Home
Start is an jssue of interest to home-based prograams.
This is specifically important since variations in the
duration of service delivery affect not only per-family
costs (which double when families are served for two years),
but also the number of families the project will be able
to serve. Decisions about the length of time families
should be enrolled, which directors of future or existing
home~based projects need to make, may involve a trade-cff
between serving a maximum number of familieg and providing
maximum benefits to program participants8. A project ex-
tending services for one year or less will be able to
reach twice as many families as can be served in projects
which encourage involvement for longer periods of time.
A decision to enroll families for more than a year assumes
of course that participants receive additional benefits
as a result of their extended stay in the program. While
this section examiues how long families remained in Home
Start, research findings regarding the impact of varia-
tions in service delivery duration on families and their
chiild are not presented until subsegquent sections of this
report {Chapter IV}.

Three guestions concerning the duration of service
delivery are addressed:

-~ Whzt age guidelines d4id local projects use in
recruiting families for Home Start?

-- For what length of time were families involved
in the program?

-- How long do local project directors believe
families should participate in Home Start?

Discussiong also focus briefly throughout this section On
the research design for the Home Start evaluation which
vwas launched concurrently with the demonstration program
to determine whether and to what extent the design guided
recruiting procedures used by local projects and conse-
guently influenced the length of time families were served.

Discussions are based on Home Start Information
System data covering the second year Home Start was in
operation (October 1, 1973 through September 30, 1974).
Information also was drawn f£from interviews with local
project directors which were conducted in the fall and
spring of the demonstration's final year.
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Age Guidelines for Recruiting Families

Guidelines for Home Start limited participation to
income-eligible families with at least one three-,four- or
five~year old child. Children could be served until they
reached kindergarten age or the age of six in areas where
sucil programs were not available. Most of the families
ceased their participation in Home Start at that time un-
less the focal c¢hild had a younger sibling who was three
or four when the child graduated from the program. The
prz2sence of a youndger sibling in the home enabled families
to remain in Home Start until the younger sibling reached
school-age or the family or staff decided that the family

was no longer beuefiting from their involvement in the
program.

Since the Home Start Guidelines placed some restric-
tions on projects regarding their recruiting efforts, the
age of the focal child upon entering the program influenced
to a large extent the length of time families could parti-
cipate in the program. Generally speaking, a family with
a three-year o0ld child would be able to be involved in program
activities for up to two years in areas with public kinder-
garten. The same was true for four-year olds in areas where
children were i:ot graduated until they reached age six.
Guidelines for entering focal children varied from county
to county in two of the Home Sta" - projects based on the
availability of public kindergarten in each of the areas.

In a third project, recruiting guidelines also varied to
insue that Home Start was not competing with Head Start
for eligible children in specific communities.

An examination of Information System data shows
that in the fail of 19731 over half of the Home Start
families enrolled at that time (60%) recently had been
recruited for the program. The number of new families
who joined Home Start in the fall of 1973 varied consider-
ably from project to projert. 1In Ohio, all but about a
guarter of the families were new recruits (73%); new family
enrollment in Alaska, on the other hand, was only 9%.

lAt tt.e end of the September 30, 1973 quarter. .-
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About half of these new families (42%) had a three-
year old focal child so that they could be served for two
years unless the family transferred the child to another
preschool or day care program, moved away from the service
area or dropped out for other reasons.! The remainder of
the entering focal children were four years of age and could
be involved in program activitiis for either one year or
two. Most 0f the projects {(10) < enrolled families with
a three- or four-~year-old; eight of them appeared to give
preference, however, to younger children. The decision to
recruit four-year-olds frequently was based on the family's
need for home-based services or because an insufficient
number of three-year-old children were available to bring
project enrollment to 80 families as was required by the
Guidelines. Arkansas and Alabama enrolled primarily four-
year-olds most likely because kindergarten programs were
not widespread in these rural areas. Three other projects
{dAlaska, Kansas and Ohio) limited their enrollment to
families with three-year-~olds.

The recruitment guidelines adopted by local projects
were consistent with the research design for the Home Start
evaluation which required the focal child to be of an age
that would permit the family to remain in the program for
two years. This was not only true in the sixX summative
projects where the design was applicable, but in the other
projects as well.

How Long Did Families Remain in Home Start?

Determining the length of time families were served
by Home Start is complex, especially since reports from
local projects regarding this issue were frequently incom-
plete or inconsistent with earlier information that was
supplied. To provide a general picture regarding the dura-
tion of service delivery to families, data from the second
year of Home Start were examined for the thirteen projects
for which data were available to determine the length of
time families enrolled at the end of the September 30,

1973 quarter had been involved in the prcject after one year.

lpeasons for families' leaving the program are presented
in Table III-1l.

2Information from the Arizona, Houston and TexasTTMC projects
were not included in these analyses because of incomplete
quarterly Information System reports.
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In arriving at a profile regarding service delivery duration,
the assumption was made that families who joined Home Start
in the fall of 1973 and were still enrolled after one year
(on October 1, 1974) would continue to participate jin pro-
gram activities for at least a portion of the next program
year.

Givel the fact that a large number of new families
entered the program in the fall and that about half had a
three-year-old child, one would expect that roughly 50% of
these new recruits would be served for up to two years until
the child was eligible for kindergarten. A review of Infor-
mation System data at the end of one year shows that this
was the case. Of the 546 new families who enrolled in Home
Start in the fall of 1973, about half of them (47%) were
still involved jin program activities after one year. Most
of the remainder of the families had dropped out of the
program during the summer months when the heaviest family
turnover occurred. The reason why so many of the new
recruits did not stay in the program for more than a vear
was caused by the large number of four-year olds the pro-
jects recruited during the fall of 1973, many of whom were
enrolled in kindergarten at the end of one year.

The percentage of families recruited in the fall of
1973 who remained in the program f£cr more than a year was
considerably higher in the summative projects (66% compared
with 29% in non~-summative sites). This finding indicates
that summative projects were influenced to a greater extent
by the research design which required newly enrolled families
to be served by the program for two years {or at least 19
months). Other projects w2re more flexible in making 3=-
cisions about the length of time families were to be jnvolved.
Nevada recruited primarily three-year olds for the project
and encouraged families to &nroll in Head Start after one
year to provide the focal child with censiderable socializa-
tion prior to reaching kinlergarten-age. Specific information
regarding the duration of service delivery is presented in
Table YIXI-2.

Caution should be used when interpreting the findings

presented above since it cannot be assumed that new fall

1973 family recruits remained in the program for 19 months

te two years simply by the fact that they were still en-
rolled after participating in the program for one year.

For example, of the 282 families who had already been in-
volved jin program activities for from 10 months to a year

in the fall of 1973, only 65% remained in the program for

19 months to two years before entering the focal child in
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kindergarten or first grade. It therefore is more accurate
to say that of the new families who entered the program in
the fall of 1973, only a third continued to be involved

for close to two years.

There was considerable turnover of families during
the course of the program year (48% of the total number of
families served). Aalthough most of the terminat.ons occurred
during the quarters ending in June and September, roughly
a quarter c¢f all terminated families left the program in
the middle of the year (26%). Reasons for terminations are
pPresented in Table III-l. To replace terminated families or
to increase enrollment to required levels, most projects
continued their recruiting efforts thrcughout the year. Of
the 339 families that joined +h2 program after the major
summer recruitment, about half (47%) were still involved in
program activities the following fall and were expected to
continue to obtain services for longer periods of time.

Figure III~1 shows the varying lengths of time
families who left the program during the year had received
Home Start services. Some were involved for less than a
year because of specific family circumstances or the trans-
fer of the child to another preschool program. Others
remained more than one year although they did not continue
their participation until the child reached school age be-
cause the family moved or the project staff felt that the
family would no longer benefit from additional services
thereby providing an opportunity to involve another eligible
and needy family with a preschool child.

Figure III-1

Length of Time Graduated Families
Remained in Programl

Total Number of

Families who Graduated 794
after 0-6 months 24%
after 7~12 months 29%
after 13-18 months 22%

After 19 months-
over two years 25%

lBased on second year Home Start Information System data.
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Directors' Views About Duration of Service Delivery

In discugsing the length of time families should be
served, most project directors (12 of the 15 who were inter-
viewed) indicated that they viewed HQme Start as a program
involving families for at least a two-iear period. Only
three project directors strongly felt hit families should
not stay in the program beyond one year. Nevada had an

explicit policy to serve families for one year on%y as was
discussed previously. In another project, staff eit that

in one year the "project had provided as much as they could,"
implying that they expected second-~year benefits to enrolled
families to be minimal. This view is supported to some extent
by home visitors in the sixteen projects who rated the
expected behaviors of focal children and parents following
graduation. As is discussed extensively in Chapter IV,

the expected behaviors of parents who had been involved

for less than six months and those who were served for over
two years differed only slightly.

The tendency of families to "become too dependent
on the home visitor® was cited by another project as a reason
families should leave the program after one year.2 The
director in this project indicated, however, that different
families should be served for varying amounts of time,
depending on thejir individual circumstances.

Some duotations from local project directors suggest
the need for serving families for two years or longer:

¢ "It takes from four to five months to get families
actively involved in project activities.”

e “"The focal parent needs continued involvement in
the project; otherwise she loses interest without
the home visitor coming every week. The continued
involvement is needed for the sake of younger
siblings.”

lOnly one project director indicated that Home Start should

adopt a policy of serving families for one or two years,
depending on family needs. o

2The dependency issue is examined in detail following this
section--the extent to which parents stayed in contact

with the program after graduation and family or home visitor
characteristics which appear to foster a dependency relationship.
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® "The first year is primarily a start-up vyear.
Parents are uneasy during the first year; then
they begin to get involved... it takes that long
to see results."

Some projects (three) indicated that all needy
families should have this service for an "unlimited amount
of time" or that families should be served "as long as there
are three- to five-year-old children in the home." Aaside
from increasing per-family costs such a policy would be
viewed as inconsistent with the Home Start philosophy.

Home Start was design:d as a "parent-oriented" program,
rather than one focusing primarily on focal children as is
done in center-~based programs. After two vears of involve-
ment in the program, parents should be able to undertake

an effective "parent-as~educator" role with younger
siblings without the aid of a home visitor or other program
support. Although a number of projects (two) would have
liked to extend service bheyond two years, most directors
agreed that "it seemed only fair to move to another family
after two years given the limited resources" that were
available for project.operations during the three-year
demonstration.

Summary

Although most of the local project directors agree
that families should be served for longer than one year
{(preferably two years or more), this was realized for only
a thixd of the families served. Age guidelines used by
local projects for recruitment of families appear to be
consistent with this two-year goal; most gave preference
to families with at least one three-year-old child. Two
proje.ts enrolled primarily four-year-olds because kinder-
garten programs are scarce in the areas they served, and
families were able to remain in the program until the focal
child turned six. Only one project had an explicit policy
of serving families only for one year. Duration of service
delivery to families varied considerably from project to
project. Summativz projects on the whole served a greater
percentage of families for over one year, indicating that
the research design for the Home Start evaluation in-
fluenced the length of time families were involved in the
program to some exteni.
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What Type of Continuing Support Did Projects Extend

t0 Families After They Graduated From tne Program?

Ideally, graduation from the program reflects the
family’s competence in their role as educators of their own
child, in using community services to help meet the child's
and family's needs, and in providing them with a stimulating
home environment. As was discussed in the previous section
this was not necessarily the c¢ase since about two-thirds of the
families had been receiving Home Start services for only
one year or less which, according to Project directors,
is insufficient time for achieving results with families.

It ijs important, as a result, to determine how families
reacted upon graduation and what continued support, if any,

projects provided to former project participants following
graduation.

One of the characteristics of most service delivery
programs is that some form of dependency is likely to occur.
In & program like Home Start, for example, families may have
come to depend on home visitors to make referrals to social
service agencies in the community or to provide transpor-
tation enabling them to keep appointments and obtain needed
services. While the goal of Home Start was to help
families gradually to become more independent and capable
of making these types of arrangements themselves, some
dependent relationships may have existed. This section
examnines whether this was the case and to what extent the
family and home visitor kept in touch during the course
of the tnree-year demonstration. .

Discussions are based on self-administered gquestion-
naire data from all home visitors and interviews with project
directors in sixteen Home Start sites. While home visitors
apsweved very specific guestions about their families who
had graduated, directors addressed more general jssues--
their projects' policies towards graduating families and
their impressions of how families in the past reacted to
their graduation.

Home Visitor/Family Contact After Graduation

During the course of the three-year demonstration.
all sixteen projects reported having had some form of contact
with families following graduation. Although over halif of
the famjilies which left the program were jin contact with thear
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home visitors (55%), contact was minimal (an average of once
or twice per family). As jis indicated in Figure I113-2,70%
of the contact was initiated by families and the most common
communication between home visitors and their families were
informal talks, rather than requests for immediate help.l

Comments from home visitors explain the continued
contact they had with their familjes. They noted, for
example, that not all contacts were made by telephone.

In the smaller and more rural communities, it was not
unusgual for families and home visitors to "bump into each
other" at the market or in church. Conversations were
friendly, with both home visitors and families expressing
interest and concern about how each was doing. Some of the
mothers and home visitors developed personal friendships and
saw one another socially. Other projects reported that
families would "check=-in" periodically to say they were
"doing fine" and relate their progress and successes. In
California, some parents showed a continued interest in

Home Start and called "to see if they could help the program
in some way."

The second most frequent contact families had with
their home vigitors was to request immediate help in getting
services from community agencies. Most of ihe contact home
visitors in Ohjo and Texas-TMC had with families was of this
nature. ©One explanation for this occurrence js the fact that
both projects served a sizeable number of Spanish-speaking fam-
ilies who needed continued assistance with language. Ohio
home visitors were in contact with their families an average
of two or three times following graduation, with continued
home visitor-family contact being slightly higher in the
Texas-TMC project {(three to four times per family).

when asked whether the frequency and kind of contact
had changed over time, more than half of the home visitors
{56%) indicated that it had not. Most contacts v2re social
and informal or of a personal nature and these kinds of
contacts are not likely to decrease. Home visitors who
indicated a decreasing contact with their families reported
various reasons for the change. Some decreases were due to
families moving away from the *arget area’ most of the contact

1The questionnaire asked about five types of contact: (1) in-
formal and not very often, (2) needed immediate help,

{3) wanted to discuss another family's needs, (4) were
having trouble getting help from a community agency, and

{5) just wanted to talk.
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Figure 11I-2

Home Visitor Contact

With Former Home Stari Families

% Contict
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lessened, however, because families became "more secure in

doing for themselves," as one home visitor jin Arkansas pointed

out. Families became involved in other groups, developed
new interests and made new friends. Often a specific need
or guestion had prompted a telephone call to the home
visitor and when it was dealt with the contact ceased.
"The family did not need me anymore," an Alaskan home visitor
recalls. "They were able to work out their own problems
and were more abhle to cope."

Continued contact with the home visjitor varied
considerably from family to family. As a home visitor in
Tennessee explained, "some families are a little more de-
pendent than others and need a little boost of confidence
more often." Family contact varied as well from home
visitor to home visitor. Those home visitors who had
taught parents to be independent and to 'use their own
resources had the least amount of contact with fami _‘es
following graduation. According to one director, parents
served by a home visitor who provided more assistance than
necessary were more reluctant to leave the pProgram and
continued to be in frequent touch. Most project directors
agreed that "if the home visitor had a need to have people
need her, t is fostered dependency and discouraged families
from becoming self-sufficient."

Often an inexperienced or new home visitor who was
unsure of herself would build dependencies t0 meet her own
needs, although the dependency lessened as she became more
confident. The director in West Virginia told her home
visitors to remember that "once you are gone what is that
family going to do if you have done everything for them?"

bependencies were not always created by home visitors'

need to be needed, however, but were rather the result of
specific family characteristics, the project director in
North Carolina pointed out. "A mother who had always heen
very dependent on her husband might transfer that dependence
to the home visitor." This was something home visitors had
to be aware of.

Some home visitors found jt difficult to say "no"
to graduated families when they were asked for assistance.
To prevent home visitors from getting overloaded, which
would jeopardize their work with enrolled families, two
different approaches were taken. In Kansas, the director
told home visitors that "it was okay to give a family infor-~
mation," directing them to an appropriate community agency,
“but you should not assume responsibility for the families'
problems." In Texas, the project director, rather than
home visitors, became the contact person for graduated
families if they had pronlems.
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It frequently was very difficult for home visitors
to differentiate between need and dependence. In the area
of transportation, for example, many home visitors drove
families to clinics and social service agencieS because
the family had no other way to obtain the services. While
meeting family needs, home visitors also were creating depen-
dency because they were not teaching parents to make their
own and other arrangements. Experience, awareness and skill
taught most home visitors to deal with needs and dependency
appropriately.

Support To Be Provided to Graduated Families After June

Although family-home visitor contact following gradua-
tion was minimal and primarily of a social nature, fifteen
of the Home Start projects had made some plans to provide
corntinued support services to families at the end of the
three-year demonstration program (as is indicated in
Figure 11I-3). Since most staff were unsure about the future
¢f their Home Start project, ten sites had or planned to
refer families to appropriate community agencies which
could provide some type of continuing support. Some families
were referred to church groups or community organizations
because staff felt it was important for them to "find some
other group they could hook up with." Parents in Arizona
would garner support from local tribal chapter activities,
while some families would also be able to call on their former
home visitor. 1In three projects ~-~ Arkansas, Massachusetts
and Texas—-TMC -~ parents were likely to form independent
parent groups themselves to give each other support and to
help out with transportation problems,

A number of projects referred families to other
preschool programs, such as Head Start or day care, if the
child was going to be too young to enter kindergarten or
first grade in the fall. Some children, starting school in
September, also were referred to special summer programs.

Other means of staying in touch with graduvated families
or providing support included distribution of a newsletter to
former Home Start parents in Alabama, and conducting a crafts
workshop in North Carolina. In addition to referring families
to other agencies, home visitors in Massachusetts made sure
that all families had all the referral information they
needed, so that they could make arrangements on their own.
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Figure III-3

Project Plans to Provide Continuing
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Most projeccs did not see a great need to provide
continued support services to families. As one project
staff member indicated, "if we have done our jobs well,
parents don't need continued support.”

Summar

Contact families had in tne Past with their home
visitors was only minimal. The most common communication
was informal, altnhough some contacts were made by families
to reguest immediate assistance in obtaining servicesg from
community agencies. Most directors agreed that maintaining
some type of contact with families was all right, as long
as the relationship between the home visitor and family
was not dependent in nature.

Frequency of contact varied, not only from family
to family but also at the home visitor lavel. Some home
visitors simply maintained more contact with their families.
This suggests that a few dependency relationships were
created during the course of the program. One home visitor
characteristic which directors feel fosters dependency is
"their need to be needed by their families.”

Almost all of the projects had made some Plans for
prov:ding continued support to families graduating in June,
at the conclusion of the three-year demonstration. A num-
ber of families were referred to various community organi-
zations, while some parents planned to form their own parent
groups to provide each other with support.
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What Role Did the National Office Play in Program
Implementation at the Local Level?

During the three~year demonstration, the National Office
of Home Start provided a wealth of support services to local pro-
jects. As Home Start Director, Dr. {Ruth) Ann O'Keefe points
out, these efforts were aimed at making Home Start a "model" not
only for the home-based concept but also for program administra-
tion and management.

Because of the nature of programs like Home Start, it is
not unusual for national presence to be felt to a greater extent
in demonstration projects than in more well-established service
programs. This is not only because national attention is focused
on the effectiveness of the demonstration, but also hecause
starting up a new program simply regquires more support. Home
Start's National Office staff was committed to making the program
a success and assisting projects in any way possible in imple~
menting the Home Start jdea.

As the demonstration program came t0 a close, interviews
waere conducted 4ith National Office staff and local Home Start
project directors to find out what types of support services the
O:lfice of Child Development provided and how these support ger-
vices were valued by local projects. Directors also were asked
to recommend changes in National Office support services. The
data were obtained primarily to assist administrators at the
national level in considering what types and amounts of support
services a National Office should provide to future demonstration
programs.

Although jt is not possible to attribute the success of
the Home Start demorstration directly to the gquantity and quality
+f suPport services the National Office provided, some logical
inferences can be made about the impact of these services. As
was discusged extensively in Interim Report VI, for example, it
is not clear whethes future home~based projects can replicate
the achievements of whe demonstration program because they un-
doubtedly wiil not have the benefit of the same kind of National
Office support, such as the technical assistance and training
services, to help then mplement the home-based concept. Discus-
sions presente 1 in this section are based primarily on opinions
expressed by local project directors and National Office staff,
rather than on evaluations >f project operations before and
after the support services wevwe provided. The impact of National
Office guidance, however, can be determined in two areas of
project operations -- home visitor supervision and nutrition
services provided to families -- which were studied in depth
during ¢le course of the evaluation. This jssue is the focus of
a subsequent sacticn of this chapter.

Three questions regair. ‘ng National Office support services
are addrvessed hero: 56‘
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~ What support services did the National Office provide
and how was this effort staffed?

- How valuable did local projects feel these support
services were to their operations?

- What changes do project directors recommend in the
guantity and guality of support services to be pro-
vided to future demonstration programs?

Support Services Provided and National QOffice Staffing

From the jnitiation of the Home Start program, National
Office staff started to formulate plans for the types of support
to be provided to local projects, based on the successes and
failures of other demonstration and service prodgrams as well as
on the personal philosophies of the staff. One of the pitfalls
the National Office had observed and wanted to guard against
was the fajlure to involve parents in the basic planning for a
new program. Before any projects were selected and funded for
the three-year Home Start demonstration, a conference took place
in which a number of Head Start parents participated to assist
the National Office in program planning. Other program admin-
istration and management aspects the National Office staff felt
it could improve on were in the areas of National and Regional
Office of Child Development relations and National Office staff
"accessibility" to local projects, providing support in the
implementation of the home-~based coOncept.

The support that local Home Start projects received from
the National Office can be categorized into three types of
services:

(1) Training and technical assistance -~ tO insure
complete and consistent 1mplementation of the Home
Start Guidelines; to assist local staffs in estab-
lishing guality projects; and to achieve a degree
of uniformity amopy projects.

(2) iInformation exchange - to enable project staffs to
become acgquainted with other prcjects, to share
information and ideas, and to observe how the home-
based concent was implemented in different projects.

(3) General support - such as freguent telephone contact,
assisting local projects with special problems,
sharing materials of interest with prcject staff,
etc L

In addition to these direct support services, the Natjional
Office undertook some activities from which local projects bene-
fited indirectly. During the course of the demonstration, the
National Office made a conscious effort to establish a good work-
ing relationship with Regional OCD staff so that they in turn
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would be maximally supportive to local projectis. This was done
by acyuainting the Assistant Regional Directors of OCD and
Regional Home Start Representatives fully with the home-based
concept, the Guidelines, training and technical assistance
activities of the National Office staff and recommendations that
were made for project improvement. In addition, Natjional Office
staff solicited the thinking of Regional Home Start Representa-~
tives i: Prodgram planning activities.

National Office staff also provided "visibility" for the
Home Start demonstration and the home-based concept by sharing
information with interested project operators and by iaviting

them to workshops and national conferences. These National Office

efforts were designed to spread the word about Home Start and to
achieve acceptance of the home~based approcach as a viable alter-
native to center-based programs. Public relations activities of
the National Office also were aimed at assisting local projects
at the conclusion of the demonstration in their efforts to obtain
funding with which to continue project operations.

As 1s shown in Figure III-4, a variety of mechanisms

were used by the National Office to bring support services to
local projects.

Figure ITI-4

Mechanisms for Delivering
National OCD Support Services
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Most of the support services local projects received
were not directly provided by the National Office at the Office
of Child Development since the office itself had a staff of only
one full-time OCD employee - Director Dr. (Ruth) Ann 0'Keefe. Be-
cause only a limited number of sta.fing slots were available in the
Program Development and Innovation Division (of which Home Start
was a part} throughout the three-year demonstration, much of the
responsibility for support services had to be delegated under
contract to private firms Or agencies. As was discussed in the
first National Case Study,~ for example, Dr. O'Reefe was on loan
from the Appalachian Regional Commission during the first couple
of months of the Home Start demonstration. ARC also paid the
salaries of other National Office members for about a year and .
a half through an OCD contract. Starting in 1973, as often is
the case with demonstration programs, support services were pro-
vided through the offices of the National Area Child Day Care
Association for a period of ten months, while responsibility for
support services was shifted to two other private, non-profit
firms during the demonstration's fina% vear ~- Children's (lst)
First Inc. and Dingle Associates Inc. The two firms shared
offices located only a block from the 0ffice of Child Development.

Although the support services were contracted out to
several different c¢ompanies during the three-year demonstration,
the National Office staff remained stable-~they moved from firm
to firm as contractual arrangements changed. Staff viewed them-
selves as being part of Dr. O'Keefe's team and were known to
local Home Start projects as Home Start Associates rather than
as representatives of separate firms.

During the last year of the Home Start demonstration,
Children {(lst) First Inc. and Dingle Associates Inc. were assigned
responsibility for different aspects of National Office support
sevvices. Frequently, staff from both firms wére involved in
providing the services, however. Children (lst) First Inc.,ter
example, had overall responsibility for technical asgistance and
training, but was assisted by Dingle Associates staff in making
the actual visits to local projects. Dingle, on the other hand,
had primary responsibility for planning and arranging sgme of the
national conferences and all of the regional workshops.’

——

lInterim Report I, July 1972, starting on page 83.

2During the first year of Home Start, a number of planning and
support services were provided by the Education and Development
Corporation.

3Regional workshops conducted by Dingle Associates Inc. are not

discussed in detail in this section since they were not designed
to provide support services to the demonstration projects. The
primary goal of these workshops was to train Regicnal and State
Training Of ficers to enable them to provide quality T & TA to
projects wishing to adopt the home~based option.
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The National Office staff, starting out with three full~
time employees, grew to a total staff of eight (six regular
staff and two consultants). Not all staff spent full-time
providing services to Home Start+, however. Staff estimate
having devoted about 60% of the.r time to Home Start, with the
remainder being spent on another demonstration, the Child and
Family Resource Program. Staff responsible for support services
brought a variety of backgrounds and experiences to their
National Office jobs. Most held degrees in education (ranging
from Early Childkood to Adult Education} or had worked in educa-
tion~related jobs. Some of the staff had training and/or program
management expertise. All of the staff brought to their jobs
both enthusiasm for the home-based concept and a commitment to
make the prodram a success. “One of the real secrets of Home
Start," Dr. (Ruth) Ann O’Keefe notes, "was having hard~working,
capable and marvelous people around me.”

Local Project Views About Support Services

The discussion of National Office support services is
viewed here from the perspective of local project directors who
were asked to comment on the usefulness of the varjious types of
support they had received. Since support services were provided
in a variety of ways, the interview focused on the different
support mechanisms. Interview data are presented in a similar
fashion, first discussing T & TA services, and then addressing
the usefulness of the national conferences, the inter-site
visit program, written communications, and other types of
support. Where applicahle, comments from National Office staff
are included in the discussion to provide a more complete over-
view of National Office support services.

Training and technical assistance. Periodically, staff
from the National Office made visits to local projects to insure
that projects were impleme.ting the national program objectives
completely and consistently. Each site visit was designed to
{a) evaluate the adeguacy of program operations; and (b} to
make recommendations (both verbal and written)} for program
improvemert. During some site visits training and technical
assistance services were provided to staff to help them imple-
ment the recommendations. During the T & TA wisits, National
Office staff made sure to point out project strengths, as well
a8 suggest areas f r program improvement. These National T & TA
visits were in add. cion to visits Regional Home Start Represen=-
tatives made periodically to the local projects to assist them
with their yearly Home Start grant application, as well as with
other aspects of project operations.

All projects received at least two T & TA visits during
the three~year demonstration. All projects were visited during
the first year of Hom: Start, althuugh no site visits took
place during the first six months of program operations.

60

54




According to Dr. Jim Gage, Acting Director of the Home Start
program, - this was 2 conscious decision to give projects an
opportunity o start operations without National Office inter-
ference. Project directors and Dr. Gage agree that perhaps
visits should have been made during this start-up period since
many projects bhecame operational without ¢learly understanding
the Home Start Guidelines. As @arly evaluation findings and
reports from the T & TA visits indicate, £or example, home
visitors in many projects were directing the home visit to the
c¢hild rather than to the parent, who was supposed to be the
primary focus of program activities. The subsegquent T & TA
that was provided to local projects resulted in a marked snift
in the home visit emphasis which now includes more parent-
oriented activities, as was discussed jin Chapter II of this
report. As one project director noted, staff could have used
more guidance during the start-up phase of the project to
"help them maxe the Here Start concept work."

T & TA visits continued into the final year of the demon-
stration procgram, with almost all projects being jnvolved in T
& TA activities. Some projects indicated that the final year
visits had less impact on project operations and were not as
useful as T & TA services that were provided during previous
vears. They clearly saw a decreased need for such visits and
support services because the projects were better established.

All but one of the project directors2 indicated that the
T and TA visits overall had been either extremely or moderately
useful. Comments from projects that termed the T & TA visits
extremely useful ranged from "jt was good for staff to talk to
outsiders and to get positive feedback from the National Office"”
to local project staff noting that the National Office had given
them factual information regarding project weaknesses and had
provided reinforcement for project strengths. Most of the pro-
jects {(10) agree that the T & TA visits resulted in some
improvements in the guality of their projects. However, only
six projects indicated that the T & TA activities had changed
the basic nature of project operations. In these projects,
National Office guidance had an impact on:

lDr. Gage took over responsibility for the Home Start demonstra-~

tion program in April of 1975,

2This project felt negative about the T & TA visits ' ecause
they had been poorly organized. The criticism the project
received from the National Office was considered unjust and
inaccurate by project staff.
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¢ the amount of parent involvement;

¢ the orientation of home visits from a child to a
parent focus;

® staffing patterns and responsibilities {guidance
caused the resignation of at least one director); and

e project organization.

Projects which rated the T & TA visits only as moderately
useful had expected "more" from the visits. One of the directors
mentioned, for example, that staff "would have liked more train-
ing services on site rather than having National Office staff
simply point out problems." It should be noted that the site
visits originally were designed by National Office staff not as
a means to provide T & TA but to assess project quality and
the extent to which the Home Start Guidelines were be.ng met.
Since some Nationa® Office staff provided T & TA services during
their on-site visits, project directors had similar expectations
for subsequent visits. It is clear that the quality of the T &
TA services varied from project to project as a result, depending
on which Nat.onal Office staff member conducted the visit. As
or.e director pointed out, for example, some National Office staff
were not always able to provide focused guidance regarding
specific problem areas during the visits. This was primarily
the result of varying experiences and T & TA skills of National
Office staff. Especially during the initial visits, project
directors felt that National Office staff sometimes were unable
to make realistic and useful recommendations for program improve-
ment and to provide meaningful T & TA services berause some were
still unfamiliar with many of the operational aspects of home-
based programs.

In addition to T & TA services provided during on-site
visits, the National Office staff arranged for some special
visits to local projects to provide specialized training support.
Training support was provided either because National Office
staff felt that the local project would benefit from such services
or because projects specifically requested them. A T & TA site
visitor, for example, who identified a need for improvements in
a project’'s health component, may have made arrangements with a
specialist in health services to assist the project with the
implementation of National Office recommendations. All but six
of the Home Start projects received at least one such training
visit during the three-year demonstration.

As part of the T & TA support services, the National
Office sent out periodic communications to all local projects
urging action in specific program areas to improve project opera-
tions, based on evaluation findings. For example, a memorandum
was sent to prcjects to inform them of the nutrition findings
reported in Interim Report V and to suggest that projects increase
nutritional activ ties to improve the diets of focal children.
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The impact of National Office guidance in the area of nutrition
is reported in a subsequent section of this chapter. More than
half of the projects (nine} viewed the materials as only moder-
ately useful because, as one director commented, "we were already
aware of changes that needed to take place."

Local projects generally felt very positive about the T
& TA services the National Office provided. For future demon-
stration programs they recommended: {a} an increase in the
number 0of T & TA visits during start-up operations and a decrease
in such support services as projects become better established;
and {b) an examination of National Office staff background and
experience to determine whether the mix of skills is appropriate
for meeting the T & TA requirements of local projects.

National conferences. During the three-year demonstra-
tion, four national conferences were conducted by the National
Office -~ one at the start of the demonstration and yearly con-
fezrences thereafter. As Dr. (Ruth) Ann O'Keefe points out, the
National Office staff's plans did not call for yearly conferences.
The first conference was designed as a big "kick off" for the Home
Start program and to help projects in their planning. That con-
ference, as well as subsequent ones, also provided a leadership
role for people who had been conducting home-based programs,
giving recognition to the work they had done. Following the
first conference, plans were made to conduct them yearly since
"they seemed an excellent way to help programs learn from each
other ...," notes Dr., O'Keefe.

As was indicated in Figure III-4, the purpose of the
national conferences was multi-~faceted. Comments from project
directors, when asked which aspects of the conferences they had
found most useful, reflect the conferences' diverse nature.

Nine of the ten directors who provided specific comments regard-
ing the conferences mentioned the T & TA and information exchange
aspects. Some also noted the more genera®' types of support
services which the National Office had provided at the conferences.

In the area of T & TA services provided at the conferences,
one project director indicated that conference sessions helped
us "know more directly National 0Office hopes and expectations
and to get a better idea of how to implement the home-based con-
cept.” Another director stated that the most important thing
for her staff was "being exposed to people who were leaders in
child development and parent involvement and participating in
specific workshops.”

The conferences also provided a mechanism for information
exchange between projects, for "obtaining new ideas and for
sharing ideas," one director noted. Four projects mentioned as
the most useful aspects of the conference the general types of
support they received from National Office staff. "The confer-
ence helped us feel part of an important national effort,"” one
director indicated. Others noted that they "got reinforcement
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for " hat staff were already doing."” It made projects "feel more

part of the Mational Office, and OCD became more accessible as
a result.”

Although each conference was designed to provide the three
types of support services, the focus of each of the four confer-
ences was differxent. Some included workshops for parents and
home visitors; at others series Of workshops were conducted for
Rejional Home Start Representatives to enable them tO assist Head
Starts in the implementation of the home-~based concept. A few of
the conferences focused only on Home Start concerns, while others
concentrated on the program operations of Home Start as well as
those of another demonstration, the Child and Family Resource
Program. The final conference on the other hand was designed to
acjguaint project operators with the home-based concept and to
spread the word about Home Start.

Opinions of local project directors varied considerably
about the ye: zly conferences, depending on jts focus. Some
directors felt that the 1975 conference had been more useful to
their staff than previous ones because it addressed numerous
specific aspects of home-~-based program operations. In disoussing
the conferences, one director stated that they "did not provide
us with the information we needed.” Another director felt that
the conferences could have been more useful if more workshops
had been conducted specifically designed for home visitors and
pParents. National Office staff of future demonstration Programs
may wish to take these comments jinto consideration and request
that local projects provide more input in conference Planning to
insure that project needs and expectations are met.

One director also recommended more long-range Planning
with regard to conferences. 8She indicated, for example, that if
the future of Home Start was viewed as an Innovation and Improve-~
ment (I and I} option to Head Start from the initial Planning
stages, representatives of such projects should have been involved
in national conferences throughout the demonstration period, rather
than starting in 1975, a few months before the demonstration
concluded. More active involvement of Head Start Projects during
the course of the demonstration might have aided local projects
in their efforts to obtain funding to continue project operations,
with more Head Start projects expressing a willingness to adopt
the home-bhased approach using some or all of the local Home Start
project staff.l

Interx-site visits. In addition to conducting yearly
national <onferences, funds were made available by the National
Office to enable local Home Start staffs to visit other projects.
The purpose of these site visits was to provide an intexchange

lThe continuation of the Home Start proijects is discussed in more

detail in a subseguent section Of this Chapter.
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of inf- ‘mation between projects -— to discuss common problems, to
get new ideas, and to observe how projects took different
approaches to service delivery. All sjixteen Home Start projects
participated in the inter-site visit program, with the typical
project sending sevenl staff to other projects over the three-
year period. Project directors reported that a total of 142 sjite
visits were made by staffs from the sixteen projects, most of whom

(68%) were home visjtors. A few staff members were able to make
more than one jinter-site visit.

Ten of the sixteen projects indicated that the jinter-site
visits had been extremely valuable to staff. During the visits,
home visitors "got to watch home visits and got confidence from
seeing other home visjitors doingsimilar things with their families."
The visits "broadened the experience of local staff," indicated
one director. They also enabled staff to contrast services avail-
able in different communities and programs. "It was good for staff
morale,”" the directer stated, "because staff felt that they were
doing more in their own community with fewer resources."

In some projects, the visits resulted in some improvements
in local project operations, including implementation of some of
the new ideas obtained by visiting staff. One project "completely
changed the lesson plans and ways of presenting them to parents,”
as a result of the jnter-sjte visit. Another project adopted the
use of parent guides and revised their curriculum on the basis of
new ideas and jnnovative uses of in-home materials they had
observed in another project. Changes that were implemented in
other projects were more organizational jin nature ~~ the way
home visitors prepared for home visits, project organization and
record keeping. Inter~site visits were equally useful to pro-
jects being visited as to the visiting staff.

Projects that indicated that site visits had only been
moderately useful {six) stressed the need for better planning
of such visits. One project made an inter-site visit at a time
when host staff were not making regular home visits. "The visit
would have been more valuable,"” the project director indicated,
“if it had been planned at a time when project operations were
more typical." Another project would have preferred to visit a
project that was similar tec theirs and one that used the same
types of community resources.

Future demonstration programs, funding simjlar inter-site
visits, may wish to provide more guidance in planning such visits
in order to make them more effective. The selection of a project
to be visited could, for example, be tied in more closely with
the T & TA visits. A project operating a nutrition component

l.’\ccording to National Office staff, funding was provided for only
three or four inter-site visits per project, rather than permit-
ting seven staff members to make such visits as project directors
indicated.
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that needs improving may wish to send staff to a project that
maintains an effective nutrition program and uses a variety of
innovative techniques to deliver nutrition education to families.

Written communications. A variety of written materials
which the National Office felt might be of interest to project
staff were sent to the projects. Most of the projects (11)
indicated that they had used the materials; one noted that only
some of them had been useful; while four said that they had not
put the materials to use. Figure III-5 shows the types of
materials projects found useful and how the materials were used.
The most freguently mentioned materials that were helpful to staff
were: (a) articles, papers, and clippings on child development;
{b) materials on health and dental services; and (c) recipes and
booklets relating to the nutrition component. Most of the mate-
rials were used for staff training purposes, some for the general
program so that staff could order films. books and materials,
and the remainder in parent groups or the home visit.

Figure III-5

Use of Materials OCD Sent
to Local Projects

# of Projects that Used Materials
for:

Staff
Type of Materials Training General Program  Parents

Child Development
articles, papers,
clippings 6 1 2

Health/Dental Component
brochu »s & information 4 3 2

dutrition Component
recipes, Guide to Good
Nutrition, brochures 3 2 2

Education Component
Captain Kangeroo gquides/
curriculum; information
on educational activities
and toys

Safety

Guide to Home-Based Programs

NoR R W
=

Misc. Training Materials

Film Brochures/Reviews - 1 -

Directory of Home—Based
Programs - 1 -
Fact Sheet on Home Start - 1 -
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While these materials were valued by local projects,
one director suggested that the National 0Office prepare a
periodic newsletter about Home Start to provide a more frequent
interchange between projects highlighting innovative approaches
taken toward service delivery and problem solving.

Other support services. When asked whether the projects
had received any other types of support services from the National
Office, five indicated that they had. One project mentioned
that the National Office had been very influential in detting
the Regional Home Start Representative jinvolved with the program
which resulted in a good working relationship between the region
and the local project. Other projects noted the good telephone
contact they had with the National Office and that they had
always "felt free to call on them."

Only two projects mentioned the consultant services they
had received through a shared Head Start/Home Start contract with
the American Academcy of Pediatrics. Representatives from the
Academy were to visit projects periodically and assist them with
their health component. Both projects expressed some dissatis-~
faction with the services they had received from the Academy.
Specifically, they felt that Academy representatives were un-
familiar witH the Home Start program and as a result made recom-
mendations which were frequently unrealisti~. Projects had
already identified weaknesses in their health component and
didn't feel these weaknesses had to be amplified. Instead,
projects would have welcomed more assistance in improving the
health component and in locating community resources that.could
help meet the health needs of families and focal children.

In general, the National Office was viewed by most of
the sixteen projects as having been "very supportive” during
the three-year demonstration. AS one djirector noted, "they
have done a tremendous job in positive reinforrement and were
extremely responsive to our needs."

The three projects, rating National 0ffice support as
only moderately supportive, indicated that there had been only
a limited interchange between the local project and the National
Of fice. One project pointed out the distinction between being
supportive and providing assistance. While the National Office
was supportive in terms of moraie, they were only moderately
S0 in other areag such as training and technical assistance
services, the project pointed out. Some projects felt that the
National Office could have done mcre and provided more services
than they had during the three-year demonstration.

Recommendations for future demonstration programs. At
the conclusion of the interview, project directors were asked
to make recommendations redgarding National Office support ser-
vices that should be provided to future demonstration programs.
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Their comments and general recommendations for improving the
support services are summarized below.

T & TA Support Services: e increase on-site visits during the
start-up phases of the program with
a possible decrease jin such visits
when projects become more established.

e offer more training support services
t0 assist projects with pre~ and in-
service training of home visjitors
and other staff.

® make sure the National Office is
staffed with personnel who have the
appropriate education and experience
to provide guality T & TA to projects.
Also irsure that consultants are
acquaintaed with the program, s«
that they can make realistic recom-
mendations for program improvements
and provide more assistance in their
implementation.

Information exchange: & provide more guidance to projects
in terms of inter-site visits so
that the visits become more focused
and beneficial to visiting staff.

¢ prepare a periodic newsletter high-
lighting problems projects are
dealing with, innovative solutions,
etc.

Qther support services: o obtain more planning input from
local projects to make sure their
needs are met at national conferences.

¢ place more long-term emphasis on
refunding possibilities before the
end of the demonstration.

® maintain more contact with grantee
agencies and Head Start projects
which might have assisted projects
in locating additional funding %o
continue project operations.

Summary

During the three-year demonstration, the National Office
played an active role in program implementation by making T & TA
services available, by facilitating an information exchange, and
by providing other types of support services. Without the strong
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Ju’ tance the National Office provided, projects would undoubtedly
sot have implemented the Guidelines or the b~me-based c¢oncept as
fully and consistently. Support services w * valued tremen-—
dously by local project staffs.

National Office staffs of future demonstration Programs
should acquaint themselves with the work of the Home Start
National Offic: staff and plan on Providing all or at least
some of the same types of support services to local projects.

It is clear from comments from local project directors, however,
that some improvements can be made in National Office support
services to better meet needs of local project needs.




What Impact Did National Office Guidance Have in the
Aress Of Hcme Visitor Supervision and Nutrition?

In the course of the Home Start demonstration, the
National Office used evaluation findings to suggest areas in
which projects could use increased guidance. Two such areas
were home visitor supervision and nutrition. A profile of
field supervision of home visitors was presented in the Pro-
gram Analysis section of Interim Report V and findings on the
nutritional status of Home Start children were presented in
the Summative Fvaluation volume of Interim Reports IV and V.
The sections below discuss the National Office's reaction to
those data and their effect On local projects.

Home Visitor Supervision

Supervision of home visitors was a topic of concern to
the National Office throughout the Home Start demonstration.
Data on home visitor supervision in the field were presented
in Interim Report V; at that time, the National Office staff
were concerned that home visitors were insufficiently super-
vised and, through the national Home Start conference and site
visits, sugdested jincreased emphasis on supervision. The data
reported hei 2> were collected to gauge the 2ffzcts of that guid-
ance as well as to gain a more comprehensive picture of home
visitor supervision, both in the field and in the office.

In general, time spent on supervision of home visitors
didn't change significantly since spring of 1974. This is par-
tially because the data reported in Int=2rim Report V reflected
only field supervision which is only one aspect of home visitor
supervision. Large amounts of time were spent supervising home
visitors in the office and deficiencies in field supervision
were often compensated by these methods. Thus, many projects
actually had more adeguate supervision than had besn reported.
These projects 4id not place more emphasis on supervision, since
they felt their home visitors were sufficiently supervised.
Other projects were constrained by lack of personnel available
to do field supervision; these projects tended to do more non-
field supervision, as mentioned above, and could not respond by
Leefing up field supervision. The following discussion treats
these two aspects of supervision separately, describing each in
more detail and noting any changes which have occurred since
last spring, after a preliminary discussion Of supervisory
personnel.

Supervisory personnel. Several different combinations
of supervisory personnel were used in Home Start projects, as
shown in Pigure III~6. In seven projects, one staff member,
who also acted as dicector or coordinator, took on the entire
supervision task. In several others, the director or coordina-
tor was assisted by another staff person, often the education
or social service coordinator. Several programs had staff whose
major responsibility was to supervise home visitors. In West
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Figure III- 6

Supervisory Personnel

No.
of
SITE Staff SUPERVISORY PERSONNEL
Alabama 1 Coordinato¥
Alaska 7 Cocrdinatox, Head Start Head Teacher, Health Aide, Admin. Asst., Home visitors
Arizona 3 Coordinatoy {Before 1/75:, also 2 field supervisors)
Arkansas 2 .2 Su?erYisors, A§sist§nt DiFector, Speech & Language Specialist, Medical
Specialist, Nutritionist, Director
California 2 Director, Social Service Supervisor
Kansas 1 Director
Masgsachusetts 1 Director
Nevada 2 Supervisor/Coordinator, Education Specialist
New York 1 |  DeputyY Direcior
North Carolina | 1 Director
Ohio 3 Support Coordinator, Education Coordinator. Program Coordinator
Tennegsee 1 3 Supervisor, Nurse, van Teachaor
Texas-Houston 1 Director
Texas-PHG 2 Coordinator, 1 Home Visitor
Utah 2 Director, Education Coordinator
west Virginia 3 Field Services Coordinator, Director, Health Specialist
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Virginia, there was a field services coordinator, in Tennessee,
a supervisor and in Arkansas, two supervisors who each worked
part-time supervising home visitors and part-time supervising
a Head Start center. In some sites, each staff member was
regsponsible for supervising all the home visitors periodically,
while in others, responsibility was split among two Or more
supervisors. Utah Home Start, for example, had an education
coordinator who was responsible for the supervision of five
home visitors, while the director supervised the other three,
Alaska had the most unusual system; several staff members, in-
cluding tne coordinator, the Head Start head teacher, the
health ajde and the administrative assistant, accompanied home
visitors to observe and to provide a second point of view
about the home visit. Home visitors occasionally acted as ob-
servers, too, resulting in a wide spread of responsibility for
supervision.

Field supervision. Supervision in the field consisted
primarily of home visit observations and discussions between
home visitor and supervisor after the vigit. In Arkansas. a
supervisor mentioned four aspects of field supervision:

1} checking to make sure visits are taking place;

2) observing the home visitor-family relationship
and home visitor effectiveness:

3) making sure the four components are being covered
adeguately;

4) 4giving the home visitor pPraisée and assistance.

The average amount of time per home visitor allotted to
field supervision was 6.5 hours a month, but the variations were
more revealing. Site data are shown in Figure III-7. Kansas
spent the least amount of time on field supervision, about 1/3
hour a month per home visitor, while in Arkansas, where seven
staff members including two supervisors were involved, field
supervision took up 28.6 hours a month per home visitor. Some
of the variation can be explained by differences in staffing
patterns. In Kansas, the director was the only administrative
staff member, so she could not easily go on home visits. In
Arkansas, as previously mentioned, there were numerous admin-
istrative personnel who were available to supervise home visi-
tors. Another factor in the amount of supervision time spent
in the field was the director's philosophy about the effective-
ness 0L home visit observations; some felt that observed visits
were not representative and thus not as valuable as other
supervisory methods. 1In addition, the geography of the area
Home Start served affected the time estimates since supervisors'’
travel time was included in the figure, with rural projects

spending considerably more time 2n field supervision than urpan
sites.

73




Figure IXI-7

Field and Office Supervision:
Hours a Month Par Home Visitor

Spring 197:

7 15.2
T

é;lifornia 22 5.5
nsas Z i1 3
(§s sachusetts 5/2 4.8 )
Ivfada Z% 7.1 W = field supervision
Eﬂe# ¥ork ?; J 8.3 E...___..n l = gffice supervision
rth Carolina Egz%zg | 4.8
§i° 7 9.6

s % AR
Exas - Houston % 5.5
fewasT e 0 | s

fan R

g vissins LU
Average W 11,1
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In spring 1974, the average amount of time spent on field
supervision was 4.6 hours a month per home visitor, less than the
6.5 hours reported in spring 1975, This change was mostly attrib-
utable to fairly large changes in a few sites, as shown in Figure
I1l1-8. In West Virginia, a field services coordinator was hired
whose main duty was the supervision of home visitors. The direc—
tor of the Texas Migrant Council Home Start reacted to National
Office guidance by increasing supervision after realizing the
need for more emphasis in that area. ©0hio hired an additional
coordinator to share supervision responsibility. Supervision
time in Arkansas also increased considerably, but the director
mentioned no reason for change. Only the Texas Migrant Council
director actually mentioned that she felt supervision had been
neglected previously; in general, directors felt supervision
schedules they followed last spring provided sufficient informa-
tion for supervisors and support for home visitors.

Supervision outside the home. The portion of home visitor
supervision which took place outside the home complemented field
supervision and, in some sites, made up the bulk of supervision.
Home visitors and supervisors met, individually or in a group, to
discuss visits the supervisor cbserved, problem families or the
home visitor's personal reactions to the job. Supervision of

this sort usually took place a2t least weekly for each home visitor.

In many sites, part of this supervisory task involved reading logs
kept by home visitors, detailing each family's progress and lesson
plans and cross-checking records on scheduled visits, referrals,
mileage traveled, etc. In this way, the supervisor could keep
abreast of developments in each family, as well a8 making certain
visits were being conducted. 1In Tennessee, home visitors watched
videotapes made of their own home visits and had an opportunity

to discover first-hand areas in which they might improve. 1In
severdl sites, home visitors and even parents participated in
supervision. In Houston, for example, two home visitors were
responsible for checking lesson plans each week and parents sent
in a checklist after each visit evaluating their home visitor.

In general, a major purpcse of this supervisery process was pro-
viding support for the home visitor, as well as suggesting im-
provements.

The average amount of time spent on "office" supervisicn
was 4.5 hours a month per home visitor. Site-by-site data is
included in Figure 1III- 8. As in the case of fjield supervision,
there was wide variation, with times ranging from one hour a
month per home visitor in Tennessee to 12 in Alaska. Kansas,
which had the least amnunt of fjeld supervision, was high in
office supervision with 11 hours a month per home visitor. Sim-
ilarly, supervision in New York was weighted toward office super-
vision which occupied eight hours a menth per home visitor, in
contrast tO field supervision which took up half an hour a month
per home visitor. 1In both these cases, the emphasis was due to
a lack of personnel available for field supervision. This office
vs. field trade-off did not hold up in all cases, however: some

sites have placed more emphasis on supervision overall than others.
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Figure IXII-8

Changes in Supervision Time:
Spring 1974 to Spring 1975

Field Supervision: office Supervision: Total Supervision:
Hours/d¥Month
Hours/Month par per
Hours/Month per Home Visgitor: Hours/Month per Change fr... | Home Visitor: Change from
Site Home Visitor: 1975 1974 and (change)| Home visitor:1975 1974 1975 1974

Alabana 4 6.5 (=) 1.6 0 5.6 -
Alaska 3.2 3.2 (0) 12 0 15.2 0
Arizona 22% 22 {0} 4 0 26 0
Arkansas 28.6 10.1 (4} “.3 0 30.9 +
California 1 1 {0} 4.5 - 5.5 -
Kansas .3 2 {4 11 - 11.3 -
Massachusetts .66 .66 (0} 4 + 4.66 +
Nevada 2,1 1.3 (+) 5 0 7.1 +
New York .5 S5 () 8 0 8.5 0
North Carolina 2.6 2.6 {0} 2 0 4.6 0
Ohio 6 1.6 (+) 3.6 0 9.6 +
Ternessee 12.4 12.4 {0} 1 0 13.4 0
Texas~Houston 2 2 {0) 3.5 + 5.5 +
Texas-TMC | 4 1.5 (4) 2 0 6 +
Utah ] 1 1 {0) 2.25 0 3.25 0
West Virginia 15 8 {4} 4.8 0 19.8

*This figure is from 1/75; after that, coordinator left and was not replaced.
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Although there were no data on the number of hours
spent on office supervision last spring, directors were asked
to indicate whether it had changed and if so in which direction.
In most sites, there had been no significant change, as in-
dicated in Pigure ITI-§. In Houston, home visitors were
supervised more in the office this spring because they spent
an additional half-day a week there, providing more opportunity
for interaction with their supervisor. In Massachusetts, the
director had less time to supervise last spring, since she was
new and had other responsibilities. On the other hand, California
home visitors were supervised more last Spring than now because
they were newer and the director in Kansas spent more time ©On
supervision last spring because she had fewer responsibilities.
As in the case of fjeld supervision, most supervisors expressed
satisfaction with the systems they were using last spring and
did not change them in response to National Office guidance.

It is also important to note that the average times
mentioned do not reflect the whole situation. New home visgitors
were, in general, supervised more than experienced home visitors;
they may lave been accompanied on their first few visits by more
experienced home visitors. 1In addition, supervision time rose
in the fall because there was an influx of new families and,
often, new staff: the amount of time spent on supervision was
lowest in the spring, when these data were collected. Because
some supervisors found it difficult to differentiate between
supervision and training, some of the time estimates in the
figures may contain time devoted to activities which in other
sites would be considered training activities. The data must
be examined in light of all these considerations.

Clearly, the guestion of the adequacy of home visitor
supervision is difficult to address directly. There appeared
to be no obvious relationship betweea the amount of time home
visitors were supervised and the nuiber of home visits whicn
actually took place. Earlier in this report, the frequency of
home visits were reported; these dita are repeated in Figure
III-9 below, along with the corresponding supervision hours
per home visitor in the six summative sites. Kansas, which
reported the smallest number of visits, also had the least time
per home visitor spent on field supervision. However, Texas
also had ljttle sup2rvision time, but reported three home visits
per family in a month. Considering field and other supervision
together similarly does not reveal a direct relationship. This
analysis, of course, only addresses one of the four aspects of
supervision mentioned above.

78

79




Figure III-9

Comparison of Amount of Supervision and
Frequency of Home Visits

Hours of Supervision/
Freguency of Home Visits  Month Per Home Visitor

per month Field Combined
Alabama 2 4.0 5.6
Arkancas 3 28.2 30.9
Kansas 1 0.3 11.3
Ohio 2 6.0 9.6
Texas—~Houston 3 2.0 5.5
West Virginia 3 15.90 19.8

Nutrition

Program findings reported in Interim RePort VI, based
on data collected from summative sites only, indicated that in
general Home Start projects were addressing the nutritional needs
of families in a manner which appeared to be consistent with
Home Start Guidelines. Projects scheduled various nutrition
activities within home visits and group activities, but differed
somewhat in their emphasis on nutritional jissues, depending on
local needs and prioritizss.

Despite these activities summative findings (Interim
Repcrts V and VI) indicated little or no nutritional gains for
focal children-~as measured by the Child Food Intake Question-
naire. 1In response to these summative findings, the National
Office issued a memorandum to all sites urging them to address
the deficiencies in children's djets and to increase the level
of emphasis on nutritional issues. 1In particular, projects were
regquested to increase the imount of time spent on nutrition edu-
cation during home visits, as well as encouradge parents to be
more aware of the nutritional needs of their children. 1In vrder
to determine the impact of OCD guidance on Project operations,
and changes which were instituted as a result, a nutrition in-
terview was conducted at each of the sixteen sites during the
spring 1975 site visits. The jnterview addressed three areas
concerning project nutrition programs, one general:

® How did nutrition programs change from fall 1974 to
spring 1975 in terms of staffing and time spent on
nutrition activities?

and two specifically related to the National Office memo:
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® What special nutrition activities have been added in
the past six months?

@ Has any additional material been added to home visitor
training in nutrition?

General program changes. In general, projects did not
change their nutrition program significantly since fall 1974, in
terms of staffing and time spent on nutrition activities. Figure
I111-10 shows project staff responsible for planning and implement-
ing nutrition activities for all sites during the fall and spring.
Only three sites changed staff responsibilities regarding nutri-
tion from fall to spring; Utah hired a trained nutritionist, the
Texas Migrant project shifted primary responsibility from the
staff nurse to county nutrition consultants, while the Nevada

staff transferred nutrition duties from the staff nurse to home
visitors.

Total project time spent on nutrition activities per
week by nutrition staff (including planning, training and con-
sulting with home visitors, direct services to families, and
other activities) is reported in Figure III-1ll, The overall
average time spent on nutrition increased 22% from fall to
spring. Changes from fall to spring were reported by seven of
the sites. BAlaska and Texas showed decreases in time spent,
while Arkansas, Tennessee, and TMC increased their nutrition
efforts, and Ohio's doubled. Utah staff's weekly nutrition
time increased nearly six times in conjunction with the hiring
of a2 nutritionist.

Time spent on continuing home visitor nutrition training,
per month, is reported in Figure III- 1l2. Minor changes occurred,
showing both increases and decreases in time spent during staff
meetings and on individual consultaticn. The net change, though
slight, was positive and amounted to an average increase of
about one-half hour per month pPer home visitor,

Projects reported that the primary means of direct nu-
trition service to families was through home visits, with parent
meetings taking priority in only two sites. Nutritional issues
continued to be discussed fairly regularly during parent meet-
ings at all sites except Massachusetts; seven projects reported
an increase in time spent discussing nutrition over the last six
monchs.

Nyutrition activities. Eleven proijects reported a gen-
eral increase in nutrition activities as a result of the memo.
At these sites, increased emphasis was placed on addressing

IA breakdown of time by activity can be found in Table 17171-3.
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Figure III-10

Project Staff with Primary
(and Secondary!)
Nutrition ResponsSibilities

Fall 1974 Spring 1975
Alabama Program Coordinator, Head Teacher/ Same
Nutritionist (Home visitors, USDA
Consultants)
Alaska Program Coordinator Same
arizona Home Visltors, ONEO Homemaker Same
Consultants
Arkansas Staff mutritionist Same
California Home visitors Same
3as Home Visitors Same
Massachusetts Home Visitors, (Family Services Same

Cocrdinator. Nutrition Aides)

Nevada Staff Nurse, (county Home Ecorcmist) Home Visitors,
{county Home Econ.)

New Yorx Deputy Program Director, Extension Same
Service Consultant

North Carolina Program Director, Parent Coordinator. Same
Staff Nurse, (Home Visitors. Extension
Service Consultant!

Chio Program Coordinator Same

Tennessee Statf Health Coordinator, (visiting Same
Mutritionists)

Texas —Houston (2} Social Service Coordinators, Same

Staff Nurse, Headstart Nutritionist.
Extension Service

Texas-THC Staff Nurse, Home Visitors Home Visitors.
Extension Service
* Consultant
Utan Education Coordinator, Home Visitors, 2. aff Nutritionist
Staff Nurse
West Virginia staff Health Coordinator same

IToxt Provided by ERI




Figure III-11

Total Time Spent by Nutrition Staff on Nutrition Activities

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Kansas
Massachusetts
Nevada

New York

North Carolina
Chio

Tennessee
Texas - Houston
Teras-TMC

Utah

West Virginia

Average

per Week (in hours)

3.0
19.0
4.0
6.0
5.0
0
6.0
4.5
1.75
6.0
8.0
6.0
8.0
3.0
5.0

7.5

7.2

Fall 1974

74

Spring 1975

3.0
14.0
4.0
10.5
5.0
0
6.0
4.5
1.75
16.0
17.0
8.0
10.0
6.9
28.0
7.5

8.8

{Change)

(0)
(-}
(0)
{+}
{0}
(0)
()
{0}
(0)
(0)
(+)
{+)

{(+)
(+)

(0}

(+}
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Figure III-12
Project Time Spent Per Month

1ing Staff Nutrition Training

fin hours)

STAYF MEETINGS INDIVIDUAL TOTAL TRAINING
Hrs/Mo/HV Hrs/Mo/HV Hrs/Mo/HV Hrs/Mo/HV Hrs/¥oa/4V  Hrs/Mo/HV Net
1974 1375 (changej 1974 1975 {clange) 1974 1975 Change

Alabama 0.5 0.5 (0) 0.5 0.5 (0) 1.0 1.0 (0)
Alaska 16.0 16.0 (0) 4.0 4,0 {0) 20.0 20.0 {0)
Arizona 1.0 1.0 {0) 1.0 1.0 (0) 2,0 2.0 {0)
Arkansas 1.5 1.0 (-} 0.5 1.0 {+} 2.0 2.0 {0)
California 2.0 2.0 (0} 0 3 (0) 2.0 2.0 (0)
Kansas 0 1.0 (+) 0 0 {0) 0 1.0 (+)
Massachusetts 0 o] (0) o] o] (0} o] 0 {0}
Nevada 5.0 86,0 (+) 0 0 {0) 5.0 8.0 {(+)
New York 2.0 2.0 (0) 2.0 2.0 (0® 4.0 4.0 {0)
North Carolina 8.0 8.0 (0} 1.0 1.0 (0) 9.0 9.0 ()
Tennessece Z.0 4.0 (+) G.5 2.5 (+) 2.5 6.5 (+)
ohto* N/A N/A N/A N/A N/R N/A N/A N/A N/A
Texas-Houston 4.0 4.0 {0 1.0 {+) 4.0 5.0 (+)
Texas-TMC 5.0 5.0 {(0) 0 10) 5.0 5.0 (0)
vLah o . {0) 5.0 5.0 (0) 5.0 5.0 (0)
vest Virginta 2.0 0 {~) 1.0 3.0 {+) 3.0 3.0 {0)
Average 3.3 3.5 (+) 1.0 1.4 {+} 4.3 4.9 {+)

1

No data were obtained from the ohio project.




nutritional issues during home visits and group meetings, and
often new "tactics" were introducea to focus families' attention
on specific areas of nutrition such as the "basic four"™ food
groups, vitamin deficiencies, etc. Increasing emphasis was
placed on the role of home visitors in educating families and
in making nutrition an important part of each home visit. Sev-
eral sites provided a autritious snack {(apples and milk instead
of soda or cookies) during home visits and group activities, as
well as encouraging parents to prepare nutritious foods during
parent meetings. Other projects involved home visjitors in fam-
ily shopping, menu planning, and assesgment of family meals.
Information on low-cost nutritious meal preparation, as well as
charts out'ining minimume daily nutrition requirements were dis-
tributed through home visitors and at parent meetings.

In addition to the dgeneral activity increase described
above, several sites added new components to their programs. The
Texas Migrant project instituted weekly Expanded Nutrition Pro-
gram workshops conducted by the local agricultural Extension;
West Virginia held a one~day nutrition workshop as well. fThe
Utah project set up diet and exercise classes for Home Start
mothers. ;

F.ve projects (Alaska, A:izona, California, Massachusetts,
New York) reported no change in nutrition activities in response
to the memo. Of these, the Massachusetts staff felt that tihe
memo was no: relevant to local needs, as poor nutrition was not
a problem among their focal f=milies, and that they "were not
the people to go in and tell someone how to eat." In New York
staff indicated that their nutrition program was already a strong
one «nd saw no need to modify their efforts; California staff re-
view * and evaluated their nutrition program in resy7orse to the i
memo, but considered their current efforts in nutritional areas !
sufficient. |

Nutrition training. In regard to the use of additional
materials in home visitor nutrition training, more than half of i
the projects {nine) reported no change in response to the memo. i
The remaining seven projects 4id use additional materials on
specific nutrition topics {such as nutritional components of i
various foods) obtained from Head Start projects, the Dalry
Council, and Agricultural Extension Services. Often these mat-
erials were subsequently distributed to parents during home
visits and parent meetings. The Texas Migrant project rep - .ed
an increase in use of vigual 1ds in training, while the Ut~h
project encouraged its home visitors to enroll in a fam:ily
nuctrition course at the local university.

in general, projects seemed to feel rthat they nau done
as well as they could given the widespread lack of understand-
ing of the value of nutrition, the strength of local and cul-
tural eating habits and resistance fto change them, and the fre-
Juently prohibitive cost. or unavailability of many nutritional
foods.
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The National Office's efforts to increase project emphasis
on supervision and nutrition were only minimally successful, pri-
marily because most projects felt their home visitor supervision
and nutrition components were adequate. In the case of super-
vision, most project directors reported that each home visitor was
provided with supervision for an average of 6.5 hours a month in
the field and 4.5 hours a month in the office. Some supervisors
would have preferred to spend more time on field supervision, but
found it impossible because of time constraints. If freguent field
supervision is considered necessary in future home-based programs,
projects should make funds available for a staff member 1o be Pri-
marily responsible for supervision and training.

In the case of nuatrition, little evidence of major change
in project operation was found in response to the National Office
memo. Nutrition staff at each site remained relatively stable:;
projects showed an average increase of 1.6 hours per month in time
spent on nutrition activities and (.6 hours per month in nutrition
training of home visitors. Eleven projects reported increased
emphzsis on rutrition in response to the memo, by focusing on fam-
ily menu planning, introducing nutritious snacks during home wvisits,
exchanging jinformation on nutrition and meal preparation, as well
as offering nutrition workshops for Home Start parents. Seven pro-
jects reported vsing additional nutrition materials in the train-
ing c¢f home visitors as a result of the memo; the remaining nine
projects reported no change. Projects generally felt that their
nutrition efforts were sufficient, given the variety of cultaral
and economic factors impeding good nutrition, over which they had
no control. Clearly, any future home-hased program which attempts
to address the nutritjonal needs of jts families will have to take
these factors into account in planning a nutrition program and in
attempting to gauge its success.




What Plans Did Local Projects have to Continue Operations

After the Demonstration Ended?

The primary focus of this section is a discussion of
plans of local Home Start projects to continue Operations
“fter June 1975 when the demonstration was concluded. These
plans can be more fully understood by considering the relation-
ship that existed between Home Start and Head Start during the
three-year period.

From the inception ¢f the Home Start program in 1971,
the Office of Child Development stressed that Home Start should
be mounted in conjunctior with Head Start and that it should be
viewed as an "adjunct" to Head Start rather than as a separate
or larger program that would ultimately supersede it. The re-
lationship between the two programs was clarified considerably
by Mr. Richard Orton, Director of Head Start, at the first
national Home Start conference {April 1972). He outlined a
three-year plan to improve Head Start, including gradually
allowing and encouraging more flexibility and options to local
projects. Home Start was viewed as one possible program option
for Head Start. Mr. Orton indicated that the improvement and
innovation (I&I) efforts would “change Head Start from a program
with many centers to a center with many programs..." 1In 1972,
OCD officials commenting on the future relationship between
Head Start and Home Start envisioned "a good number of combined
prcgrams in which Head Start has a Home Start c0mponent.“1

To insure a close relationship between Head Start and
Home Start and to encourage and enable Head Start projects to
establish qguality home-based components, the National Office
of Home Start undertook three types of activities during the
course of the demonstration:

1. Spe01fy1ng the relationship between the two programs
in the Home Start Guidelines (December 1971) and
regquiring that prospective Home Start projects he
adjuncts of either existing Head Start programs or
commuanity action agencies. Of the sixteen projects
that were funded for the three-year demonstration,
rme Start was associated wich or sponsored by Head
Start in eleven sites.

2. Acguainting Head Start and other projects with Home
start and the home-bhased option by c¢onducting a
nationa! Home Start conference in the spring of 1975

,I_u__ —
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and a series of one-day regional workshops (19%74-73)
aimed primarily at program operators; by preparing
and distributing A Guide for Planning and Operating

Home-Based Child Development Programs {June 19/4};
and by responding to numerous inguirlies from pro-

jects and individuals interested in the home-~based
approach.

3. Training regional and svate staffs to enable them
to provide quality technical assistance and train-
ing to Head Start projects wishing to adopt the
home-hased option. Training activitizs with Re~-
gicnal OCD staff started at the second national
Home Start conference (1973) vwhen four workshops
were conducted addressing a variety of aspects of
planning and operating home-based child Gevelopment
programs. Subsequeat workshops were held in seven
regions during 1974 and 1575 aim: 1 at State and
Regional Training Officers, as well as Regional
OCp staft.

Cenvinced that there would be a great need to utilize
Home Start staff expertise in training Head Start projiects which
are developing home-bacsed components, the Office of Child Devel-
opment decided to establish a national network of six Home Start
Training Projects to be funded at the conclusion of the dowe
Start demonstration program. The training projects would be
operational for chree years and provide training and technical
assistance services not only to Head Starts but alsc assist
other. ctate and local agencies with the implementation of the
home-based concepPt. Funding responsibility for the training
projects would be shared fifty-fifty between the National Office
and the Regional 0ffice of Child Development or another state
and local agency.

All but four of the sjixteen Home Start projects responded
to OCbhb's request for proposals for Home Start Training Project
funding. Two of the projects--Massachusetts and New York--were
unable to submit proposals requesting national OCD funds because
they had not been successful in locating funding sources to help
meet the 100% matching requirement. Alaska and Houston, Texas
were the other two projects which did not apply for training
funds since both already had firmed up plans for the continuaticn
of project operations. The Houston staff did not apply for =
training grant because project staff wanted to have more job
security than funding for another three-year program could pro-
vide.

Five of the twelve Home Start projects which submitted

proposals to the National 0ffice obtained funding to become
part of the national training qegwork-wArkansas, Nevadaz,
Pennessce, Utah, and West Virginia., One non-Home Start
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project--the Portage Project in Wisconsin--was selected as
the sixth training site. The six projects will receive
$50,000 annually for three years, with an additional
$50,000 to be provided by other sources. During the course
of the next three years, the six projects will not only
provide training and technical assistance services but also
will continue to provide direct services to a small number
of families.

0f the remaining eleven projects which were not
selected as training sites, most looked for funding else-
where in order to continue project oPerations. Over half of
these projects were considered "adjuncts” of Head Start, al-
though the relationship between the two projects varied con-
siderably from site to site. In some communities, the asso-
ciation was extremely close with sponsorship, staff, and office
or meeting space being shared, as well as having some joint
training activities and a comhined parent policy council.
In other communities .ere 'jome Start was associated with
iizad Start, the tvw. projects had only minimal contact with
each other. Figure III-.3 show: the Head Start/Home Start
relationship which existed ir the sixteen demonstration sites
during the course of the three years.

Twol of the eleven Home St.:t projects which were
associated wit Head Start--Alaska and Houston, Tes-s--hecame
home-bhased sptions for Head S.art. Ia Houston, the Home
Start dirvctor ind: ated that Head Start would not have been
refu: .ed 1f they had not planned some variation in the types
of .2rvices grovided to families. The closing of two of the
Head € ar* centers freed up sufficient funds to pay for
salaries of the former Home Start staff, with office space
being ~hared botween the two projects. In Alaska, the

2licy RBoard agreed some time ado to combine Home Start with
ydead Stairt. Thls was made possible through a supplementary
grant from CET: " which the project obtained and the Home Star:
coc-dinator taking or respounsibilitv for both projects. 1In
Houston home Visitors will continue to provide services pri-
marlly to familiegf enrolled in the home-based option. The
roie of Alsska home visitors is considerably different: they
will work part of the week with families in the Pome and the
romander with children enrolled in the regular center-based
program as teacher aides.

A third project, West Virginia, that was a. 2pted as a home-
based option to Head Start did not have a close working
relationship during the threro-year demonstration. West
vVirginta also received a training grant as was menticned
previousliy.

‘Compfehensive Education and Training act funding prowvidea by
tii: V.5, Department of Labor.
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Figure III-13

Head Start/Home Start Relationship
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Only tnree of the seven Home Start pProjects which did
not receive training grants or did not become home-based
options to Head Start were successful in securing some
funding to continue project operations~-Alabama, Kansas and
Ohio. The Alabama and Kansas projects received fundst from
the Rec~ional QOffice of OCD to continue to provide services
to low-income families with preschool-age children. The
Ohio project, on the other hand, obtained only limited
funding from its delegate agency for another six months.
With a skeleton sta. I, the pProject will concentrate its
efforts on securing -3ditional funds with which to continue
project operations, . addition to providing services to a
small number of families.

The remaining six Home Start projects--Arizona,
Califorr.:a, Massachusetts, New YOrk, North Carolina and the
Texas Migrant Council--applied for funding from a variety of
sources (national, regional and local) but were unsuccessful
in their efforts. Among the six Projects, only two (Arizona
and California) supmitted more than one proposal requesting
funding 1n order to continue project operations—~-one applying
£5r funds to become a Home Start Training Project, the other
requesting furds through local revenue sharing. Four of the
51X proiects were associated with Head "%arts in their local
communities v ..ch were unable to transfer all or some of the
Home Start staif in order to 2gtablish a home-based component
as part of the I & I effort because of lack of funding. Since
no 1ncrease in the level of funding is associated with adoption
of the home-based approach, Head Start projects need to re-
allocate resour~:s similar to tnose made in Houston, Texas,

:n order to implement the I & I option.

As was d-scussed carlier in tn:s chapter, some pProject
directors ‘elt that the National Office, although committed
to the continuatior ©f the Home Start projects and the home-
based concept as an I & I effor*t. could have provided more
support t.. iLocal pProjects in their refunding efforts. Directors
indicated *hat the following types of support services would
nave assisted 'ocal projects in securing funding with which to
contlnte 7perations at the end of the demonstration pProgram:

® more ~-tlve invelvement of representatives of Head
Sturt ¢ ojects in Home Start throughout the three-
year demonstration esvecially since Home Start was
lewia as an adjunct of Head Start at its i1nitiatinon:

® more sharing of information and resources betwee-
the two Programs both at the national and local
levele,

for $114,000. 91




® clarification to local Head Starst and Home Stars
projects regarding the relationship between the
two programs and program responsibilities.

® more emphasis on long-range planning to obtain
refunding in order to insure the continuat.on
of local project operationsg following the demon-
stration phase.

Summary

At the end of the three-year demons. cation. ter of the
sixteen Home Start projects were able ¢ secure funding with
which to continue project operations. fwu of these projects
are currently operating as home-bhased components to Head Start
projects; five were funded as Home Start training prciecte and
will provide training and technical ass.stance services to
projects adopting the home-based I & T option; and thr2e Homs
Start projects will continue to provide services to a _imitad
number of families through other grants. The other six pro-
jects were unsuccessful in their efforts to obtair fuading ans
are as a result no longer in operation,

Although the National Off.ce undertook a number <°
activities to insure the continuation of the *‘ ime 3Ztart -~
jects and the home-based concept, more emphasis coul” hav:
been placed on long-range planning fo- refunding pucposes anc
more active ihvclvement of Head Stzri projects n all . ~ases
of the demonstracion,
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SPRING 1975 FINDINGS

The findings presented in this chapter summarize the
impact of Home Start based on outcome data collected Primarily
in spring 1975. Evidence on the impact of the Home Start
demonstration program comes from several sources. The summa=-
tive evaluation was originally designed to provide the primary
impact data on children and their parents; the same summative
measures that have been analyzed for earlier time points in
Interim Report V and Interim Reort VI are reported in the
: first section of this chapter. In addition to these data,

: there were several aspects of the "formative" evaluation that
lent themselves to being interpreted as program impacts; these
findings are reported in the second section of this chapter.
Finally, the Home Start evaluation was designed to examine
relationships between pProgram costs and program effects; findings
related to the cost-effectiveness of Home Start make up the

third section of the chapter. 1In each section, the presen-
tation of findings is organized around key qQuestions that focus
the discussion on some of the central issues of this evaluation.

Summative Evaluation Findings

The summative evaluation methodology has been described
in detail 1in previous reports, and only a summary overview is
presented here. The groups involved in these analyses are
iliustrated in Figure IvV-l.

The data used for findings presented in this chapter
were collected from 370 families in six! of the sixteen Home
Start sites operating in the spring of 1975, TFamilies in the
analyses reported here belong to cne of four groups: the two-
vear Home Start group {(1gé families), the one-year Home Start
group (71 families; served as control grcup in the past), the
two-year Head Start group? (61 families), and the new Home Star:

"tiuntsville, Alabama; Dardanelle, Arkansas; Wichita, Kansas:;
Cleveland, Ohio; Houston, Texas; and Parkersburg, West Virginia,

“In the Alabama, Arkansas, Texas, and West Virginia sites only.
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Figure 1IV-1

GROUPS INCLUDED IN THE HOME START EVALUATION

Fall Spring Fall Spring
1973 1974 1974 19758
Two-Year HOME START HOME START
Home Start
One-Year
Home Start CONTROL HOME START
New HOME START
Home Start
Head Star: HEAD START HEAD START
New HEAD START
Head Start
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;roup (7" families)., The two-year groups are so called because
they participated in what were essentially two program years,
1973-74 and 1974-75, even though the actual time interval between
fall 1973 and spring 1975 testing averaged 19.6 months. Families
in the new Home Start group entered the evaluation and the Home
Start program in the fall of 1974, Data were collected from

an additional 60 families who entered the evaluation and Head
Start in the fall oi 1974, These families were included in

the psychometric analyses reported in AppendiX D.

The attrition rate for the first three groups for the
20 months of the evaluatjon has been approximately 49%. This
includes 44 families who were not jincluded in the analyses
because the children entered kindergarten in 1974-75. The
attrition rate for the fourth group for the 7 months they were
included in the evaluation was 29%. Tests for systematic
differences between families dropping and those remaining are
reported in Appendix C, and basically show that sample attrition
appears randoi.

For the summative analyses in this chapter, the data
which were collected when a family entered the evaluation {(fall
1973 for some; fall 1974 for others) serve as a pretest. As
will be specified in the discussion of the analyses, posttest
data were in some cases collected after 20 months of participa-
tion in the evaluation and in some cases collected after 7 months
in the evaluation. The measures administered as part of the
summative evaluation are described in AppendiX B.

Summative Analyses

Basically four categories of statistical analyses were
performed:

® First, the number of families and children, missing
data, conditions of testing, and other information
needed to assess data collection gquality were com-
piled. Results of these analyses are described in
Appendix C.

® Second, item analyses were performed for individual
measures, such as jitem response distributions, jitem
percent passing, internal consistency reliability
(alpha), and jtem-total correlctions. These are
described in Appendix D. This information was used
to identify problems with the measures as well as
to provide basic item descriptive information for
each treatment group.
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o Third, analyses of covariance on eacn 0f the 53
posttest variables were performed, using pretest
variables and the interval between pre and posttest-
ing as covariates, as described on the following
page. The results of these analyses are reported
in the next section and form the heart of the summa-
tive cutcome analyses,

¢ Fourth, multivariate analyses of covariance were
performed on nine sets of posctest variables, as
described below.

Samples for the analyses. The first and second sets
of anal'ses listed above were performed for each treatment
group and were based on all families who had wvalid spring 1975
scores ¢n the variables.

For the analyses of covariance and multivariate analyses
of covariance, the treatment groups included in an analysis
differed according to the question being asked (the groups being
compared). For example, when the effect 0f two years of Home
Start was compared to one year of Home Start, only families in
the two-year Home Start and one~year Home Start groups were
included. Further, the posttest variables were grouped into the
nine sets of variables as shown in Tables IV-1 to IV-4. Families
were included in an analysis for a variable only if they had
valid prescores and postscores for all the variables in *' 1t
variable set to which the variable "elonged. In this way, all of
the analyses for a set of variables and for a particular compar-
ison of treatment groups were based on the same sample of
families.

Analyses of covariance. For each of the Questions
discussed in the findings section below, an analysis of c¢ovar-
iance was performed for each of the posttest variables. In each
case, one Or mose pretest variables were used as covariates. In
addition, the interval {in days) between the Pretest and posttest
was included as a covarxiate in each analysis, since it was
discovered that there was a difference between treatment groups
on this interval (see Appendix C, Table C~13). Originally, it
was predicted that blocking factors for sjte effects and chil-
dren's age effects would be needed to increase the precision of
the analyses of covariance, but ultimately they were not needed
because most site and age effects were removed by the prescore
covariates, leaving little additional wvariability due to the
klocking factors.

Except for three school readiness posttest variables
(Preschool Inventory, DDST Language Scale, and 8-Block Child
Task Score), the covariate used in the analysis of a posttest
variable was the prescore for t+"at same variable. For the three
school readiness variables, a nu'ber of children had not received
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.alid pretest scores pbecause they were unable to complete the
test, especially the Preschool Invertory. Since these three
variables have been consistentiy highly related (.5 or above)--see,
e.g., Interim Report VI, Appendix F--a method of replacing missing
data was used for these variables. A regression equation was
formed for each of the three variables, predicting one variable
from the other two. Then if a child was missing one of the three
pretest variables, he was given his predicted score for that
variable, based on his scores on the other two variables. For

the analyses of covariance for these three variables, all three

of the pretest variables {now containing predicted scores to
replace missing values) were used as covariates {along with
testing interval) for each of the three posttest variables.

Multivariate analyses of covariance. THe analyses of
covariance described above compared treatment groups for one
posttest variable at a time. In the multivariate analyses of
covariance, the same variables were used as covariates as in the
analyses of covariance, but treatment groups were compared on
groups of posttest variables rather than on single posttests.
Variables were grouped, as above, into the sets shown in Tables
Iv-1 to Iv-4,.

Findings

Six questions were addressed using the analyses of
covariance and multivariate analyses described above. These are
all questions that deal with program effects. An additional
gquestion concerning the effects of repeated testing, was con-
sidered but rejected. 8Since some families by spring 1975 had
been tested four times and others had been tested only twice, it
initially seemed possikble to investigate the effects on perfor-
mance of the differing amounts of testing. The one-year Home
start group {tested four times) and the New Home Start group
{tested twice) both were posttested in spring 1975 and partici-
pated in tfle program for one year. Unfortunately, no fail 1973
pretest scores are available for the New Home Start group for
use as covariates in ihe analyses. Further, it seems unreasonable
to assume that the two groups would necessarily be edquivalent
(thereby allowing for analysis of variance on spring 1975 scores
rather than analysis of covariance) since the population of
families served in fall 1974 may have been different from those
servea in fall 1973.

9

89




u2stion 1. Were two years of Home Start
more effective than one yean
of Home Start??

NO; there were very few differences between children and mothers
who participated for two years and those who participated for
one year.

The results of the analyses of covariance are presented
in Table IV-1l for the child measures and in Table IV-2 for the
parent {mother) measures. Very few differences bhetween the two~
year and one-year programs were found. One child measure (DDST
Gross Motor Scale) yielded a significant difference favoring the
two-year group. Given the extremely low internal consistency
reliability of this scale for the spring 1975 data and the likeli-
hood of commiting a Type I error when computing 53 analyses, this
finding probably should not ke interpreted as support for cper-
ating two-year programs rather than one-year programs. The other
significant child finding was on the dentist variable, indicating
that children in the one-year program had visited a dentist more
recently. This finding seems consistent with the emphasis pro-
grars place on providing checkups for new families. The twc-year
parents showed significantly lower use of three community
resources (Medicaid, recreational program, and job training).

The magnitude of these diff _.ences in terms of actual usage is
not large, however, and overall there appeared to be no majer
differences bhetween the groups in the use of community resources.

Multivariate analyses of covariance support the above
findings. The only significant difference was on the medical
care variables, reflecting the group difference in visits to a
dentist mentioned above.

It saould be noted that the conclusions about the rela-
tive effectiveness of two years or one year of Home Start apply
to the situation in which the program immediately precedes entry
into vublic schools. The design of this evaluation .id not
permit a comparison of children entering one-year and two-year
programs at the same age (and then completing them at different
ages). It seems unlikely, however, that a program would be
designed in which there was a one-year gap in services between
the end of the program and the beginning of publi¢ education.

'Po answer this question, the two-year Home Start group was com-
pared with the one-year group, using their fall 1973 sc¢. 2s as
pretest variables and their spring 1975 scores as posttest vari-
ables. Since the hypothesis was that two years wouid be "better"
than one year, directional (one-tailed} tests of significance
were used, with a probability of .05 being considered significant.

90 538




Question 2. Were two years of Home Start
as effective as two years of
Head Start?!

YES; although there ware some differences between Home Start and
Head Start children and parents after two program years, the
differences did not consistently favor one group over the other.

Tables IV-3 and IV-4 present the results of the analysis
of covariance corparing Home Start and Head Start. Home Start
children surpassed Head Start children in vitamin intake and
Home Start mothers scored significantly higher on the Household
Tasks scale of the High/Scope Home Environment Scale, a measure
of the extent to which mothers report allowing their child to
help with simple tasks around the house. Head Start children
surpassed Home Start children in height and in the intake of
citrus fruits.

Multivariate analyses of variance indicated significant
differences for two of the variable groups. The Head Start
children scored higher than Home Start on the set of nutrition
variables and Head Start parents, in general, showed more
frequent use of community resources. The multivariate analyses
showed no differences in the areas of school readiness, social-
emotional development, physical development, medical care,
mother-child relationship, mother &s teacher or home materials
for the child.

Wuestion 3. f{al) For children who com-
pleted Home Start at age
five, were two years more
effeetive than one year?

{(b) For children who com-
pleted Home Start at age
8tx, were two years more
effective than one year?

'These groups were compared in analyses of covariance, using
spring 1975 and fall 1974 scores as posttest and pretest vari-
ables, respectively. WNondirectional {two-tailed) tests of
significance were used since no differences were hypothesized.
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NC; the lengch of the Home Start Program had no differential
efiect on child or parent outcomes at either age level.

These questions are actually subsets of guestien 1,
i.e., comparing the effectiveness of length of program for
children who complete the program at different ages. Two se&.
of analyses of cova.iance were performed and compared in order
to answer these guesticns. One was for children who erntered
the evaluation at age three, comparing those who participated
in the program for two yvears {(from age three to five)} with
those who participated for one year {from age four to five),
The second set of analyses was for children who entered the
evaluation at age four, comparing thoss who participated in
the program for two years {from age four to six) with those
who participated for one year {(from age five to six). In both
analyses, the fall 1973 and spring 1975 scores were used as
pretest and posttest variables, respectively.

Wwhen the analyses of covariance were computed on
the subsample of two-year and one-~year families who completed
the program at age five, a significant difference was found
on only one variable--length of time since visiting the den-~
tist. Within the group graduating from Home Start at age
six, the two-year program families scored gignificantly
higher on the HES Books scale and showed a significantly longer
time since visiting the dentist. The length of time since
visiting a dentist would, of course, be expected to be shorter
for one-year families who should have been through the pro-
gram enrollment and screening procedures more recently than
families who had been in the program for two years. Thase
minor differences indicate thait the basic conclusion about
the relative merits of one~ and two-year programs applies both
to children who graduated + age five and those who graduated
at age six.

Ruestion 4. Was Home Start effective in
inereasing parents' internal
locus of eontrol?

PERHAPS; there was no difference between two-year and one-year
Home Start parents, but some evidence that Home Start parents
took a more internal, approach to probiem-solving than Head Start
parents.

In spring 1974 and spring 1375, one parent of each
focal child was asked a series of eight guestions designed to
tap a general orientation to problem-solving commonly referred
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tc as "locus of control.” Questions were scored on an internal-
external scale, ranging from high (response indicating willing-
ness to take full responsibility for the most reasonable course
of action to scive the problem, i.e., internal control) to low
{parent piaces responsibility for problem solution on others,

or indicates inahility t¢ take any corrective action, ji.e.,
external control}, fThree of the eight questicns generated
approximately normal distributions (see Appendix D, Table D-21)
and were included in the summative analyses:

e Suppose the road (or street) in front of your house
became almost impogsible to drive on because 1t was
never repaired. What would you do?

¢ If your roof was leaking and your landlord wouldn't
get it fixed, what would you do?

o If you were worried that {(child's name) was eating
less than usual, what would you do?

Since the correlatjions among these three jtems were
extremely low {(around .10 to .30} and since the internal con-
sistency reliability of the three~item "scale" was very poor
both in 1974 and 1975 (see Appendix D, Table D-22), it may
be that the three questions are tapping three different aspects
of locus ¢Z control. Consequently, it was decided to attempt
to answer the question by analyzing each question separately.

Analysis of covariance of spring 1975 scores, using
spring 1974 scores as covariates, yielded no significant dif-
ferences between two-year and one-year Home Start parents on
any of the three jtems. Similar analyses of Home Start—Head
Start differences did yield significant differences on two
of the items {"leaking roof" and "eating less"), indicating
that the Home Start parents' locus of control was more
internal. than that of Head Start parents.

Replication Study

Questions 5 and 6 comprise a replication of the 7-month
summative analyses that were reported in Interim Report V.
Findings reported at that time indicated the effectiveness
of 7 months of participation in Home Start compared with con-
trol families who had not participated in Home Start. Since
that time, members of the original 7-month Home Start group
went on to participate in 20 months (two program years) of
Home Start: and members of the original control group par-
ticipated in 7 months (one program year) of Home Start.

In addition, by spring 1975 the New Home Start group
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{see Figure IV-1) completed 7 months of Home Start. This new
group therefore provided an opportunity to examine 7-moath Gains
resulting from Home Start for a group of families who had not
been tested previously under control group conditions.

Jugerion §. Was the 1974-75 7-month
Home Start program effective
Ffor families?

PERHAPS; although there were some group differences favoring
the Home Start families, the effects were generally weaker than
those found for the 7-month program in 1973-74.

Since there was no new group of control families whn
entered the evaluation in 1974-75, the original control group
was used as a comparison for the New Home Start group. In
order to do this, fall and spring scores for 1973-74 were used
for the control group (now the one-year Home Start group} and
fall and spring scores for 1974-75 were used for the New Home
Start group. The assumpticn was made that, even though the
control group was pre- and posttested one year earlier than
the New Home Start group, there was no reason to believe that
this time difference would invalidate the comparisons. To make
the groups more comparable on children's age, families were
eliminated from these analyses if the child's age was under three
years or over five years at their entry to the evaluation.
Analyses of covariance were performed as described in the pre-
vious section, using pretests and 7-month posttests for all
children. The results of these analyses are presented in Table

Iv-5 for the child variables and Table IV-6 for the mother
variables.

Significant differences favoring tha 1974-75 Home Start
group were found for several variables-~-weight, meat intake,
vitamin intake, and family use of Medicaid and Welfare services.
Significant differences favoring the control group were found
on the SBI Extrxaversion-Introversion scale and on the POCL
Test Orientation scale. These findings provide a somewhat
ampiguous picture about the effectiveness of Home Start for the
new entering group and are .ot as strong as the positive Home
Start findings reported for the 1973-74 Home Start group (see
Interim Report V).
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A possible reason for the change in the overall mag-
nitvde of 7-month Home Start effects from these reported in
Interim Report V might be due in part to changes in analysis
procedures {i.e., adding pre-post interval as a covariate and
computing the analysis for families with both fall and spring
scores on all variables within a particular variable group).
Therefore, in order to compare the above analyses with findings
from the earlier Home Start group, the 1973-74 scores for the
Home Start and control groups were reanalyzed using the new
analysis of covariance procedures. Since it was hypothesized
that Home Start would be beneficial, directional tests of
significance were used for both sets of analyses.

The results of these reanalyses are presented
in Table Iv~?7 for the child measures and Table Iv-8 for the
mother measures. Significant differences favoring Home Start
were found for the PSI, SBI mask Orientation, meat intake,
months since doctor visit, reason for visit, HES Mother In-
volvement, HES Household Tasks, 8-Block Talk About, HES Books,
and HES Playthings. No significant differences favoring the
control group were found.

Although the Home Start-control differences were not
found on exactly the same variables as reported in Interim
ReEort V, the large number of differences does support the
original Home Start findings, and in the case of PSI, SBI Task
Orientation, the medical care variables, and HES Playthings
the exact findings are replicated. It seems, therefore, that
weaker 7-month program effects found for the New Home Start
group {(1974-75) may reflect real differences in the program be-
tween the two years. AsS suggested in the discussion of sample
attrition (Appendix C, p. C-2}, Program services may have begun
to diminish with the impending close of the project in spring
1975.

If these findings can be used to infer that the 1974-75
Home Start program was not as effective as the 1973-~74 program,
this has important implications for the conclusions regarding
the effects of the two-year program relative to a one-year pPro-
gram, and conclusions abhout the effects of program duration
would have to be tentative. It therefore seemed appropriate
to test directly the guestion of comparability of the effectiveness
of the two program years. Question 6 addresses this issue.
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Question 6. Was the 1974-75 Home Start program

ag effective as the 1973-74 Home
Start program?

YES; there were few differences in the performance of children
and families participating in the two program years.

To answer this guestion, the 7-month posttest sgcores
{spring 1975) for the New Home Start group were compared with
the 7-month posttest scores (spring 1974} for the Two-Year
Home Start group. The entering scores (fall 1974 for the New
Home Start Group ard fall 1973 for the Two-Year Home Start
Group} were used as covariates, along with testing interval.
It was hypothesized that there would be no difference between
these two groups after seven months of program participation
S0 a non—-directional test of significance was used.

The findings are presented in Table IV-9 for the child
outcomes and in Table IV-10 for mother outcomes. Significant
differences favoring the old Home Start group were found on
the 8-Block child score and the SBI Extraversion-Introversion
scale. Differences favoring the New Home Start group were
obtained on the child 8-Block Talk score, height, vitamin
intake and use of Medicaid. It must, therefore, be concluded
that program operations for the two years evaluated in this
study were not significantly different in their impact on
children and families. One finding of particular interest,
given earlier disappointing results of the Home Start nutrition
component, is the vitamin intake result. The difference in favor
of the New Home Start group suggests projects were at least
somewhat successful in improving their nutritional services
in the third year of their operation.
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Formative Evaluation Findings

Formative findings are concerned with two areas--what
home visitors preliicted about the future behavior of their
families and the impact that the program has had on the Home
Start staff. The data for these findings were collected as
part of the formative site visits: for details of the method-
ology, see Appendix A.

Ruestion 1. Did Home Start affect the
expectations Home visitors

had for the future behavior
of their femilies?

PERHAPS; both families and children were rated optimistically
hy the home visitors. Length of time in the program had some
effect in increasing expectations for parents' social and
educational development, but strong program effects were not
found.

In order to provide an overall picture of the possible
future behavior of Home Start familjes and children, home
visitors in all 16 sites completed bhoth a Classroom Behav-
ior Inventory (based on Earl Schaefer's Classroom Behavior
Inventory} and a Parent Behavior Inventory for each of their
families.’ Each Behavior Inventory contained jtems describing
a certain type of behavior; home visitors were to rank each
child or family on a four-point scale with 4 meaning "very much
like” and 1 "not at all 1ljke." The Classroom Behavior Inventory
described children's behaviors such as “will laugh and smile
2asily and spontaneously in class,” while the Parent Behavior
Inventory described parents' behaviors such as "the focal parer‘.
will provide a healthy diet for her family." The most striking
result of these guestionnaires was that home visitors were
optimistic about parents' and children's pehavior after graduat-
ing from Home Start. Althkough the data camnnot be taken as home
visitors' evaluation of the long-term effects of Home Start,
they suggest that Home Start families may exhibit constructive
behavior after the program ends.

ICopies of these instruments are included in Appendix A.
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For each of the two instruments, several scales were
constructed. Factor analysis was used to decide which items
to include on each scale; scale scores wexe computed by taking
the mean score of the items in each scale.! The Classroom
Behavior Inventory was decomposed inte three scales, the same
ones which Schaefer had used jin his analyses: Considerateness/
Hostility, Task-Oriented Behavior/Distractability, Extraversion/
Introversion. The Parent Behavior Inventory contained four
scales: family health and nutrition, parental social and
educational development, community contact, and independence.
Scales were constructed so that higher scores indicated more
positive behavior, e.g., the higher a scale score on "family
health ané nutrition,” the more a home visitor felt this family
would continue to have a healthy environment and diet.

The scale scores clustered around 3 ("somewhat like"),
indicating a fair degree of agdreement on the part of home
visitors with predictions that families and children would
“do well." Especially high was the family health and nutrition
score; this implies that home visitors also felt that families'
current health and nutrition habits were acceptable. This is
interesting given the lack of summative nutrition findings
indicating change in focal children's dists. The inconsistency
between these two findings cannot be resolved given our present
data.

The scale for "parental social and educational develop-
ment" includes parents' involvement in their children's educa-
tional development, both at home and in school, 2s well as the
parents' individual development in terms of community organizing
or adult education. As the jtem scores contained jn Tahles IV-1ll
and IV-12 indicate, home visitors considered Parents more likely
tc be active where their children's education was concerned
(items 1 and 13) than when it was strictly their own development
{(items 5 and 15).

Also interesting is the high score parents received on
item 6 of the Parent Behavior Inventory which covered parents'’
knowledge akout community resources. This item was not jincluded
on any of the scales;? it had the highest score aside from items
dealing with the family's health and nutrition. This indicates
that home visitors felt that Home Start parents "will know whom
to contact in the community to obtain help for any personal or
family problems," which was also one of the stated main goals
of Home Start.

'see appendix A for a more complete description of the methodology
used in constructing scales and scale scores.

2item 6 was omjtted because it did not load high on any of the
Parent Benavior Inventory factors. See Appendix A, Methodology,
for a more detailed discussion.

1086

98




A one-way analysis of variance was performed to inves-
tigate the effect of different amounts of time families spent
in Home Start. On only one scale was there an interpretable
result. There was a significant djfference (p<.0l}) between
those families who had been in the program less than six months
and those who had been in over two years on the parental social
and educational development scale. The mean score for the
former group was 2.8, while it was 3.2 for the latter. While
this is hardly proof of Home Start's effects, it 1s suggestive
of possible cumulative results of the program. In similar
analyses, no effect of the child's age on any of the Classroom
Behavior Inventory scores was found,

Question 8. Has Home Start ajfected the
education, personal lives,
and future employment plans
of project staff?

%

YES; staff gained skills in teaching parents to educate their
children, increased their knowledge through courses taken while
with Home Start, and in general felt better prepared to continue
this ¥ind of work and to train others. Staff also perceived
personal dains in self-confidence, understanding and communica-
tion skills.

The families served by Home Start were not the only
people affected by the program. Project staff gained experience
and acquired specific 8Kills useful both in terms of future
employment and their personal lives. For home visitors in
particular, working with Home Start was often very different
from previous jobs and provided an opportunity for them to
develop new sKills. In order to assess these effects, all
staff completed a self-administered gquestionnaire regarding
their previous jobs, future employment plans, and skills and
degrees they had acquired while they were employed by Home
Start. In addition, four staff members from each project were
interviewed more extensively about their personal reactions to
working with Home Start. The discussion ¢f this question is
divided into three parts.

e What kind ¢f education did these staff dain
during their employment with Home Start?

¢ What effect has Home Start had on their personal
lives as family and community members?

® What are project staff's plans for future employ-
nent now that the Home Start demonstration is over?
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Staff education. Home Start staff were generally
enthusiastic about how much they had learned from being in the
program--both formally, through courses and training, and
informally, through doing their jobs. For some staff, Home
Start provided an opportunity to continue their formal educa-
tion toward a G.E.D. or college degree. In North Carolina,
credit courses toward an Associate Degree in Child Development
were subsidized for Home Start and Head Start staff and several
of the home visitors received their degrees in 1975. In
Houston, two staff members' college courses were being subsi-
a.zed through Head Start Career Development funds. Just having
a full-time job enabled one home visitor in the Texas Migrant
Council project to afford to go to college at night. In s4di-
tion, at least two home Vvisitors received their G.E.D. while
working with Home Start and about a third of all staff (home
visitors and administrative staff) received some type of
certificate through Home Start. These were for courses taken
in Red Cross First Aid ané Home Nursing, Parent Effectiveness
Training, Literacy Tutoring, and for participation in workshops
for handicapped children, behavicr problems, and mental health.
Two-thirds of staff took some high school, college or post-
graduate credit course while they worked for Home Start; the
average number of courses taken was three. A major accomplish-
ment for some home visitors was the acquisition of a driver's
license, which they obtained as a prerequisite to becoming a
home visitor, with the Home Start director's encouragement.

Another educational benefit of Home Start for staff
was the skills they learned on the job by carrying out their
responsibilities from day to day. 8kills listed in the gues-
tionnaire were Home Start-related capabilities, such as "helping
pareuts get needed services from other community agencies;" some
of these actually encompassed several more general skKills such
as "communicating with adults” or "being familiar with community
agencies." Home visitors and other staff (directors, super-
visors, specialists and other administrative staff) ranked
skills on the basis of how much they felt they had learned and
chose the one skill about which they felt they had learned the
most. Results were somewhat different for the .wo staff groups,
as shown in Table IV-13. Over half of the hom:2 visitors felt
they had learred the most about "teaching purents about their
role as educators,” echoing the primary stated yoal of Home
Start. Second most freguently chosen was "teaching kids," with
"management and administrative skills" last. The relatively
high averages for "amount learned"' for all skills indicates that
home visitors considered Home Start valuable in terms of skill
acquisition. Administrative staff, on the other hand, leavned

(0 = nothing, 3 = learned a lot)
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most about "training staff in a home~based program,” followed

by "management and administrative skills" and "teaching parents |
about their role as educators." As shown in Figure IvV-13

averages for amount learned ars somewhat lower than those for

home visitors. This probably is due to these staff members

having more previous experience or education, as well as to the

fact that their jobs were often less multi-face<ad than home
visiting.

Staff's personal lives. While personal effects of a
job are more difficult to measure, they are a large part of
the ways people change. Several common themes emerged from
personal interviews with four staff members at each site.

Many staff saw working with Rome Start as good training
for living with and teaching their own children. «t provided
"a whole lot of training in terms of what to do with my kids,"
remarked a nutritionist. One director noticed a big influence
on her two~year-old son, bhorn soon after Home Start began. She
said "I'm aware of how to use my linited time with him--talking
and teaching him all the time." A& home visitor jin California
says she talk: to her children when she would have spanked them
before. Another home visitor has decided definitely to become
a mother because of her experiences in Home Start.

Home visitors have been able to jnvolve the rest of
their families as well. A home visitor in Houston has involved
her husband, brother and mother jn teaching her own c..ldren,
using materials she is preparing for Home Start familijies.
Spurred by her job, the family of a home visitor from the Texas
Migrant Council now discusses school and community agencies
around the dinner table.

Many staff members noted a big change jin their self-
confidence and ability to be aggressive. Two directors char-
acterized themselves as "more aggressive and verbal"” and "more
vocal and liberal" hecause of Home Start. Home visitors were
even more emphatic, stating that working with Home Start "helped
e find myself" or "taught me lots of coping skillZ."™ One home
visitor from New York described herself before Home Start as
lacking the confidence "to stand up for my own righ<s, let alone
give my opinion to someone else.” Another considers herself
"more important, more assured and confident."

Another effect staff emphasized were changes jin under-
standing and communicating with other people, adults as well
as children. Several mentioned changes in their attitudes
toward low~income families; they began to treat people as
individuals, rather than making assumptions about them based on
their socio-economic situation or what they looked like. Some
realized that some of the families they worked with were only
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temporarily poor and this helped them view them as individuals:
One home visitor says she no longer thinks of people as belonging
to ona of two classes of people: lower and middle, but now

feels class distinctions aren't important.

Patience and tolerance are two qualities noted as part
of understanding people; Home Start staff learned to he patient
with parents who did not immediately become enthusiastic about
working with their children and tolerant of those who did rot
take responsibility for getting community r2sources for their
family. They also increased their communication skills; in
some sites they participated in actual training sessions 1n
communication. Two staff from one such program said they had
become more open and direct, able to tell people what's‘bother-“
ing them. Another director found it easier to say "I like you.

Finally, staff expressed feelings of optimism. Said one
home visitor in Alaska: "Improvements can be made and families
can progress."

Future employment plans of staff. The experience of
working with a program like Home Start may influence staff's
plans for future employment or education. Staffs changed per-
ceptions of themselves in terms of skills and capabilities,
as well as jincreased confidence and assertiveness, provided
them with more options than before Home Start. Staff reported
on their future employment plans before training sites had been
chosen, so many of them were not sure whether their plans would
work out. However, it is clear from their responses that they
noped to continue doing work related to their Home Start jobs.
At that time, half of the home visitors (40) hoped to work as
trainers for home-based programs. Another 20 hoped to work as
aides or teachers in Head Start, kindergarten or public school.

In Houston and Alaska, Home Start was absorbed jinto
Head Start, so0 all staff members retained their positions.
Almost all home visitors hoped to find full-time work, but
seven had no im.zdiate plans for future employment. Since
"employment was scarce," as one home visitor put it, they
temporarily planned to collect unemployment. In additiocn,

three home yjsjtors were planning to go to college or graduate
ichool.

Other staff had similar plans; the largest single
group (15 out of 38) hoped to work as trainers for home-based
programs. Others with particular skills planned to use them
elsewhere as, for example, a community nurse-practitioner, a
counselor/social worker, a day care center director, a book-
keeper or an administrator elsewhere in the Community Action
Agency. Almost all were saeking full-time employment.
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Home Start has changed the future plans of many staff;
home visitors underwent some of the more dramatic changes.
For 15% of them, this was their first full-time job; over 40%
had no previous related job experience. Their prior positions
include such diverse jobs as mail carrier, cannery worker,
water safety instructor, "21" dealer, hosiery millworker,
janitor and taxi cab dispatcher. when they were interviewed,
several staff members specifically mentioned the changes Home
Start had made in their career plans. Both the coordinator in
Arizona and a social service coordinator from Houston changed
their plans from being a secretary to being a social worker.
A nome visitor in Massachusetts wants to combine Home Start
with her previous experience and teach home-based religious
education. One group of staff who modified their expectations
are Home Start mothers who became home visitors; one such
woman in Alabama had planned to stay at home with her children,

but now plans to study in early childhood development or work
in that field.
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Cost Effectiveness Findings

Two important issues remain to pe addregsed in the
evaluation of Home Start. First, have the benefits produced by
the program been sufficient to warrant the resources that the
program has consumed? Second, which program variations—-one-
ysar duration, two-ye2r duration, summer component, etc.-~appear
to be cost-effective? These issues are discussed below.

Overall Cost-Effectiveness

Rueeticn 1. Ts Home Start cost-effective
eompared to Head Start?

YES; since the overall effects of Home Start, as measured in
this evaluation, are comparable to the effects of Head Start and
since the costs per child of Home Start are equal to or less
than the costs of Head Start, Home Start is a cost-e¢ffective use
of public funds.

The test results reported in Interim Reports V and VI
indicated that Home St-~rt has indeed had a beneficial effect on
participating families. But, despite the fact that the evalua~
tion has provided numerous measures of the effects of Home Start
on focal families, there is no direct answer to the gquestion of
whether these effects (benefits) are sufficient to warrant the
resources the program has consumed. Insufficient information is
available with which to translate a gain of three or so points
on a test of gschool readiness into dollar terms for comparison
with program cost. The problem is complicated by the fact that
Home Start was created with a diverse set of objectives-~cogni-
tive, social-emotional and physical 3evelopment for c¢hildren,
improved parenting skills for adults and more effective use of
community resources for families. The multi-dimensional nature
of benefits in the absence c¢f any practical method for monetizing
the benefits rules out a true cost/benefit analysis or any other
technique which proviles a quantitative index of the relativs’
magnitude of costs and benefits.

A non-definitive but useful assessment of the overall
cost-effectiveness of some Start can be made by comparing ity
costs and benefits with the costs and bhenefits of the Head Start
program, Head Start is a good model for comparison for two
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reasons. PFirst, it is a well-established program, with consid-
erable support at the community level, among child advocates and
in Congress. Second, while the objectives of the two programs
are not identical, there are enough similarities that their
effectiveness can be compared along a number of dimensions.

Comparable test data on Head Start and Home Start
families have been collected at four sites--Arkansas, Alabama,
Teras (Houston) and West Virginia. A comparison of the effects
of seven months of participation in the two programs was pre-~
sented in Interim Report V; 12-month results were presented in
Interim*Report VI; 20-month results appear ahove in this volume.

With few exceptions the outcomes for Home Start and
Head Stort families have been eqyual. Over the three testing
periods there were more than 160 different measures taken for
possib’.e differences in program effects. Statistically signif-
icant differences were recorded only 28 times, and nearly half
of those {13) were on measures of nutritional intake. There
does not appear to be sufficient evidence to attribute super-
iority to either program relative to the other.

Estimates of program costs have been presented for
both Home Start and Head Start in Interim Reports V and VI.
Based on data from 16 sites, the cost of Home Start to the
federal government per family per year is $1400. Based on data

for projects in the six summative sites, the federal government's

cost for Head Start is $1775 per child per year. Home Start
appears to be the less expensive of the two programs. The two
estimates of unit costs above suggest that 27% more children can
be served via Home Start than through Head Start for a given
level of federal spending. Based on data for only the four
sites for which test data are available for comparisons of pro-
gram effectiveness, the cost differential is even larger-~-5l%
more children served via Home Start than through Head Start.
This latter estimate probably overstates the relative cost of
the two programs on a national hasis. Nevertheless, it does

reflect the relative gquantities of resources {labor and materials)

which were used in generating the family performances measured
by the tests and questionnaires.

The objective of the Home Start/Head Start comparison
is nnt to test for superiority of one of the two programs. The
hypothesis that originally motivated the comparison is the

ollowing: Compared to Head Start, the Home Start program is
equally or less costly and equally or more effective. All the
available data seem consistent with that hypothesis. Whatever
slight advantage might belong to Head Start in some areas of
effectiveness jis offset by some advantage for Home Start on cost
per family served. 1In spite of the fact that no measurements
have been made of long-~range maintenance of Home Start effects,
it would appear that the Home Start program is a cost-effective
uge of public funds. 3
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Program Variations

In Interim Reports V and VI several variations within
the Home Start program were noted as having important jinfluences
on the cost of the program per family. The length of time
families are encouraged to remain in the program--one year
versus two years-~is probably the most important variatioh in
terms of program cost. Whether full-blown summer programs
shouid be offered is also a cost~related issuas. Interim Report V
concluded that the cost-effectiveness of the progranm would be
seriously Jjeopardized if a consistent home visit schedule were
nct maintained. 2all of these jissues have been reexamined, and
the results are discussed below.

Question &. 4«8 a two-year Home Start
program coat-2ffective rela-
tive to a one-jyear program?

N ; 20-month programs are more costly tkhan 7- or 8-month pro-
grams, and there is little evidence that the longer programs
result in substantially greater benefits to children and
families.

Estimates of the cost of Home Start per family served
for 8-month, 12-month and 20-month programs can be obtained from
the cost data in this and earlier reports. Federal cost per
family for the 8-month period, October 1973 to May 1974, averaged
approximately $900 across the 16 local projects. Federal cost
for 12 months averaged $1400 per family. From these two figures,
one would project the cost of 20 months of operation at $2300.

A decision to adopt a full-year program would reduce the number
of families by one third from the number that could be served in
an 8-month -program for a given level of funding; a 20-month
program would reduire a 60% cutback in families.

some of the findings preserted earlier in this report
bear on the relative effectiveness of 8~ and 20~month programs.
One group of families entered the control group in fall 1973 and
then joined Home Start a year later; spring 1975 test scores for
these families would measure the effectiveness ©f an 8-month
program. Spring 1975 test scores for families who began Home
Start in fall 1973 measured the effectiveness of a 20-month pro-
gram, On 53 different test measures the two groups scored differ-~
ently on only five. on the basis of effects measured immediately
upon completion of the program, a 20~-month program is not cost~
effective compared to an 8~-month program. It remains to be
determined whether an extra 12 months of program can be juscified
on the basis of families' retention of effects beyond their
tenure jin the program.
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Ruestion 3. Is a l2-month program cogt~
effective relative to a 7-
month program?

NO; the summer activities occurxring between the 7- and 12-month
time peints do not produce gains in children and families that
are worth the additional costs.

A major difference between 8- and l2-month programs is
in the summer operations., Although no test data are available
with which to make a direct comparison of 8-month and 12-month
programs, some indirect comparisons are possible. First, data
orn the gservice records of local projects indicate that mainten-
ance O0f 2 consistent home visit schedule is especially difficult
during summer months--probably as a result of interference with
vacation scheduleg. Of the 188 families for which data were
availabkle, 100 families received five or fewer home visits during
the 17-week summer period. Second, statistical analysis of tast
data indicates that those families who received regular home
visits during the summer months scored no higher on summative
measures tihan those families who received very few visits. It
is possible that there would be some long-range effects of
longer program duration that are not apparent in immediate 12~
month outcomes, b.t on the basis of this evaluation there is not
strong evidence that summer programs are worth the additional
cost.

uestion 4. D¢ variations in gervices
affecet the outcomes for Home
Start participantas?

YES; the length and number of home visits received by a family do
affesct some aspects of child cutcomes.

Interim Report V concluded that Lome visits of less than
90 minutes or more tnan 120 minutes were not cost-effective.
This finding was developed by using multiple regression analysis
to test the existence of a relationship between families' per-
forrmance on summative measures ana the length of time home visit-~
org raported ihaey typically spent with their average family.
Data on home visit time were aot available on a family-by-family
basis. A relationship was found for the Preschool Inventory and
for the language scale of the Denver Developmental Screening Test.
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DWring the period from early summer 1974 to spring
1475, data were collected on a per-family basis of the freguency
and length 8f home visits. With these data the finding from
Interim Repcrt V was re-eXamined. Spring 1975 test scores were
ragressed against fall 1973 scores {pretest), measures of
family and home visitor background {e.g., educational attainment
and socio-gconomigc -stafus), and the length and frequency of home
visits. The angégsis was performed for a dozen test measures,
including the PSI, the DDST and.measures of social-emotional
development, nutrition, medical” care and mother~child relation=-
ships. y

RE¢

Althougmsthe finding from the earlier report was not
entirely replicatéfl, the results still indicate a relationship
between home visit patterns and the performance of focal famil-
ies. The first regression equation presented in Table IV~1l4
shows the estimated relationship between the spring 1975 score
on the DDST on the left and pretest scores and the number of
home visits during the £all to spring pericd on the right. The
edquation jndicates that those children who received the most
home visits (about 25} scored more than two points higher than
those children who received the fewest visits (less than five).
A two point difference is guite large, nearly twice the differ-
ence recorded between Home Start and control children on the
7-month and 12-month comparisons reported in earlier volumes.
While similar relationships were not found for other outcome
variables, the relationship for the DDST was strong enough sta-
tistically that it does not appear to be the result of chance.

Question §. What are the determinante of
variationg in program ser-
viees?

the age of the focal child and the number ©of families Per home
visitor directly affect the length 0f home visits; the age of
child, family location and the number 0f children 0f her own
the home visitor has affect the frequency of home visits.

Some additionzal regression analyses were performed in an
attempt to identify determinants of the frequency and length of
home visits. The results are also presented in Table IV-14.

The number of visits made to a given family appears to depend on
the age of the frcal child (youndger children received more
visits), on where. the family was located (urban families received
fewer visits) and on the home visitor's family (home visitors
with children made fewer visits). The duration ©0f the average
visit to a given family is related to the age of the focal child
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\younger children recaived siiorter visits) and to the number of
families the home visivor is assigned (those with more families
made shorter visits).

These latter regressions indicate patterns that project
administrators should look for in their attempts to maintain
consistent home visit schedules, but they are of limited useful-
ness as a guide to program policy. The one exXplanatory variable
that is likely to be subdect to administrative control is the
number of families assigned to home visitors. The last regres-
sion indicates that home visitors with more than 16 families have
not spent at least an hour per visit with their families. Those
with more than 10 families have not spent more than 90 minutes
per visit. Interim Report V recommended assigning between ¢ and
13 families per visitor. The results reported here sSuggest the
upper end of this range may be the most cost-effective. The
lower end of the range would logically be more appropriate for
new home-based Programs with inexperienced home visitors.
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SUMMARY OF REPORT FINDINGS

‘This chapter provides a brief summary of program
characteristics, program analysis and findings from the third
year of the national Home Start demonstration project. Al-
though these findings can, in some respects, stand alone as
important evaluation outcomes, they should be viewed in the
context of previous reports. The Final Report {October 1975)
containing an overview of the entire project and provides
an integrated findings from all previous evaluation reports.

A factual overview of the Home Start program was
presented in Chapter II to provide a framework for subsegquent
sections of the report which address a variety of issues.
Program and per-project enrollment remained short of the goal
to reach at least 80 families per guarter. Staffing patterns
and other program characteristics were briefly reviewed and
were found essentially unchanged. Three aspects of the home
visit were examined in detail: frequency, duration, and some
general characteristics of the visit itself, since they varied
considerably across and within projects. Home visits took
Place bi~monthliy, but sjite averages ranged from one to three
visits per month. Some families were visited less freguently
than others because of emergencies or illnesses in the family
which prevented visits from taking place. While most projects
were operational for 12 months, home visiting was conducted
only for an average of 1l months. The remainder of the time
was taken up by special program activities, such as recruitment
of families and intensive pre~ and inservice training, as well
as staff vacations. The total number of home visits families
received per year averaged 34, 76% of the weeks that summative
projects reported they were making home visits. The visits
lasted on the average roughly an hour and a half, but ranged
from 10 or 15 minutes to two hours »r more. Home visit char-
acteristics remained essentially unchanged since the fall--about
half of the visit time was devoted to parent concerns, with
parents and homz visitors interacting directly with each other
about a third of the time. Home visit profiles varied across
projects-~some were considerably more oriented to parents than
others. Emphasis on parent concernc and home visitor-parent
interactions increased greatly over two years (20% in the amount
of time spent on parent activities ond 11% in home visitor-
parent interaction time}.
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Other activities Home Start projects offered to families
included group meetings for children and parents, parent policy
council meetings, trips to the doctor or another service pro-
vider and other social activities. On the average, families
were involved jin 18 "other" Home Start activitie$S over a three~
quarter period. 1In two of the =ix summative projects, families
participated jin more "other" activities than home visits.

During the second program year (October 1, 1973 to
September 30, 1974), the 0ffice of Child Development spent
$1,617,563 on the operations of the 16 Home Start projects.
Total resource cost of the program (OCD's share plus community
contributions) was $2,028,647. Total per-family cost averaged
$1,746 for one year of service, ranging from $1,414 to $2,505
across sites. Expenditure patterns were essentially the same
as those reported in previous reports.

Chapter III of the report addressed a number of pro-
grammatic jssues. Most families remaingd in Home Start for
only one year (about a third were served for 19 months to two
years), despite the fact that most project directors believed
families should be served for more than one year in order to
achieve results. Some directors expressed the opinion, however,
that families should be graduated from the program after one
year because they otherwise might become too dependent on the
program. The primary reasons for family dropout from the pro-
gram were the child entering kindergarten or another preschool
program or the family moving away from the service area.

Contact between home visitors and families following
graduation was only minimal, although bilingual families seemed
to request assistance .com the projects jn obtaining community
services more frequently. These data indicate that Home Start
was successful in making families more independent and in helping
them help themselves.

The role the National Home Start Office played in
program implementation at the local level was examined. OCD
provided a wealth of support services designed to improve the
guality of local projects and to help them in the full and
consistent implementation of the Home Start guidelines. Services
OCD provided included periodic T & TA visits, national and
regional conferences, inter-site visits enabling. project staffs
to travel to other projects, and information exchange. Most
of these services were very highly valued by local project
staff, The nutrition component as well as home visitor super-
vision were reviewed to gauge the success of National Offjce
guidance that was provided to local projects. Only minimal
increases were found in the amount of time devoted to nutrition
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and supervision of home visitors, primarily because projects
perceived their activities in these two program areas to be
adequate. Two types of supervision were provided by local
project staff: in-home Supervision for an average of 6.5

hours per months and in-office supervision {(review of records,
consultations, etc.}) for 4.5 hours per month. Projects spending
minimal time accompanying home visitors seemed to spend con-
sistently more time in office Supervision.

Chapter III concludes with a discussion of plans local
projects had to continue operations after the demonstration
ended. All but six of the 16 projects were able tO secure
funding--two are now operating as home-based I & I options
to Head Start, five became Home Start training projects, and
three obtained funding to continue to provide services to
families.

Chapter IV reviewed the findings that emerged from the
spring 1975 data. The major findings, which include summative,
formative and cost-effectiveness findings are summarized here.

® Increasing the duration of the program from one
to two years had little effect upon the outcomes
for children and mothers. And this was egually
true for children who graduated from Home Start
at age five and those who graduated at age sjix.

@ Although there were some differences between Home
Start and Head Start children and mothers after
two program years, differences did not consis-
tently favor one group over the other.

@ An analysis of families entering Home Start in
1974~-75 essentially replicated the positive findings
on program effectiveness reported for the 1973-74
program year.

¢ Families who participated in Home Start for two
years were seen by their home visitors as having
somewhat greater potential for social and educa-
tional development, although these effects were
not strong.

@ Participation in Home Start had important benefits
for project staff; they gained skills jin teaching
parents to educate their children, increased their
own levels of education, and perceived personal
gains in self-confidence, understanding and com-
munication skills.
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® Home Start is a cost-effective use of public funds
relative to Head Start since Home Start benefits
are at least comparable to thogse ©of Head Start
and since the costs per child of Home Start are
equal to or less than the Head Start costs.

# Since increasing the length of the Home Start pro-
gram has little influence on child and parent out-
comes, the extra costs of lengthening the program
beyond one year (September to June) do not appear
to be warranted.

& On the other hand, variations in services {i.e.,
length and frequency of home visits) within a
given program duration have soame effects on child
outcomes. Furthermore, some of these factors are
within the control of project administrators.

In conclusion, on a great number of dimensions including
child and family variables, changes in staff, and program costs,
the national Home Start demonstration Program hag shown its
effectiveness. Since it is tempting to make comparisons with
other child development programs, especially Kead Start, that
may extend beyond the data presented here, it is important to
recognize the complementary nature of center- and home-based
programs. In low population density areas, daily transportation
charges will raise the cost of center-based Head Start projects
sigrificantly. 1In these areas Home Start, with one trip per
family per week, may be the only acceptable program on cost-
effectiveness grounds. In urban areas, with small pockets
of families who are isolated from the general community by cul-
tural or language barriers, a home-based program may be a more
effective mechanism than a large center~-based program for
reaching these isclated groups. The availability of a home-
based component within an existing Head Start program widens
the range of choice available to families. With both types of
programs available, federal spending on early childhood Programs
will be better able to conform to preferences and needs in
local communities.
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Home Start Project Enrollment

TABLES

Table II-1

F~r the Second Year of Program QOperation

Families Focal Children Q- i
- Average Average Average
Total Quarterly Total Quarterly Total Quarterly

16 rr-zects Served gnrollment Served Enrollmant Sarved Enrol.ment
Alabama 119 83 179 121 226 6L
Arkansas 135 83 162 99 230 142
Kansas 123 1¢ 185 112 246 132
Ohio 112 76 157 95 212 130
Texas - Houston 144 64 187 85 3Q2 132
#egt Virginia 218 139 349 218 4840 301

Total

Summative 851 86 1218 122 1656 170

Sites
Alaska 79 51 87 54 119 122
Arizona 91 63 109 76 180 117
California 121 65 157 83 242 127
Massachusetis 81 55 97 68 122 80
Nevada l3e 62 150 77 272 i3s
New York 120 72 144 86 204 124
North Carclina 31 58 9l 58 146 95
Tennesses 123 76 13§ 36 209 131
Texas - THC 2 126 86 151 75 239 161
Urah 201 73 221 80 442 157

Total

Non~Summative 1169 67 1342 74 2175 125
_ Sites

Total All 2020 74 2561 92 3871 142

Sites

Total Fifteen

Sites Excluding

west Virginia 1802 70 2212 84 3391 131

Yoctober 1, 1973 to September 30, 1974.

2 *
Enroliment fijures for the Texas

because the project wag closed during the summer months.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1223
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Table II-3

Length of Program Year and Average
Number of Home Visits Families Received

_ Length of Program Actual Number % of Weeks
Project Year of Visits Made Visits Took Place
Alabama 39 weeks 29 74
Arkansas 47 weeks 38 81
Ohio 44 weeks 29 66
West Virginia 52 weeks 39 76 .
Average 45 weeks 34 76
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Table II~4

Home Visitor Profiles of Home
Vigsiting Frequency

% 2 %
Visiting Visiting With Visiting With
Number Of Consistently One Week 2-3 Weeks
Home Visitors With FPamilies Difference Difference
Alabana 5 0% 60% 40%
Arkansas 7 57% 43% 0%
Kansas i 0% 71% 29%
Ohio 5 0% 80% 20%
Texas 5 40% 60% 0%
West
virginia 13 46% 54% 0%
Average 42
243 603% 15%
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Table II-S

Percent of Time Spent in Content Areas, Interaction Patterns
and Activity Modes during the Home Visit

+4

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

WEST
ALADAMA ARKANSAS KANSAS ORID TEXAS VIRGINIA AVERAGE
TOTAL TIME {minutes} 57 8l 61 44 69 121 72
'child Content 59% 48% 38y 8% 75% 56% 56%
School Readiness 32 19 12 23 41 "2 24
Reading 0 4 1 7 4 2 3
Physical Development 20 14 21 21 17 23 19
Emotional Development 7 11 4 17 13 9 10
Child Other 0 0 ‘0 0 0 0 0
Parent Content a4 53 63 32 25 LT a4
Bducating the Child 10 10 17 . 5 9 7 9
Fanily Health S 10 7 3 1 3 5
Family Mutrition 3 7 4 0 1 S 4
Adult Bducation 1 0 2 0 0 0 1
Services 1 3 9 1 0 3 2
Parental Concerns 19 23 23 22 14 26 22
Parent Other 1 0 1 0 0 2 )3
Home Visitor Initiates 74 63 85 76 72 S8 69
HV to P 27 30 43 18 17 17 24
HV to FC 40 21 21 45 36 26 30
HY to FP and FC 11 12 21l 13 19 15 15
Focal Chald Initiates 10 13 4 12 11 12 11
FC to HY ? 9 2 8 4 ? 6
FC to FP 2 1 1 1 4 2 2
¥C o HY and FP 1 3 1 :" 3 3 3
Focal Parent Injtiates 17 23 10 13 16 3o 20
FP to HV 11 14 5 8 4 18 11
FP to FC 5 [ 5 q 10 10 7
FP to ®V and FC 1 3 0 1 2 2 2
HY=FP Interactiocns 34 44 48 25 26 a5 35
HY=-FC Interactions 46 o 22 52 40 33 L)
FP=-PC Interactions ? 7 [ 5 14 12 10
Three-way Interactiong 13 18 22 17 24 20 19
BV tell-~ 39 a5’ 51 a3 32 36 40
HY asks 26 24 26 28 32 27 27
F HY listens 35 31 23 29 36 390 31
HV ignores o D] o] D] D] -] 2
HY not present o 0 0 1 0 1 1
FC tells .‘ 29 30 40 39 3e 35
FC asks 4 8 iz | 9 14 7 9
FC listens 40 42 22 Ky} 34 a7 37
FC lgnores 15 13 9 6 ] 9 10
FC not present 4 . B 15 9 8 12 10
FP tells 23 37 29 28 20 36 0
FP asks 12 18 21 15 26 13 17
FP listens 52 a4 45 33 53 36 43
FP jgnores S 1 2 3 1 9 4
FP not present ? Q 3 21 1 7 6

Same categories do not sum to 1008 becavse of missing data and round-off error,

[y
o2
-3
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Table II-6

Project~-by-Project variations in
Family Participation in Non-Home
Visit Activities per Quarter

Other Activities

Parent Policy Council mMtg
Trips

1l = Child Groups 3

= Parent Groups 4
6.0— >
5.5
5.0 ALABAMA ARKANSAS
4.5
4.0+
1.5
3.6
2.5
2.0
1.57]

L.y

- 0.4
.57 5.6 [2.1 jo.9 {0.2 0.7 2.9 {2.9]0.1 0.1

o - - )

FANSAS JHIO

5 [r.2 {1.5 |0.3 0.2 - 2
o ——1°° losle.s 2202 57

3.5
3.0+

2.5
2.9
1.57
1.0+
0.5 0.4

. . . - 1.0 I0.9 0.8 - .1
1 2 3 4 5
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Table II~7 "
‘ Average ¥ of Referrals Made per Family
- Over a Period 'of a Year
e i .
- Total ¥ of Refercals Servlces Provided Through Referrals ’ “:»
: Made per Family {per famiiy) . Referrals made for: (Per family) S
- othar Memhors A
T Psychologlcal/ focal of the . o
ltaalth Soclal Nutrition  Education  Children  Pareptsg £ami)y Ta
Alabaga 3.9(5.7} 2.3(3.0) 1.2(1.8) 0.1{0.2} 0.3{0.4) 2.3(3.4) 1.5¢2.2) 0.1{0.1)
Arkansaa 3.7(6.1) 2.0{3.3) 0.6(1.0} 1.0(1.6} 0.1{0.2) 1.141.8} 1.742.9} 0.9{1.5}
ransas 5.2(8.5) 2.504.1) 1.8(3.0} G.6(1.0} 0.3(0.4) 2.8(4.6} 1.12.71 0.7(1.2)
Ohio 4.4{7.0) 1.5(2.5) 1.041.5) 0.4{0.7) 1.5{2.3) 1.5(2.5} 1.6(2.6) 1.2{2.0} L
Texas (Houston) 6.4114.4) 3.78.4) 1.3(3.0) 0.4(0.9} 1.0(2.2) 3.8(8.6)  2.4(5.5) 0.1{0.3)-
wost Yirglala 30.0(46.7) 17.4(27.1}  8.4(13.1) 3.6(5.6) 0.6{0.9) _ 23.4{36.4) 6.0{9.3}) 0.61(0.9) -
Avorage Summative X
FrijectLs 8.9(14.7) 4.9(8.1) 2.403.9) 1.0(1.7) 0.6(L.1) 5.8{9.5) 2.5{4.2} 0.6({1.0)
Alaska 8.1{12.5} 4.3(6.6) 0.2(0.4) 1.5{(2. 8 2.143.1) 4.346.6} 3.6(5.5) 0.2{0.4}
bt Arizona 3.7(5.48) 3.6{5.3) 0.05{0.05} 0.05(0.05) - - 3.7(5.4) - - :
N :
b talifornia 2.6{4.9) 1.5(2.8) 0.9{1.7} 0.05(0.1} 0.1{0.2) 1.3(2.4) 1.0(1. & 0.3(0.6) -
Massachusctts 4.8(7.0} 1.4{2.1) 1.9(2.8) 0.9{1.3) 0.5{0.8}) 2.2(3.2) 2.6(3.8) - N
Navada 4.7(9.3) 4.047.9} 0.5(1.0} 0.1{0.3) 0.05(0.1) 4.3{08.5) 0.4(0.8) - i
New York 6.2{10.3) 4.1(6.8) 2.003.3) - - 0.110.2} 4.2(6.9} 1.6{2.6) 0.500.8 §
forth Carolina 13.6421. 31 5.4(a.5) 2.443.8) 3.5(5.5} 2.2(3.4) 5.6(3.7) 5.7(8.9) 2.3(3.6) :
Tennessoe 4.4(1.2} 3.8(6.2) 0.3(0.4} 0.1(0.1) 0.3(0.4) 3.5(5.7) 0.5{0.8) 0.4(0.7)
Texas-ie? N/a{10.0} N/A(9.3) N/Af0.4) N/A(0.2) N/3(0.1) #/A(6.1) N/7A(3.3) N/51(0.6)
ttah 1.5(4.0) 1.1(2.9) 0.1{0.2) 0.2{0.5} 0.1(0.3) 1.1(3.0} 0.4{1.0) -
]
AVerage Non-
Summatlve Projects 5.5(9.2) 3.2{5.9) 0.911.4) G.7(1.0} 0.6(0.9} 3.4(5.7} 1.8(2.9) 0.4{0.7)
Average All Projects 7.2{12.0} 4.1{7.0} L.7(2.7} 0.9(1.4} 0.6{1.0) 4.6(7.6) 2.2(3.6) 0.5(0.9}
IBasad on referral data from Home Start Informatlon System covering the perlod October 1, 1974 through September 30, 1975. Per family
reforrals are pregsented on the basls of the total numbor of familles served during the year {sec Interim Repore VI pp. 107}. as well
‘, ag on the basls of average quarterly enrcllment {(figures Lo parenthoses).
2l~lt.'.‘b informatlon available regarding the total number of fomilles served durlng the year.
Q ]




Table II.8

Profile of "Other Group Activities™
Of fered by Sites

Parent

Field Workshops Parent { Social

Trips Career | Ed Crafts Training | Events Other
Alabama X X X
Alaska X X X X
Arizona
Arkansas X X
California X X X X
Kansas X X X
Massachusetts X
Nevada X X
New York X X X
North Carolina X X X X
Ohio X X
Tennessee X X X X
Texas -~ Houston X X X
Texas - TMC X X X X X
Utah X X X
West Virginia X X
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Table II-9

Parent Policy Councit Membership1

# of # of Home Start # of Head Start # of Community # of Hpme # of Head # of Umbretla
Site Members Parents Parents Representatives Start Staff Start Staff Agency Reps
ALABAMA 13 |06t 23
ALASKA 2 BRRRENRBY4I@O€E £
ARIZONA 1 |9 eoleel
ARKANSAS 2 |feft 00000000 | RRAA
CALIFORNIA s |88 g%@@%%@'
| xAnsAs A sisiagspsiagal sR22
MASSACHUSETTS 18 BRA0OGH0R6RA
NEVADA 20 |88A60 elelelele
NEW YORK »  |BOBARAH 23424
NDRTH CAROLINA 2z B0 | OOBE *&‘3 € ee
OHIO 13 a8a888ARe | €
TENNESSEE s | O860
| TEXAS {HOUSTON) 8 | P8at B
TEXAS (TMC) 9 4 Q® 2 N
UTAH 0 |84 QBE
| WEST VIRGINIA » |[DEReHRRG b F X

1Eat:h frigure represents 2 individuals
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Table III~1

Reasons for Terminations

Mid End of
Year Yeay Total
(December & (June & Yeayx
March Qtrs.) September Qtrs.)
Total
Family Terminations 209 585 794
oving from Service
Area 40% 15% 21%
Parent Employment 7% 5% 5%
Dissatisfied with
Program 5% 1% 2%
Child Entering lst
Grade or
Kindergarten 5% 532 41%
Illness 1% 0% 0%
Lack of Interest 183 6% 9%
Income Above Poverty
Level 6% 0% 2%
Language Barrier 0% 0% 0%
Other 18% 20% 20%
Q. 124
ERIC




Taple III-2

Profile of Duration of Service Delivery

 of
Project igm;é;gfngfﬁegig?ect
for 19 Months to 2 Years

Alabama 83
Arkansas 75

Kansas 19

Ohio 26

Texas” Houston* --

West Virginia 41
Average Summative Sites 49

Alaska 10

*

Arizona -
California 37
Massachusetts 18

Hevada 2

New York 50

North Caroclina 10
Tennessee 8
Texas - TMC * . ==

Utah 6
Average non-Summative Sites 16 .
Average All Sites 30

*
Enrollment data regarding the lendgth of family enrollment was
incomplete and therefore was omitted from the analyses.
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
Califgrnia
Kansas

Massachusetts

971

Nevada

Rew York

North Carolina
Chio
Tennessee
Texas-Hous ton
Texas-TMC

Utah

West Virginia

136

(in hours)
DIRECT
PLANNING TRAINING CONSULTING ] SERVICES OTHER FOTAL

Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring i Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Sprin_;
1974 1975 1974 1975 1974 1975 1974 1975 1974 1975 1974 1875
1.5 1.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 3.0 3.0
6.0 4.0 8.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 1.0 0 1.0 19.0 14.0
1.5 1.5 1.0 1.0 0.3 0.5 1.0 . 0.3 0.3 4.0 4.0
1.0 1.0 0.5 0.3 1.0 7.0 0.5 . 3.0 2.0 6.0 10.5
—-===—-= NO BREAKDOWN AVAILABLE = —=—- - - 5.0 5.0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0 6.0 6.0 0 0 6.0 6.0
1.0 1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0 0 1.5 1.% 4.5 4.5
0.8 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0 0 0 0 1.8 1.8
6.0 6.0 1.0 1.0 0 0 6.0 6.0 2.0 2.0 16.0 16.0
- 4.0 - 1.0 - 5.0 - 7.0 - 0 - 17.0
3.0 3.5 2.0 2.5 10.5 1.0 0.5 1.¢ 0 0 6.0 8.0
5.5 6.0 1.5 2.0 5.0 1.0 4.0 1.0 2.0 0 18.0 10.0
2.5 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.5 0 2.0 5.0 6.0
3.0 18.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 0 0 0 5.0 28.0
1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 2.5 2.5 0 7.5

-

Table IIX-3

Total Time Spent on Nutrition Activities Per Week

- = no data available
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Table IV-1

HOME START CHILD QUTCOMES: TWO-YEAR VS. ONE~YEAR
Analysis of Covariance on Spring 1975 Scores!

(six Summative Sites Included)

Two-Year Oone~-Year
Home Start Home Start
adj. adj.
Spring Spring Spring Spring
¥ Mean Mean ¥ Mean Mean F P Summary

School Readiness

Pres.iocol Inventory 84 20.6 20.8 53 20.4 20.1 < 1 RS

DDST Language 84 32,9 53 32.8 32.8 <1 RS

8-Block Child Score 84 71 53 5.8 5.8 <1 NS

8-Block Child Talk 38 3.5 48 2.7 2.7 1.2 NS
Social-Emotional Development

SBI Task Orientation 103 20.4 19.9 &8 19.7 20.5 <1 NS

SBI Extra-Introversion 103 23.6 23.5 88 23.3 23.4 <1 NS

SBI Hostility Tolerance 93 17.3 17.1 68 18.6 18.9 2.4 NS

POCL Test Orientation 03 27.2 27.0 68 26.7 27.0 <1 NS

POCL Sociability 103 19.2 18.8 68 19,2 12.7 <1 NS
Physical Development

Height (inches) 74 43.3 43,2 53 43.6 43.8 2.1 NS

Weight (pounds) 74 40.3 40.5 53 41.0 40.7 <1 NS

DDST Gross Motor 74 13.4 13.4 53 12.6 12.7 4.2 <.05 TwosOne

DDST Fine Motor 74 14.1 14.0 53 13.8 13.9 <1 NS
Nutrition

Milk Group 94 1.4 1.3 89 1.4 1.5 <1 NS

Meat Group 94 1.3 1.2 &89 1.1 1.2 <1 NS

Egg Group 9¢ o0.19 o0.23| 69  0.20 0.15| 1.7 NS

A-vegetables 94 0.08 0.08 | 69 0.08 0.07} <1 NS

Citrus Fruits 94 0.29 0.28 | 69 0.27 0.28 | <1 NS

Other Vegetables 94 1.8 1.7 59 1.7 1.8 <1 NS

Breads and Cereals 94 3.6 3.6 68 3.5 3.6 <1 RS

Nutrition Total 94 8.7 8.5 69 8.3 8.5 <1l NS

vitamins 94 1.3 1.4 89 1.4 1.4 <1 NS
Medical Care

Months since Doctor Visit 98 5.0 4.7 88 4.7 5.2 <1 NS

Checkup/Something Wrong 98 1.4 1.4 68 1.5 1.5 <1 NS

Been to Dentist 98 6.5 6.1 88 2.0 2.6 2,9 <.05 fTwo*One

} gee text for explanation of the analysis of covariance procedure.
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Table IV-2

HOME START MOTHER OUTCOMES:
Analysis of Covariance on Spring 1975 Scores!
(Six Summative Sites Included)

TWO-YEAR VS. ONE-YEAR

Two-Year One-Year
nLowme Start Home Start
adj. adj.
Spring Spring Spring Spring
N Mean Mean N Meanr Mean F P Surmmaxy
Mother/Child Relationship
H/S HES Mother Involvement 86 10.0 0.0 58 10.1 0.1 <1 NS
H/S BES Household Tasks 86 3.9 3.8 59 3.6 3.8 <1 NS
MBOS Supportive a8 7.7 7.6 59 7.1 7.2 <1 NS
MROS Punitive as 5.0 5.0 59 4.8 4.8 <1 NS
Mother as Teacher
H/S HES Mother Teaches 66 4.50 4.21| 48 4.02 4.41] <1 NS
8-Block Request Talk g6 .75 .78 48 .73 &9 f <1 NS
8-Block Diagnostic 86 1.30 1.33 48 1.08 1l.04| <1 NS
8-Block Talk About 66 1.48 1.31| 48 .81 1,05} <1 NS
f-Block Interactions/min 88 8.04 7.90 48 7.17- 7.37 <1 NS
&-Block Mean Length String 66 3,79 3.14| 48 5.33 6.22| 2.6 NS
g-Block Feedback 143 .75 .78 48 .84 .80 <1 NS
Home Materials for Child
H/S HES Bocks 84 4.1 4.2 sl 4.0 3.9 1.8 NS
H/S HES Playthings 94 4.0 4.0 61 3.8 3.8 <1 NS
Use of Community Resoucsces
Welfare Department 78 .40 .41 | 83 .23 21| 5.4 <.05 Two>One
Food Stamps Program 78 .58 .59 52 .58 .55 <1 NS
Medicaid 78 .41 .43 52 .31 .28 2.1 NS
Local Hospital 78 . 86 .87 52 .96 .94 <1 NS
Public Health Clinic 78 .81 .80 52 .81 .81 <1 NS
Mental Health Clinic 78 .08 .04 52 .04 051 <1 NS
Family Counseling Agency 78 .02 .04 52 .04 .02 <1 NS
Plamned Parenthood 78 .27 .28 52 .23 21| <1 NS
Recreational Program 78 .15 .20 52 .13 06 ] 3.0 <,05 TworOne
Legal Aid Program 78 .04 .03 52 .00 0L <1 NS
Housing Authority 78 .17 .16 52 .og .08 | 2.4 Ns
State Employment Office 78 .14 .16 52 .15 13| <1 NS
Job Training Procgram 78 .05 .06 52 .00 L0 2.9 <,058 Twe*One
Organization Total 78 .81 .77 52 .65 .71 1 <1 NS

lsee text for explanation of the analysis of covariance procedure.
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Table IV-3

VWENTY-MONTH CHILD OUTCOMES: HOME START VS. HEAD START
Analysis of Covariance on SPring 1975 Scores!
{Four Summative Sites Included)
HOME START HEAD START
Adj. Adj.
Spring Spring Spring Spring
Mean Mean N Mean Mean F P Summary
School Readiness
Preschool Inventory 63 21.5 21.0 47 20,7 21.5 <1 Ns
DDST Language 63 33.4 33.0 41 32.7 33.4 <1 NS
8-Block Child Score 63 6.5 6.2 41 6.0 6.5 <1 Ns
8-Block Child Talk 46 4,2 3.9 40 3.1 3.5 <1 Ns
Social-Emotional Development
SBI Task Orientation 74 7 21,3 21.1 57 20.0 20.3 <1 Ns
SBI Extra-Introversion 74 23,9 23.8 57 23.4 23.5 <1 NS
SBI Hostility Tolerance 74 17.5 17.8 57 18.4 18.0 <1 Ns
POCL Test Orientation 4 27.7 27.9 57 27.6 27.3 <1 NS
POCL Sociability 74 1%.7 19.8 57 15,7 19.5 <1 us
Physical Development
Height (inches) 54 43,6 43.3 43 44.3 44.8 8.8 <.05 HMS<HDS
Weight (pounds) 54 41.0 41.8 43  44.1 43.1 2.0 Ns
DDST Gross Motor 54 13,7 13.6 43 13.0 13.1 1. NS
DDST Fine Motor 54 14.2 14.2 43 13.9 14.0 <1 NS
Nutrition
Milk Group 66 1.4 1.4 57 1.7 1.6 l.1 WNs
Meat Group 66 1.3 1.2 57 1.3 1.3 l.2. NS
Egg Group 66 Q.23 0,24 57 0.22 0.20 { <1 Ns
A-Vegetables 66 Q.08 0.10 57 0.11 0.10 { <1 NS
Citrus Fruits 66 Q.26 0.27 57 Q.52 Q.51 | 5.3 <.05 HMS<HDS
Other Vegetables 66 1.8 1.8 57 2.1 2.1 3.6 NS
Breads and Cereals 66 3.7 3.7 57 3.5 3.5 1.3 Ns
Nutrition Total 66 8.7 8.8 57 9.4 9.4 2.0 Ns
vitamins 66 1.4 1.5 57 1.2 1.1 15.6 <.05 HMsS>HDS
Medical Care
Months since Doctor Visit 72 5.3 5.4 57 4,1 4,0 l.4 N8
Checkup/Spmething Wrong 72 1.4 1.4 57 1.6 1.6 3.6 Ns
Been to Dentist 72 6.5 6.5 57 7.0 7.0 <1 NS
1'See text for explanation of the analysis of covariance p{ocedure.
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Table IV-4

TWENTY-MONTH.MOTHER QUTCOMES: HOME $TART VS. HEAD ETART
Analysis of Covariance for Spring 1975 Scores!
(Four Summative Sites Included)

HOME START " HEAD START
Ady. ! Adi.
Spring Spring Spring Spring |
N Mean Mean N Mean Mean F ) Summarg
- Mothexr/Child Relationship 'ﬁ
H/S HES Mother Involvement |60 10.3 10.3 36 10.4 10.4 | <1 NS g
H/S HES Household Task 60 4.0 4.1 36 3.6 3.4 4.2 <.058 HMS>HD%
MBOS Supportive 60 7.8 7.8 36 7.2 7.1 1.8 N8 R
MBOS Punitive 60 5.0 5.0 36 4.7 4.6 1.4 NS .
' Mother as Teacher i
H/S HES Mother Teaches 46 4.61 4.87 40 4.40 4,10 | 2.9 N8
g~Block Reguest Talk 46 .90 .75 40 1.12 1.29 2.8 NS
8-Block biagnostic 46 1.5¢ 1l.66 40 1.28 1.19 { <1 N8
' B-Block Talk About 46 1.31 1.10 40 .87 1.11 <1 NS
- B-Block Interactions/min 46 8.64 7.42 4p 7.02 8.51 | <1 NS
8-Block Mean Length String 46 3.12 2.71 40 4.35 4,83 ] 1.4 NS
8-Block Feedback 46 .70 .65 4@ .66 .73 ) <1 N8
‘ Home Materials for Chilg
. H/S HES Books 67 4.2 4.5 - 54 4.5 4,3 | <1 NS
H/8 HES Playthings 87 4.0 4.0 54 4.0 3.9 <1 NS
. Use of Community Resources
. Welfare Department 52 .21 .22 48 .33 .31 <1 NS
Food Stamps Program 52 .48 .50 49 .49 47| <1 N8
Medicaid &§2 .21 .23 49 .41 .39 2.5 NS
Local Hospital 52 .92 .96 49 .96 .92 <1 NS
Public Health Clinic 52 . B85 .88 49 .79 .76 1.7 NS
Mental Health Clinic 52 .06 .04 42 .00 .02 <1l NS
Family Counseling Agency 52 .00 * 49 .04 # 2.2 NS
Planned Parenthood 58 .29 .36 49 .24 .17 | 4.0 <.05 HMS>HDS
Recreational Program 52 .17 .23 42 .14 .08 2.4 NS
Legal Aid Program 58 .04 .04 49 .06 06 <1 N8
Housing Authority 52 .06 07 49 .14 13| <1 N8
State Employment Office 52 .19 .23 49 .28 24| <1 NS
Job Training Program 52 .06 .08 49 .08 B85 <1 NS
Organization Total 58 .79 .87 49 1.3 1.2 ]| 2.9 N8

lsee text for explanation of the analysis of covariance procedure.

*Analysis of variance on postscore.
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Table IV-5

NEW HOME START VvS. OLD CONTROLS:
Analysis of Covariance!

CHILD QUTCOMES

Control
{1973~1974}

Home Start

{1974-1975)

Spring Adj.
1974 Spring

Spring Adj.
1975 Spring

L i N  Mean Mean p Summary
School Readiness
Preschool Inventory 83 32 17.3 15.8 3.1 NS -
DDST Language 83 39 31.3 30.5 l.4 NS
8-Block Child Score 83 39 4.5 3.7 l.4 NS
8-Block Child Talk
Social-Emotional Development
SBI Task Orientation 11s 58 18.7 18.7 <1 NS
SBI Extra-introversion 118 58 22.19 21.9 5.7 <.05 HMS<CNT
SBI Hostility Tolerance? l1s &8 18.6 18.2 <1 NS
POCL Test Orientation 118 68 23.3 22.1 3.7 <.05  HMS<CHT
POCL Sociability 118 58 17,0 16.6 | 1.8 N8
Physical Devclopment
Height (inches) 88 41 41,0 39.0 3.1 NS
Weight (pounds) 88 41  43.3 42.4 5.6 <.05 HMS>CNT
DDST Gross Motor 88 41 12.2 12.0 <1 NS
DBST Fine Motor 88 41 13.0 12,7 <1 NS
Nuatxition
Milk Group 119 1.1 1.1 80 1.3 1.2 <1 NS
Meat Group 118 1.2 1.2 80 1.3 1.3 4.5 <.05 HMS»CNT
Egg Group 119 .23 .23 g0 .12 19 | <1 NS
A-Vegetables 119 .99 .83 1] 80 .60 .22 1 <1 NS
Citrus Fruits 119 « 24 «26 1 80 .34 .28 { <1 NS
Other vVegetables 119 1.6 1.7 680 l.6 1.5 <1 NS
Breads and Cereals 119 3.3 3.3 80 3.5 3.5 <1 NS
Butrition %Total 118 7.8 7.9 80 8.4 8.2 <1 NS
Vitamins 119 1.3 1.2 80 1.4 1.4 3.8 <.05  HMS»>CNT

lsee text for explanation of the analysis of covariance procedure.

2Low score is favorable.




NEW HOME START VS. OLD CONTROLS:

Pable IV-6

Analysis of Covariance!l

MOTHER OUTCOMES

CONTROL HOME START ’34
(1973-1974) {(1974-1975) :j;_?f
Spring Adj. spring Adj. i
1974 Spring 1275 Spring -
: S o e N HMean  Mean N __Mean Mean F P Summiz
Yethar/Child Relationship
H,S HES Mother Involvement | 96 9.9 10.0 64  10.0 9.8 <1 NS
/3 HiS tiousehold Tasks 96 3.0 3.0- | &4 3.5 3.3 <1 NS .
ADS Supportive 96 7.4 7.7 54 7.5 7.2 | <1 ns
MECS Punitive 96 5.2 5.2 54 5.3 5.3 <1 NS
Mother 4as Teacheyr
H/5 LS Mother Teaches 79 3.6 3.6 45 4.1 4.1 1.5 NS
8-Rlock Recuest Talk 79 .51 .49 | 45 .78 .82 {1.6 NS
8-nlocl Diagnostic - 78 .61 .63 | 458 1.0 1.0 2.5 NS i
B-slock Talk About 78 .91 .95 45 1.5 1.4 3.4 NS
I o#e2losk Intzractions/min 79 6.0 5.2 48 7.1 6.7 <1 NS )
toogeleck dean Length 3triag 79 5.4 5.1 45 4.4 4.9 <1 NS
i 2eBleck Foerlhack ' 79 1.1 1.2 {45 1.3 1.1 |<1 ns
Edvn; hitariails for child
| /8 LirS Books 108 40 4.0 |56 4.2 4.2 |<1 NS
| #/% 1&g Playthings 103 3,1 3.1 |86 3.8 3.8 |3.3 NS
i Luz of Comaunity Resources
{ tialtace Dopartment 86 .35 .30 | a2 .48 .62 | 5.5 <.05 HMS>CNT
PoTood Ltamps Program 86 .38 .39 | 31 .55 .52 | <1 NS
i smoaicaid 86 .21 .21 31 .58 .59 7.7 <.05 HMS>CNT
1 Lacal Hospital ag .51 .56 | 31 .65 .51 | <1 NS
Pudic Health Clinic a6 .57 .56 | 31 .84 .86 | 3.6 NS
Memtal Health Clinic 86 .03 04 { 37 .06 .06 | <1 NS
roelly Counseling Pyency 86 .01 .01 | 31 .03 .03 |<1 NS
~1'npr ol Parenthood 86 .15 .14 | 32 .19 .22 |<1 N8
| Eecreational Proyram 8¢ .08 1o | 31 .06 .00 | 1.1 NS
i Lergal add Program 86 .01 .01 | 31 .06 .06 1< 1 NS
Mo, incj j\uu;ority 86 .13 .12 31 .23 .26 2.5 NS
SHtate Cmployment OFCice 86 .02 .04 | 31 .10 .06 [<1 NS
b 34D fradring Program 86 .01 .01 | 32 »00 .00 {<1 NS
' PP s PP = B T = a— CaE-R—aia = ik e =L e L P = — Ty =] - —————
i Crynigatien Total 86 .51 .57 {312 .68 .51 1«1 NS
Yoo tent for oxplanation of the aralyzis of covariance frocedure,
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Table Iv-7
LICATION OF SEVEN-MONTH OUTCOMES: HOME START VS. CONTROL, CHILD OUTCOMES
analysis of Covariancel
Control Home Start
] (1973-1974) (1974-1975) _ |
Spring Adj. Spring Agds
| 1974 Spring 1975 Spring
_ ¥  Mean Mean ¥ _ Mean  Mean F P Summary |
School Readiness
Preschool Inventory 74 15.3 15.6 41 13.6 12.9 [1l3.1 <.05 HMS>CNT
DDST Laigvage 74 30.0 30.2 41  29.9 29.5 2.0 NS
8-Block Child Score 74 4.4 4.5 41 4.1 3.9 2.9 NS
8~Block child Talk 62 1.2 1.2 46 .89 .20 1.8 NS
Social-Emotional Developsment
Sp1 Task Orientation 99  20.2  20.0 64 17.¢ 18.3 6.6 <.05 HMS*CNT
8BI Extra~Introversion 99 23.8 23.8 g4 23.3 23.3 <1 NS
SBI Hostility Tolerance? 89 18.7 18.6 64 20.0 20.1 2.8 Ns
POCL Test Orientation 89 23.7 23.6 | 64 23.5 -23.6 <1 NS
POCL Bociability 99 17.1 16.9 | 64 17.6 18.0 | 1.6 NS
Physical pevelopment
Height {inches) 71 40.9 41.n 50 41,0 40.8 1.1 NS
» Weight (pounds) 71 36.1 1.0 50 36.5 35.8 2.6 NS
DDST Gross Molor 87 12.0 11.9 46 11.8 11.9 <1 NS
DDST Finn Hotor 71 12.6 12.5 50 12,2 12.3 <1 NS
Nutyition
Milk Gronp 97 1.3 1.3} 66 1.1 1.1 | 1.1 Ns
Meal Group 91 1.3 1.3 66 1.2 1.2 5.1 <.05  HMS>CNT
Egg Group 91 .23 .23} 66 .23 23 <1 NS
A-Vegetables a1 .93 .93 66 .73 .74 <1 NS
Citrus Fruits 81 .25 .25 | 66 .22 .22} €1 NS
Other Vegetables 91 1.4 1.4 86 1.7 1.7 2.5 NS
| Breads and cereals 91 3.3 3.3 66 3.3 3.3 <1 NS
Nutrition Total 97 8.0 8.0 | 66 7.9 7.9 | <1 NS
Vitamins 90 1.3 1.3 | 66 1.2 1.2 | 1.8 NS
| Medical care
Months since Doctor Visit? | 74 4.7 4.8 | 42 7.3 7.3 | 6.2 <.05 HMS<CNT
Checkup/something wrong? 94 1.5 1.5 64 1.8 1.8 118.92 <.05  HMS<CNT
Becn to Dentist? 10 3.8 4.1 5 8.4 7.8 3.6 NS
lgee text for cxplanation of the analysis of covariance procedure.
2Low score is favorable.
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REPLICATION OF SEVEN-MONTH OUTCOMES:

Table IV-8

Analysis of Covariancel

HOME START VS. CONTROL, MOTHER OUTCOMES

HOME START CONTROL
Spring Adj. B spring Adj.
1974 Spring 1975 Spring
e ~ ¥ Mean Mean N Mean _ Mean F_ p
Mother/Cniild Relationship

/3 88 HMother Involvement 82 10.8 10.6 56 9.6 9.8 6.0 <,05

/3 1i8 Household Tasks 83 3.8 3.7 50 2.9 3.0 12.4 <.05

MRJS Supportive 80 7.8 7.7 53 7.4 7.8 <1 NS

ME0S Dunitive 80 5.4 5.4 |55 5,1 5.2 <1 NS
ilethar ag Teacher

H/G LS Mother Teaches 54 3.9 3.7 46 3.3 3.4 1.3 NS

8 3lock Request Talk 62 .61 .63 | 48 «59 .57 <1 NS
i E-Siroie Dingnostic 62 .85 .85 | 46 .59 .58 2.2 NS
| Z-11lock Tall About 62 1.31 1.27 46 .82 .87 5.0 <,05
[ Coslaek nteractions/min 62 7.68 7.50 | 46 6.50 6.75 <1 NS
¢ welack tiree Length String 62 5.57 5.53 | 45 5.20 5.25 <1 Ns
Pv wiaek Feedbank 62 1.38 1.39 | 46 1.13 1.11 2.1 NS
:”05< Unterials for Child
P/ 108 Bocks 87 4.4 4.4 | S56 3.7 3.7 |[10.8 <.05
[ /S b5 Flaythings 84 4.1 4.1 51 3.3 3.3 12.0 <.05
i Unrr ol Commmnity Resources
| eitere U ctment 17 .36 .33 (48 27 .30 | <1 ns
1 r.21 starps Pregram 76 .34 .37 | 46 .48 .43 <1 NS
I Nedicaid 7 .23 20 | 47 .19 .23 <1 K8
| Loval lospital 75 .53 .53 1 47 .55 .56 | <1 NS
| Puslic Healih Clinic 74 .64 .63 | 47 .72 .73 | 1.2 NS
: ilrntal Heallh Clinic 76 .12 .11 48 04 .05, 2.0 NS
' Panilv Comscling Agency 76 .03 .03 | 48 .02 .02 <1 NS
! Piarp.d Paranthood 78 22 «23 47 .17 .16 1.3 NS
| poceoisional Program 76 .08 .08 |48 08 .09 | <1 NS
i Lege! ALd Urogram 76 .05 .05 | 48 .00 .00 2.6 NS
! Enasirg Authority 76 .12 .11 | 48 .08 .10 <1 NS
! alave irployment Office 74 .07 .07 | 47 02 .02 | 1.4 N8
oo Traniag Progran 76 .05 04 | 47 .02 .04 <1 NS
‘ - e Ut lataT TR TR R T e TR Th W T I R AT LT T ™ e e i e e = o —————— e
P teganization Totel 76 .39 .86 |49 .63 .69 | 1.3 NS

i
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Table IV-9

NEW HOME START VS. OLD HOME START: CHILD 'QUTCOMES

Analysis of Covariance!l

T
e
. Yo domEr
N WAL ey |

|

1

' 2Low score is favorable.

148

135

Control Home Start
{1%973-1974} {1974-1975)
Spring Adj. Spring Adj.
1974 Spring 1975 Spring B
N  Mean Mean ¥ Mean _ Mean F p Summary o
School Readiness ‘
Preschool Inventory 124 14.8 15.5 39 17.3 15.4 <1 NS
PDST Language 124 30.0 30.4 39  31.3 30.2 <1 NS
8-Block Child Score 124 4.4 4.6 39 4.5 3.8 4.0 <.05 Ola>New
8-Block Child Talk 113 1.1 1.2 45 2.1 1.9 70 <,05 Old<New
Social-Emotional Development
SBYI Task Orientation 172 19,9 19.8 58 18.7 19.0 1.1 NS
SBI Extra-Introversion 172 23,6 .23.8 58 22,3 21.7 9.6 <.05 0Old>New
SBI Hostility Tolerance? 172 18,9 18.9 58 18.6 18.5 <1 NS
POCL Test Orientation 172 23.3 23.7 58 23,3 22.1 1.8 NS
POCL Sociability 172 17.4 17.5{ 58 16.9 16.7 | <1 Ns
Physical Development
Height (inches) 115  41.1  41.5 41 43.4  42.3 6.5 <.05 0ld<New
Weight (pounds) 115 36.7 37.9 41 40.8 37.8 <1 NS
PDST Gross Motor 115 11.8 1l1.9 41 12.2 12.0 <1 NS
PDST Fine Motor 115 12.6 12.8 41 13.1 12.5 <1 NS
Nutrition
Milk Group 157 1.3 1.3 60 1.3 1.3 <1 NS
Meat Group 157 1.3 1.3 60 1.4 1.4 1.1 NS
Egg Group 157 .24 .23 60 .19 211 <1 wms
A-Vegetables 157 .90 .80 60 .60 86| <1 Ns
Citrus Fruits 157 .22 221 60 .34 .331 1.7 ns
Other Vegctables 157 1.5 1.6 60 1.6 1.5 < 4 NS
Breads and Cereals 157 3.3 3.4 60 3.5 3.3 <1 NS
Nutrition Total 157 8.0 8.2 60 8.4 8.0 <1 NS
i Vitamins 157 1.3 1.3 | 60 1.4 1.5 | 4.6 <.05 ola<dew
. lgee text for explanation of the analysis of covariance procedure.




NEW HOME START VS. OLD HOME START:

Pable IV-10

Analysis of Covariance!l

MOTHER OUTCOMES

1e
OL.D HOME START NEW HOME START N
Spring Adi. Spring Aadi. ‘I
1974 Spring 1975 Spring A%
e e N Mean _ Mean N Mean Mean F p ;
HMother/Cihiild Relationship
H/S 1i*S Mother Involvement | 739 10.8 10.7 5¢ 10.0 10.3 [<1 NS |
1/5 HES Household Tasks 139 3.7 3.7 54 3.5 3.4 1.4 NS {
MBOS supportive 138 7.9 7.9 54 7.5 7.4 1.6 NS X
MROS punitive 139 5.4 5.4 §¢ 5.3 5.2 <1 NS 1
] tlothee as Teacher E
n/% RS wother Teaches 113 3.9 3.8 45 4.1 4.1 <1 NS o
f~Dlock Rogquest Talk 113 .60 .60 45 .80 .90 2.4 NS
I @-Blesk Diajnostic 113 .87 .84 45 1.0 1.1 1.2 WS
E 8-Block 'falk About 113 1.4 1.4 48 1.5 1.5 <1 NS
I 8-Alo. Intaractions/min 113 7.1 7.8 ) 45§ 7.1 6.7 1.5 N8
| 8-lek Yean Length String 113 4.7 4.4 45 4.4 5.2 <1 N3
i g-nlack faadback "t 113 1.4 1.4 45 1.3 1.2 1.5 NS !
E Lome Moterials for child !
H —— 1
bz w3 pooks 164 4.2 4.2 56 4.2 4.1 }<1 ns :
P H/T 4eS Playthings 164 4.0 4.0 | 56 3.8 3.6 |2.0 NS !
User of fopmiunity Resources
;._ w&lfdre Dopartment 134 .37 .37 31 .48 .52 1.9 NS
i rood stamps Program 134 .40 .42 31 .55 .45 <1 NS
boidicald 134 .28 .26 31 .58 .67 1.1 <.05 O0Old<Nes
i Iocat liospital 134 .62 .64 31 .65 .85 | <1 NS
P puslic Health Clinic 134 .60 .60 | 3 .84 .83 [3.0 NS
! oeneat jleairth Clinide 134 .07 .06 31 . 06 .08 | <1 N8
L Ferdly Coun-eling Agency 134 .01 .02 31 .03 0l {<1 NS
P 215 9e¢ 1 PArenthood 134 .24 .22 31 .19 .26 | <1 NS :
I Recveational Program 134 .10 .12 31 .06 .02 11.3 ns !
E Iadal Atd Progran 134 .06 .06 31 .06 08 1<1 NS :
s s ng Ankhocity 134 .22 .24 31 .23 .14 | 1.3 NS
T Stava Enployment Office 134 .09 .09 31 .10 .09 | <1 NS
| Jud Maining Program 13¢ .04 .04 | 31 .00 .01 (<1 NS N
‘ Migasization Total 134 .90 .91 31 .68 .66 <1 NS
s

e -

-

cur £or sxplanation of the analysis of covariance procedure.
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Table IV-11

MEAN SCORES
ON CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR INVENTORY ITEMS AND COMPOSITION QF SCALES

Item Mean Scale
1. %ill laugh and smile easily and 3.3 Extraversionl
spontaner usly in class.
2. Will work earnestly at his classwork: 3.2 Task-Oriented Behavior
will not take it lightly.
3. Will have a low. unsteady or 2,32 Extraversion
uncertain voice when speaking to '
teacher or a group of classmates.
4. Will be quickly gdistracted by events 2.62 Task-Oriented Behavior
in or outgside the classroou.
. 5. Will try to get even with child with 2.0°% Considerateness
whom he is angry.
6. Will wait his turp willingly. 3.2 Considerateness
7. Will usually be sad. solemn and 2.02 Extraversion
seriously looking, *
8. Will like to express his ideas and 3.0 Extraversion
views. *
3. Will sometimes pay attentions other 2 Ay i .
times must be spoken to constantly. 2.6 Task-Oriented Behavior
10, Will watch carefully when teacher )
or a classmate is showing how to 3.3 Task-Oriented Behavior
do something.
11. wWill get angry quickly when others 2.02 Considerateness
do not agree with his opinion.
12. W#Will not wait for others to approach 2.7 Extraversion
him, but seeks out others,
13. will try not to do or say anything 2.82 {dropped)
which would hurt others.
14, Will often not be able to answer
a question. because his mind has 2.32 Task-Oriented Behavior
wandered.
15. will give the other an opportunity 3.2 Considerateness
to express his point of view. ’

1The pusitive pole of the scale iS used as ap abbreviation for the entire scale name.

“Guures for neyctive items should be subtracted from 5 to be comparable to positive
Q Lems,

Continued:
137
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Table IV-~11

MEAN SCORES
ON CLASSROOM BEKAVIOR INVENTORY ITEMS AND COMPOSITION SCALES
(continued)

SRE T PR s

for him.

Ttem Mean Scale )
16. will redicule and mock others without 1.72 Consideratenessl )

regard for their feelings. * :
17. will tend to withdraw and isolate

himself, even when he is supposed 2.02 Extraversion ‘

to be working with a group. 2 e
18. will stick with a.job until it is 3.0

finished, even if it is difficult ’

Task Oriented Behaviaf

s

IThe positive pole of the scale is used as an abbreviation for the entire scale name.

2gcores for negative items should be subtracted from 5 to be comparable to posi~ive
items.

i49
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Table IvV-12

MEAN SCORES
ON PARENT BEHAVIOR INVENTORY ITEMS AND COMPOSITION OF SCALES

Item

Mean

Scale

The parents in this family will work
with teachers and other school staff
to help the children's school
experience.

The focal parent(s) will brobably
not maintain the gains in personal
skills and self-~determination she
has achieved while she was in

Home Start.

This family will maintain a safe,
clean and healthy physical environ-
rent for the children and other
family members.

I will receive frequent ghone calls
from this family asking for help in
solving some problem like transpor-
tation, community resources, family
or child problems., etc,

The focal parent{s) will be actively
involved in organizing other parents
for purposes such as tenant and/or
welfave rights, Jdiscussicns about
community affairs, involvement in
the schools: etc.

This family will krow whom to
contact in the comni’y to obtain
help for any personal »r fami. s
Problems.

The parents in this family do not
care enough to continue working
with the chi’lJdren.

The focal parent will provide a
healthy diet for her family.

This family will need a lot of
continuing support to maintain
the abilities learned during
Home Start involvement.

I

3.4

2.11

2.4

2.11

Social and Educational
Development

{dropped}

Health and Nutrition

Independence

Social and Edvcational
Development

{dropped)

{dropped)

Health and Nutrition

Independence

lscores for negative items should be subtracted fr 1 5 to be comparable to positive

150

items.

Q
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Table IV-12

MEAN SCORES
ON PARENT BEHAVIOR INVENTORY ITEMS AND COMPOSITION OF LCALES
{continued)
Item Mean Scale

10.

il.

12.

13.

14'

15,

16,

The focal parent{s) will not have
any contact with other Home Start
families after they leave the the
program.

The focal parent will insure appro-
priate and timely health care for
her children.

The focal parent will continue her
own development in a useful way.

The focal Parent will continue to
teach the child in the home and
pro..de a stimulating home
enviromment for the family.

The parents in this family will not
support a strong community network.

The focal Parent will continue to

be involved in job training programs
or adult education courses to
upgrade skills.

This family will not be using a
wide variety of community resources.

2.21

3.3

3.3

2.11

2.31

Community Contact

Health and Nutrition

Social and Educational
Development

Social and Educational
Development

Community Contact

Social and Educational
Development

Community Contact

lscores for negative items should be subtracted from 5 to be comparable to positive

151

items.
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Table IV-13 BEERENE
STASF SKILL ACQUISITION B
HOME VISITOR OTHER STAFF
Nunber of Home Average Number of Average
Visitors Who Rating of Staff wWho Rating of
"Learned Most" Amount "Learned Most" Amount
About Skill Learned* about Skill Leatned*
Teaching parents about their
role as educators 47 2.9 7 2.1
Teaching kids 15 2.6 3 1.4
Training staff in a home-based
program 3 1.8 9 2.2
Management and administrative
skilgs 1 1.2 7 2.1
Helping parents get needed
services from other community 8 2.6 4 1.8
» agencies
e Teaching parents to provide
better health and nutrition 6 2.5 3 1.6
for their children
Helping parents solve family
problems 4 2.4 0 1.5
Teaching parents to get needed
. 3 2.6 2 1.7
services for themselves
Helping parents to get involved
in community affairs such as
. . ® 3 1.9 0 1.3
welfare rights organizations,
etc.
Helping community agencies get 5
\ 0 2.0 1 1.5
needed services tO parents
Teaching parents improved home
; management skilis 0 2.2 0 1.1
152 TOTAL 90 36
Q
~ ERIC = nothing; 3 = "a great deal" 153




Tahle IV-14

REGRESSION RESULTS: TIME AND FREQUENCY OF HOME VISITS

DDST:S75 = 21.839 + :.308(DDST:¥73) + 0.299(BBLK:F73} + 0.112{#VISIT
(1.683) (0.062) (0.159) {0.049)

R2= 0.396

#VISITS = 20.749 + 0.182(FCAGE) ~ 2.883 (URBAN) =~ 3,878 (HVKIDS)
(5.204) (0.069) (0.965) {1.665)

R? = 0.238

TIM/VST = 180.05 ~ 0.81l7(FCAGE) - 4.960(#FAMLIES)

(16.30) {0.358) (0.987)

R® = 0.669

DDST:875 ~ Language Scale of the Denver Developmental
Screening Test, Spring 1975 Score

DDST:F73 - Language Scale of the Denver Developmental
Screening Test, Fall 1973 Score

BBLK:F73 ~ 8-~Block Child Score, Fall 1973

FVISITS ~ number of home visits made to the family between
Fall 1974 and Spring 1975

FCAGE - age of the focal child, Fall 1973

URBAN - dummy variable, equals 1.0 if family lives
in urpvan area, 0.0 ostherwise

HVKIDS ~ dumry variable, equals 1.0 if home visitor has
any children, 0.0 otherwise

TIM/VST -~ 1length of average home visit to the family
in minutes

#FANMLIES -~ number of families assigned to the home visitor

Standard eriors ave given in parentheses; sawmple consists of
82 familics.

151 5!
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APPENDIX A
METHODOLOGY: COLLECTION
AND ANALYSIS OF

PROGRAMMATIC DATA




]

METHODOLOGY: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

In the spring of 1975, site visits were made to all
sixteen fomes Start Projects. The major objectives of the data
collection effort were:

® To study selectad programmatic jssues identified in
Interim Report VI and Ly Cffice of Child Development
officials. These include studies of:

- the duration and intensity of service delivery
t0 determine whether Home Start should be viewed
as a obne- or two-vear program and how the types
and amounts of services provided to families
varied across and within gites. Information
was also obtained on the home visit to re~
asgess its adequacy in terme of parent/child
treatment and to determine how its focus had
changed over two years,

- National Office support services provided to

local Home Start projects during the three-

year demonstration t0 find out what impact

these services had on project operations, espe-
cially in the areas of home visitor supervision
and nutrition, and to arrive at recommendations
for the types and amounts of support that should
be provided to future demonstration programs. }

® To report on varjious aspects of phase-out operations
of the gixteen Home Start projects at the con-
clusion of the three-year demonstrations. Information
was gathered to determine what effect the ending of
the demonstration had on projects, staff and fami-
lies.

e To co}%ect expenditure data on the Home Start pro-
jects ~ for the period October 1, 1973 through
September 30, 1974, including both Office of Child
Development grants and levered resources

In addition to collecting data for this report, staff |
from the local Projects were given an opportunity to talk about |
what they had leazrned during the three-year demonstration.
Their experiences are reported in a separate volume, Homesbook,
which along with the Guide on Planning and Operating Home-Based

lActual expenditure data were collected only on the ten non-

i
i
|
1
!
summative projects since yearly data had 2lready been obtained |
from the six summative projects in the fall of 1974,
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Pro rams,1 will be of assistance to people who want to start a
home-based program or improve an already existing one. Many

of the topics addressed in the Homeshook were included at the
suggestion of local project directors who discussed this volume
at the March 1975 Home Start Conference in St. Louis. The
Homesbook was prepared in lieu of the final set of case

studies on individual projects?since a composite of staff ex-
periences over the three-year Home Start demonstration period
would be more valuable to future home—based efforts.

Data Collection Instruments

Table A-1l shows the data collection instruments which
were used to obtain programmatic inforwation for this report.
The general purpose of each instrument is described.

Homesbook interviews were centered around f£ive modules,
each addressing a wide range of issues. The modules are des-
cribed briefly in Table aA-2. Although some general questions
were asked in all sites, most interviews with staff were
tailored to a particular project hased on case studies and
cor'ersations with project staff in St. louis. Most of the
interviews were taped to permit the use of direct quotes.

Site visit Staff and Training

Site visits were conducted by.five experienced field
staff members from Abt Associates Inc. Site visits to non-
summative projects lasted 3 1/2 days. visits to the six sum-
mative projects were one day shorter because cost data had al-
ready been obtained in the fall of 1974.

A day and a half of training was conducted in Cambridge,
Massachusetts for field staff tc acquaint them with the Program
analysis {including Cost) instruments. An additional day was
devoted to Homesbook instruments, and to review interviewing

1Prepared by the Office of Child Development in June 1974.

2Individual case studies are included in Interim Reports I
(August, 1972), II {July, 1973}, and III {(August, 1973).

3Rathy Hewett, Marrit Nauta, Bridget O'Farrell, Andee Rubin,
and Mona Stein.
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and recording techniques. Each field staff member spent an
additicnal half day with the Book Ccocordinator, Kathy Hewett,
for a review of site-specific guestions.

Most of the field staff had been actively involved in
the development of the data collection jinstruments.

No training was provided jin the Family Services Question-
naire, the Home Visiting Record, the Child and Parent Behavior
Inventories and the Staff Questionnaire since these were self-
administered by Home Start project staff. Site visit staff
were familiar with the instruments, however, sc they could assist
project staff in completing them on site, if needed. Training
for the Home Visit Observation Instrument which was administered
by community interviewers lasted approximately two days and
used role plays as the primary training method.l

Data Reduction and Analysis

Several of the sections reporting programmatic jinforma=-
tion required some degree of analysis. Most of the analyses
were done manually. Data on the home visit observations and
the two behavior inventories, however, were complex enough to
réquire extensive computer support. Data from both instru-
ments were coded and keypunched at Abt Associates Inc., with
careful monitoring to reduce the amount of errcor. Coding was
spot-checked and all keypunching was verified. The CDC 6400
at the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observatory (sao) in Cambridge,
Massachusetts was used to perform the computer analyses. Since
in both cases the analysis was fairly complex, both procedures
are described here in detail.

Home visit cbservations. Certain characterigsticsg of
the entire visit {e.g., the participants and the length of the
visit) were computed using the ":tatistical Package for the
Social Sciences {(SSPS). fThe computation of the amount of time
spent in various interaction patterns, action medes and content
areas was done by Fortran IV program. The program's major task
was to construct a picture of an entire home visit by combining
data on each agtivity within the visit. In completing the Home
Visit Observation Instrument, observers designated every inter-
action and content area they saw during each activity, as well
ag choosing the most prevalent of each. In previous reports,
only the most prevalent interactiocon (e.9., home visitor initia-
ting to focal parent) and action modes {(e.g., focal child
asking) were used in totaling the amount of time spent in each
area during the entire visit. In the calculaticns of time
spent on various content areas, on the other hand, all content
areas observed were used and the time divided among them

lThe instruction manual for the Home Visit Observation Instru-
ment can be found in Interim Report VI, Appendix C, pp. 141-165.
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accordingly, with a greater percentage of the time going to the
most prevalent content area. In this report, the method used
previously for content areas was used uniformly for interaction
patterns, action modes and content. This did not radically
change the computed shape of the home visit, but should pre-
sent a somewhat more accurate picture of the way time jis spent
during the home visit. This new algorithm was also applied to
the fall 1974 data in constructing the totals displayed in
Figure II-6, so that the comparison between fall 1974 and
spring 1975 data would be meaningful. ‘

Behavior inventories. The analysis of the Classroom
Behavior Inventory and the Parent Behavior Inventory was
done using SPSS. First, frequencies and means were calculated
for each jitem. Next, a factor analysis was performed on
each instrument. The analysis indicated three factors in
the Classroom Behavior Inventory. These were essentially
the same factors which Schaefer had found in his work with
the instrument, so they were named as he did: Extraversion/
Introversion, Considerateness/Hostility, and Task=~Oriented
Behavior/Distractability. Table IV-5 indicates which items
were included on each scale. 1Item 13 on the Classroom
Behavior Inventory was omitted because of its low communality
(.08) and because it did not load high on any factor. Table

A-3 shows the rotated factor matrix for the Classroom Behavior
Inventory.

The Parent Behavior Inventory factor analysis was more
difficult because, unlike the Classroom Behavior Inventory,
the instrument had not been designed with factor analysis in
mind. Also, several items on the Parent Behavior Inventory
apparently confused home visitors £illing out the form. These
were items 2, 7, 10, 14 and 16 -~ all items which contained
explicitly the word "not." Reports from project directors in-
dicated that home visitors had trouble figuring out the direction
of the scale on these negative items. A preliminary analysis
showed some obviously incorrect responses to these items as
well., For example, item 7 ("The parents in this family do not
care enough to continue working with the children") is almost
the opposite of item 13 ("The focal parent will continue to
teach the child in the home and provide a stimulating home
environment for the family"”). It is improbable that a home
visitor would judge the same family to be a 4 ("very much like")
or 1 {"not at all like") for both items. . However., some 8% of
the Parent Behavior Inventories exhibited these combinations.
Therefcre, the scores for these jtems must be interpreted in
this light. Two of the negative items (2 and 7) were excluded
from scale score construction because of this problem and be-
cause they duplicated infcrmation in other items.
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Given these considerations, four factors were extracted
from the Parent Behavior Inventory. Aan examination of the items
included in each one suggested the names: 1) Family Health
and Nutrition; 2) Parental Social and Educational Development;
3) Community Contact and, 4) Independence. Of the five factors
indicated by the analysis, only four were used toO construct
scale scores. The factor composed of negative items 2 and 7
was excluded for reasons mentioned above. Item 6 was omitted
because of its low communality (.14) and because it did not
load high on any of the factors. The remaining four factors
all appeared to be coherent in that they centered around a
common topic, as their names indicate. Table IV-6 in-
dicates which items were included on each scale and Table A-3
containg the rotated factor matrix for the Parent Behavior
Inventory.

Items which loaded high on each factor were grouped
into a scale; in Table A-3, the items contained on each scale
are underlined. Unweighted scale scores were constructed by
taking the mean of item scores on each scale. The scores on
negative items {e.g., "Will be guickly distracted by events in
or outside the classroom") were reversed by subtiacting them
from 5 before they were used in the construction of scale
scores.
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Table A-1

Program Analysis and Cost Instruments

Spring 1975

tnstrument Purpose
I. PROJECT INFORMATION
¢ Director's I. Mix of Services ~- The questionnaire

Interview

I1.

III.

Iv.

was designed to obtain data regard-
ing the intensity of services deli-
very to families., Information from
this interview, together with Home
Visiting Records and Family Service
Questionnaire data, formed the »asis
for discussions about across and
within site variations in terms of
service delivery.

Home Visitor Supervision -- In
followap to findings reported in
Interim Report V (October 15, 1974},
a questionnaire was developed to
find out whether OCD guidance re~
sulted in an increase in supervision.
The interview also scught more de-
tailed information about how home
visitors are supervised, sgtaff re-
responsible for supervision tasks,
and across site variations in the
types and fregquency of supervision.

National Office Support ~- On
this questionnaire, directors
were asked to describe the types
and amount of support they re-
ceived from OCD during the three-~
year demonstration, how these
services were valued by local
projects and what impact they had
on local project operations.
Directors also were asked to help
formulate recommendations for
support sevices to be provided
to future demonstration programs.

Phase Out/Future -- A gquestionnaire
designed to determine what plans
Home Start projects had to
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Instrument Purpose

continue operations at the conclusion
of the demonstration pProgram, as well
as arrangements local projects made
for providing continuing support to
families following graduation. Some
questions also were asked to determine
directors' views about the length of
time familifs should be enrolled in
Home Start.

¢ Nutrition This instrument was designed to
Interview find out whether projects made any

changes in their nutrition activities
with families and home visitor train-
ing in respeonse t£o OCD guidance urging
action toO bring improvements in the
diets Oof children. Two separate
guestionnaires were used for summative
and non-summative projects since the
former dgroup was interviewed extensively
about their nutrition component in
the fall of 1974. PFall interview
data were reported in Interim Report

vI.
& Family Services This self-administered instrument
Questionnaire was completed by all home visitors

in summative as well as non-summative
projects. It was desigped to deter-
mine what types of activities families
participate in, such as group meetings
for children and/or parents, parent
policy council meetings, social gather-
ings, etc. The home visitors also
were asked to indicate how fre-
quently families had been in contact
with them after gracduation and who
initiated the contact. This last
group of data was obtained in order

to address the home visjitor - family
dependency issue.

1Data collected in the fall of 1974 from the six summative

projects also were used to address the jissue of length of
family enrollment. For a description of the Instruments used
see Interim Report VI, pp. 127.
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Instrument

8 Home Visiting Records

o Child and Parent
Behavicr Inven-
tories

& Home Visit Observa-
tion Instrument

1

Purpose

For each summative family, home i
visitoIS indicated for a pericd of

a year— (July 1, 1974 through

June 30, 1975) the freguency and
duration of home visits, how often
the family participated in children's
and/or parent group meetings, parent
policy council meetings, social
gatherings, trips to the doctor,

and other activities. In addition,
home visitors recorded how often

they made brjief visits to each of

the famjlies. Data were collected

t0 determine not only varjations in
service delivery, but alss the ex-
tent to which variations affected
family outcomes. This issue was
addressed in Chapter IV of +his
report,

A child and parent behavior jinven-
tory was developed to obtain some
information from home visitors about
predicted behavior of Home Start
families after thejir graduaticn from
the program. The Child Behavior
Inventory was based on Earl Schaefer's
instrument designed for teachers to
record pupil behavior in the class-
room. On the Behavior Inventory,
home visitors indicated what school
the focal child was expected to en-
roll in, expected date of enrollment
and whether the child would be in-
volved in nursery, kindergarcven or
lst grade. These data were obtained
for a possible follow-up study of
focal children after they enter
public school.

The fall Home Visit Observation In-
strument was used to observe a

Data for the summer months (July through September) were

obtained during spring site visits rather than being recorded
on a weekly basis as was done for the remainder of the year.
The data, as a result, are less detailed ud accurate.
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}trumenp

® Staff Questionnaire
(self-administered)

® jlome Start Infc m-
ation Reports

Ti. COST INFORMATION

® Actual Expenditures

i ® Levered Resources

PurEos\

maximum of three "summative®
families per home visitor. Fam-
ilies were randomly selected for
observation purposes. The data

were collected to determine whether
the major interaction patterns and
the omount of time spent on various
chi’G and parent activities changed
since the fall. -
This instrument was designed to find
out plans of home visitors and other
staff after the conclusion of the
Home Start demonstration. The
gquestionnaire also sought informa-
tion about employment background

of staff and skills they had ob-
tained as a result of their involve-
ment in Home Start. Four staff in
each preject were interviewed to
find ou* what impact their associa-
tion with Home Start had on their
personal lives and plans for their
future.

On families, staff, referrals from
the sixteen Home Start projects.

Data w.re collected in the ten
non-summative pProjects regarding
their actual expenditures for the
one~year period starting October
1, 1973 and ending September 0,
1974, including payroll data,
fringe benefits, travel allowance
and expenditures, occupancy, and
contractor/consultant services.
The data were used to determine
the actual cost in federal dollars
per focal child and family for a
one-year period.

Dafa were also obtained regarding
levered persommel and non-personnel
resources in order to determine the
"total cost" per child and family.
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Pable A-2

Book Instrumentsl

Spring 1875

Working with Families addressing the jissues of:

¢ family recruitment and expectations; e individualizing
Plans for families and assessment of family needs (includ-
ing planning for bilingual/multicultural families and handi=-
capped children); o involvement of siblings jin Home Start
activities; e children's ?roups.*

Parent Involvement addressing the issues of:

® fathers;* o parent groups;* o education and job train-
ing programs; e parent involvement in program elements - -
curriculum, training, evaluation., pPolicy councils;

® participation in community affairs.

Starf addressing the jissues of:

@ selection, recruitment and characteristics; e roles of
staff -- supervisors, home visitors and specialists;

e staff training {(both jin- and pre-service); e evaluation
accountability and staff performance.

Ma..agement and Organization addressing the jissues of:

@ Pprogram structure;* e affiliation with other programs
and agencies;* e Head Start relationship; e locating
resources;* @ transportation; e accountability*

(including record keeping and local politics); e management
styles.

Program

A. Education:

content (cognitive, health, nutrition);
materials used jin visits;

curriculum development processes;
teaching parents to teach their kids.

646 o

——

1Issues followed by an asterisk were addressed in all sixteen
Home Start Projects.
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B. Services:

¢ provided to families;*
® getting services to families;
e outside agencies {arrangements and advocacy).

C. Long~range planning and setting priorities.
Vignettes on stafi and parent meetings

Profiles of Directors, Specialists and home visitors.

166

155




Table A-3

Pactor Matrices for Classroom and Parent Behavior Inventories

Varimax Rotated Pactor Matrix
After Rotation with Kaiser Normalization

Classroom Behavior Inventory

Task-Oriented

Extroversion Behavior/ Considerateness/
Introversion Distractability Hostility
Item 1 ~.67283 . 20622 .05237
Item 2 -.318¢" 72136 -. 06505
Item 3 66933 ~,03997 .05899
Item 4 .18706 ~=a 38094 .33000
Item 5 -.09018 -,15219 . 71705
Item 6 . 00987 .42671 -.42602
Item 7 . 74202 -. 00237 .17635
Iten 8 -.69484 +33495 .13198
Item 9 .19760 ~. 407280 .39068
Item 10 ~.21100 . -67976 ~,15248
item 11 -,01998 -.11547 . 75838
Item 12 -.56835 .17092 .20500
Item 13 .01189 . 26961 -, 08982
Item 34 «34623 44593 .31951
Ttem 15 ~,01192 -39656 ~-,38814
Ttem 16 .04496 ~. 20705 . 586603
Item 17 . 69499 ~.14239 .14267
Item 18 -.27870 67442 -.19343
Parent Behavior Inventory
Health Social and
and Fducational {not Community
Nutirition Deveiopment used} Contact Iindependence
P Trem 1 .36134 ___.61354 -.17245 -,03418 -,11761
P Iten 2 -.08528 -.10471 .64385 .28188 .07514
P Item 3 72926 .32405 ~-.119211 . 00473 -.11306
P Item 4 -.07587 .057%4 -02374 .02616 .44685
P Item S .11393 . 76636 . 00500 -.12446 .14742
P Item 6 .16922 .32869 .02105 -.08931 ~.021z26
P Item 7 -.15964 -.15320 .61985 .21928 .04245
P Item 8 .77697 . 29475 -. 07171 -,04153 -.10407
P Item 2 ~.30540 -.4594} L2871 07421 .45%47
P Item 10 -.01549 -.02917 .18359 54572 -. 06307
P Item 11 —~:£8539 .35592 ~.12157 ~.02921 -.09008
P Item 12 40132 61350 -.245308 ~. 10690 -.07157
P item 13 .47788 - 6420] -.21292 00078 -.16673
P Item 14 .01024 10767 .21451 60022 07566
P Item 15 .19662 61715 -.17566 -.02719 09472
P Item 16 =-. 03147 -.04¢82 .132226 . 50744 04859
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Table h-4
CLALS OO BUHAVION

short Form, K-12%

> 1 Covll' s {reAQ

BY BOUE YYalns:

&Iii. lo l'*

Date

Pocal Chila® rihdate

Site

Home Visitor wWorning with Fanily

The focal cnild will
at the

be entoring Rindergarten/Pirst Grade {cirele one) in

month/vear

. Don*t know

name of school

ANSTRICTTONS

We are intrrosted in
We/ue entey. 2hool or Kindercarten,
think ¢hild will brbave by circling one
Give a *c*ncn;c Lo avery item and BASE YOUR
EXVRRILGCL LD LXPICTATICHS.,  Please do not
fore roaplcting thas form.

4 b
[

of

findung out how you oupect the focal child to behave
Pescribe as accurately as possible
the four ro:
FESPONSE UPON YOU PERSONAL £3HIT
confer with anyone about the child bLe-

when
how vou
qunﬁtjon‘

T g ey
.\...../4,

sponses to Oa"‘ i

Very Some-~ Very Hot at
thach vhat Little ALY
SRLTER Like Like Like Like

. Will Javgh s smile vasily and

spontan’ ously 10 class. 4 3 2 . 1
2. Wil)} wo:k carnestly at hisg classwork;

will nol takce it lightly. 4 3 2 ]
3. WilY have a low, uusteady or uncertain

voice L fpo J?an to teacher or

a group of ¢laromatoess, 4 3 2 3
4. Will he qguickly distcacted by events in

or outside the classroom 4 3 2 1
5. Wil) tre to ot even with c¢hild with

whom he is anygry. 4 3 2 H
6. WilY wait his turn willingly. 4 3 2 1
7. M3 ucus)ly Lo nad, solemn and scrious

Jockh g, 4 3 2 3
8. Will like to (oprega his ideas and vicwe. 4 3 2 b|
LT E, E e e A By Rretrron. Adapted Ty Sbt ocociaten Ine. with poreiecion
O cn! Lro Do A e Nittoenadd Y St oveglartson, unider Ccoptrowt Heaet I-
YIRS DOV I S partiont o f litd, e of Cld D-’:\‘v]ur?:u-nt.
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LR

Jo.

iy

2.

13.

14.

16.

17.

186.

| o e

. i69

Very Some~- vary Not at
Mueh what Little ALl
) Like Like Like Like
Wil sorctames iy attentions other tinge
musi b spoken {0 constanily, 4 3 2 1l
Will watch carefully when teacher or 4
clasenate is showing how to do some-
thiug. £ 3 2 1
Will got angry gulckly whoen others do
not &gree with his opinien. 4 3 2 1l
i1l not wait for cthors to approach hin,
but swiks oub olhers. 4 3 2 1
Wikl iry not to do orxr say anytbing vhich
would hurt others. 4 3 2 4
Will often not ha pble to ansuer a
guewtion, becau.c hi$ mind has wandered. ¢ 3 2 1l
$ill give the other an opporiunity Lo &%~
prers s poind of view. 4 3 2 i
Will ridicule and wmock oihers without
reoard for thesy feelings, 4 K 2 3
31} tend to withith o and jselate hine-
seif, oven when he 18 supiosed to be
working with a group. 4 3 2 i
$WilY slick with & job untlil it is
finirhed, oven 3F it is difficult for him. 4 3 2 1



e o |

TO BE FILLYD O
BY HOWE VIS1ul{..
PARLIMT BUHAVADL THVEHTORY®

Parr~ut's Home Date

D hidd's ume Site

Hoawr Victtor Working with Family

Date of lnrollment

Month/Year

INSTRUCTICNS

Ve are interestdd in finding out how you exp~ct the family to behave guring the first
yoar after leaving the lome Start Progran, Describe as accurately as possible how
you Lhin'. i~ focal pavent{s) will kehave by circling one of the four responses ro
each questicn,  Give a response Lo every iteim and BASE YOUR RESFOUSE (PC PERSONAL
ORGERVATI{ L, FRPERILNCE ARD EXPECTATIONS. Please do not confer with anyone about
the family before completing this form,

PIMIEPLR, Taln HOW YO THILK T very Some-  Very Not all
FZNTLY W77 LUARUD WHEN LHAVLEG Huch what Little Al
THEHOUE &7 W5 PYOSRAS Like Like Like Like

1. Thepa=ints in this family will work
with tcachers and other school staff
Lo Ledr the ehidldren's schools
expw icnge. 4 3 2 i

2. The focal perent (3) will probably not
maint.n the ¢ain~ in peraosal skills
and self-detornination she has achieved

while she was in Bome Stari. 4 3 2 1
3. Thiv femaly w111 maintain o sefe, clean

and T, ithy phycioael environacnt fou

Lthe children ond other fanily wembers. 4 3 2 1
4. I will receive frogquent plvnme €alls

from thi. fawily anking for help in

solving cowe preoblen 1ile Uransportetion,

COmuanI v, L oy o, Fanily or child

probloes, ot 4 3 2 1

L9
)

The focal parent (u) will be actively

invealv. 1 din orgaynsing other parants

for yore on roch as Lesant andfor

vedinee raghe e, drecus oy ns aboul

Con ity wff oy, anvelvement in

Lhe sobo0ls, ote. 4 3. 2 1

Fopews lor T b, ALY A Lomaten ey, Cude oo, Thisnoclanetts for use undey Office
of Chald beoeclsen an, HEW, Contract Hoo 1M 0=00=72-177.  April 1975,
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6.

9.

10.

11,

[P

16,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:
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Vory Some~ Very NHot at
‘uch what ‘Little All
Like Like Like Like

This foaily will) hnow whor to contact

Yin the Crunanite o oblatn help for .

any prerronal or family problens. 4 3 2 1

The parents in this family do not

care onoalh Lo conlinue working with

the ohildren. 4 3 2 1

The foral parent will provide a

heailhy dict for ber family. 4 3 2 1

This fanily 311 necd a lot of continuing .

cypvarl o maintain the atilities learned

dur ing jome Stert involvenent. 4 3 2 1

The focal parent(s) will not have any

centict vilh other Home Start familios

aftor they Jeave the program. 4 3 2 1

The {ecal varent will insure epproprieste

and timely health carve fer her children. 4 3 2 1

ary iy - i z .

The focal parent vitli coatinue her own

devilopment in o useful way. 4 3 2 1

Thi fooal parent will continue LO teach

the chald iu the hewe and provide a

stirmualal irg howme enviromment for the

famrly. 4 3 2 1

The parentn in thic family will not

sup porl a strong comniily netvork. 4 3 2 1

i focald parent will continue to be

involved in ol training programs ovr

aduit cducation courses Lo upgrade

skill-.. 4 3 2 1

This family will not be uning a wide

variely of com=—mity resourees. 4 3 2 1
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DESCRIPTION OF SUMMATIVE MEASURES

Brief descriptions of each of the child and parent measures
used in the summative evaluation are included in this appendix.
The child measuresg are listed in Figure B-1, organized into five
categories: school readiness, soclal-emotional development,
physical development, nutrition and medical care. The parent
measures are listed in Figure B-2, in four groups: mother and
child relationship, mother as teacher, home materials for the
child, and use of community resources. Detalls regarding the
items contained in each measure and psychometric data can be
found in Appendix D.

Child Measures

Preschool Inventory (PSI)

The PSI is a general measure of children's achievement in
areas that are often regarded as necessary for success in school.
Children are asked questions of general knowledge (e.g.. "What
does a dentist do?") and basic concepts {(e.g., "Put the blue car
under the green box"). The PSI used in the Home Start evaluation
is a 32-item adaptation of the 64-item Cooperative Preschool
Inventory published by the Educational Testing Service. The
32-item version was originally adopted for the Head Start Planned
Variation study and was selected for use in the Home Start
evaluation partly because of its previous use in a national
evaluation.

Denver Developmental Screening Test (DDST)

The DDST was designed to aid in the early discovery of
developmental problems in four areas: Fine Motor Adapti-e,
fanguage, Gross Motor, and Personal-Social. It is primarily
intended to be used as a diagnostic screening procedure with
individual children to identify those who are developmentally
delayed.

Since the ppST includes items that are appi.cabie for
children who range in age from two weeks tO six years, items
suitable for the Home Start age range had to be selected.
This was done by examining the norms published .n the DDST
Manual and selecting items that would discriminate among
children in the 3- to 6-year-cid range. ¥Foi the Tall 1972
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pilot testing, 32 items were selected that ranged in diffi-
culty, according to the norms, from those that 80% of the
3-year-olds passed to those that no child in this age group
would be expected to pass. A few DDST items falling in this
range were not included since they duplicated PSI items.
Three items found to be deficient in the spring evaluation
were deleted in an attempt to make the instrument more stable
and more sensitive to age changes. In addition, revisions
were made in a few items, instructions to community inter-
viewers in the test booklet were clarified, and the order of
administering the subscales was revised so that Fi 2 Motor
items were administered first. ExXxperience of the test's
authors suggested that rapport with children in this age
group might be better established if these items were given
first. As administered for this evaluation, answers to the
Personal~Social scale items were provided by the mother. The
other three scales were administered directly to the children.
The test was not designed to yield scale scores, but for the
purposes of the Home Start evaluation, scale scores were
obtained by adding together items within each of the four
separate areas of functioning.

Child Food Intake Questionnaire

The Child Food Intake Questionnaire was developed in
spring 1973 to obtain a quantitative and qualitative index of
food consumption., It utilized a system of 24-hour recall
whereby mothers were asked to report all foods eaten by their
child on the preceding day. Specifically, the mother was asked
what the focal c¢hild ate for breakfast, lunch and dinner, and
any snacks in between. The interviewer probed for exact duanti-
ties of all foods. To help the mother estimate duantities of
food more accurately and to help the tester reliably record
the mother's responses, the tester used plastic, child-size
beef patties (2 ounces), glasses (4 ounces and 8 ounces) and
bowls {10 ounces) marked at one-fourth cup intervals, and
tablespoons. The testers were instructed not to suggest "appro-
priate" amounts >f food; rather, the mother was asked to point
to markings on the glasses and bowls that indicated how much of
a certain food the child had eaten. The tester mentioned
particular foods only when probirg for possible additions which
might have been forgotten (such as milk on dry cereal or
lettuce on sandwiches). An additional elerent was added to the
Food Intake Questionnaire in fall 1973 by having community
interviewers ask whether the child took wvitamins.

IPThroughout the development of the DDST format used in tne
Home Start evalution, Dr. William Frankenburg and Mrs. Alma
Fandel have been extremely cooperative in helping to adapt
their instrument.
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The questionnaires were coded according to two sets of
criteria. The first was based on the total number of "servings"
eaten in each of seven food groups (milk, meat, eggs, vitamin-A
vegetables, breads, and cereals). A total Food Score was then
derived by summing the number 0f servings across food groups.
Quantities used in defining servings are listed in the coding
instructions attached to this appendix. The second set of
criteria provided qualitative information by setting a maximum
score for each of the seven food groups bkased on the nutritional
requirements for that group. If the number of food servings was
greater than the maximum Nutrition Score for a particular food
group, the maximum score was coded. The scores for the seven

groups were then summed to create a total Nutrition Score for
each child.

Height and Weight

Information on the height and weight of children in the
sample was collected to assess physical growth and to determine
possible height and weight differences among groups. These are
particularly important data for addressing the question of
initial group differences as height and, to a lesser extent,
weight are general indicators of physical growth and large

discrepancies from the norms may be related to nutritional
status.

Schaefer BRehavior Inventory (SBI)

The SBI consists of 15 descriptive statements of child
behavior that are read to the child's parent. Two typical
items are "Stays with a job until he finishes it" and "Likes :
to take part in activities with others.” The mother indicates
the degree to which the description fits the child by responding
on a seven point scale from "never" to "always". The SBI con-
tains three scales of five items each, labeled Task Orientation
ETO), Extraversion-Introversion (EI), and Hostility-Tolzarance
HT) .

Pupil Observation Checklist (POCL)

tUpon completion of testing and interviewing, each community
interviswer was asked to rate the child on a seven point scale
consisting of 9 bipolar adjectives such as "resistive-~cooperative"
and "quiet-talkative".! The checklist has two scales: Tes:

'A tenth item ("calm-excited") was added to the rating form
in fall 1973 to conform to the rating scale completed for
the home observations, but is not included in the analysis
of the POCL data.
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Crientation items pertaining to the child's behavior during the
testing situation, and Sociability items pertaining to the child's
general overall behavior as seen by the testers.

8-Block Task

A gcore was derived from the 8-Block Task based or the
child's placement and explanation at the end 0f the mother's
teaching. This measure is described as part of the 8-Block
Task description under the section on parent measures.

Madical Care

Information on medical care was collected as part of the
Parent Interview (see Figure B-1).

Parent Measures

High/Scope Home Environment Scale (HES)

The Home Environment Scale is a 37-item parent questic.naire
designed to obtain informatica on the child's home environment.
The final form of the HES was derived from the spring 1973
testing. Twenty-nine of the items are "yes—-no" guestions on
three different checklists and the rest are single guestions
~shich present the mother with three responses from which to
choose. OQut of these 37 items, only 26 are used in the six
scale analyses. Most of the extra items were included in the
guestionnaire as fillers, since they were likely to be answered
favorably by the mothers and thus contribute to a more pleasant
interviewing experience.

Mother Behavior Observation Scale (MBOS)

The Mother Behavior Observation Scale is a l0-item obser-
vation checklist filled out by the community interviewer fol-
lowing the last visit to a family. The checklist provides
three possible responses corresponding to the frequency that
the bchavior was observed (never, once or twice, and three
times or more). There are five items belonging to a "supportive"
behavior scale and four to a "punitive® scale. One item {(amount
of child's artwork displayed in the home) refers tc behavior not
directly observed, belongs to neither scale, ind was not included
in the analysis. This item also was not rec.orded for many of
the Head Start families as testing generall: took place at the
Head Start center. “
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Parent Interview (PI)

The Home Start Parent Interview was originally developed
to obtain information about the child's medical histoxry, the
parent's involvement in activities outside the home, the parent's
use of community resources and parental locus of control. It
was also used as a vehicle for obtaining feedback from the
parents on their reactions to the testing and interviewing.

8§-Block Sort Task

One of the more widely used procedures for assessing
mother-child interaction in a teaching context is the 8-Block
Task developed by Hess and Shipman in their Chicago study of
maternal teaching styles. The 8-Block has been used in the
Planned Var‘-tion Head Start evaluation and in the ETS~Head
Start Longitudinal Study, which was one of the reasons it was
originally selected for use in the Home Start evaluation.
Although the situation created by the task is artificial it
does provide the opportunity for direct observation of the
mother's behavior that complements the verbal reports obtained
from parents by the Home Environment Scale.

There are three stages in the 8~Block Task. The community
interviewer guides the mother through the block sorting procedure
in a standardized way, the mother is asked *o teach the task to
the child, and at the end the child is asked to demonstrate
whether he has learned the principles according to which the
blocks are sorted.

In the first stage, the community interviewer teaches the
mother how to sort eight wooden blocks into fouy guadrants of a
12" x 12" board. 'The blocks vary on four dimensions--~height
{tall or short), mark (X or O on the ends of the blocks), color
{(red, yellow, green, or blue), and shape (rectangular or circular
in cross~section). The relevant dimensions for sorting are height
and mark. In the second section of the task, the mother teaches
her child how to sort the blocks. Although the community inter-
viewer proceeds through a series of discrete steps in a fixed
order, the mother is told she can teach the child in any way she
wants. The third stage of the task begins when the mother tells
the community interviewer that she is firished with her "teaching”.
The community interviewer then gives the child two new blocks
{(one at a time) and asks him to place them on the board in the
group where they "belong”. The results of the child's placements
and his explanations of the placements indicate whether the child
has learned the sorting task and can deneralize the sorting
principle to new objects that vary on the same dimensions.

The complete task was tape recorded and coded (see coding
instructions attached to this appendix). Three items of non-
verbal behavior coded by the interviewer: punishment, mother
moving blocks, and child moving blocks.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Fli e B-1

CHILD MEASURES

NATIONAL HOME START EVALUATION

SPRING 1975

Measure Type RespPondent
S¢hool Realiness

s Pre.chool Iaventory, & measure of childrea's Test Child
achievement in skill areas that are commonly
regarded as necessary for success in schooli

o pps¢! Langyage Scale, a measure of childrea's Test Child
ability to understand spoken lan~.ige and to
respond verbally;

o E-Block Child Task Score, a measure of children's Test Chila

-

L]

N

ability to acquire abstract concepts taught by
the mothers

8=3.0ck Child Talk Score, a measure ¢f how many
task related comments children make while mothers
teach thew to sort four kinds of blocks into groups.

i1zl-Emectional vevelopment

§alc Task Crientation Scales a4 measure of children's

task involvement and motivation te complete tasks

SBl Extraversjon~Inrrovarsion Scale, a measure of

thildren's lnterest in reiating to other peoplei

5Bl Hoetzlity~-Tolerance Scale, 4 measure of child-
ren's obility to yefrain from emoticnal outbursts
when things don't work out just right:

UDST Persoual-Social S:ale, a measure of children's
abilfty to lress themse'ves and to mux with others;

#00L? Tesy Orientation Sczle, < measure of child-
ren's task invelvement while working w.th the
commuitity anterviewers

POCL Sociability Scale, a measure of rhe level of
chyldren’s social luferaction while working wich

the coraunity interviewer.

thesical LBecolupment

Betphis
_fithe;
DDEL Grose dotc  Scales a measure ¢f children's

ability to coordinazte movement of the whole body
ta accenplish a tasks

DDSI Fane Motor gcale, a measure of children's
abyiity to perform complex wovementy with por-

viens ef the body.
mf
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FIGURE B-1, CONTINUED
CHILD MEASURES

Measure

Type

ResPondent

Nutrition -- (Foods eaten by the child during the past day)

-]

*

.i
i

Milk Group score {milk, cheese, jce cream):

Meat Croup score (meats, pesmut buteer, dried besms
and peast;

ERg Group score {(eBgs);

A-Vegetables score (carrots, sgquash, sweet
potatoes);

Cirrus Fruits gcore (oranges, grapefruits
tomatos);

Other Vegetables score (potatoes, apples);

Breads and Cereals scor: (breads, cereals,
macaroni, rice):

Nutrition Total scorg sum of previous scores);

Vicamins (yes/no.

edical Care

Imuatzrtion Since Fail, a yes/no score indicating
whether children have had DPY, pelins or measles
icmunizations between fall 197h and sprine 19733

Mouths Since last Doctor Vislt;

reason for Last Doctor Visit {(checkup or something
Jrondl

Months Since Last Dentigt Vasii;

Feason for Last Dentist Visit {checkup or something
I
Hrong;;

1J;-bsT: Lenver Llevelopmental Screening Test

*lsl: Schusrfer Sehavior Inventory
3pulL: rapil Observaiion Cheeklist

= ||m Aruiext providea by enc
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24 Hour Recall

24 Hour Recall

24 Hour Recall

24 Hour Recall

24 Hour Recall

24 Hour Recall

24 Hour Recall

24 Hour Recall

Questiommaire

Questionnaire

Questionnaire

Questionnaire

Quastioanai re

Hother

Hothex

Mothor

Hother

Hother

Mother

Hother

Hother

Mother

Horher

Mother

Hother

Hother

Mother
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FIGURE B-C
FARENT HMEASURZS

NATIONAL HOME START EVALUATION

SFRING 1975

Heasure _Type Respondent
Mother apd Child Relationship

e H/3 qg§1 Mother_Involvement Scale, a measure of Questrionnaire Mother
how often mothers spend time with their children
in games, pleasant conversatior, and other activi-
ties children like;

s #/5 HES Household Tasks Scale, a measure of how Questionn ire Mother
citen childrea "help” their mothers with some
simple household tasks;

o MB03% Supportive Scale, a measure of how often Observation Tester
mothers praised or encouraged thelr children in
tne presence of the communicy interviewer;

¢ MBS Punitive Scale, a measure of how often Observation Tester
mothers Scolded, threatemed, or ¢raticised cheir
chiidren in the piresence of the community inter—
viewer.

sether as Teacher

@ #/8 URY Mother Teaches feaple, a measure of which Questionnaire Muther
elementary reading and writing skills morhers are
trying to teach their ¢hildren;

e f-Block Request Talk, a measure of how {requently Obgervation Coder, from )
mothers attemot to elicdt child ralk focusing on audio tape ?x
the relevant block sorting dimensions of helght Mother & Child
and mark;

« s-Block Diagnostic, o measure of how many requests  Observation Coder, from
The mother makes for talking of the kind likely to audic tape of
per the child to think about the sorting problem Mother & Child
{open~ended gquestions, rather than questions seek-
ini the answer ghout the specific dimensions);

e i=Block Talk About, & megsure of how frequently Observation Coder, from
rothers talk about the relevant dimensions of the audlo tape of
-»Cl'til'l.g task; Mothar & Child

o 8=3lock luteractious/Mloute, a measure cf the Observation Cedet, from
average number of times pe. minute that th con- awdio tape of
versation 8hifts from chr sother to the child and Mother & Child
vite versai

s $-3lock Mean Length of Striny a measure of the Observation Coder, from
average number of uninterrupted mether comments, audio tape of
reflecting the extent to which the mother engages Mother & Child
in a monolog;

e 8~flock reedback, a measure of how frequenrly Observation Coder, from

mothers react to zhildren’s comments or block
placements {includes praise and acknovledgement,
encouragement, cad correccioms).
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FIGURE B-Z, CONTIKUED
PARENT MEASURES

Measure Type Respondent

Home Marerials for the Child

s H/5 UE$ Books Scale, a measure of how many children's Questionnalre HMother
books are in the home, and how often someone reads
stories to the children:;

s iI/S HES Playthings Scale, a measure of now many of Questionnaire Hother
some coomon, ordinary playthings most children lixe
are it the hode.

Use of Community Resources

s Wzlfare department; Questionnaire Mother
¢ Food Stamps propram; Questionnaire Hother
o Medicaid: Questionnaire Mother
® FTood comodities; Gueationnaire Mocher
e lLocal hosplcal; Questionnaire Hocher
s Public health clinics Questionnaire Mother
s Mencal healeh clindcs Questionnaire Mother
¢ Family counseling 3gencies: Questionnaire Mother
o Pluaned Farenthood: Questionmnaire Mother
® Day care program; Questionnaire Mother
o Recreacional programs; Questionnaire Hother
e Legal aid propram; Questionnaire Mother
s Housing authority; Questionnafre Mother
@ State employment office; Questionnaire Mother
s J00 1rEIDLNE DrOATHns. Guestionnaire Mother
reaizationu. Totel, & score indicatzing hoy many ot Lhe wuestionnaire Mot ney

Cilowing orsaniiations scre family peober belcougs Lo,

cureat-teacher's organization, boy scoubs, girl scouls,
=4 CLah, or cther ¥Youth groups; church organzzation or
taial zlubs wnd politicel orgemization.

Parent Lotus of Contro., elght gquestions desling with ‘nterview Mother
Srmutigal protiems te be solved; fcored to 1ndlicate
dewree "f personsl responsibility for solvang the problen,

] . . . . : -
70 fse . tighd Lzope ome Snvironment dtale

M.y, Hatmer Behavaor Jbservation Scale
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FOOD INTAKE CODING INSTRUCTIONS

1973-1975

Food intake coding is based on the total amount of food
eaten during the day. When £figuring the total amount of milk, j
etc., it does not matter at what meal the child gets the food. i

In calculating the score for each foond droup or subgroup,
it does not matter which specific foods were eaten. Add them
all together.

1. MILK GROUP - Code number of servings (1.0, 2.5, 1.25, etc.).
* 1 serving = 1 cup

Foods include: milk, cheese (2 0z; 1 slice =
1l oz), ice cream.

2. MEAT - Code number of servings,

* } serving = 2 02, 2 T =1 oz

Foods include: beef, veal, pork, lamb, poultry,
fish, dried beans (% c), peas
{% c), peanuts (% c), peanut
butter (5 T; 1 T = .20}, almonds
{% c), balogna (1 slice = 1k o2),
sausage links (1 = 1 oz}, bacon
(2 slices = 2 ¢z}, vienna sau-
sages (1 = ¥ o0z}, sardines (1l =
% oz), hot dogs (1 = 2 oz).

3. EGGS = Code number ©f eggs

4, VEGETABLES (dark green or deep yellow)
- Code number of servings.

* 1 serving = % cup or 1 stalk
Foods include: carrots, collards, dandelion
greens, kale, mustard greens,
pumpkin, spinach, sguash, sweet
potatoes, turnip greens.

5. CiIRUS FRUIT OR VITAMIN C RICH FRUIT

- Code number of servings,
* 1 serving = number in parentheses

Foods include: orange Jjuice ()% ¢), orange (%),
grapefruit juice (% c¢), grape-
fruit (%), pPineapple (1 ¢),
raspberries (1 c¢), strawberries
(% c), tangerineg (1}, tangerine
juice (4 c¢), watermelon (1 wedge
4" x 8"), tomato {l; 6 slices =

163” 1 serving or 1 tomato: 1 slice =
~ .16), tomato juice (1 c¢), cran-
berry juice (% ¢}, Tang (45 <),

B EMC 173 Hi-C (% c}.




FOOL INTAKE CODING INSTRUCTIOQNS {(cont.)

. OTHER FRUITS & VEGETABLES

-~ Code number of serxrvings.

* 1 serving =

or % small apple, banana, estc.
Foods include: Jjuices (% ¢}, pctatoes (% ¢},

% cup vegetable or % cup fruit Jjuice,

7. BREADS & CEREALS

- Code number of servings.

* 1 serving =

Foods include- macaroni (% ¢), rice (% c),

banana (%)}, pickles (2 med.),
french fries (12), applesauce
{¥ ¢}, potato salad (2 T}.

1 slice bread or % cup cereal

crackers (4) pancake (1l).

VITAMINS

1
2

No
Yes

N

ASSISTED

1
2

No
Yes

KIND

None

Other
Regular
Iron + Reg.

[ Py

I I I ||

COMBINATIONS OF FOOD GROUPS:

creamed potatoes = 1 part votato, 1 part milk

gumbo = {eg.} 1 part rice, 1
canned soup: 1 cup vegetable

1 cup chicken noodle = 1/2 cup noodles
1 cup uncanned soup = 2 T meat, 2 T vegetables
1l egyg, & slices bread

6 pieces Irench toast
3 pieces french toast
2 pieces french toast
plain chile: 3/4 cup

1/2 cup 1/4 ¢
chile with beans, etc. = (eg.

1/2 e
1/3 e

U I I I |

tomato Jjuice
spaghetti & meatballs = 3 parts spaghetti, 1 part meat
cheese macaroni = 3 parts macaroni, 1 part cheese

1

vegetables
{continu

1/2 cup meat

L pot pie: pie crust = 1 slice bread, meat = 2 oz., disregard

part chicken, 1 part sausage
= 1/4 cup ‘other' vegetables

gg, 3 slices bread
gg, 2 slices bread

up meat
) 1 part beans, 1/2 part meat, 1 part

ed novr:t page)
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COMBINATIONS OF FOOD GROUPS {(cont.)

tuna sandwich: bread = 2 slices, 3 T tuna
peanut butter sandwich = 2 slices bread, 2 T peanut butter
TV dinner {(eg., chicken): 3 pieces chicken = 5 oz.,
1/4 cup vegetables
1/2 cup mashed potatoes
combination jars of babyfood: count as vegetables, no meat
taco: meat = 1/4 cup
cheese = 1 T
lettuce = 1/4 cup
tamale: 1 part meat, 1 part corn bread
1/2 cup cereal = 1/2 cup cereal, 1/4 cup milk
1l cup beef stew: meat = 1/4 cup
vegetables = 1/2 cup
1 cup pudding = 1 egg, 1 cup milk
gravy f{(hamburger) = 1 cup meat, 1/2 cup milk

GROUP 1

ice cream sandwicn = 4 o0oz. ice cream
ice cream bar = & 0z ice cream
ice cream ~o. = 1/3 cup ice cream (0.33 serving}

small ice c<ream co..ce 1/4 cup ice cream

1.

ot 2 bt p

Q0

GROUP 2

1/2 cu~ gpur & beans = ] serving meat

2 slicc. bacon = 1 servinc (2 ©z}

2 slices salt p -k = 1 serving (2 oz)

1 slice lunch meat = 1-1/2 oz (0.75 serving)
Jhicken: L drumstick = 2 oz

thigh = 3 ¢z

wing = 1 oz
back = 1 oz
neck = 0 02
breast (whole} = ¢ oz

gizzard = 1 oz
liver = 1 -

1 fisnstack = 1-./2 oz
"Bar B Q" = meat

Z vienna sausage = 1 oz

1 sardine = 1 o2

N

GRMUIP 3

2 T scramblic egy = 1 egg

SROUE 4




GROUP S

1l cup tomato soup = 1 serving
2 T tomato sauce = 1 serving (1 oz)

GROUP 6

1/2 banana = 1 serving
1 leaf lettuce = 1/4 cup

GROUP 7

1 medium~sized biscuit = 1 slice bread
1 hamburger or hot dog bun = 2 slices bread
4 crackers = 1 slice bread (if no amount given, disregard)
corn bread: 1 slice = 1 slice bread

I "3-inch" slice = 1 large piece = 2 slices bread
1l piece medium pizza = 1 slice bread
1 taco = 1 slice bread

DISREGARD:

coke

cookies

cake
doughnuts
pie

potato chips
onion rings
animal crackers
cool whip
mayonnaise
butter

fruit 'punch'
fruit 'drink'

slushes
i popsicles
jello
kooclaide
tea
coffee
ol ives
Wb, 4 T = 1/4 cup
16 T = 1 cup
2 oz = 11 cup
8 vz = 1 cup
2T = 178 cun booe
185
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CODING MANUAL: 8-—BLOCK AUDIO TAPE

High/Scope Educational Research Foundation
June, 1875

The audio portion of the 8-Block Sori Task is scored
ac  rding to 30 mother and child verbal interaction categor-
ies. Three task-specific categories--"Request Talking,"
"Request Understanding", and "Request Placement"--£fall under
the MOTHER head~g. The task-specific category, "Talk About",
is found under bhoth MOTHER and CHILD headings. Each task-
specific category -rontains four subclassifications--Height,
Mark, Height and Mmark, and Unclassified. The mother and child
categories are listed in Figure 1.

Tallying on the 8-Block Audio Score Form is sequential.
The initial verbalization is scored in the far left-hand
column, with subsequent verbalizations tallied in succeeding
columns from left to right across the page.

The language that typically occurs when a mother is inter-
acting with her child does not neztly fall into identifiable
units. There are, for example, many occurrences of incomplete
sentences, 3ingle word utterances, and interrupted speech. In
order to coda the language, it is ne.o3sary to impose some
sort of order on these verbali-a<ions.

To facilitate the process of scoring the 8-Block tapes,
the coders should consider whether a verbalization is a
complete sentence or a phrase. Each complete sentence must be
coded as a single unit. For example, the sequence "These are
small. These blccks go here.", consists of two distinct
sentences and each cne would be scored according to the coding
categories. Phrases are coded as separate units only if they
are sepcrated from a sentence or other phrase by a pause of
two seccnds or more. If there 15 no pause bhetween phrases, the
connec*.d phrases are scored as on< unit. For example, "The
~all ~arcle...{pause)..., Where does the tall circle go?" would :
be codea 2¢ two verbalizations. If the pause after "circle” j
were less _.i.an two seconds, tbls would be coded as one verbal- j
122L100 . !

n n

Li s <t v 3 ~r phrases are cuanected by "and", "or",
"put", or "so", tooy are scored as one anit, unless there is
a two second pause between them. For example, "Is this big '
or 1s this little]” without a pause woul” be tallied as one
anit. "Is this big...{pause)...or is this little?" contains
two units and each one should be coaed. A stop watch cali-
brated to !5 -2cond shculd be used for determining the length
of pauses wh .o th_ »re not clearl; longer than twe seconds.
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Categor.a2s Used

MOTHER CATEGORIE,

Regquest Talking
1. Height
2. Mark
3. Height & Mark
4. Unclassified
Feguest Understand.ng
5 Height
6. Mark
7. Height & Mar:
8. Unclassified
Request Placement
9. Heiqght
10. Mark
11. Height & Mark
12. Unclassified

Talk About
13. Height
14, Mark

15. Height & Mark
16. Unclassified

e T A

i7. Direct Regquest
18. Comment
19, Task Irrelevancy

20, Praise/Acknowledge

21. Encourage

22. Bribe/Threaten/Demecan

23, Corre<tion/Nona

Flgure L

B focang “other-Chila =2r al
Interaccinns

CHTLer CAPRCORIES

Tall Abou

z% . Heigybt

25 Mar

26 Heigrt & Mc-Vv
27. Unclassiiiec

- Lm R R e o A o N TV . W -

8. Comments
9. Tgsk Irre:aveiacy
{. ref.se/Fe onov

e
Q0
-}
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MOTHER CATEGORIES

Reguest Talking

The Request Talking category is for requests by the mother
to the child in which the mother is expressly attempting to
elicit a height (tall or short) or mark (X or 0) response
from the child. These Statements are distinguished by a
reference to a dimens.on in the sentence.

1. Phrases to be tallied under Request Talking-Height are
thﬁse asking the child to verbalize "tall", "short",
"hig", "little", etc. The following phrases, for
example, require one tally under Request Talking-Height:

"Tall. What about this?” (A dimension preceeding
a request inderstanding if rot separated by 2
seconds ... considered part of that sentence.)

"Are these big or little blocks?" (It is assumed
that the response tre mother is attempting to
elicit from the child is "big" or "little" and not
“yes" or "no".)

"What sice s this cne?"

“Was it a big one, or was it a little one?”

2. Sentences to be tallied under Regquest Talking-Mark:

"Is this X or is this 02"
“What's this got?"
"¥. What about that one?"
“what.'s =hat on top of the block?"
"Aid they have the..."
"And it's got..." (Sentences in an appropriate
context, that ask for but omit the dimension are
tallied here.)
3. For a sentence tO be tallied under Request Talking-
Height and Mark, the mother must refer to both

dimensions of the blocks, while asking the c¢child to
verbalize at least one dimension. For example:
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"1s this little or big with X or 02"
{(Mother is asking child to verbalize both
dimensions.)

"These are small and they've got what?"
(Mother refers to both while asking child

to verbalize only one.)

"This is how tall and it's got what on top?"
"It's 0, but what's different about them?”
"“This has a 0 and it's how tailz"

"Phis is big and what's on top?"

"These are small and...?"

A two-second pause between "This is big...(pause)...

and what's on top?" would make it necessary to score

"This is big" under Talk About-Height and "“and what's
on top?" under Request Talking-Mark.

Phrases to be tallied once under Request Taiking-
Unclassified:

"What's the difference between these two blocks?"
"what about these?”

"How's this one the same as that one?”

“What is that?"

"Wwhat does that look like2"

Phrases containing "say it" or "tell me" are usually
tallied under Request Talking:

"Tell me what this one is...say it.” (Two tallies
under Request Talking-Unclassified are required
because these are two distinct sentences.)

"Tell me where you think this belongs." (One
tally under Request Talking-Unclassified.)

dequest Understanding

Request Understanding is for requests in which the mother
dttempts to avoke a verbal or non-~veronal response from the

{but she does not seek a specitic height or mark

(esponse) . For example, "Is this one little?® requires a
"yes" or "no" answer from the child and is thus tallied
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under Request Understanding-Height. Sentences scored in
the Request Understanding category must deal specifically
with the task and must request thai the child understand
a certain facet of the task. Statements requesting the
child to find a block or a dimension are always coded
Request Understanding. All statements containing "see"
are classified here also.

5. EXamples of sentences to be tallied under Request
Understanding-Height:

"Point to the big one."

"What size is that? Big." (Without a 2 second
pause, when the mother answers her own question
the entire statement is coded in Request Under-
standing category.)

"Look at the baby blocks."

"Can you show Mommy which blocks are little?"
"This is bigger than that, isn't it?"

"Give Mommy the little ones.”

"If you put them side by side, Danny, see that's
a lot smaller than that, isn't it?"

"The tall one?" (Coded under Request Understand-
ing because of the intonation, i.e., she is
asking the child for acknowledgement.)

"All these blocks are tall, right?"

"Take the little one out of here."

"Do you want to look at the little blocks for a
minute?"

"can Ricky find another big block xor Mommy?"
"Isn't that tiny?"

"Bll thnse blocks, you see they're small?"

Sentences containing "tell me” are usually tallied under
Request Talking; however, an example of one to be scored

under Request Understanding-Height is:

“Tell Mommy where the tall one is."
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6. Examples of phrases to be tallied under Reguest Under-
standing-Mark:

"Is this an X?"

"Where's the other zero one?"

"See the X block over here?"

"Look at the top."

"Does that have a 0 on it?”

"This is a zero and this is an X, right?"
"Wwhat did you put the white circle here for?”
"The marks, see them?"

"Mommy wants you to take the blocks over here
that are marked the same.”

"Now you're going to take these two blocks--
see the circles?-~and match them together.,”
(No pause, one tally.)

7. Phrases to be tallied under Request Understanding-
Height and Mark:

"Find the little X."

"Are these the same height and do they have
the sa. e mark on top?"

"Show me the Mommy blocks that have 0's."
"Take the tall ones and match them with the X's."

8. Phrases to be tallied under Request Undetstanding-
Unclassified:

"Is this one in the right place?”

"You have too many people in this house and
not enough people in this house, don't you?"

"Then *hat doesn't go there, does it?”
"Does it go there?"

"Think you can remembeX now?"
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"Why?" (All "whys" are tallied separately under
Request Understanding.)

"Do you see where they go on the bhoard?"
"Do you want to put it with this one?”
"Lannie, does it go here or over here?"

"Look at all the blocks and see which ones have
pencil marks on them."

"What are you going to do with these?"
"Wwhat did Mommy show you awhile ago?"
"Doesn't it belong here?"

"Pick them up."

"Make sure", "you make sure." (Bach of these
receives one tally for Request Understanding.)

"What's wrong with this group?"

"See how it would go?"

"why don't you pick these up?”

"How many is that?" (Mother must not be simply
asking the child to count; she should be teaching
the child according to the number of blocks
appropriate to each group for the statement to be
tallied here.)

"Do you see all these here?"

"Now I want you to finish taking these blocks."
"Find another one."

"Get tiie other ones."

"Iry annther one.”

"Does it go here or there?"

"0K?2", "See?", "Right?" (Bach of these would
receive one tally under Request Understanding-
Unclassified only if they followed task specific

statements by a 2 second pause.)

"Why don't you pick these up?"
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"OK, but what about if I dc this?"

"Try it again."

"Now another one."

"See these blocks, Billy? See where they go?

Do you see where they go on the bhoard? (Three

tallies under Request Understanding-Unclassified.)
You must occasionally score sentences containing "tell
me" under Request Understanding rather than Request
Talking. The fcllowing, for example, should be scored
once under Request Understanding-Unclassified:

"I want you to tell me if they're the same."

"fell me if you think they belong here."

Request Placement

Sentences in which the mother asks the child to "put" or
"place” blocks are scored under Request Placement. It
includes statements asking the child "where" a block goes,
and phrases by the mother using "match”, "stack"” or any
other word of the mother's choice as long as it is clear
she is asking for specific block placement. Requests con-
teining "go", such as, "Where does this one go?" or
"Which one of these gc 5 with them?" are always tallied
under Request Placement.

9. The following phrases require one tally under Regquest
Placement~Height:

"Put the tall blocks where they belong."

"Where do the big blocks go?"”

"Can you take and put the kig ones-~put them
here?"

"Match the Mommy blocks and baby blocks together
on board."

10. Sentences to be scored under Request Placement-Mark:

"Put it with the 0's."

"I want you to put all the X's together and all
of the 0's."

"place all the X's in one Square."

"Where does the circle block go?"
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"Mow, take these, see the circles, and put
them where they go.”®

"Match these blocks with the 0's on the board."

11. Examples of sentences to be tallied under Reguest
Placement-Height and Mark:

"Put them where you think they should go, by
height and mark, okay?”

"put the X's with the other tall X’s.”
"The tall circle, where does the tall circle go?"

"I want you to take the big one with an X and
one little one with an X and put them on a
square, *

"Stack the short 0's together.”"” (Where stack
in a given context is clearly used in place of
"put”. If stack is used 1n any other sense it

should be tallied under Request Understanding-
Height and Mark.

12. The following phrases are examples of those to be
tallied under Request Placement-Unclassified:

"Now put these where they belong.”

"Now, find the other one that goes here because
Mommy ‘s awfully lonesome and she doesn't have
her baby."

"What are you going to do with these?"

"$here would you put that?"

"Where does it go?"

"Set it all the way in the box."

"put this where...where does this one go?"
"Take.and match these up with the ones here.”

"Show Mommy where this one goes.™

"Can you find the other one that goes with this
one?"

"which one do they go to?" (If in a placement
context.) 194
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"DO you know how to put them ¢n the boardz"

"I want you to finish taking these blocks and
put them where they belong."

The next examples are dependant upon context.
"Can you do that one?"
“Do this one."

"Set them up."
Statements beginning or including the term "show me”
can be Placement Requests, Given this context: "Where
does this one go?"...2 seconds.,."show me", It would
receive 2 placement tallies.

"Now put this block on the board. OK, some more,
you'tve got three more to do." {Two tallies under
Request Placement-Unclassified because there are
two distinct phrases and it's very clear that the
second phrase is a placement request since it
immediately follows the first placement request.)

"Why don't you pick these up and put them where
they go?"

Talk About

Sentences to be scored in this category are declarative
statements by the mother which relate specifically to the
8-Block Task.

13, Sentences to be scored under Talk About Height:

"These tall blocks go with the other tall blocks."
"These are little, too."

“"A big one, not a little one, a big one.”

"Pwo are tall and two are short."

14, Examples of sentences to be scored under Talk About-
Mark:

"Phis is an X and this is an 0."
"Yesg, like the circle."”
"Phese are 0's, like cheerios."

"You know what X is.“:! 95

"
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15.

"These blocks are marked with X's and 0's.,"
"That's a zero, zero, zero.®
"That's X."

"...with the X's on them,"

Sentences to be tallied once under Talk About-Height

and Mark:

"This is small with an X.,"
"...and the large blocks with X's in that corner."
"These tall blocks have 0 on top."

"I'm not telling you which is the small ¢."

"The tall X, that's the short one."

"The little one, little one with a zero."

“That's a big one, yes, but it doesn't have a
Q0 on it.,"

"Don't stack the tall 0's here."”

Sentences to be tallied once under Talk About~Unclassi-

fied:

"This block doesn't match those blocks,”
"Phe ones that are over here."

"Mommy 's going to take all these blocks and mix
them up."

"and this cne."
"We have to put these blocks on the board."
"They don't look alike."
"Now here's another one."
*I'm not going to tell you."
"We're going to play it one more time.".
"I want you to do it."
1986
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Statements in
tallied ynder
it again." or
mother may be

which the mother uses "let's” ure
Talk About, for example, "Let's do
"Now, let's see."”, in which the
simply talking to herself.

Other Mother Categories

Categories below the broken line, with the exception of
Correction categories, are for sentences containing very
general information. When you think something the wmother
says could be tallied in more than one category, always
tally it in the more specific category only.

17. Direct Requests are imperatives to direct the childs

attention to the task. They cannot be negative.
{(Negative direct requests are essentially corrections
and are thus scored under Correction.} Direct
Requests, for example, which require one tally are:

"Billy, pay attention.”

"Leave one."

"Leave that alone."”

"Leave that up."

"Look at the blocks."”

"Look here."

"Listen to me!"

"Look at

"Look at

the board.”

this and look at these."”

"Lcok what Mommy's telling you to do.”

"Look at all of them now."”

"Take these off."

"Look!

Look! Look!"™ (3 tallies)

"How many is that?" (Depends upon context: if
the mother is teaching the child in terms of the
number of blocks appropriate to each group, this

would be

tallied under Request Understanding-

Unclassified.)

197

188




18. Comments are statements by the mother not related to
the 8-Block Sort Task. Comments which require one

tally gre:
"I.'s hot in here.”

"You can build a bridge with %fhe blocks when
you're finished."

"I know you're getting tired."
"Whoops, you dropped them.”
"That's a tape recorder.”

"Sure, go get a drink of water."
"Yes, that’s correct."

"No."

Comments by mother to someone other than child, such
as to the tester--"Am’I doing this right?"--are not
coded at all.

19, The Task Irrelevancy category is for any comments,
corrections or questions which refer to the color or
shape of blocks {irrelevant dimensions for the 8-Block
Sort Task). (However, if the mother corrects the
child's focus away from color or shape, her statement
is coded under Correction.) For example:

"These blocks are red." (One tally, Task
Irrelevancy}

"point to the square blocks."
"Put the same color blocks together.’
"Can you separate the square ones?"

20. Sentences tallied under Praise/Acknowledge are state-
ments by the mother which recogniza something the
child has done or said. Statements of praise are
subject to the 2 second rule and must be Separate in
order to be tallied separate. The only exception to
this is the word "Right." It receives a tally each
time, regardless of the time factor. For example:

"Right."

IIOK‘ n
"That's fine." 198
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21.

22,

"Yeah."

"Good girl."

"Mommy 's proud of you."

"That's just what Mommy wanted!"®

"That's a girl."

Encourage category is for task-~related statements
in which the mother attempts to motivate the child.
For example:

"Keep trying, Susie."”
"I bet you can do it."

"Come on, I know you can get it." (This receives
two tallies under encourage.)

"Come on." (This receives one tally under encour-
age each time it occurs.) :

"Now let's go."
“I know you can get it."
"Go ahead."”

"Help me.”

Any time the mother bribes or threatens the child or
makes a demeaning remark it is tallied under Bribe/
Threaten/Demean. Thls category includes conditional

statements which refer to negative consequences. For
example:

“if you don't pay attention you're Yjoing to get
a spanking."

“You're such a stupid chiid.™

"Do it or you're going to your room when you re
through."

"I don't know why you can't do it right."
"You're not doing very well on this test.”

"If you play this game with Mommy you can have
an ice cream cone whun we're through.”
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23.

Correction is for phrases of a corrective nature that
give no further information. Negative direct reguests
which include no explanation are tallied under Correc-
tion. Phrases to be tallied under Correction are:

“"No." {(One tally)

"No, no."” (One tally, unless there is a two
second pause)

"Wait a minute." (One tally)

"No, wait a minute."” {(One tally)

"These don't go tnere!" (One cally;
"Don't do that."

"No, that's not right." (One tally)
"No, you're not going to build a house."
"You're not looking, Beverly!"

"No, not on the board." (One tally)
"all right, don't be silly.”

"That's not it."

"No, don't start yet. Wait a minute.” (Two
tallies, because these are two sentences)
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CHILD CATEGORIES

Talk About

All task-specific statements, gquestions and responses by
child are scored under Talk About. This category for the
child is much broader than for the mother in that any time
the child mentions a dimension of the blocks it is scored
under Talk About, regardless of whether the statement is
declarative or interrogative. For example, "These are
baby blocks," is tallied once under Talk About-Height, and
"Is this X?" is tallied once under Palk aAbout-Mark.

Since few children speak in complete sentences, you should
tally all meaningful phrases and sentence fragments spoken
by the child. Thus, a simple word, such as "this", in
response to & mother's task-specific question is scored
under Talk About-Unclassified.

24. Phrases to be scored under Talk About-Height:

"These are tall."
"Big red one."
"Mommy block?"

25. Statemcnts to be tallied under Talk About-Mark:

"Looks like a Cheerio.”

"Is it circles?"

"Airplanes.”

“They're flowers."

"X, X, X, X." {(Four tallies)}

26. Phrases containing both dimensions are tallied under
Talk About~-Height and Mark:

"Tall X."
"Little flowers?"
"Big with butterflies."”
27. Responses, statements or guestions by the child which
refer to the task, but do not specifically mention

height or mark, are scored under Talk About-Unclassified.
For example:
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"Right here." (When it is in response toO task-
specific questions by mother.)

"Where do 1 put it?"

"No." (When it is in response to task-specific
questions such as "Are these little?")

"Like this?”

"Because you told me to." (This might be in
response to a question such as "Why did you put
it there?"}

"We're not getting anywhere with this.”

"What is that one?"

Other Child Categories

Categories below the broken line are less specific than
those above it.

28. Comments are nontask-related phtrases by the child.
They include answers to nontask~related direct
requests.

"Grandma's coming to see us tomorrow."

"Maria got some blocks for Christmas."

"ves." (When it is in response to duestions
such as "Do you want a cookie?")

"TPhis isn't fun."
29. Any time the child wentions the color or shape of

blocks (with no menticn of height or mark), it is
tallied@ under Tasgk Irrelevancy. For example:

"I'm putting the red ones together."
"Square blocks match."

30. statements by the child indicating unwillingness toO
cooperate are scored under Refuse, Reject:

"I don't want to play with these blocks."
"I don't like this game!"
"No, I woa't."

Do not code crying or screaming. Code only verbalized
o refusals on the child's part.
| 202
o
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

Sentence fragments on the mother's part are never coded,
e.g., "put the...", "I said..."”", "but", "well", etc. The
child receives every benefit of the doubt, and his fragments
are coded; however, do not code child singing or voices
which are clearly other childrens’'.

The following words receive one tally each time they cccur
and they are always exceptions to the two second rule.

Why Look! Wait

What Fine! Wait a minute
C'mon (come on) Right! Hurxy

Make sure Wrong ! Hurry up

The following phrases are tags which are "tagged on" to a
sentence. They are not coded separately unless separated

by a 2 second pause; without the pause the phrase must be
actached to the previous code.,

“...isn't it?" "...see that?"
"...do they?2" ", ..do you see?"
"...don't they?" “,..see?"

The use of "uh-huh...uh, uh," and any other verbalized grunt
is not coded unless it is distinctly an answer to a task-
specific (above the line) guestion. In those cases it is
coded as Talk About-Unclassified.
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Appendix C
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The discussion of the guality of the Home Start data
is organized in three sections. The first section discusses
the spring sample and total attrition from the sample since the
fall of 1973. It is followed by a discussion of characteristics
of families who participated in the spring evaluation. The
second section discusses the field operations ysed for obtaining
spring data, time required for administration of the measure-
ment battery, parental reactions to testing, and conditions
of testing. It also focuses on problems that were encountered
during the data collection effort. The last section discusses
the quality of data, inter-judge scoring reliability, measure-
ment administration errors, and the incidence of missing data.

The Sample

Before discussing sample attrition, it should be noted
that only a portion of the total number of children enrolled
in Home Start and Head Start in the six summative sites were
involved in the National Home Start Evaluation. In fall 1273,
when pretest data were collected, 47% of the total number of
families enrolled in the six summative Home Start projects were
participating in the evaluation. This was ip accordance with
the research design for the National Home Start Evaluation
which specified that half of the families served by the projects
bz part of the sample. Participation in the evaluation in fall
1973 ranged from 27% in West Virginia, which serves twice as
many families as the other five projects, to 71% of family
enrollment in Chio. In fall 1974, when Control Group families
entered Home Start, the percentage of families participating
in the evaluation increased to 72% for the six summative pro-
jects combined. This ranged from 59% of the total number of
families served in Houston, Texas (which enrolls a large num-
ber of non-English-speaking families) to 84% of total family
enrollment in Arkansas. The primary reason the entire sample
of families was not involved in the evaluation (as was speci-
fied in the research .esign) was considerable sample attrition
{discussed below),

Participation by Head Start families in the Home Start
Evaluation was considerably, lower than by Home Start, primarily
because Head Start has higher total family enrollment. In
fall 1973, with four Head %tart projects participating in the
evaluation, 7% of the total number of Head Start children
served were part of the sample. In fall 1974, participation
in the evaluation increased to 8% because of the addition of
families from Head Start projects at the other two sites.
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Data were collected in spring 1975 from five
groups--the original Homa Start group {two years of program),
the delayed-entry control group (one year of the Home Start
program}, the orxiginal Head Start group {two years), a new
group of Home Start families, and a new group of Head Start
families. The new Home Start families were recruited during
the summer of 1974 in order to supplement the delayed-entry
control group. The new Head Start families were from Kansas
and Ohio, which have cue-year Head Start programs rather than
two-year programs, These groups are illustrated as follows
(the sample size refers to the total number of families in the
sample as of spring 1975; the N's may differ from those associ-
ated with some of the analyses reported in Chapter IV bhecause
of missing fall 1973 or fall 1974 data):

Fall Spring Fall Spring
1973 1974 1974 1975
Group 1 HOME START HOME START N=106
S
Group 2 CONTROL U HOME START N=71
M
Group 2N M NEW HOME START N=72
E
HEAD START
Group 3 (4 sites) R HEAD START N=61
IN NEW HEAD START
Group (2 sites) N=60

Table C-1 presents the number of families in each group who
were tested in sprijfig 1975 at each site. The total sample
tested ir spring 1975 included 44 children who had dropped

out of Howe Start and enrolled in othex preschool programs or
in public kindergartens, As it turned out, theare were too few
children in this group and their experiences were too varied
to conduct any meaningful analyses even though spring 1975
scores were obtained,

Sample Attrition

Family attrition continmed to be considerable between
testing periods (23% for the entire sample between fall 1974
and spring 1975)., This is slightly higher than attrition as
of spring and fall 1974 {19 and 17%, respectively). The high
attrition can partially be attributed to the pending conclusion
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of the three-year Home Start Demonstration Program in June
1975 and uncertain plans of summative projects to continue
their operations. Some 38% of the families who did not
participate in the spring evaluation had lost interest in

the program long before the June ¢losing of the projects and
were no longer involved in program activities.  Some families
had not been visited regularly for a period of gix months or
more because their home visitor had left the project and had
not been replaced. Not all projects reassigned these families
to another home visitor to enable the family to continue to
be a program participant.

Sample attrition was high not only for the Home Start
(19%) and the former Control {23%) groups, it also was con-
siderable for Head Start centers (26%}. Many centers had
already started their summer recess by the time the children
were to be involved in evaluation activities, Although sore
Head Start children were tested at home, a number ©f families
could not be located because of out of town vacations.

Total attrition over the two-year evaluation period
was 49% for the three groups of families combined--48% for
the two-year Home Start group, 44% for the delayed-entry group
and 57% for Head Start. Table C~2 shows fall 1974 to spring
1975 attrition by site and by group. Two-year attrition
figures are presented in Table C-3. As is indicated in Table
C-4, the major reasons families did not participate in the
spring 1975 evaluation were lack of interest in the program
(or no longer being involved in program activities), family
moving away from the service area, and the child entering
another preschool program or Kindergarten prior to June 1975.
Although some kindergarten children were tested during the
spring, many of their parents could not be reached to gchedule
convenient testing appointments or were no longer interested
in participating in evaluation activities.

A two~year profile of reasons for non-participation
by the two-year and one-y.=ar Home Start families shows a high
mobility of sample families (30% of th= 236 families who did
not participate in one or more of the evaluation sessions?
dropped out because they mnoved away from the service area).
Another major reason for non-participation was the focal child
entering preschool or kinlergarten (20% of the total sample’
attrition).

!The number of families noted here does not necessarily correspond
with total family attrition, since some families did not partici-

pate in one of the evaluation sessions but then reentered the
sample.
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Effects of Attrition on the Sample

™o sets of analyses were carried out to determine
if there were aay systamatic characteristics associated with
attrition. In the first analyses (Tables C~6, Cc-7 and C-8)
the entering characteristics of remaining famiiies within
each of the groups were compared with the characteristics
of dropped families. In the second set {Tables ¢-9 and C-10),
the entering characteristics of the remaining two-~year Home
Start families were compared with the entering characteristics
of the one-year Home Start and two-year Head Start families.
Thase analyses were performed on the major dependent variables
and age, sex, SES, parent occupation, mother's education, and
urban/rural residencc to determine whether attrition intro-
duced any systematic hias into the samples.

At the entering time point (fall 1973) there were
nr, statistically significant differences between the Home
Start and control groups on any of these variables (see Interim
Report IV, Summative Evaluation volume, May 1974, DPP. 107-108),
although there were several entering differences between the
Home Start and Head Start groups. All Comparisons reported
in Tables C-6 through C-10 were tested in a two~way analysis
of variance design using unweighted cell means; site and the
interaction of site with group were incorporated in the analysis
of variance design as blocking factors. The sample used for
these analyses corresponds to the samples on which the analyses
of covariance were computed {see Chapter 1V, Findings).

In general, the effect of attrition has been slight in
that the families who have dropped out of the sample since fall
1973 are very similar to the families who remained in the
sample, The minor differences are that the remaining two-year
Home Start families are shorter, younger and more rural than
the dropped families. For the one-year Home Start group, there
were no significant differences between the remaining and dropped
families. The Head sStart children who remained in the sample
were almost three months younger than those who dropped and their
mothers had slightly higher MBOS-Punish scores as of fall 1973.

When the fall 1973 scores of the remaining two-year
and one-year Home Start groups were compared, three significant
differences were found, indicating that attrition has not sub-
stantially affected the equality of groups achieved through the
original random assignment. There were more differences bhetween
the two-year home Start and Head Start groups, just as there had
been in the entire fall 1973 sample {the Home Start children were
lower in weight, older, and more rural; their families had lower
SES, lower occupational status and lower level) of mother's educa-
tion; and their mothers scored lower on MBOS-Punish, HES-Books
and HES-Playthings.
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Characteristics ©f Families Sampled

Table C-11 presents the demographic characteristics
of the children who have been in the evaluation since fall 1973.
The number, age, and sex of focal children and their siblings
are presented by group within site. In addition, the table
shows the average number of focal children and giblings per
family.

This spring there were 370 focal children who remained
in the evaluation. They ranged in age from 4 to 7 years of age
with most falling in the 5-5% year age range. In addition
to the children described in Table C-11, 48 siblings were
tested. Given the potential value of Home Start for other
family members, it is unfortunate that attrition precludes
any meaningful analysis of outcomes for siblings.

The employment patterns among families in the five

groups are presen.ed in Table C-12. As at previous time points,
there are high unemployment rates among families in all groups.

Data Collection

Field Organization and Training

Only minor changes were made in the field organiza-
tion for the Hcme Start evaluation as described in Interim
Report V: Summative Evaluation volume, October 1974, Chapter
III. In order to maintain a high level of data quality, no
new field staff were recruited and trained in the spring.

The site coordinator position was eliminated in four of the
six communities (Alabama, Arkansas, Ohio, and Texas) because
the site coordinator either became a community interviewer

or was not involved in evaluation activities. In these four
sites community interviewers shared site coordination respon-
sibilities--they were responsible for the scheduling of their
own testing visits to family homes and Head Start centerg and
weekly monitoring of the performance of one other community
interviewer in that site for data quality purposes. Since

no central person was responsible for the review of completed
materials, this function was taken over by the Coordinator
for Field Operations. In Kansas and West Virginia, the field
organization remained essentially the same, although Kansas
community interviewers were more involved in the scheduling
of testing visits than they had been during previous evalua-
tion periods.
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A1l field staff participated in a six-day training
session in New Orleans for an in-depth review of the measure-
ment battery and the Home Visit Observation Instrument.

Spring Testing Visits

The plan for the spring data collection period was
to visit families exactly 34 weeks from the time the fall 1974
data were collected. As shown in Table C~13, for 70% of the
two-year and one-year Home Start families the first visit took
place e¥actly 34 weeks after the fall data were obtained.
Second visit data were collected on a timely basis for 63%
of the families. The primary reason data were obtained later
than planned was that the families fregquently were not home
for the testing visit appointment. For the familieg not tested
on time, there was a lag of about 1.5 weeks in obtaining the
data. Data were obtained on a timely basis for a smaller per-
centage of Head Start families primarily because of early
closings of Head Start centers and vacation plans of families.
fata were obtained exactly 34 weeks following the fall data
collection effort for less than half the Head Start families
{49% for the first visit and 48% for second visit data). Again
the daiay was about 1.5 weeks for the first visit and slightly
less for the second visit (1.2 weeks).

Battery Length

The mean time for each test as well as the total child,
parent and battery time is presented in Table C-14 for the five
groups and total sample. The mean child time (30.7 minutes) was
slightly lsss than last fall's; the mean parent time is not
directly comparable since the interview time for Part II of
the Parent Interview was not available for spring 1975.

Cosditions 0f Testing

information gathered about testing conditions is sum-
marized for the five groups and the total sample in Table C-15.
The percentage of sessions where mothe s were present (80.0)
wag slightly less than the figure from last fall (84.1%).
As would be expected, since Head Start clildren were tested
in the center rather than the home, fewer Head Start mothers
were present at testing sessions. Overall, the mean number
of people "resgent at testing d-opped slightly from previous
figures.

jlzad Start had more problems with noise as compared
te the other groups, but just the opposite was true for problems
other than noise. However, comparable to last fall, about 27%
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of the testing sessions were noted to be noisy and in less
than 15% were other difficulties noted {(such as child
refusal or interference).

Nearly 100% of the Home Start testing took place
in the home. Head Start children were usually tested at the
centers. Over half of the testing that took place in the
home occured in the living room with the testers and children
generally working on the floor (44%).

Parental Reactions to -Testing

In previous data collections the Parent Interview
included gquestions eliciting parental reactiocns to the tests
and interviews. Very few complaints about the data collection
have been received. 1In spring 1975 these gquestiong were not
repeated, but the community interviewers were asked to rate
the focal parent on a 10-item checklist containing bipolar
adjectives similar to those on the POCL {alertness, sociability,
outgoingness, involvement, confidence, casualness, calmness,
agreeableness, activity, flexibility). This scale was admin-—
istered in fall 1974 and spring 1975, Factor analysis of
the spring data yielded one factor (accounting for 58% of the
variance). It appears that the best interpretation of this
factor may be the community interviewer's perception of the
quality of the interaction with the parent, or the "coopera-
tiveness" of the parent. Home Start and Head Start parents
who had participated in evaluation activities for two years
{four time points) received significantly lower ratings
{mean score, 24.0) than the one~year parents (mean 8core,
27.9), suggesting declining enthusiasm with the testing and
interviewing.

Data Quality

Site coordinators in Kansas and West Virginia were
again responsible for monitoring the performance of each com-
munity interviewer weekly during the entire spring data col-
lection period. In the other four sites (Alabama, Arkansas,
Ohio and Texas), community interviewers accompanied each other
for monitoring purposes once a week. During the second and
third weeks of the spring field effort, a monitor from Abt
Associates accompanied all community interviewers to deter-
mine data guality.
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Inter-Judge Reliability

Inter-judge reliability of scoring between community
interviewers, site coordinators and monitors increased both on
the PSI and the DDST since last fall. This was pPrimarily the
result of having a field staff of experienced community inter-
viewers who had been involved in at least one previcus data
collection effort. No new data collection staff were hired
for the spring. Table C-16 shows a two-year comparison of
inter-juddge relaibility (from fall 1973 through spring 1975),

In the spring, 50.4% of the scoring discrepancies
on the PSI were in the actual scoring of the child's response;
39.8% in indicating whether or not the child's response was
verbal; and 9.8% in writing in the child's verbal response in
the margin or indicating whether or not a probe was necessary
to elicit a response from the child. The discrepancies were
fairly evenly distributed among PSI items.

On the DDST, five items accounted for 72% of the
discrepancies in scoring. The jitems were all Fine- and Gross
‘Motor scale items--Forward and Backward Heel-to-Toe Walk,
Balancing on One Foot, Building a Tower and Catching the Ball.

On the 8-Block Sort Taslk, discrepancies in scoring
averaged 1.6 placements per 8-Block administration. This is
a decrease in & crepancies since the fall when they averaged
2.4, Over half (52%) of the discrepancies were in scoring
the placements made by the child, and 45% in focal parent
placements. The remaining 3% were errors in recording the
number of times the focal parent punished the child.

Measurement Administration Errors

The average number of administration errors made per
measurement battery decreased drastically {(by 38%) since the
fall of 1974, Community interviewers averaged 4.5 errors per vat-
tery administration in the fall compared with 2.8 administra-
tion errors in the spring of 1975, As is shown in Table C-17,
which presents a .two-~year overview of this aspect of data
quality, therc was a decrease in the number of administration
errors since.the fall on almost all of the instruments.

The type of administration error made on each of the
measures can be broken down by error category. Noted in
Tables C-18 and C-19 are percentages of the total number of
administration errors for each of the categories. Table C-18
presents the braakdown ©f administration errors for the PSI,
DDST, and 8-Block: Table C-19 for the parent interviews.
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Incidence of Missing Data

Table C-20 presents the incidence of, and reasaon for,
missing data for each test or questionnaire. For the total
sample, the percentage of instruments with missing data was
2.8%, about the same level as reported last fall, and consid-
erably lower than the 7.0% and 4.3% rates found in fall 1973
and spring 1974, respectively. In comparing the five groups
in spring 1975, the highest incidence of migging data was
found for the new Home Start group. Among the various
measures, the PSI showed the highest incidence of tester
error. The only measure that parent refusal affected was
the 8-Block task. When considered together, these data
indicate that once a family was located and interviewing and
testing began, it was very unlikely that a test would be missing.

Summarx

The factors examined to assess the quality of the
summative data lead to the conclusion that the spring data
are of comparable or higher quality than lasgt fall'’s. Charac-
teristics of the sample remained stable while the administra-
tion errors and incidence of missing data remained at the same
level or decreased.
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Table C-1

NUMBER OF FAMILIES BY SITE AND GROUP INCLUDED IN THE SAMPLE
Spring 1975

Kind;rgarte

Two-Year One-Year New New or Other

Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start Preschool
Alabama 23 16 16 9 0 9
Arkansas 24 16 11 10 0 10
Kansas 17 7 0 12 30 9
Ohio 12 5 0 16 30 12
Texas 13 4 13 8 0 2
West Virginia 17 23 21 17 0 2
TOTAL 106 71 61 72 60 44
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Table C-2

PERCENT ATTRITION FROM THE SAMPLE

#all 1974 to Spring 1975

Two~Year One-Year TOTAL
L  Home Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
rglabama 13 12 20 14
iArkansas 14 06 45 18
| Kansas | o9 26 12 17
:Oﬁio 30 26 27 27
' Texas 21 52 52 14
West Virginia 31 21 05 20
AVERAGE z 192 23 26 23
Table C-3
PERCENT ATTRITION ¥ROM THE SAMPLE
Fall 1973 to Spring 1975
Two-Year One-Year TOTAL
L | Home Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
Alabama 37 39 45 40
Arkansas 26 34 70 44
Kansas 52 58 *k 55
Ohio 60 33 *k 53
Texas 59 73 65 64
West Virginia 55 38 45 46
{AVERAGE | 48 44 57 49

**There has only been a Head Start sample in Ohio and Texas since

fall 1974.
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Table C-4 o
REASONS FOR NON-PARTICIPATION
TWO-YEAR AND ONE~YEAR HOME START FAMILIES
Spring 1975
Lack of Cnhilda in Total Number
Interest/ Preschool Family Parent Other of
Family OQut of or Could ot Refused Family Family MiscellaneouS Fpamilies Not
_ Moved Program Kindergarten pe Reached Permission Illness Problems Reasons Participating
I
: Alabama 1 3 2 - - - - 2 8
Arkansas 3 2 1 - - - 1 - 7
Kansas 4 4 - - - 1 - 2 11
Ohio 6 8 - - 1 - - 17
Texas 3 5 2 - i 17
West Virginia 3 8 - 1 1 - 19
TOTAL 20 30 10 3 4 5 2 5 79
X
= Table C-5
&
REASONS FOR NON~-PARTICIPATION
TWO-YEAR AND ONE-YEAR NOME START FAMILIES
Two~Year Profile
Lack of ¢Child in Total Number
2 1 6 Interest/ Preschool Family Parent Other of Families
Family Mother Out of or Could Not Refused Family Family Miscellaneous Dropped from
Movea Working Program Kindergarten Be Reached Permission Illness Problems Reasons Evaluation
Spring | 40% -% 12% 13% -% 1% 3% 3% 28% 93%
1974
Fall \
1974 | 23 3 6 34 6 9 2 5 9 64 417
Spring _ -
o 375 25 38 13 4 5 6 3 3 79




COMPARISON OF TWO-YEAR HOME START FAMILIES RETAINED JN

Table C-6

WITH TWO-YEAR HOME START FAMILIES DROPFPED
Fall 1973 Scores

SAMPLE

Retained Dropped
R aﬁunuﬂ Mean N
Sex 106 1.49 114
DDST-FM 78 10.47 107 10.07 - 1.53
DDST~L , 79 25.72 105 25.93 <1
DDST-GM 69 10.87 93 10.75 <1
DDST~PS 103 10.45 112 10.36 <1
SBI~TO 103 23.67 114 22.93 1.02
SBI~EI 103 22.67 114 22.74 <1
SBI~HT 103 .18.96 114 19.32 <1
POCL~TO 103 21.66 114 22.38 <1
POCL~SOC 103 16.78 114 17.27 <1
Food Total 93 11.86 113 11.48 <1
Nutrition Total .93 7.96 113 8.04 <1
Height 74 38.82 118 39.66 3.99 <.05
Weight 74 33.39 113 34.53 2.03
Sus 97 4.78 106 4.65 <1
HES-Mom T 10.86 113 10.12 3.65
HES=Play 94 8.86 112 8.52 2.42
HES~Teach 6¢ 9.20 113 9.04 <1
HES-Task 86 9.35 114 8.97 3.63
HES-Book 94 3.87 114 3.62 1.64
HES=-TV 93 2.29 111 2.31 <1
MBOS-Support 86 7.38 113 7.15 <1
MBOS=-Punish 86 5.25 111 5.19 <1
8~-Block Child 73 3.15 986 3.45 1.42 .
PSI 69 7.81 "6 8.86 1.86
Occupation 102 4.93 113 4.80 1.14
Mother's Educ. 101 4.86 107 4.85 <1
Urban/Rural 100 1.52 114 1.68 12.43 <.058
Age 106 45.16 | 114 48.00 9.35 <.05
218
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COMPARISON OF ONE-YEAR HOME START FAaMiLIE® RETAINED IN SAMPLE

Table -7

WITH ONE-YEAR HOME STANT FaMiLI¢s DROPPED
Fall 1973 &goxes

Retained Dropped
N Mean N Mean F-ratio P

Sex 71 1.42 67 1.48 <1 )
DDST-FM 53 10.42 85 9.98 1.35
DDST~L , 51 25.98 64 24.96 1.46
DDST-GM a4 10.81 56 . 10.63 <1
DDST-PS 68 10.86 67 10.48 2.18
SBI-TO 68 21.52 87 22.63 1.14
SBI-EL 68 22.67 §7 22.44 <1
SBI-HT 68 18.98. 67 19.72 <1
POCL~TO 68 20.98 66 22.13 <1
POCL-S0C 68 15.09 66 16.77 1.49
Focd Total 89 11.91 67 12,25 <1
Nutrition Total 69 7.59 67 8.03 1.34
Height 53 39.39 66 39.08 <1
weight 53 34.51 66 33.59 <1
SES 66 4.61 61 4.70 <1
HES-Mom Y 10.08 64 10,71 1.47
HES-Play 61 8.46 67 8.28 <1
HES~Teach 48 8.41 86 8.96 1.52
HES--Task 59 8.78 67 8.96 <1
HES~Book 61 3.52 87 3.65 <1
HES-TV 58 2.21 63 2.45 2.43
MBOS-Support 59 6.75 62 7.27 1.47
MBOS-Punish 59 4.95 62 5.37 1.67
8-Block Child! 71 3.1% 67 3.15 <1
PSI 48 7.82 52 6.44 1.66
Occupation 68 4.73 64 4.88 <1
Mother's Educ. 67 4.88 61 4.87 <1
Urban/Rural 68 1.57 66 1.67 1.30
Age 71 46.30 87 47.13 <1

lsite could not be used as a blocking factor in this analysis because of

zere families at one site.
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Table C-8

COMPARISON OF HEAD START FAMILIES RETAINED IN SAMPLE

WITH HEAD START FAMILIES DROPPED
Fall 1973 Scores

Retained Dropped

| N Mean N Mean F~ratio P
Sex 61 1.42 81 1.52 1.12
DDST-FM 42 10.79 80 10.61 <1
DDST-L 39 26.57 78 26.32 <1
DDST-GM 41 11.14 69 . 10.96 <1
DDST-PS 55 10.83 81 10.48 1.86
SBI~TO 87 23.36 81 23.49 <1
SBI-EI 57 23.43 81 23.51 <1
SBI-HT 57 19.11 81 18.97 <1
POCL~TO 57 22.81 80 23.75 <1
POCL~-SOC 57 16.99 80 17.75 <1
Food Total 57 12.2¢ 81 12.54 <1
Nutrition Total 57 8.31 81 8.31 < 1
Height 43 40.06 80 40.36 <1
Weight 43 36.40 80 36.26 <1
SES 56 6.10 78 5.63 2.45
HES-Mom " 36 10.80 81 10.64 <1
HES-Play 54 9.42 80 9.12 1.63
HES-Teach 40 9.54 81 9.45 <1
HES-Task 36 9.27 80 9.08 <1
HES-Book 54 4.47 81 4.08 2.99
HES-TV 52 2.29 80 2.35 <1
MBOS-Support 36 7.59 74 7.28 <1
MBOS-Punish 36 5.73 73 4.85 7.56 <.08%
8~Block child 36 3.60 70 3.38 <1
PSI 37 8.22 73 9.52 1.50
Occupation 59 5.7¢ 78 5.40 2.24
Mother's Educ. 57 5.40 57 5.30 < 1
Urban/Rural 54 1.79 74 1.83 <1
Age 61 45.16 81 48.50 9.90 <.05
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Table C-9

ANALYSIS OF FAMILIES RETAINED IN SAMPLE FROM FALL 1973 TO SPRING 1975
TWO-YEAR HOME START VS. ONE-YEAR HOME START
Fall 1973 Scores

Two~Y¥Year Home Start { One-Year Home Start

N Mean N Mean F-ratio p

Sex 106 1.49 70 1.42 <1

DDST-¥M 72 10.47 52 10.42 <1

DDST-1L. , 79 25.72 51 25.98 <1

DDST-GM 69 10.87 44 10.81 <1

DDST-PS 103 10.45 68 10.86 2.75

SBI-TO 103 23.67 67 21.47 5.75 <.05
SBI-EI 103 22.67 67 22.64 <1

SBI~HT 103 18.96 67 18.95 <1

POCL~-TO 103 21.65 67 20.97 <1
POCL~S0OC 103 16.78 67 15.06 1.67

Food Total 93 11.86 68 11.90 <1
Nutrition Total 93 7.96 68 7.57 1.05

Height 74 38.82 52 39.36 1.02

weight 74 33.39 52 34.39 1.10

SES 97 4.78 65 4.60 <1

HES—-Mom " 86 10.86 58 10.08 2.59
HES-Flay 94 8.86 60 8.45 2.38
HES-Teach 66 9,20 47 8.41 3.96 <.05
HES=Task 86 9.35 58 . 8.77 4.75 <.05
HES-Book 9¢ 3.87 60 3.54 1.68

HES-TV 93 2.29 57 2.21 <1
MBOS-Support 86 7.38 58 6.76 2.75
MBOS~Punish 86 5.25 58 4.95 <1

8-Block Chilg! 106 3.32 71 3.22 <1

PSI 69 7.81 45 7.74 <1
Occupation 102 4.93 67 4,72 1.9%
Mother's Educ. 101 4.86 66 4.88 <1
Urban/Rural 100 . 1.52 () 1.57 < 1

Age 106 45.16 70 46 .26 1.17

lgite could not be used as a blocking factor for this variable because of
zero families at one site.
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Table C~10

ANALYSIS OF FAMILIES RETAINED IN SAMPLE FROM FALL 1973 TO SPRING 1975

TWO-YEAR HOME START VS. HEAD START
Fall 1973 Scores

Two-Year Home Start Head Start .
i Mean N Mean F-ratio’ P

Sex 77 1.44 61 1.42 <1’
DDST-FM §2 10.85 42 10.79 < 1
DDST-L 60 26.35 39 26.57 <1
DDST-GM 49 11.10 41 11.14 <1
DDST=-PS 74 10.52 55 10.83 1.74
SBI~TC 74 24.43 57 23,36 1.51
SBI-EI ‘74 23.15 67 23.43 <1
SBI~KT 74 19.21 57 19.11 < T
POCL-TO 74 22.79 57 22.81 <1
POCL=-SOC 74 17.05 57 - 16.99 <1
Food Total 65 12.11 57 12.25 <1
Nutrition Total 65 8.10 57 8.31 <1
Height 54 35.58 43 40.06 1.34
Weight 54 34.26 43 36.40 4.50 <.05
SES 69 4.80 56 6.10 18.21 <,05
HES-Mom " 60 10.77 36 10.80 <1
HES~Play 67 8.66 54 9.42 8.54 <.05
HES=-Teach 46 8.92 40 9.54 3.37
HES~Task 60 9.20 36 9.27 <1 :
HES-Book 57 3.80 54 4.47 7.09 <,05
HES-TV o7 2.29 52 2.29 <1
MBOS-Support 60 7.50 36 7.59 <1
MBOS-Punisgh 6 4.93 36 5.73 5.78 <.05
8-Block Child 62 3.45 36 3.60 <1
PSI 51 8.62 37 8.22 <1
Cccupation 73 5.07 -5 5.70 13.32 <.05
Mother's Educ. 73 4.72 57 5.40 13.02 <.05
Urban/Rural 71 1.29 54 1.79 41.61 <. 05
Age 77 47.32 61 45.16 4.86 <.05
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Table C~11

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS--CHILDREN PREVIOQUSLY TESTED

Number Number Focal Children
of of Age {years)
Families | Children } 4 4% 5 5% 6 6 7 | M F

Huntsville,

ALABAMA S
Two-Year Home Start 23 23 19 4 13 10
One~Year Home Start 15 1o 2 8 5 1 8 8
Head Start 16 16 5 5 3 3 7 o
New Home Start 9 9 3 4 2 6 3
New Head Start
TOTAL SAMPLE 64 Y] 5 10 34 14 1l 34 30

Dardanelle,

ARKANSAS
Twa-Year Home Start 24 24 1 5 2] 7 5 13 11
One-Year Home Start 16 16 1 1 2 6 4 2 11 5
Head Start 11 1n 7 2 1 1 i0 1
New HOome Start 10 10 2 6 1 1 4 6.
New Head Start
TOTAL SAMPLE 61 &6l 3 8 14 15 13 8 38 23

wichita,

KANSAS
Two-Year Home Start 17 17 2 8 6 1 7 10
One-Year Homz Start 7 7 2 2 3 4 3
Head Start
New Home Start 12 12 7 2 2 1 6 1)
New Head Start 30 30 1 13 15 16 14
TOTAL SAMPLE 66 65 12 25 26 2 23 33

Cleveland, *

QHIO
Two~Year Home Start 12 12 6 6 5 7
One—~Year Home Start 5 5 1 3 1l 2 3
Head Start
New Home Start 16 16 5 ] 2 11 5
New Head Start 30 30 2 11 12 4 14 16;
TOTAL SAMPLE 63 63 2 23 24 13 1 32 31

Houston,

TEXAS
Two-Year Home Start 13 13 2 5 6 8 5
One-Year Home Start 4 4 2 1 1 3 )3
Head Start 13 13 5 8 5 a
New Honie Start 8 8 2 4 2 4 4
New Head Start
TOTAL SAMPLE 38 38 4 16 17 I 20 18

Continued:
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Table C-lLl

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS~-~-CHILDREN PREVIOUSLY TESTED

{(continued)
Focal Children
Number Number
of of Age (years)
Families{ Children|{4 4% S5 5% 6 6 7| M F

Parkersburg,
WEST VIRGINIA

Two~Year Home Start 17 17 1l 5 3 6 2 9 8

One-Year Home Start 23 23 1l 3 11 7 1l 13 10

Head Start 21 21 1l 7 1z 1l 12 9

New Home Start 17 17 4 3 9 1l 8 9

New Head Start

TOTAL SAMPLE 78 78 4 6 24 27 14 3 42 36
TOTAL

Two-Year Home Start %06 106 12 23 27 33 1 55 51

One-Year Home Start 71 7l 1 5 12 24 19 9 1l 41 30

Head Start 61 61 1 24 27 5 4 24 27

New Home Start 72 72 6 23 24 1l 6 2 39 33

New Head Start G0 60 2 12 25 19 1l 1l 30 30

TOTAL SAMPLE 370 370 9 53 108 108 64 27 1{199 171
O
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Table C-12

EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS
OF FAMILIES PREVIQUSLY INVOLVED .IN THE BVALUATION

(Percents)
- Unemployment
Rate At Least
No Family Two Family : Mother
Members Members Mother Is Sole
N Employed Employed Enployrd Support
ATABAMA
Two-Year Home Start 23 17 26 35 52
One-Year Home Start 18 19 25 37 06
Head Start 16 50 00 1% 19
New Home Start 9 40 30 30 10 °
New Head Start 0 - - - -
TOTAL SAMPLE 64 29 25 36 25
ARKANSAS
Two-Year Home Start 24 37 08 17 54
One-Year Home Start 16 25 12 19 00
Head Start 11 09 36 73 36
New Home Start 10 00 30 40 10
New Head Start 0 - - - -
TOTAL SAMPLE 61 21 20 31 25
KANSAS
T™wo-Year Home Start 17 47 18 35 35
One-Y_ar Home Start 7 ’ 57 00 14 14
Head Start 0 -- -— -- -
New Home Start 12 33 17 25 08
New Head Start 30 20 07 30 20
TOTAL SAMPLE 66 35 09 29 23
QHIO
Two-Year Home Start 12 75 08 08 17
One~Year Home Start 5 80 00 20 00
Head Start 0 -— - - -
New Home Start 186 69 00 12 12
New Head St-rt 30 60 10 13 03
TOTAL SAMPLE 63 69 a5 11 08
TEXAS
Two-Year Home Start 13 23 15 38 61
One~Year Home Start 4 00 75 75 00
Head Start 13 46 08 38 31
New Home Start 8 25 12 12 00
New Head Start 0 -- -— - --
TOTAL SAMPLE 28 30 30 37 30
225
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Table C-12

EMPT YMENT PATTERNS
OF FAMILIES PREVIO.SLY INVOLVED IN THE EVALUATION

(Percents)
{(continued)
Unemployment
Rate At Least
No Family Two Family Mother
Members Menbers Mother Is Sole
N Employed Employed Employed Support!
WEST VIRGINIA
Two-Year Home Start 17 53 00 00 47
One~Year Home Start 23 43 04 09 04
Head Start 21 33 14 43 28
New Homé Start 17 41 00 00 00
New Hedd Start 00 - - - -
TOTAL SAMPLE 78 41 05 14 19
TOTAL
Two-Year Home Start | 106 40 13 23 46
One-Year Home Start 71 35 14 21 04
Head Start 1 61 36 13 41 28
New Home Start 72 39 12 ie 07
New Head Start 60 40 0g 22 12
TOTAL SAMPLE 370 38 13 - 25 21

!The ¥ for items reguiring the mother's response is somewhat less than the
total number of respondents since, overall, 7.3% of the interviews were
completed by someone other than the mother; the total number of mothers
responding was 382.

228

217




L]
Table C-13
PERCENT OF FAMILIES TESTED ON SCHEDULE
TOTAL
Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
Visit I 70 49 60
Visit 11X 63 48 56
Mean mamber of | yisit I 1.5 1.5 1.5
specified S !
time periOd Visit IX 1-5 1.2 1-4
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SPRING 1975 TESTING TIMES

Table C-14

Mean
___ Measures o N (minutes) SD MaxXimum
Child
Measures
PSI
Two—-Year Hoi.a Start 106 11.2 3.34 20.0
One~Year Home Start 70 11.2 3.53 20.0
Head Start 60 10.2 2.62 17.0
New Home Start 72 11.0 4.43 20.0
New Head Start 589 12.1 2.50 20.0
Total Sample 411 11.1 3.34 20.0
DDST
Two-Year Home Start 108 17.1 4.26 25.0
One-Year Home Start 71 18.2 4.39 36.0
Head Start 59 16.9 3.97 31.0
New Home Start 72 17.3 5.42 30.0
New Head Start 60 16.2 4.71 30.0
Total Sample 412 17.3 4.58 36.0
HEIGHT AND WEIGHT
Two-Year Home Start 102 2.5 1.23 6.0
One~Year Home Start 68 2.8 1.40 7.0
Head Start 60 2.1 0.92 5.0
New Home Start 70 2.7 1.57 10.0
New Head Start 60 2.7 1.34 5.0
Total Sample 404 2.6 1.30 10.0
TOTAL CHILD TIME
Two-Year Home S.art 108 30.7 6.69 50.0
One-Year Home Start 71 31.9 6.55 48.0
Head Start 61 28.4 6.18 49.0
New Home Start 72 31.0 8.90 53.0
New Head Start 60 30.7 7.49 50.0
Total Sample 414 30.7 7.13 53.0
Parent
Questionnaires
SB1
Two-Year Home Start 108 5.0 2.13 15.0
One-Year Home Start 71 5.1 2.33 12.0
Head Start 5§89 4.2 1.78 10.0
New Home Start 72 5.5 2.60 15.0
New Head Start 60 5.9 2.62 14.0
Total Sample 411 5.1 2.29 15.0
Continued:
228
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Table C~14

SPRING 1975 TESTING TIMES

{continued)
Mean
Measures N {(minutes) sD Maximum
Parent
Questionnaires
{continued)

HES s ;
Two—-Year Home Start 105 6.7 2.65 . 20.0 !
One-Year Home Start 71 6.1 2.05 12.0 j
Head Start 59 5.7 1.97 12.0 i
New Home Start 72 6.6 2.01 15.0 {
New Head Start 60 6.2 2.39 14.0
Total Sample 411, 6.3 2.25 20.0

'PARENT INTERVIEW I
Two—-Year Home Start 104 5.7 2.91 17.0
One-Year Home Start 71 4.8 1.88 10.0
Head Start &9 4.1 1.72 10.0
New Home Start 72 5.7 2.50 15.0
New Head Start 80 6.7 4.63 29.0
Total Sample 410 5.4 2.92 29.0

FOOD INTAKE
T™wo—-Year Home Start 106 7.4 3.09 20.0
One-Year Home Start 71 8.2 2.92 17.0
Head Start 57 5.5 2.94 15.0
New Home Start 72 7.5 3.28 21.0
New Head Start 58 6.7 3.09 20.0
Total Sample 409 7.2 3.09 21.0
TOTAL PARENT TIME

Two-Year Home Start i06 24.6 7.57 65.0
One-Year Home, K Start 71 24.1 5.61 40.0
Head Start 58 19.3 5.50 43.0
New Home Start 72 25.3 6.76 51.0
New Head Start 60 25.4 8.12 48.0
Total Sample 412 23.8 6.92 65.0
Parent-Child

Interaction

8-BLOCK
Two-Year Home Start 103 17.2 12.98 130.0
Cne—-Year Home Start 69 17.7 8.91 50.0
Head Start 58 16.9 15.1 122.0
New Home Start 71 19.9 8.06 43.0
New Head Start 58 15.5 5.89 31.0
Total Sample 399 17.3 10.56 130.0

Continued:
220
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. Table C-14

SPRING 1975 TESTING TIMES

{continued)
Mean
Measures N {minutes) sD Maximum
TOTAL BATTERY TIME!

Two~Year Home Start 108 72.1 17.66 184.0
One~Year Home Start 71 73.2 14.90 118.0
Head Start 61 63.1 20.24 165.0
New Home Start | 72 75.9 17.61 135.0
New Head Start 60 70.7 17.45 105.0
Total Sample 414 71.1 17.50 184.0

lpotal Battery Time does not include time for Parent Interview II, which
vas not available for spring 1975.
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Table C~15 N

CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES

Group Log 1 LLogs 2 & 3 Spring Mean Fall 74 Mea

Two-Year Home Start 88.6 87.7 88.2 94.0

: One~Year Home Start 85.9 97.6 0.2 85.4

Percent of testing situations | Head Start 52.5 88.9 63.6 61.0
where mother was present New Home Start 81.5 88.0 90.6
New Head Start 26,7 91.1 54.3

Total Sample 72.6 90.8 . 80.0 84.1

Two=Year Home Start 48.6 31.6 42.6 39.9

where Home Visitor or teacher |'ead Start 8.2 0.0 3.7 6.0
New Head Start 3.3 0.0 1.9

Total Sample 37.9 25.6 31.2 32.5

Two-Year Home Start 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.0

') _ One~Year Home Start 5.1 5.2 5.1 4.9

N} Mean number of people in Head Start 4.1 3.6 3.9 3.8
the room New Home Start 5.6 5.6 5.6
New Head Start 3.9 4.2 4.0

Total Sample 5.0 4.9 4.9 4.6

Two~Year Home Start 29.5 33.3 30.9 22.0

One~Year Home Start 25.7 39.0 30.6 21.0

Percent of testing in Head Start 37.7 33.3 36. 27.2
noisy situations New Home Start 26.4 32.0 27.8
New Head Start 18.3 15.6 17.1

Total Sample 27.7 30.3 27.4 23.3

D 3 1 Two-Year Home Start 16.2 1€.1 16.1 14.6

Ay One-Year Home Start | 11.4 12.2 11.7 18.9

Percent of testing sessions Head Start 18.3 3.7 13.8 9.1 9 39
where tester had difficulties | New Home Start 22.5 20.0 21.9 P~

New Head Start 6.7 4.4 5.7

Total Sample 15.3 11.3 13.6 14.5

Continued:
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CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES

(continued)
Group Log 1 Logs 2 & 3 Spring Mean Fall 74 Mean
Frequency of testing done at: o
Two-Year Home Start 0 0 0 1.2
One-Year Home Start 0 0 0 0
Center Head Start 48 16 ?2 7 66-7
New Home Start 0 J 0
New Head Start 45 7 50.0
Total Sample 93 23 18.9 21.6
Two-Year Home Start 104 57 100.0 98.4
] One-Year Home Start 71 41 100.0 100.0
Home Head Start 13 11 "27.3 32.6
New Home Start 72 25 160.0
New Head Start 15 37 50.0
Total Sample 275 171 81.1 78.1
Frequency of testing in each
N | location:
w Two-Year Home Start 72 27 6l.1 61.9
One-Year Home Start 47 22 61.6 65.8
Living Room Head Start 9 9 20.4 19.5
New Home Start 42 18 61.8
: New Head Start 7 16 22.1
‘ Total Sample 177 92 47.8 50.0
| Two-Year Home Start 6 ° S 6.8 5.7
One-Year Home Start 4 1 8.0 6.5
. Head Start 4] 2 2.3 4.1
Dining Room New Home Start 4 0 4.1
New Head Start 1 5 5.8
Total Sample 15 13 5.0 5.5
Two~Year Home Start 12 4 9.9 11.7
One~Year Home Start 4 3 6.2 8.0
Kitchen Head Start 2 J 2.3 5.6
New Home Start 10 4 14.4
New Head Start 0 5 4.8
Total Sample N 28 16 7.8 8.4
Continued: 234
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Table C-15

CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES

. {continued)
Group Log 1 Logs 2 & 3 Spring Mean Fall 74 Mean
Frequency of testing in each }
location:
{continued)
Two-Year Home StAart 4 14 11.1 17.4
One-Year Home Start 4 8 10.7 14.4
: - Head Start 0 0 0 5.3
i othor vomnt U8 | New Home Start 7 1 8.2 .
' New Head Start E 5 9 13.5
, Total Sample ! 20 32 9,2 12.5
i . .
5 Two-Year Home Start' 11 7 11.1 3.2
One~Year Home Start 12 7 17.0 5.2
1 Head Start X 50 16 75.0 65.4
. Other New Home Start .9 2 10.7
; New Head Start ' 46 10 53.8
! Total Sample ¢ 128 42 30.2 23.7
Frequency of testing done on: .
Two—-Yaear Home Start: 15 6 13.0 17.9
: One-Year Home Start ! 5 4 8.1 14.1
Large Table Head Start i 7 3 11.4 18.0
: 9 New Home Start S 4 17.5
New Head Start b1 4 15.6
Total Sample 51 21 13.0 16.4
Two-Year Home Start 8 3 6.8 7.7
One-‘ear Home Start 2 4 5.4 6.7
\ \ Head Start 19 14 37.5 34.5 )
23K Child-sized Table New Home Start 5 5 10.3 238
new Head Start 11 0 11.4
Total Sample 45 26 12.8 15.5

Continued:




Table CflS

CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES

{continued)
Group Log 1 Logs 2 & 3 Spring Mean Fall 74 Mean
Frequency of testing done on:
{(continued)

Two-Year Home Start 47 29 46.9 22.8

One-Year Home Start 42 21 56.7 26.4
Floor Head Start 22 3 28.4 14.6

New Home Start 34 8 43.3

New Head Start 23 16 40.6

Total Sample 168 77 44,2 21.6

Two-Year Home Start 4 3 4.3 6.1

One~Year Home Start 2 0 1.8 4.0

Head Start 0 1 1.1 0.4
Couch New HOme Start 3 0 3.1

New Head Start 0 2 2.1

Total Sample 9 6 2.7 3.5

Two~Year Home Start 0 2 1.2 16.7

One~Year Home Start 0 0 0 16.3
Large Table Head Start 0 0 0 14.2
and Chair New Home Start 0 0 0

New Head Start 0 9 9.4

Total Sample 0 11 2.0 15.7

Two=Year Home Start 10 7 10.5 7.7

OCne-Year Home Start 3 4 6.3 11.7

sa A s Head Start 6 2 9.1 7.3

gﬁélglgéied Table New Home Start 6 3 9.3

New Head Start 4 3 7.3

Total Sample 29 19 8.7 9.l

Two—~Year Home Start 15 3 11,1 8.5

One~Year Home Start 14 4 16.2 10.1

Head Start 0 0 0 1.5
Couch and Floor New Home Start 7 1 8.2

New Head Start 2 3 5.2 2?’ 8

Total Sample 38 11 8.8 7.0

Continued:




Table C-15

CONDITIONS OF TESTING SUMMARIZED OVER ALL MEASURES.

{continued)
Group Log 1 Logs 2 & 3 _Spring Mean Fall 74 Mean
Frequency ©of testing done on:
(continued)
Two-Year Home Start 6 4 6.2 10.1
One~Year Home Start 3 3 5.4 11.3
2 Head Start 7 4 12.5 8.
Other New Home Start 4 4 8.2
New Head Start 2 6 8.3
Total Sample 22 21 7.8 10.2
lExamples of "other" include Head Start Center, dining room and kitchen, hallwa§.
2Bxamples of "other" include table and chair, floor and bed.
»n
n
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Pable C-16

TWO-YEAR COMPARISON OF INTER~JUDGE RELIABILITY
PST and DDST!

PSI DDST
Fall 1973 95.6% 95.1%
Spring 1974 97.9 89.0
Fall 1974 97.6 95.1
Spring 1975 98.5 96.5
Tl oo

lpuring the spring, inter-judge reliability by site
ranged from 98% to 99.4% on the PSI and from 94.9%
to 100% on the DDET.
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Table C-17

TWO-YEAR COMPARISON OF NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATION ERRORS

Home Schaefer Height TOTAL
Food Parent Environment Behavior and PER
PST DDST 8-Block Intake Interviews Scale Inventory Weight BATTERY
Fall 2.2 2.1 2.0 1.3 1.1% 0.6 0.4 N/A 9.7
1973
Spring 1.1 1.0 0.5 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.05 3.7
1974
X
e Fall 1.2 1.3 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.1 0.1 0.06 4.5
1974
Spring dg.6 0.8 0.4 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 2.8
1975
MEAN 1.3 1.3 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.04 5.3
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Table C-18

PERCENT OF ADMINISTRATION ERRORS BY CATEGORY
PRESCHQOL INVENTORY (PSI})
DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST {DDST)
8~BLOCK TASK

PSI DDST 8-BLOCEK
Bryor Category (N=5Q} * {N=38)* (N=19) *

Repeats (too many or too few) 32 29 11
Incorrect Wording of Questions 8 29 21
Incorrect Placement of Materials 26° 11 11
Skipping a Question or Stopping 4 5 5

Test Incorrectly
Failing to Have Correct Materials 4 0 0

for Test
Probing {(too much or too little) 24 N/A N/A
Choosing Inappropriate Environment

for Test N/A 8 N/A
Failing to Ask Parent for Verbal

Response N/a N/A 11
Failing to Ask Parent for Block

Placement N/A N/A 5
Failing to Ask Child Correct

Questions N/A N/A 11
QOther 2 18 26
I |

*N = Total number of errors; during the spring 87 PSI, 48 DDST and
47 8-Block administrations were monitored.
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Table C-19

PERCENT ADMINISTRATION ERRORS BY CATEGORY
PARENT INTERVIEWS

Home Schaefer

Parent Environment Behavior

Error Cateqory/Measurement Food _Intake Interviews . Scale Inventory
N* 37 15 8 7
wncorrect Wording of Questions 19 53 0 0
Probiung Too Much or Too Little 68 7 100 0
Skipping a Question 3 20 ) 0 0
Other 11 20 0 100

*N = Total number of errors made:; during the spring 1973 Food Intakes, 120 Parent Interviews
(72 PI-I; 48 PI-II), 69 Home Environment Scales, and 73 Schaefer Behavior Inventories
were monitored.
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Table C=20
REASONS FOR MISSING DATA--SPRING 1975
Number of Interviewer's Comments
Number of Instruments
Instruments | With Missing Child Tester Uncontrollable Language Parent
Administered bata Refusal Error Circumstances Difficulties Refusal
Child
Measures ' :
PST
Two—-Year Home Start 108 7 7
One-Year Home Start 71 é 6
Head Start 61 5 5
New Home Start 72 11 11
New Head Start 60 1 1
Total Sample 370 30 30
N DDST
o Two-Year Home Start 106 6 5 1
One-Year Home Start 71 2 2 0
Head Start 58 0 0 0
New Home Start 72 10 10 0
New Head S5Start 60 1 i 0
Total Sample 368 19 18 i
HEIGHT AND WEIGHT A

Two—~Year Home Start 1086 2 2
One~Year Home Start 71 0 0
Head Start 61 0 0
New Home Start 72 2 2
Newr Head Start 60 0 0
Total Sample 370 4 4 ]

Continued:




Table C~20

REASONS FOR MISSING DATA-—-SPRING 1975

(continued)
_i
Nurber of Interviewer ‘s Comments i
Humber of Instruments
Instruments | With Missing child Tester Uncontrollable Language Parent .
Administered pata Refusal Error Circumstances Difficulties Refusal
i Parent
. Questionnaires ‘
SBI
Two-Year Home Start 128 ! 1
: One~Year Home Start 71 1 1 )
! Head Start 59 4 0
' New Home Start 72 2 2
! New Head Start 60 ¢ 0
Total Sample 368 4 4
HES
3 ! Two-Year Home Start 106 g
(X One~-Year Home Start 71 )
Head Start 5 g
New Home Start 72 g
New Head Start g0 7
Total Sample 368 &
: PARENT INTERVIEW I
; Two-Year Home Start 106 ¢ 0
: One-Year Home Start 71 ¢ 0
; Head Start 53 0 0
! New Home Start ’E 1 1
New Head Start £7 > 0
Total Sample 3¢c8 i 1

Continued:
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Table, c-20 | R
RELSONS FOR MISSING DATA--SPRING 1975 '
(continued)
—
Nunber of Interviewer ®s Comments
Mumber of Instruments
Instruments | With Missing Chila Tester Uncontroliable Language Parent
Administered bata Refusal Error Circumstances pifficulties Refusal
Parent
Questionnaires
{continued)
FOOD INTAKE
Two—-Year HOme Start 106 1 1
One-Year Home Start 71 1] 0
Head Start 58 ] 0
New Home Start 72 ¢ 0
New Head Start g0 ¢ 0
Total Sample 388 1 1
x Parent~Ch-.:4
@ Interaction
8-BLOCK .
Two-Year Home Start 106 é 4 1 0 1
One-¥Year Home Start 71 4 2 0 0 2
Head Start 59 2 1 0 0 1
New Home Start 72 8 7 . 0 1 0
New Head Start 60 5 1 0 1 3
Total Sample 368 25 15 1 2 7
TOTAL
Two-Year Home Start 848 23 11 10 1 1
One-Year Home Start 568 13 4 7 0 2
Head Start ) 478 7 1 5 1 1
New Home Start 5786 31 19 14 1 0
New Head Start 480 8 2 1 0 3
Total Sample 2948 82 37 37 3 7
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PSYCHOMETRIC ANALYSES OF CHILD AND PARENT INSTRUMENTS
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PSYCHOMETRIC ANALYSES OF CHILD AND PARENT INSTRUMENTS

This appendiX presents psychometric data on the child and parent
measures for the spring 1975 data collection. Previous reports have
contained eXtensive discussion of these instruments, rationale for
their use, and psychometric analyses for these measures at each of
the data collection time points. The reader is referred to those
reports for the following information:

1. Interim Report IV (March, 1974)

o discussion of instruments and rationale £for use
e psychometric analyses of fall 1973 data

2. Interim Report V (October, 1974)

® discussion of revision of instruments
e psychometric analyses of spring 1974 data
e fall 1973 to spring 1974 change score analyses

3. Interim Report VI (March, 1975)

e psychometric analyses of fall 1974 data

e fall 1973 to fall 1974 change score analysis

e composite tables of instrument reliabilities (test-
retest, alphas)

The analyses presented in this appendix represent an attempt to
examine the internal characteristics of each instrument. The purpose
of these analyses is to re—-examine the strengths and weaknesses of
individual items and of scale scores created from these items.
Previous analyses have identified "weak" items and, in most cases,
these items were subseguently modified or eliminated from the battery.
Items were considered weak if they failed to discriminate among age
groups, yielded erratic scores over time, or were unusually difficult
to interpret.

Most of the instruments have had exXtensive analysis at four or
five time points (including pilot testing). The current analyses are
a check on the similarity of the psychometric characteristics of these
measures at this time point (spring 1975) with previously reported
characteristics. Knowledge of the stability, or lack of stability, of
these internal characteristics of the tests is essential to proper
interpretation of the analysis of covariance comparisons presented in
chapter IV (Findings).

For the majority of these measures, response distributions, item-
to-scale correlations (with the item extracted from the scale score),

R94
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and alrha coefficients are reported within group. The response
wistributions provide an indication of the appropriateness of each
item for the populations sampled. A high proportion of "refusals",
for example, may indicate that testers had difficulty establishing
rapport, A high proportion of "wrong" responses, on the other hand,
may indicate the item 1s too difficult. Percent passing figures
indicate whether individual items are developmental in nature, i.e.,
by demonstrating increased percent passing with increasing age.
{Percent passing each item by age was presented in the three pre=-
viously mentioned reports but is not reported again). The alpha
coefficient is reported as the index of the internal consistency of
each scale or test score {when items are dichotomous alpha is equiva-
lent to KR-20). Alpha is an important indeX since it sets an upper
limit to a scale's reliability (Nunnally, 1967). Internal consistency
reliability is generally close to alternate form reliability.

With the exception of children who entered kindergarten or
another preschool program, all children for whom spring 1975 data
were available were included in these analyses, whether or not data
from all previous time points were available for these children. In
general, the psychometric characteristics of the measures are sub~
stantially samilar to those previously reported for these instruments.
The minor differences in internal consistency between the current and
previcus analyses may be partially explained by the eliminai.on from
the samples of those children who entered kindergartzn or another
program, and were no longer members of their original treatment group.

The tables are presented in a somewhat different formaet from the
previous presentations. Since new chiidren were added to the original
control groupr (the Gne~-year Home Start group), and two additional sites
alded Head Staxt programs, the psychometric analyses are presented
for ecacli of the five groups: Two~year Home Start, One~year Home Start,
Head Start {(two years), New Home Start {one year of treatment), and
Hew Head Start (one year of treatment),
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10.
11.
12,
13.
14,

15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21,
22.
23.
24,
25.
26,
27.
28.
29,
30.
31.

32,

wWhat

is

show me

wWhat
What

is

is

Put the
Put the
Put 2 cars behind the box in the middle.
If you were sick, who would you go to?
When do we eat breakfast?

Table D-1
PRESCHOOL INVENTORY ITEMS

your first name?

your shoulder.

this {(knee)?

this {(elbow)?

vellow car on the little box.

blue car under the green box.

If you wanted to find a lion where would you look?
What does a dentist do?

Which way does a phonograph record go?
which way does a ferris wheel go?

How many

How many

How many

How many

Which
Point
Point
Point
Pc .nt
Which
Which
Point

is
Lo
to
to
to
of
of
to

Make one
Make one

hands do you have?

wheel:s does a bicycle have?

wheels does a car have?

toes do you have?

slower, & car or a bicycle?

the middle one.

the first one.

the last one.

the second one.

these 2 groups has less checkers in it?
these 2 groups has more checkers in it?
the one that is most like a tent.

like this (sguare).

like this {triangle).

Which one is the color of night?
Color the square.

Color the sguare purple.

Color the triangle.

Color the triangle orange.

296
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Table D2

PRESCHOOL INVENTORY: PERCENT PASSING EACH ITEM BY GROUP

~ Group
Two-Yoar One-Year New New Total
_ .. ltem | Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start Sample
(N=99) (N=65) (N=55-56) (§=60) (N=58-59)  (§=381~382)
1 86 .9 87.7 87.5 80.0 88.1 87.2
2 87.9 87.7 94.6 81.7 88.1 88.5
3 87.9 84.6 89.3 83.3 81,4 86.4
4 74.7 83.1 82.1 63.3 74.6 77.0
5 59.6 69.2 67.9 61,7 81.4 69.4
6 54,5 50.8 52.7 46.7 62.7 55.6
7 27.3 20.0 20.0 16.7 28.8 24,4
8 74.7 72.3 33.9 63.3 71.2 73.3
9 73.7 58.5 55. 4 58,3 61.0 64.1
10 54,5 33.8 35.7 33.3 54,2 46,6
! 11 80.38 73.8 83.9 70.0 74.6 77.2
j 13 42,4 40,0 46 .4 38.3 66.1 47.4
t 13 34,3 26.1 28,6 23.3 39.0 30.9
5 14 66.7 75.4 58.9 55,0 66,1 64.4
1 LS | 84.8 80.0 76.8 66.7 67.8 76.4
16 65.7 63.1 57.1 46.7 51,7 59.3
17 , 28 3 27.7 08.9 18.3 16,9 23.0
18 75.¢ 72.3 78.6 68.3 55. 2 72.2
19 73.7 72.3 83.9 66.7 72.9 75.4
20 57.6 55 . 4 53.6 50.0 52.5 56.3
21 52.5 50 .8 60.7 43,3 55,9 56.0
22 42,4 49,2 42.9 48.3 42.4 46.3
23 32.3 26.1 26.8 30.0 37.3 32,7
‘ 24 12.1 13.8 10.7 10.0 13.6 12.6
25 79.8 83.1 82.1 78.3 72.9 80.4
26 65.7 67.7 82.1 63.3 62.7 69 .4
27 56.6 67.7 64.3 38.3 39.0 55. 2
{ 23 77.8 66.1 73.2 68.3 78.0 74,3
* 2 | 63.6 58.5 58.9 45,0 52.5 58.6
30 | 78.8 69,2 82.1 73.3 76.3 76.7
31 b 76.8 72.3 76.8 65.0 64,4 72.8
‘ 32 J 86.9 80.0 91.1 86.7 81. 4 86. 4
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PRESCHOOL INVENTORY:

Table D-3

ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS BY GROUP

Group

Two-Year One-Year New New

Item! Home Start  Home Starc Head Start Home Start  Head Start |

(§=99) (W=65) (N=60)} (N=56) (N=58-59)}
1 -03 13 17 17 04
2 28 36 31 10 21
3 34 33 23 14 43
4 44 34 47 40 70
5 35 33 37 32 51
b 45 47 54 53 26
7 25 30 08 24 36
8 29 08 30 19 39
9 34 35 24 26 47
10 43 46 32 26 42
11 43 44 48 33 50
12 40 14 25 33 39
13 39 50 22 27 32
14 32 10 07 29 27
15 29 34 39 63 02
16 49 51 26 31 47
17 51 35 45 28 53
18 - 27 28 23 36 02
19 61 59 50 50 59
20 48 45 27 29 24
2} 53 52 35 45 53
22 17 ~07 ~-11 31 20
23 25 -10 22 08 03
24 10 01 21 28 21
25 41 26 06 22 41
26 51 65 47 40 62
27 57 49 31 35 53
28 39 49 16 61 25
29 52 42 39 68 52
30 38 30 18 27 45
31 36 37 40 53 35
32 38 34 34 32 47
Isee key to items. 258
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Table D-4
KEY To
DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST
Test BRooklet Data Analysis
Item Vaimbers Item Numbers
Fine Motor Jtems
1 1 Builds towexr of 8 blocks
2 2 Imitates bridge
3 3 Picks longer line
4 4 Draws vertical line
3 ) Copies circle
) 6 Copies cross
7 (3 - braws girl or boy - 3 parts
7 (6) - braws girl or boy - 6 parts
- 7% braw a girl or boy in which
1 = failure
2 = pass on 7 (3) but not 7 (6)
3 = pass on 7 (6)
Language Items
3 g Uses plural
) 9 Comprehends hungry
9 10 Comprehends cold
9 11 Comprehends tired
10 12 Comprehends prepositions {(on)
19 13 Comprehends prepositions (under)
1n 14 Comprehends prepositions (behind)
1u 15 Comprehends prepositions (in front)
11 16 Recognizes colors (red)
il 17 Recognizes colors {(green)
11 18 Recognizes colors (yellow!
11 19 Recognizes colors (blue)
12 20 Opposite analogies (.lire)
12 2l Opposite analogies (horse)
12 22 Opposite analogies (mother)
13 23 Composition of {(door)
13 24 Composition of (spoon)
] 25 Composition of (shoe)
Gr 134 IEﬁEE
13-, - Balances on one foot 1 second
La- 3 - Balances on one foot 5 seconds
ii-10 ~-- Balances on one foot 10 seconds
*It m. 7 and 26 are comtinuous items embloyed to remove item dependencies between

Ttems 7(3) and 7{6) and between ltems 14-1, 5 and 10.
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Table D-4

(continued)
Test Booklet Data Analysis
Item Numbers Item Number
14-1, 5 & 10 26% Score for bhalance item in which
1l = failure
2 = pass for 1 second
3 = pass for 5 seconds
4 = pass for 10 seconds
15 27 Jumps in place
16 28 Broad jwnp
17 29 Hops on one foot
18 30 Heel~to-toe walk
12 31 Backward heel-to-toe
20 32 Catches bounced ball
Perscnal-Social Items
21 33 Plays interactive games
22 34 Separates from mother easily
23 35 Puts on clothing
24 36 Buttons up
25 + 26%* 37 Dresses with supervision
27 38 Dresses without Supervision

*Items 7 and 26 are continuous items emploved to remove item dependencies between
Items 7{(3) and 7{6) and between Item 14-1, 5 and 10,

**One summary item represents ltems 25 and 26,
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Table D-5

LEWVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST: PERCENT PASSING BY GROUP

Group
Two~Year One-Year New New
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start
:—-T;ﬂag?Tl,__ (N=98-1086) (§4=70-71) (H=58-59) (N=66-71) (N-59-60) |
Fine Motor
1 95.3 94.4 100.0 91.5 98.3
2 97.2 95.8 98.3 87.3 96.7
3 75.5 83.1 B4.7 07.6 71.7
4 98.1 95.8 98.3 90.1 100.0
5 88.3 91.5 94.9 81.2 84.7
6 92.2 81.7 96.6 72.5 86.7
7(3) 82.7 76.1 78.0 58.0 75.0
7(6) 55.8 43.7 35.6 23.2 45,0
i,anguage
8 56.7 64.8 62.7 43.3 70.0
9 hungry 87.5 87.3 89.8 86.4 93.3
9 cold 81.7 73.2 76.7 71.2 76.7
9 tired 52.3 81.4 91.4 83.3 50.0
10 on 98.1 97.2 98.3 1060.0 93.3
10 under 98.1 94 .4 100.0 89.4 950.0
10 behind 90.4 84.5 94.9 78.8 86.7
10 front 88.5 83.1 93.2 78.8 91.7
11 red 92.3 83.1 93.2 75.8 93.2
11 green 89.4 77.5 83.1 8L.8 86.4
11 yellow 89.4 77.5 88.1 83.3 89.8
21l blue 88.5 80.3 88.1 87.9 86.4
12 fire 85.3 88.7 83.0 72.7 91.5
12 horse 84.5 81.7 84.7 66.7 93.2
12 mether 46.6 49.3 33.9 36.4 25.4
13 door 52.7 71.8 59.3 50.0 52.5
13 spoon 52 9 56.3 44,1 31.8 40.7
13 sho» 50.0 52.1 25.4 28.8 32.2
Lross Motor
5o T 9900 98.5 98.3 92.4 93.3
. La (&) I 49.5 36.6 42.4 39.4 45.0
IR 24.3 18.3 22.90 10.6 8.3
15 ' 36.1 88.7 160.0 93.4 95.0
1la 86.4 71.8 93.2 78.1 81.7
17 33.2 87.3 91.5 82.8 35.0
b 18 ' 58.8 53.5 44,1 19.0 32.3
;19 40.0 21.7 2614 18.6 11.1 13.6
E ikj i 20 74.5 53.6 69.0 57.1 52.5
va$f= Tgég'iga—tgngiems. B 244




Table D-6

DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST:
ITEM-SCALE CORRELATIONS BY GROUP

Group
Two-Year One-Year New New
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Homo Start

Fine Motor (N=103) (N=71) (N=59) (N=69) (N=589)
1 18 29 00 19 00
2 15 40 36 46 02
3 31 33 43 23 31
4 00 -09 ~13 54 00
5 33 38 13 63 15
6 45 68 25 65 38
7(6) 43 33 36 43 53

Language (N=101) (N=70) N=53; (N=66) (N=59)
8 15 47 9 13 23
9 hungry 33 54 44 33 33
9 cold 49 42 36 64 37
9 tired 44 54 44 50 36
10 on ~05 -05 -09 00 42
10 under 33 34 00 19 15
10 behingd 06 46 32 42 33
10 front 29 54 40 49 55
11 red 44 6l 38 48 37
11 green 26 66 39 44 41
11 yellow 32 71 39 46 33
11 blue 41 56 39 43 45
12 fire 25 39 49 55 24
1Z horse 57 49 43 47 14
12 mother 40 14 18 36 76
13 door 59 72 28 61 58
13 spoon 52 53 44 51 55
13 shoe 43 44 1% . 17 52

Gross Motor (N= 97) (H=69) (N=538) (N=63) (N=539)
14 40 35 36 09 27
15 34 A3 00 27 24
16 16 31 -11 10 40
17 23 28 10 36 38
18 45 57 39 14 22
1% 43 32 41 26 12
20 25 41 26 35 05

PERSONAL- — = = . =

SOCTAL (N=108) (N=71) (N=539) (N=71) (N=60)
21 -02 20 -10 12 -09
22 0% A1 43 29 27
23 00 00 00 16 17
24 20 47 24 54 35
25 & 26 37 42 29 48 ~10
V27 31 32 33 48 17
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Table D-7

DIETARY INTAKE BY FOOD SCOREFS AND PERCENTAGE OF RECOMMENDED FOOD SCORES

o

K Two~Year One-Year New New TOTAL
M £9 Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
o CE) 2 (4=106) {N=71) {(N=61) (N=72) (R=60) (§=370)

93 % of % of % of % of $ of % of
FOOD GROUP | @& |Mean SD Recom|Mean SD Recom|Mean SD Recom|Mean SD Recom|Mean SD Recom|Mean SD_Recom
MILK 2.5011.34 .83 53.6 }1.36 .84 54.4{1.60 .94 64.0 |1.3 .78 55.6 {1.89 .67 75.6 [1.49 .84 59.6
MEAT .40 1.27 .34 90.7 1l.16 .45 82.8 |1.2. .42 86.4 [1.37 .09 97.8 11.29 .26 92.1 {1.2¢6 .34 90.90
EGGS .60 .20 .28 33.3 .21 .28  35.0 .21 .28 35.0 .17 .27 28.3 .10 .22 16.7 .18 .24 30.0
VITAMIN A
VEGETABLES .60 .07 .20 1liL.6 .08 £20 13.3 .10 .21 16,7 .07 .20 11.7 .12 .23 20.0 .08 .20 13.3
CITRUS .

. . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . .47 38.0
FRUITS 1.00 27 44 27.0 28 43 28.0 49 48 49.9 34 46 24.0 65 45 65.0 38
OTHER FRULITS

2. . . . 1.70 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72.9
& VEGETABLES 4011.7 90 71.2 92 70.8 (1.98 80 82.5 11.59 97 66.2 11.82 85 75.8 [1.75 30
BREADS &  14.00)13.60 .88 90.0 |3.41 1.01 a5.2 {3.42 1.05 85.5|3.52 .94 88.0 [3.49 .87 87.2 |3.50 .94 87.5
CEREAL
TOTAL 263 12.50) 8.47 2.07 67.8 {18.20 2.10 65.6 |9.02 2.56 72.2 ]8.45 2.07 67.6 |v.36 1.76 74.9 [8.65 2.14 69.2

ERIC
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Table D-8

KEY TO

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY ITEMS

TASK ORIENTATION SUBTEST

1,

13.

Pays attention to what he's (she's] doing when other
things are going on around him {(her).

Stays with a job until he (she) Ffinishes it.
Becomes very involved in what he (she} is doing.

Goes from one thing to another; guickly loses interest in
things.

Watches carefully when an adult is showing how to do something.

EXTRAVERSION~INTROVERSION SUBTEST

2.
5.
8.
11.

140

Tries to be with another person or group of people.
Likes to take part in activities with others.
Enjoys being with others.

Watches others, but doesn’t join in with them.

Does not wait for others to approach him (her), but makes
the first friendly move.

HOSTILITY-TOLERANCE SUBTEST

1z,

15,

Gets impatient or unpleasant if he (she) can't get what
he (she) wants when he (she) wants it.

Slow to forgive when offended.
Stays angry for a long time after an argument.
Complains or whines if he (she) can’t get his (her) own way.

Gets angry when he (she) has to wait his {(her) turn or share
with others.
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Table Dp-o

SCRAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY

PURCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY BY GROUP

248

7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
e P — —
# TWO-YLAR
.. HOME START
: 1 16€ 00 05 12 31 09 36 07
m z 10¢ 00 0% 02 05 08 46 34
. 3 10¢ 04 10 32 19 17 09 08
“ 4 ior 04 03 10 24 14 36 08
_ 5 ige 01 01 01 05 07 41 44
" 6 1o 24 23 15 10 05 17 06
, 7 1n¢ 01 vl 07 14 10 38 28
: 8 ie 00 00 01 02 02 22 74
| 9 19, 29 37 09 09 06 07 04
; 10 10¢ 05 07 09 16 32 19 11
| 11 lae 00 07 05 12 09 32 34
: 12 106 06 11 34 10 16 10 12
m 13 10¢ | 01 0l 16 23 14 35 16
: 14 198 03 09 12 14 08 36 17
n 15 io¢ 04 28 27 10 14 07 08
_ ONE-YELAR
! HOME STARTY
! L 21| 00 04 11 30 07 41 07
| 2 7l 00 63 04 07 07 44 35
! 3 72 03 06 20 24 20 18 10
w 1 7 04 07 10 34 08 28 08
j 5 27 00 0l 0l 07 07 38 45
| 6 i 10 31 20 13 04 15 07
_ 7 7 00 03 04 25 20 3" 11
h 8 7 00 00 01 0l 06 2] 61
: 9 ! 17 45 10 11 06 06 06
: 10 o 07 13 17 is 28 17 03
“ 11 70 03 10 06 10 20 36 16
12 , 06 07 23 24 06 20 14
13 ;. 00 04 08 28 07 39 13
14 o ks 04 20 21 07 24 21
15 " 03 27 20 20 10 14 07
' HEAD START
R T co 1oop 00 14 27 12 37 08
_ h . 02 03 02 08 05 37 42
3 | i N2 07 27 17 19 15 14
4 : co 03 07 08 24 22 25 10
d L no 02 03 02 10 46 37
8 ] . 19 14 22 14 07 12 14
3 m Vo 02 07 12 12 10 37 20
w _ 2 no 2 02 03 37 54
o ) 24 24 07 08 07 02
" o7 14 03 24 27 20 05
. . 08 08 02 07 12 32 30
i . i 05 0% 27 24 12 15 12
_ | oo 00 10 19 17 5 17
] [0z 07 08 15 14 36 mwm
.07 Wi 22 24 12 12 \ume
Continued: — F
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Table D~9

SCHAEFER BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY BY GROUP

{(continued)

N 1l 2 3 4 5 6 7

NEW

HOME START

1l 72 0l 01 14 29 14 33 07
2 78 01 00 07 = 12 46 21
3 72 00 1o 25 15 15 25 10
4 ’2 04 14 14 28 12 17 11
S 73 00 00 07 07 06 35 45
6 71 17 27 13 20 08 07 03
7 72 00 00 11 25 19 28 17
8 72 00 00 04 06 04 28 58
9 71 30 35 14 08 04 07 01
10 71 04 11 1l 20 25 17 04
11 71 03 07 03 06 28 30 24
12 71 03 13 31 10 1] 25 07
13 72 00 01 15 24 14 23 12
14 78 03 15 14 15 14 31 08
i5 72 1 21 25 18 08 15 0l

NEW

HEAD START
l 80 02 c7 23 32 10 22 05
2 80 00 02 07 02 10 53 27
3 £q 02 10 18 20 20 18 12
4 60 07 08 15 33 13 23 00
5 80 00 00 03 07 08 45 37
6 80 13 38 28 05 05 07 03
7 80 00 03 12 07 138 45 15
8 89 00 00 07 20 00 38 53
9 80 28 42 22 02 00 03 03
10 &0 03 07 13 22 25 27 03
11 84 02 00 13 12 10 42 22
12 80 05 10 20 18 22 10 15
13 60 GO 03 13 22 12 43 07
14 £ 05 05 13 17 10 27 23
15 80 02 38 27 10 10 08 05
25
249
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Table D-10

SCHAEFER BEHAV1OR INVENTORY
ITEM-SCALE CORRELATIONS BY GROUP

Two-Year One-Year New New

I Item Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start
; — ,
L orisas o (¥=106) (B=71) (W=59) W=7 (W=60)
i i 56 44 45 52 3
, 4 56 67 59 39 23
i 7 44 61 53 58 22
! 12 64 63 47 53 35
' Extraversion- P g e v o fein)
. Introversion te=ioc (=" T o fi=r1) :l

2 i 47 62 63 44 36 |

5 | 11 49 59 46 56
: 4 | 62 42 74 44 48 |
] 14 ! 33 33 32 24 20
" THostility- ’ o . - L e
E Tolerance , feT ' T T V=G0 )
' - - 1
? ) L 49 63 52 55 51
; 6 i 29 31 i 8 52 26
' a ! 54 ol 20 47 34

12 ; 66 73 56 48 51

15 03 62 52 62 46

P s 5
A e}




Table D-11

KEY TO
PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Item

1 RESISTIVE ( ) ¢

—
.
e
——
e
r—
e
—
T
.

e

2 saYy () () ) )Y C) () ()
3 WITHDRAWN () ()} () () () () ()
4 INDIFFERENT () () () () () () ()
5 DEFENSIVE () () () () ) () ()
6 PASSIVE ()} () () () C) () ()
7 GIVES U2 () () () () () () ¢)
8 QUIET () () )y () )y () ()
9 INATTENTIVE () ()} () () () () ()
10! CALM ()Y )y ¢y ) €)Y ) )

TO = Test Orientation

S = Sociability

Ttem 10 was completed by the testers, but was not analyzed for this report.

239

251

COOPERATIVE
SOCIABLE
QUTGOING
INVOLVED
AGREEABLE
ACTIVE
KEEPS
TALKATIVE
ATTENTIVE

EXCITED

Scale

TO

TO

TO

TO

TO




Table D-12

PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY BY GROUP

252

Y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| TWO-YEAR

: HOME START
! Cooperative 105 05 01 04 07 16 37 30
: Sociable 108 06 07 17 10 13 28 19
; Outgoing 108 03 03 07 25 12 30 18
i Involved 108 03 04 07 04 17 40 25
' Adgreeable tod 0l 05 04 08 11 4t 25
| Active toe 1 00 10 07 08 18 28 28
I Keeps Trying 1086 05 05 09 09 14 36 22
. 'ralkative 108 06 20 15 12 18 19 10
i Attentive 10¢ 01 06 07 09 15 42 19
Calm 10¢€ 03 05 10 19 22 33 08

! ONL-YEAR

| ___ HOME START
: Cooperative 70 01 0l 10 13 16 24 34
Sociable 70 10 06 11 13 13 23 24
! Outgoing 70 06 06 06 26 11 20 26
i Involved 70 0l 04 03 le 17 27 31
Agreceabla 70 0l 0l 09 14 16 27 31
i Active 70 01 07 11 07 17 23 31
' Keeps Trying 70 0l 03 13 20 16 24 23
. Talkative 70 14 11 07 21 20 10 16
. Attentive 71 03 03 07 21 14 34 17
i Calm ) 7n 04 10 13 23 1 27 11

Hi2AD START
Cooperative 58 03 03 03 05 14 37 34
Sociable Y 05 05 12 05 20 30 22
' Outgoing 58 05 02 07 14 19 36 17
Involved Fa 00 02 03 12 22 32 29
Agreeable S¥: 03 02 00 07 15 41 32
Active a3 05 05 03 12 29 25 20
Keeps Trying 58 03 03 08 05 19 32 29
Talkative & 08 10 7 14 22 19 10
Attentive o 05 02 10 14 12 32 25
Calm fu 03 10 08 15 24 25 14

CTTTTTTREW T 7T T
_. howe sTarr |
Cooperative . 08 04 11 12 21 31 12
sociable ; i 08 10 24 08 15 22 12
Outaoing 07 08 18 15 19 26 06
Involved S 04 08 08 11 25 25 18
Aufreeable ol 04 03 07 22 21 29 14
Aetive o 03 11 11 19 17 a3 18
Keeps Trying 04 11 -4 14 20 27 10
Talkative |12 21 17 15 17 11 07
Attentve | © 110 07 04 10 25 33 11
Calm | o0 07 07 22 21 31 i
O
Continued: 2 ?0




Table D-12

PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY BY GROUP

{(continued)

N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

~ NEW

HEAD START
Cooperative 60 03 02 07 05 23 50 10
Sociable 60 02 05 17 12 17 37 12
Qutgoing 60 03 03 03 25 35 25 0s
Involved 60 03 02 0s 10 33 32 15
Agreeable 60 02 00 05 08 30 35 20
Active 60 00 05 0% 15 37 32 07
Keeps Trying 60 05 02 00 12 25 37 20
Talkative 60 08 08 27 13 20 15 08
Attentive 80 05 03 12 10 22 38 10
Calm 60 02 02 08 22 32 20 15

271
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Table D-13

HIGH/SCOPE PUPIL OBSERVATION CHECKLIST:
ITEM-SCALE CORRELATIONS BY GROUP

Group
Two~Year One-Year New New
Item Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head SEEEQ
Test _ (He _ - _
Orieni; stion (N=105-106) {§=70) (N=59) (N=72) {(N=60)
Cooperative 89 8a 87 87 71
Involved 91 86 83 87 90
Agreeable 78 82 83 85 82
Keeps Trying 80 70 75 86 87
Attentive 86 77 70 71 86
Sociability (W=183) {li=01) (N=59) (§=72) {N=60)
Sociable 78 84 75 89 64
outgoing 81 84 87 86 66
Active £5 63 44 71 60
f Talkative 72 76 70 82 36
i
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Table v-14

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIPONMENT SCALE
ITEMS SCORED FOR EACH SCALE

- Warm mother and child involvement

3. Mother and child talk about child's activities
4. Child helps with househc¢ld tasks
6. Mother joins child's play activities
8. Mothevr talks with child about child's feelings
10. Mother plays make~believe games with child
- Playthings
9b. Child can play with scissors
9c. Child can play with scotch tape, paste, or stapler
91. Child can play with jigsaw puzzles
9f. Child can play with paint or magic markers
9g. ©hild cap play with clay or play-dough
Sh. .11ld can play with "put-together" toys

- Mother teaches child

1l1é. Mother teaches child to write n.ae

lle. Mother teaches child to remember address
llg. Mother teaches child to recognize numbers
1lh. Mother teaches child to say the “"ABC's"
11li. Mother teaches child to recognize letters
}13. Mother teaches ¢hild to read words

- Child does household tasks

5a. Thild helps mother clean znd peel food

Sb. Child helps mother mix and Lake things

5c. Child heips mother stir foods )

5d. Child helps mother find food on shelves 1in store

S¢., Child helps mother take off dishes after meal

5£. Child helps mother by putting clean clothes in drawers
- Books_and time reads

1. Numbker of children's books at home

2. Someone treads stories to child

- Television in home

-
LK

Child watches television

273
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Table D-15

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY

| WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS s80UT THE ACTIVITIES THAT

‘ ’ DOES FROM DAY TO DAY, SDME OF THE QUESTIDNS ARE ABOUT
Ch'J's Name

THINGS HE (SHE} PLAYS WITH, AND SOME ARE ABOUT THINGS THAT YOU DO
TOGETHER. THE QUESTIONS WILL HELP US TO UNDERSTAND MORE ABOUT WHAT
CONDITIDNS ARE BEST FOR A YOUNG CHILD AS HE (SHE) GROWS.

)

HOW MANY CHILDREN'S BOOKS ARE IN YOUR HOME THAT
CAN LOOK AT?

1Ch||d's Name)

2=yr New  New
Hm 8 #m S Hd S Hm S H4 S
Would vou say: _42. L fifteen or more 42.5 35.2 54,2 33.9 41,
or: 36+ 1 several, but not fifteen 29,2 39,4 33.9 43.1 38..
or: 23,7 three or fewer 28.3 25.4 11.9 18.1 20,
HOW OFTEN WOULD YOU SAY SOMEONE READS STORIES TO ?

2-yr LiGHid'sNemel  pou  New
Hn S Hm S Hd S Hm S Hd S

Would you say: _23.8 almost every day 25.5 32.4 32.2 22.2 16.
or: _35. 6 several times a week 37.7 28.2 37.3 38,9 35,
Gt 38.6 not"hatoften? 3608 39.4 3005 3809 480
HOW OFTEN DO ¥~ J AND TALK ABOUT THE PICTURES HE

{Child’s Name}

{SHE) MAKES, WHAT HE (SHE} DOES DURING THE DAY, HIS (HER) FRIENDS,
AND SO ON?

2-yr l-yr New N
Hu S Hm S Hd_S Hm S Hd
Would vou say: _26 .1 for about a hatf-hour or more every day 28.3 26.8 27.1 25,0 2]
or: 42+ 4 for a few minutes every day 34.9 33.8 ;(2{3 45.8 g:
or: —31.8 coveral times a week or less? 36.8 39.4 -3 23.2
HOW OFTEN DO YOU LET HELP YOU WHILE YOU ARE
{Child’s Mame)
COOKING, CLEANING THE HOUSE, WASHING DISHES, OR DOING OTHER
HOUSEHOLD TASKS? 2—}(1‘ ]_-.-yr NEW Net,
Hm S Hm S Hd 8§ Hm S Hd
Would you say: 48,9 almost every day 56,6 59.2 40.7 45,8 35
or: ~2L.7 saveral times a week 14.2 15.5 32,2 23.6 30.
or: 22.3 nOtthatOften? 29.2 25.4 27,1 30-6 35.

274
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Table D-15
{continued)

5 I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF HOUSEHOLD TASKS THAT CHILDREN .SOME-

TIMES HELP WITH. PLEASE TELL ME WHICH OF THEM t - HAS
HELPED YOU WITH IN THE LAST MONTH. Chitd's Name)
2-yr l-yr New New
Ves No Hm S HmS HdS Hm S HA S
e 83 89 %3 60 8
43,1 34.9  clean or pest food for ameal =~ = = = = = = - e ‘ * * *
37.2 . 62.8  mix or bake things, like cookies - - - = = - ehd 0.8 el 3.3 381
37.5  62.5 ir thi i i ,_ ¥-40.6 36.6 25.4 36.1 46.7
2is2 . 02£.0 stir thl]n]gé while they cook, tike soup, pudding N-59.4 3.4 74.6 639 53.3
78.0 22.0_ find food on shelves at the grocery store for you Y-81.1 78.9 78.0 2:3 183
82.3 17.7 . N-:18.9 21.1 22.0 7. 21.7
Qhed  Li-1  take off the dishesaftermeals - - - — - ~ - g-%%g ?g,& ggg 83,% g:s;
81.8 18.2 putclean clothes into the right drawers or _ _ _ Y-B3:0 85.0  86.4 %,6 ?2:?
shelves N~17.0 14.1 13.6 22.2 23.3
6. HOW OFTEN DO YOU JOIN IN THE PLAY ACTIVITIES THAT —
ild"s Mame:
13 INVOLVED iN, SUCH AS PLAYING GAMES, DRAWING PICTURES, OR SINGING?
2-yr New New

f§ HiS HA S He § Hd S
43.4 53.5 32.2 45.8 21.7
29.2 26.8 44.1 30.6 35.0
27.4 19.7 23.7 23.6 43.3

Would you say: _40.5 aimost every day
or: —32.3 once a week or so
or; _27:2_ not that often?

7. HOW MUCH TIME DOES WATCH TELEVISION?
{Chi'?’s Nama) 2-yr l-yr New  New
Hn S HmS Hd S Hm S Hd §
Would you say: _%6-3 ahout 2 hou: - & day or more 51.9 42.3 52.5 50.0 31.7
or: _§_§.'Levery day but not for two hours  30.2 40.8 32.2 29.2 38.3
or: _19.8_ soveral times a week or less? 179 16.9 15.3 20.8 30.0
8. HOW OFTEN DO YOU TALK WITH e ABOUT HIS {MER) FEEL-
iid's Name
INGS TOWARDS THINGS, SUCH AS HIS (HER) FEARS. PEOPLE OR THINGS HE
{SHE} ESPECIALLY L!KES. CR PEOPLE OR THINGS HE {SHE) ESPECIALLY
DOESN'T LIKE? 2-yr l-yr New New
Hn 8§ Huw S Hd § Um 5§ Hd 8
or: _28.5 several times a week igg ggg igg g;g g%g
or: —22.3 not *hat often? * t ‘ * ‘
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Table D-15
ooV NIRRT e T VO A LI TR LR G Dk CAN B AY WINTHL
Pobol,m 300 T Ve s iR L AT o CHANLG YO FLAY

Vi, £ U e [lhrugy vt )
1el . PR
Cey , gt Ve o PRI LW S T M S

Y

a. v, N . .
e P (i oo h v
b. S 1:,7? (R
™ ¢ .
¢ ./ R A G T | Groe U
[ A ' - .
do 5.0 foooae Lihs
T P . . . e
€. . ., st el sty vt es e BB o s, on othl s
: i . .
f-.’i ! v O R T N TTRST I
! “"i N
g.. R S R T AT
h i L ‘ it rL Ghe, 3 " Ltcn T P Lol P
.. U T e e L e ey, Dol o s, o0 T o sy
¢ 4 Ao . . T
L A R I T R LT e G A AR BT
3 ’ - W . . .
J.oo by e A N VIR (A T TR O R PR I RR T

1w b e g e cF T Gl (iR, or S et 5

Lo T phrs sdiis{im)ewngco ) ot argnden
Two~Year One-Year New New
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start

a. Yes 96.2 100.90 94.9 97.2 88.3
No .8 0.0 5.1 2.8 11.7

b. Yes 74.6 79. 73.3
No 25.4 20. 26,7
C. Yes ?603 2. 6500
No 23.7 27. 35.0

d. Yes 67.8 47. 6G.0
No 32.2 52. 40,0

e. Yes 86.4 81, 63.3
No 13.6 18. 36.7

f. Yes 47 .5 58. 60.0
No 52.5 41. 40,0

g. Yes 55.9 41. 51,7
No 44,1 58. 48.3

o

-

|l < B (PSR, O [V I uee i (WS
LS |t W B O (NN

-

b Q2 |62 00 |~ (WD (nn |5 e O

O W (D

£ | O k= 00 LN B B2 ey [ 00
O eSO e~ (2w e e

-

(oo B F el v ]

Lun
[Fa
[ ]

~ [ |00 k= QG b=
.

£on O e o O

h. Yes 45,1 64,4 51. 63.7
No 54.9 35.6 48. 36.7
i. Yes 57.1 5.8 45. 40.9

L O
L -
—t s

No 42.9 49.2 54,

j. Yes 50.9 52.1 52.5 al.
No 49,1 47.9 47.5 58,

k. Y.s 69.8 63.4 69.5 ot
No mn_ 2 36.6 30.5 57.

Yes 52.48 54.9 49.1 47,
No 47. 43.1 30.9 52.

Y SR U 1 S R A TR NS (LN S LR ORI
. ' ." . -] Lt ? Zﬁyr‘ l"‘}’r NEN' Ne
. He S Hu' S Hd § Hm 8 Hd

0.0
3.3
_56.1
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40 .0
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35.
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Table D-15
(continued)

16 07 A LIST OF THINGS CHILDRER START TO LEARN
fo 0 Selndt e 0L PLUVASE ST WY WeliCH OF THEM

Vivrao e sl L L s R TRL PATTY MORTL
L1 FREE mesm o7 T
L Y FEPTR T R FT g b e G Gy o ot [ otent Diaoht Guld, ¢t "o T
Yo No
';_.'. ‘. - oo LAy L sy, O DT
e R Lol
AR iR S en, B T, O o, Mpanes, O Biangios
Fleg A ottt b Lo b i ias
O8. 0 a6 it bes (B e and wclephione cuniber
‘gL et ] 10 eeteri Uatee
:"4~ . L2l toras b pandanind o by
.{1 )FJ{E . ._:__:{':.‘19 i. f‘."]' o s :? I
f. :_"_‘j ....4'- ':', TarTe s et et i o fg
26 BT 10 redG wotda o e Ol B Dot
AT 27 ideas e “hig-dntde”, “up dead”, "hefore afinr”, ind su
Two-Year One Year New New
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start
Knows (no) 94.3 90.1 88.1 94,4 88.3
{yes) 5.7 9.9 11.9 5.6 11.7
Yes 85.8 84.1 8z.1 84.7 75.0
No 14.2 15.9 17.9 15.3 25.0
Koows (1o) 72.6 4.7 79.7 83.3 71.7
(yes) 27.4 25.3 20.3 16.7 28.3
Yes g8l.1 8l.7 80.4 87.3 13,7
No 18.9 18.3 19.6 12.7 28.3
Knows (no) 86.8 87.3 86.4 87.5 71.7
(yes) 13.2 12.7 13.6 12.5 28.3
Yes 77.4 75.7 63.8 76.1 50.0
No 22.6 24.3 36.2 23.9 50.0
Knows (no) 87.7 83.1 £9.8 96.3 81.7
(yag) 12.3 16.9 10.2 9.7 18.3
Yes 77.4 75.4 69 .0 6.4 68.3
No 22.6 24.6 31.0 29.6 31.7
Fnows {no)} 85.9 90.1 89.8 91.7 83.3
(yes) 14.1 9.9 10,2 8.3 16.7
Yes 69.8 6l.4 66.1 66.7 78.3
No 30.2 38.6 33.9 33.3 21.7
Knows (.. . 88.7 84.5 91.5 94.4 85.0
{yus) 11.13 15.5 8.5 5.6 15.0
Yes 9,.4 97.1 91.4 94 .4 86.4
N H,H 2.9 8.6 5.0 13.6
e (NO) gs 3 g5.8 94.9 98.6 94.7
{* 3) 4.7 4.2 5.1 1.4 1.3
Yos 77.4 68.1 67.8 £9.4 70.0
Nu 22.6 31.9 32.2 30.6 24,0

Continued:
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Table D-1%

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE:
ITEM-SCALE CORRELATIONS BY GROUP

Group
Two-Year One~-Year New New
Home Start Home Start Head start Home Start Head Start
L __I_t_:__e_rnz_ o ‘_(_:jif_Jg_Q ,_.[”j"ﬁ?:zl_)_ 5 (N=58-59) _ (N=71-72} (N=59-60)
Scale I: '
Mcther Involvement
3 28 28 29 41 36
4 35 40 30 35 53
& 56 42 39 60 60
8 27 35 31 40 57
10 31 35 37 29 17
Scale II:
Playthings
9b 30 36 1= 34 30
9¢ 57 37 25 49 51
94 40 32 43 42 38
S 1 4 41 21 30 27
29 41 37 26 24 45
Sh 33 27 18 09 28
Scale 1II1:
Mother Teaches
114 33 772 38 56 36
lle 37 25 33 30 14
llg 47 62 42 35 53
11k 45 35 29 42 24
Lla 55 54 62 39 57
115 36 32 33 37 22
Scale iv:
i___ Household Tasks
53 47 38 27 35 38 f
5b 38 27 34 37 34 |
5¢ 33 53 11 30 40
5¢ ‘ 22 15 36 15 19
S5¢ 06 65 0o 09 04
5f 49 G2 31 13 23
Scale V;
Books ]
1 42 36 20 34 39
2 42 36 20 34 39

iSee key to items

scored for each gcale.
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Table p-17

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE
ITEMS SCORED FOR EACH SCALE

HES =~ (bservations: Supportive

l. Mother praised child during wvisits

3. Mother held child in lap during testing

6. Mother encouraged child during testing

8. Mother asked about child's progress during visits
1¢0. Mother talked proudly about child

HES ~ Observations: Punitive

Mother scolded child during visits

. Mother criticized child during testing
Mother coached child during testing
Mother threatened child during wvisits

[t =IE %, B  N
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Table D-18

MOTHER BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE:
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY

{Iltem ¥ ranae from 3265 to 362)

Observed Observed
Never Once or Three or
CItem P Group Observed Twice | More Times j
‘ Twa~year Home Start 34,0 51.9 14.2
Jne-y2ar Home Start 45,7 45,7 8.6
L. Mrthar prarged aé Ttart 51.8 35.7 12.5
chi 14 v Home Start 39.4 49.3 11.3
New Head sHtar: 40.4 55.3 4.3
TOTAL SAMPLE ] 41.1 48.0 10.9 ]
Two-year Home Start €2.3 30.2 7.5
One-year Home Start 60.0 34.3 5.7
- Moitor sconlde, head Start 70.7 24.1 5.2
cniil New Home Start 45.1 45.1 3.9
Hew Hez3 Start 72.3 25.5 2.1
1?0?:@. ZAMPLD ' 61.1 32.4 6.5
| Two-year dome ~rarr 82.7 17.3 0.0
One=veasr dome - ars 78,2 21.7 0.0
S. LAY T Ly L L. hadd | Head Start 0.7 22.4 6.9
1Y et _J':,, HEw  10mMe Staod 80.3 16 .9 2-8
Mew Hoad Start 81.7 16.3 0,0
TOTAL 3AXLE 79.5 18.8 1.7
Mwo  Sear Home hbogt R5.1 1.9 3.0
. L omesver o some Crapt 35,1 13.4 P.5
“ o ; CLrer28 | yead -var: 3¢ .4 9.1 4.5
P ER i liew Home Start i 3.8 11.8 4,4
AR oW Head 5t - 8u.0 17.8 2.2
(IOTH CAMPEE 84.3 12 3.1
| ey L LY o Ttart 73.3 21.R 5.0
. e : ’-t-;r;r Fome e 21 16.4 1.5
oL | ead Trare fad 22.2 6.7
- o | Ttart : DR 25010 LS
VAT ano st P o m‘ e '_ 69.6 21,7 .7
LN AL 2L 3.
— i —— - —_— —_ _— - — —
:.w---» A st 7.5 47,5 o0
. ; . Cer N Tt 67.2 294 5Lk
Lot . laduat = - 4
Y .. . . ST, 34, .
Ireluall 3y Ty A0 '
A - N Al A 1 LY '}( = IR H . i
N .oaafd 4. 1.7 i
i
et | n3L K . :
{0 ! B S B
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Table D-19

MOTHEK BEHAVIOR OBSERVATION SCALE:
TTEM-SECALE CORRELATIONS BY GROUP

~ Group
Two-Yeal One-Year New New
o Item! | Home Start Home Scart Head start Home Start _ Head Start|
Scale I:
Supportive (N=104-10F}  (N=67-70) ( N=46-59) (N=68-72) (N=47-55)
i 59 67 49 52 43
3 2’ 29 04 05 -11
6 32 49 33 39 34
8 55 52 43 43 30
10 66 72 54 56 18
Scale II:
Punitive {8=i01-135) (f=7-73) (N=44-59) (N=68-72) (N=d5-58)
2 24 27 10 14 24
4 41 47 42 23 70
5 40 49 36 45 36
9 12 10 02 09 11

1See key to items.
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Table p-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

Group’
Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL
_ ~ { Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
e Location of family's residence: | (N=106) (B=70) (N=59) (N=71) (N=60) (N=366)
On a farm or open country 46.2% 50.0% 36.5% 31.0% 3.3% 34.4%
In a small town or in a city 53.8 50.0 69.5 69.0 96.7 65.6
. ® This family is in: (N=106) (H=71) (N=52) (H=72) (§=60) (§=368)
Home Start 33.4% 88.7% 0O % 100.0% O % 63.6%
Head Start 0.9 #] 100.0 #] 100.0 32.6
Kindexrgarten 0 2.8 0 0 0 0.5
Kindergarten and Home Start 5.7 8.5 0 0 0 3.3
e Was the Home Visitor present during (¥=103) (4=62) (=46 ) (Peg9) (i=37) (N=317)
the interview? -
No | 49.5% 38.7% 95.7% 47.8% 100.0% 59.6%
Yes 50.5 61.3 4.3 52.2 §] 40,4

¢ I'd 1ike to ask _ou some questions
about ycu and your family. Some of
the gquestions are the same as the
ones we asked you about six months
ago. We'd like to ask you again to
find out if we wrote down exactly
what you told.us and to see if any-
thing has changed since we last
spoke to you. The first questions
are about your children.

231 233

Continued:
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Table D-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II-~RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS

FOR HOME START,

HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FPAMILIES

(continued)
Group
Two~Year One-Year New New TOTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start  CAMPLE
1. I'd 1like to find out what shots i
has had. ;
Has hel{she)} had DPT shots? (N=106) (N=71) (N=59) (N=73) {N=50) (¥=367) !
Yes 96, 2% 94.4%  100.0%  100.0% 98.3% 97.5% |
No 3.8 4,2 0 0 0 1.9 '
Don't know 0 1.4 0 0 1.7 0.8
Has he (she) had& Polio shots? (N=108) (N=71) {§=59) (N=71) (N=60) (N=367)
Yes 95.3% 95%.83% 100.0¢ 95, 8% 100.0% 87.0%
No 3.8 2.8 0 4,2 0 2.5
Don't know 0.9 1.4 0 0 0 0.5
Has he (she) had Measles shots? (N=108) (N=71) (N=58) (N=71) (N=60) (N=366)
Yes 80.6% 87.3% 100.0% 83.1% 100.0% 91.5% :
No 8.5 9.9 0 15.5 0 7.4
pDon't know 0.9 2.8 0 1.4 0 1.1
2. Are you "s: (N=1086) (N=71) (N=58) (N=72) (N=60) {N=368)
Mother? 91.5% 84.4% 94.9% 88.9% 96.74% 92.9% ;
Father? 2.8 1.4 3.4 0 3.3 2.2 !
Older Sister (or Brother)? 1.9 0 0 0 0 0.5
Grandmther, Aunt or other 3.8 4.2 1.7 9.7 0 4.1
Relative?
Babysitter, Neighbor or Friend 0 0 0 1.4 0 0.3
3. When was the last time ______ went (V= 98) (#=53) (h=54) (N=56) (W=48) (¥=309)
to a doctor?
f
I
. i
!
Continued:
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Table D-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START ANL KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

{continued}
Group
Two-Year One-Year New New TCTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
4. Was this last visit for a check-up, or v _ - _ —p -
for something wrong? (N=104) (N=63) (§=58) (N=66) (N=e0) (N=357)
Check~up 60.6% 47.8% 41.4% 54.5% 61.7% 54.1%
Something wrong '39.4 82.2 58.6 45.5 38.3 45.9
what was wrong? {N= 40} {H=386) (N=35) (N=30) (N=22) (N=163)
Measles, mumps, chicken pox 2.5% 0 % 2:9% 3.3% 0 % 1.8 %
Accidental injury 7.5 11.1 8.6 6.7 9.1 8.6
Infection 47.5 47.2 62,9 53.3 54.5 52.8
Cther 42 .5 41.7 25.7 36.7 36.4 36.8
5., How is this visit paid for? (N=104) (N=63) ~ (N=58) (N=65) (N=59) (H=355)
o Personal funds 22.1% 31.9% 32.8% 35.1% 15.3% 27.0%
N Home Start or Head Start 44,2 31.9 37.9 21.5 16 .9 32,1
© Free clinic 6.7 8.7 6.9 7.7 28.8 11.0
ADC ¢ 0 0 1.5 3.4 0.8
Medicaid 11.5 14.5 17.2 9.2 13.6 13,0
Welfare 12.5 8.7 3.4 10.8 13.6 10,1
Insurance 1.9 1.4 0 6.2 8.5 3.4
EDC 1.0 2.9 1.7 7.7 0 2.5
6. When arranging for this visit to the
doctor, or when making it, did you have (N=104) (NH=68) (=58) (N=235) (N=50) (¥=385) !
help from anyone outside your fawily?
No 43,33 60.3% 50.0% 66.2% 81.7% 58.3%
Yes 86 .7 39.7 50.0 33.8 18.3 41.7
7. who helped you? {(N= 53) C (N=27) (N=23) (N=22) (N=11) (N=148)
Home Start 26.4% 85.2% 0% 81, 8% 0 % 6z.2% &
238 Head Start scaff 1.7 7.4 75.9 0 90.9 23.6 &
o Other 11,9 7.4 24.1 18,2 9.1 14,2
ERIC '

IToxt Provided by ERI

L Continued;:
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Table p-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

(continued)
Group
Two-year One-Year New New TOTAL !
o e Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE |
(If yvou know the answer to 8, check but E
4o not ask.)
8. Is he (she) from Head Start or Home Start? (N= §9) (N=27) (N=29) (N=22) (N-11} (¥=148)

. No 11.9% 7.4% 13.8% 18.2% 0 % 11.5%

; Yes 88.1 92.56 86.2 81.8 100.0 88.5

; 9. How did he (she} help? {N= 59) (N=27) (¥=29) (N=21) (N=11) (¥=247)

: Made appointment 23.7% 22.2% 20.7% 2B.6% 54.5% 25.9%

g Transportation 22.0 14.8 27.6 4.8 18.2 19.0

; Both of above 49.2 59.3 51.7 61.9 9.1 50.3

: Gave name/phone no. of doctor 1.7 0 0 0 0 0.7

i Other 3.4 3.7 0 4.8 18.2 4.1

10. wWhen was the last time ___ went (¥= 94) (N=37) (N=58) (¥=40) (N=51) (¥=280)

. to a dentist?

Time in months: 7.1 4.0 7.1 4.5 4.7 5.9

11. #as this last visit for a check-up or (¥=102) (N=50) (K=57) (W=48) (N=56) /N=313)

' for something wrong? )

; Check-up 65.7% 56.02% 54.4% 77.1% 73.2% 65.2%
Something Wrong 34.3 44.0 45.6 22.9 26.8 34.8

i What was wrong? = 36) {(H=23) (N=27) {(N=171) {N=18) (N=112)

] Toothache or cavity 63.9% 69.6% 74.1% 81.8% 73.3% 70.5%
Gum disease 0 0 0 0 0 O
Accidental injury 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 36.1 30.4 25.9 18.2 25.7 29.5

|

[

Continued:
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Table D-20

PARENT 1INTERVIEW II-—-RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

FOR HOME START,

{continued)
Group
* Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL
_ Lo . .. . Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start = SAMPLE
12+ How is it being paid for? (N=10%) (N=50) (N=58) (N=46) (=& (H=311)
personal funds ; 3.9% 2.0% 8.6% 13.0% 14.5% 7.7%
Home Start or Head Start i 76.5 62.0 82.8 50.0 36.4 64.3
Free clinic ! 2.0 6.0 1.7 8.7 12.7 5.5
ADC i 0 0 0 0 5.5 1.0
Medicaid | .8.8 14.0 5.2 10.2 10.9 9.6
Welfare 7.8 12.0 1.7 10.9 14.5 9.0
Insurance L 1.0 0 0 0 5.5 1.3
EDC | 0- 4.0 J 6.5 0 1.6
113, wWhen arranging for this visit. or when |
r making it, did you have “elp from anyone (N=102) (h=49) (=58) (N=47) (¥=55) (N=312)
: outside yYour family?
! No 12.8% 22.5% 15.63 23.4% 64.3% 25.6%
Yes 87.2 77.5 84.4 76.6 35.7 74.4 §
! i
114, who helped you? (N= 89) (N=38) (f=49) (¥=36. {W=20) (N=232) i
} Home Start 93.3% 89.5% 0 % 91.7% 0 % 64.7%
g Head Start staf? 2.2 5.3 93.9 0 35.0 29.7
: Other 4.5 5.3 6.1 8.3 5.0 5.6
|
! {(If you kuow the answer to 15, check but !
{ do not ask.)
}15. Is he (she) from Head Start or Home Start? (K= 89) (N=38) (V=48) {N=38) (N=20) (N=23%)
] No 4.5% 5.3% 10606.0% 8.3% 5.0% 4.3%
| Yes 85.5 94.7 0 91.7 95.6 95.7
2332 ; -

]

Continued:
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PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START., HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

{continued)
Group
Two-Year One~-Yeay New HNew TOTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
16. How did he (she) help? (N= 83) (N=38) (¥=49) (N=34) (N=20) (N=230)
Made appeintment 28.1% 15.8% 6.1% 23.5% 65.0% 23.9%
Transportation 12.4 15.8 20.4 20.6 15.0 16.1
Both of above 55.1 65.8 73.5 55.9 15.0 57.4
Gave name/phone no. ¢f doctor 2.2 2.6 0 0 0 1.3
Other 2.2 0 0 0 5,0 1.3
17. How many children do you have altogether? (N=106) (¥=71) {(N=59) (N=72) {(N=60) (N=368)
Total children 4.3 4.0 4.0 3.7 3.3 3.9
e Is ————  Your firmst childs third, (N=106) (W=7} (N=59) (N=71) (N=60) (§=367)
Child number 3.4 3.2 3.5 2.9 2.6 3.2
19. How many children are living with
at home?
Total siblings 3.2 3.0 3.4 2.7 3.0 3.1
Brothers 2.0 2.0 2.2 1.9 1.9 2.0
Sisters 2.1 1.9 2.2 1.6 2.0 2.0
20. I'd like to know their ages.
0~2 years 1.1 i.1 1.3 1.2 1.1 1.2
3-5 years 1.2 1.2 i.0 1.1 1.3 1.2
6-12 years 1.8 1.8 2.4 2.0 i.8 1.9
13+ years 2.3 2.0 2.2 1.8 2.8 2.2
2l. Do yYou have a paying job? (N=106) (N=71) {N=59) (N=72) (N=60) (N=368)
No 77.43% 78.9% 55.9% 76 .42 80.0% 74.5%
Yes 22.6 21.1 44,1 23.6 20.0 25.5
A Continued:
291 295
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Table D~20

PARENT INTERVIEW IT--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

FOR HOME START,

97

{(continued)
Two~Year One~-Year New New TOTAL t
. Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SRMPLE
: !
22. Is is full-time, regular part-time, or (M= 24) (N=15) (N=22) (N=17) (N=12) (N= 875}
: occasional part-time? 3 E
‘ Full-time i 75.0% 60.0% 96,3% 64.7% 83.3% 77.9% |
Regular part-time f16.7 13.3 3.7 23.5 16.7 13.7 i
: Occasional part-time r 8.3 26.7 0 11.8 0 8.4 !
! L
.23' wWhat kind of work do you do?
i (See text for information on !
occupations. ).
124. What is the highest grade you completed (N=106) (N=71) (N=59) (N=72) (§=60) (N=368)
; in school? :
' Grade: 1 | 02 1.4% 0 % 0 % 0 % 0.3%
2 | 0 0 0 1.4 0 G.3
3 1.8 0 1.7 0 0 0.8
4 1.9 1.4 3.4 1.4 0 1.6
: 5 0.9 1.4 0 2.8 3.3 l.6
| 6 5.7 4,2 3.4 2.8 0 3.5
? 7 | 6.6 2.8 3.4 2.8 0 3.5
: 8 ¢ 13.2 18.3 6.8 11.1 1.7 16.9
j High School: ¢ | 14.2 16.9 5.1 11.1 8.3 11.7
' 10 r12.3 12.7 16.9 12.5 8.3 12.5
! 11 14.2 11.3 8.5 15.3 23.3 14.4
| 12 26.4 28.2 35.6 36.1 43.3 32.9
, College 13 1.9 1.4 6.8 0 8.3 3.3
| 14 0.9 0 1.7 1.4 3.3 1.4
E 15 0 0 0 1.4 0 0.3
: 1l 0 0 6.3 0 0 1.1
'
i25. Does anyone (else) in your family
currently earn an income that is used [ (N=108) (N=70) (N=59)} (N=72) v (N=80) (N=367) :3
to support the family? '
No 49.1% 41.4% 67.8% 50.0% 51.7% 51.2%
Yes 56.9 58.6 32.2 50.0 48.3 48.8
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Table D=20

PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS

FOR HOME START,

HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

{(continued) ] e
Group
Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start head Start SAMPLE
26, Who? (N= 54) (N=42) (N=19) (N=36) (N=23) (N=180)
Mother 1.9% 2.4% 0 % 0 % 6.9% 2.2%
Father 8r 9 8u.1 84.2 97.2 22.8 88.9
Older egibling 4.9 2.4 0 0 0 1.1
Grandparents/Other Relatives 7.4 2.4 15.8 2.8 6.9 6.1
Babysitter/Friend/Neighbor 0 2.4 0 0 3.4 1.1
Wife and Husbhand 0 2.4 0 0 0 0.6
Who contributes the most? (= 3) (M= 2) (N=4) (= 1) (N=0) (¥= 10)
Mother 33.3% 100.0% 25.0% 100.0% 0 % 50.0%
Father/Husband 0 0 73.0 0 0 30.0
Relatives 66.7 0 0 0 0 20.0
27. Is his (her) job full-time, regular (N= 53) (N=41) (N=19) (N=36) (N=28) (N=177)
part-time or occagional part-time?
Full-time 73.6% 92.7% 89.5% 86.1% 96.4% 85.9%
Reg "lar part-time 13.2 2.4 0 2.8 3.6 5.6
Occ.sional part~time 13.2 4.9 10.5 11.1 Q 8.5
28. What kind of work does he {she) do?
(See text for occupational
information.}
Continued:
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Table D-20

PARENT INTTRVIEW II-~RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

{continued)
Group
Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head sStart SAMPLE
:29. What is the highest grade he (she) has (N= 53) (N=42) (N=16) (N=35) (N=28) (N=174) -
' completed in school? :
Grade: 3 5.7% 2.4% 0 % 2.9% 3.6% 3.4%
. 4 0 0 0 2.9 0 0.6
; 5 3.8 2.4 12.5 5.7 3.6 4.6
; - 6 5.7 11.9 0 5.7 7.1 6.9
7 5.7 0 0 3.6 0 3.4
! 8 15.1 21.4 0 8.6 3.6 12.1
; High School: 9 17.0 11.9 6.3 11.4 7.1 12.1
j 10 13.2 9.5 6.3 17.1 7.1 11.5
; 11 ; 3.8 7.1 18.8 8.6 14.3 8.6
i i2 i 24.5 23.8 43.8 22.9 42.9 28.7
! College: 13 ! 0 9.5 6.3 2.9 3.6 4.0
2 15 o 0 0 2.9 3.6 1.1
i 16 3.8 0 0 0 3.6 1.7
I30. Do you live: (N= 23) (N=16) (¥=58) (¥=12) (¥=58) (N=167) |
' 0 a farm or open country? b 52.2% 62.5¢ 27.69 25.0¢ 3.49 25.7¢
| In a small town or in a city? 47.8 37.5 72.4 75.0 96.6 74.3 |
}31. Now I'm going to read a list of commuriity ! i
! groups and organizations. Tell me if you ! ;
; or anyone else in your family is now i
active in any of them. i
Parer t-Teacher Association? (N=101) (N=68) (N=53) (N=66) (N=539) (N=351) % !
. No 77.2% 84.8% 61.0% 8l.8% 89.8% 78.3% |
; Yes I 22.8 15.2 39.0 18.2 10.2 21.1 3101
; Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts., 4-H Club or ' — - e £ e £ N - :
3 30 other youth groups? (N=101) (N=66) {N=59) (¥=66) {N=59) (N=351) |
[]{U: No 82.2% 87.9% 78.0% 81.8% 91.5% 84.0% i
e - Yes 17.8 12.1 22.0 18.2 8.5 16.0, |




Table D-20 ) R R 2

PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

{continued)
Group ”
Two~Year One~Year New New TOTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
31. Continued:
Church organizations or social ¢lubs? (N=101) (N=686) (N=59) (N=66) (W=59) (5=331)
No 62.4% 60.6% 44.1% 69.7% 78.0% 63.03%
Yes 37.6 39.4 55.9 30.3 22.0 37.0
Any political organization? (N=101) (N=686) (N=53) (N=66) (N=59) (¥=331)
No 95.0% 100.0% 96.6% 97.0% 100.0% 97.4%
YBS 5.0 0 3.4 3.0 0 2.6 -
other? h=100) (N=64) {N=58) (§=65) {N=57) (N=344)
No 93.0% 95.3% 86.2% 89.2% 93.0% 91.6%
Ei Yes 7.0 4.7 13.8 10.8 7.0 g.4
U
32 Brs you taking any courses or going to (N=101) (4=68) (N=59) (N=66) (N=60) (5=35¢)
school?
No 85.0% 92.6% 94.9% 95.5% 86.7% 93.2%
Yes 5.0 7.4 5.1 4.5 13.3 6.8
33. what level of education? (N= 5) (N=5) (N= 3) (N= 3) (N= §) (N= 24)
Adult Education? I 40.0% 60.0% 33.3% 10C.0% 50.0% 54.2%
High School? i 20.0 20.0 0 0 12.5 12.5
College courses? 40.0 20.0 66.7 0 37.5 33.3
Continued:

303




Table D~20

PARENT INTERVIEW II-~RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES
{continued)

Group
. Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL !
! Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE |
34, Now I'm going to read a list of places and i
services. Please tell me if you are using
the service now. Alscs 1'd like to know
if anyene in Head Start or Home Start
helped you use it.
Local Heospital? (8= 98) (N=69) (N=56) {N=67} (N=60) N=350)
Now using it/Home Start or
Head Start did assist 11.2% 4.33% 10.7% 1.5% 0 % 6.0%
Now using it/Home Start or
Head Start did not assist 73.5 89.9 g82.1 77.6 61.7 76.9
Not using it 15.3 5.8 7.1 20.9 38.3 17.1
Ei Food Stamps? (B=106) (N=71) (N=58) (N=71) (N=60) (N=388)
o Mow using it/Home Start or % 7.7%
Head Start did assist 10.43% 12.7% 6.9% 5.6% 0 .
Now using it/Home Start or 43.4 46.5 41.4 50.7 55.0 47.0
Head Start did not assist
Not usir, it 46.2 40.8 51.7 43.7 45.0 45.4
Medicaid? (N=108) (N=71) (N=58) (8=72) (W=60) (N=368)
Now using it/Home Start or 8 8.5 4.2 0 5.7
Head Start did assist - 5% 5-6% 2 % # %
Now using it/Home Start or 30. 2 4 3 37 61.7 36.1
Head Start did not assist 25. 2.2 +3
Not using it 61.3 09.0 59.3 58.3 38.3 58.2
/ i v
334 | 335
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“naplé P-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FPOR HOME START., HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES
{continued)

Group
Two- Year one-Year New New TOTAL
: Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE

34, Continued:

i Public Health Clinic? | (§=105) (N=70) (N=59) (N=71) (N=60) (N=365)
; . . i |
: Now using it/Home Start or t 21.4% 27.1 22.5 3.3 22.7% j
; Head Start did assist j 29.3% # -2k ’
i . . ) .
Now using it/Home Start or ! 52.6
| Head Start did not assist : 47.6 33.7 52.5 54.9 33.0 i
Not using it | 22.9 22,9 20.3 22.5 36.7 24,7 !
' |
Mental Health Clinic? b (w=106) (N=71) (H=59) (¥=71) (N=60) (N=367) ' |
Now using it/Home Start or : ;
§
Now using it/Home Start or :
~ Head Start did not assist 0.9 1.4 0 0 8.3 1.9 ‘
< Not using it 96.2 97.2 1006.0 95.8 91.7 96.2
Family Counseling Agencies? (N=106) (N=71) (N=59) (N=72) (N=50) (¥=368)
Now using it/Home Start or c % 0 % 0 % 1.4% 1.7% 0.5% ?
Head Start did assist j
Now using it/Home Start or 2.4 !
Head Start did not assist 1.9 2.8 3.4 0 >.0 )
Not using 1 . 98.1 97.2 6.6 98.6 93.3 97.0
Planned Parenthood (N=104) (N=71) (N=59) (N=71) (N=80) (N=365)
Now using it/Home Start or o
Now using it/Home Start or ' ;
Head Start did not assist ’ 18.3 14,1 13.6 22.5 20.0 17.8 |
Not using it 71.2 77.5 .8.0 76.1 80.0 75.9 !
_
Continued: 30?




Table D-20
PARENT INTERVIEW II~-RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES
(continued)
Group
] Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPTE
34. Continued:
Welfare Department? (N=105) (N=71) (N=58) (N=72) (N=53) (N=366)
Now using it/Home Start or 10.59% 4.2 2.89% 0
Head Start did assist 3 % 8.5% % 3. 7%
Now using it/Home Start or
Head Start did not assist 28.6 22.5 27.1 33.3 64.4 33.9
Not using it 61.0 73.2 64.4 63.9 35.6 60.4
Day Care or Child Care Program (N=102) (N=71) (N=52) (N=71) (N=60) (B=363)
Now using it/Home Start or
Head Start did assist 0 % 0 % 49.23% 2.8% 28.3% 13.2%
Now using it/Home Start or 2.0 4.2 20.3 1.4 30.0 9.9
Head Start did not assist
N Not using it 98.0 95.8 30.5 95.8 41.7 76.9
[# ]
Recreational Programs?* (N=106) (N=71) (N=59) (N=72) (N=59) (N=23867)
Now using it/Home Start or o
Now using it/Home Start or
Head Start did not assist 5.7 2.8 10.2 8.3 13.6 7.6
Not using it 84.9 90.1 84.7 84.7 84.7 85.8
Legal aid? (N=108) (N=71) (N=53) (N=71) (N=59) (N=368)
Now using it/Hc.me Start or 0 % 0.
Head Start did assist 0.9% 0 % 1.7% % 0 3%
Now using it/Home Start or 1.9 1.4 3.4 5.6 3.4 3.0
3 O 8 Head Start did not assist
Not using it 97.2 98.6 94.9 94.4 96.6 96.4 ,ﬂ
Q 009
FRIC lanned program activities rather than simply the use of recreational facilities like parks.




Table D~20

PARENT INTERVIEW II~-RESPONS:. DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

(continued)
Group
Two—Year One-Year New New TOTAL
. e e Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
34. Continued:
Housing Authority? (N=108) (N=21) (N=59) (N=22) (N=60) (3=368)
Now using it/Home Start or
Head Start dld aSSiSt 2.8% 0 % l.?% 1.4% 0 % 1.4%
Now using it/Home Start or -
Head Start did not assist 13.2 8.5 11.9 15.3 3.0 15.2
Not using it 24.0 91.5 86.4 83.3 70.0C 83.4
State Employment Office? (N=108) (N=71) (N=58) (N=22) (R=60) (N=367)
Now using it/Home Start or
Head Start did assist 3.8% 2.8% 3.4% 1.4% ¢ % 2.5%
b
b Now using it/Home Start or
@ Head Start did not assist 12.3 9.9 20.7 13.9 10.0 13.1
Not using it 84.0 87.3 75.9 84.7 90.0 84.5
Job Training Programs? (¥=106) (N=21) (N=59) (N=72) (N=60) (N=368)
Now using it/Home Start or 2.8% 0 % 1.7% 1.4% 0 % 1.4%
Head Start did assist
Now using it/Home Start or 2.8 1.4 5.1 1.4 6.7 3.3
Head Start did not assist
Not using it 94.3 98.6 93.2 97.2 93.3 95.4
35. Are there other services you are now = = - — o -
using which I haven't mentioned? (N=105) (§=71) (N=58) . (N=72) (N=60) (N=3¢67)
No 86.7% 94.4% 93.2% 90.3% 95.0% 91.3%
Yes 13.3 5.6 6.8 9.7 5.0 8.7

Continued: 31 1




Table D-20 - B
PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS h
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES
{continued
Group
Two-Year One~Year New New TOTAL
® 1 Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Starf  SAMPLE
!3’?. How much time have you spent in the last )
two weeks Visiting or working in the (N=1206) (N=71) (N=59) (N¥=22) (N=60) (N=368)
Head Start Center?
Time in minutes: 0 4] 88.6 0 155.9 39.6
38. Has any Head Start staff member spent
any time in your home during the last (N= 0} (W= 0) (N=58) _ (¥=0) (N=58) (N=123)
month?
Yes _ 0 0 30.9 0 31.0 31.0 -
39. How much time did he (she) spend in your " _ " _
home during the last month? (N=106) (N=71) (N=58) (N=72) (N=60) (N=368)
o Time in minutes: 0 0 27.7 0 18.0G 7.4
@© .
© |40, How much time does _ spend in (¥=106) (¥=71) (¥=59) (N=72) (¥=60) (¥=368) ‘
the Head Start Center each day?
Time in hours: 0 0 7.3 0 3.3 1.7
41, How many days a week does
spend in thﬁ center? - (N=106) (N=21) (N=59) (N=72) (¥=60) (N=368)
Time in days: 0 G 4.7 0 4.4 1.5
42. Have You heard of a group called the
Parent Policy Council or Committee? It - - - - - N=364)
may also be called a Parent Policy Board, (N=106) (N=68) (N=58) (N=72) (N=60) {
Parent Advisory Committee, PAC or PC.
g Yes 65.1 45.6 69.0 4.2 66.7 60.2 aﬂ_3
Continued:




Table D-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II~--~RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

{continued)
Group 1
Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL ‘
e e L | Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head sStart SAMPLE

43. Have you been to one of their meetings _ _ 5 . _ .
since September? (N= 69) (N=31) {N=39) (N=39) (N=40) (N=218)

: No 63.8% 74.2% 66.7% 61.5% S0.0% 62.8%

j Yes ' 36.2 25.8 33.3 38.5 50.0 37.2

44. What kind of things were discussed at (V= 25) (N= 8) (M=13) (N=215) (N=20) (N= 81)

i this meeting?

! Nonspecific comments | 4.0% 0 % 0 % 0% 0% 1.2%
Educational activities 0 0 0 20.0 0 3.7
Policies of program 8.0 12.5 15.4 0 10.0 8.6
Health 800 "12.5 707 607 5.“0 7.4 e
child rearing I 4.0 12.5 0 6.7 15.0 7.4

o Planuing group activities I 24.0 25.0 30.8 20.0 50.0 30.9

@ Use of community rescurces 0 0 0 6.7 0 1.2

b Other ) iy 52.0 37.5 46.2 33.3 15.0 37.0
Policies of program/planning

; group activities 0 0 0 6.7 R 2.5

.45. Are there things you think should be
brought up at this meeting that have (N= 25) (K= 8) (N=13) (N=14) (N=21) (N= 81)
not been discussegd? .

No 96.0% 75.0% 92.3% 92.9% 30.5% 91.4%

i Yes 4.0 25.0 7.7 7.1 %.5 8.6

46. What? (8= 1) (§= 2) (8= 1) (%= 1) (¥= 2) (N= 7}

; Transportation problems 0 % 0 % 0 % 0% 50.0% 14.3%

‘ Money for babysitting 0 0 0 0 50.0 14.3

Other 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0 71.4
Continued:
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Table D-20

PARENT INTERVIEW IT-—-RESPONSE DISTRIBUTICONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES
{continued)

Group
Two-Year One~Year New MNew TOTAL

_| Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
|

47, What are some of the things that
especially likes about [Home Startl/[Head (N=106) (N=68) (H=58) (N=71) (N=60) (H=363)
Start}?

Nonspecific positive comment 16
Educational materials 5
Education (general learning) 2
1
3

]

-3 = ) O
3%

% 13.3%
8.3
3.3

0% 29.4% 34,
7 13.2 1.
8 4.4 5.
9
8

o O I WD

Educational, general and likes
Home Visitor/teacher
- Educational and plays with
other kids
Educational materials and likes 15.1°"
Home Visitor/teacher ’
Likes Home Visitor/teacher 11.3
Likes Home Visitor/teacher and 8
enjcys Center 3.
Plays with other kids 2
Enjoys Center 5
1
3

o

2.9 1.

-

[\%]
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Social activities .

Social and educational activities .

Enjoys Center and field trips 0

Group meetings 0

Field trips 6.6

Other 0

Home Visitor/teacher and field
trips

Home Visitor/teacher and playing 2.8
with children "

Field trips and educational 1.7
activities

.31 7 Eating at Center 0 0 0 0 3.3 0.

Batin~v at Center and educational 0 1.7

acti ties
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Table D-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II--RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS
FOR HOME START, HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

(continued)
Group
T Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL
e e Home Start Home Start Head Start Hore Start Head Start SAMPLE
o O o startya ke apout (N=106) (4=68) (N=58) (N=71) (¥=60) (¥=363)
i Nonspecific negative comment 0 % 1.5% 0 % 0D % 0 % 0.3%
: Educational activities/play 2.8 4.4 0 1.4 0 1.9
i Nutricional activities . 2.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 8.3 3.0
- Positive comment 81.1 85.3 67.2 87.3 73.3 79.6
; Sit still 3.8 2.9 1.7 2.8 0 2.5
; Other 7.5 4.4 12.1 7.0 15.0 8.8
i Teacher 1.9 0 1.7 0 1.7 1.1
; Naps 0 0 15.5 0 1.7 2.8
1
{49. What other things do you think the (N=106) (N=68) (H=58) (N=70) (N=60) (N=362) |
N Program should do for ?
o ; Nonspecific positive comment 74.5% 83.8% 82.8% 67.1% 68. 3% 75.1%
: School readiness 3.0 1.5 5.2 8.6 15.0 6.4
{ School adiustment 0.9 0 4] 0 3.3 0.8
: More field trips 0.9 0 0 2.9 1.7 1.1
Social adjustment 4.7 0 1.7 2.9 2.3 2.8
i Uninterpretable 6.6 10.3 10.3 11.4 3.3 8.3
Home visit longer 2.8 0 0 0 0 0.8
Cther 5.7 4.4 ] 7.1 5.0 4.7
! |
Continued:
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Table D-20

PARENT INTERVIEW II-—-RESPONSE DISTRIBUTIONS

TOR HOME START,

HEAD START AND KINDERGARTEN FAMILIES

{cont inued)
Group

Two-Year One-Year New New TOTAL

Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Starxt Head Start SAMPLE

%0 ﬁiiiieoﬁ?ﬁffh’éhﬁrﬁﬁiﬂi ehat you're (¥=106) (N=68) (N=58) (N=70) (N=60) (N=362)
Nonspecific positive comment 19.8% 41.2% 6.9% 22.9% 23.3% 22.9%
Educational activities 5.7 2.9 0 2.9 1.7 3.0
Socializing with Home Visitor 3.8 1.5 1.7 1.4 0 1.9
Field trips 0.9 1.5 0 1.4 3.3 1.4
Group meetings 18.9 2.9 13.8 7.1 18.3 12.7
Nutrition help 0.9 0 0 1.4 0 0.6
Health/medical help 7.5 5.9 3.4 1.4 0 4.1
Arts and crafts 0.9 2.9 0 1.4 10.0 2.8
Negative comment 0.9 1.5 6.9 4.3 10.0 4.1
Other 12.3 11.8 20,7 15.7 11.7 14.1
Improved parent teaching 25.5 23.5 10.3 34.3 16.7 22.9
Allows mother to work/rest 2.8 4.4 36.2 5.7 5.0 9.4

1. What are gome of the other things you (N=106) (N=68) (W=58) (N=70) (¥=60) (N=362)

think the program should do for you?
Nonspecific positive comment 86.8% 82.4% 82.8% 71.4% 76.7% 80.7%
Educational 0 0 0 1.4 0 0.3
Personal-social gains 0 0 0 0 1.7 0.3
Using community resources 0.9 0 0 1.4 0 0.6
Medical referrals 0 1.5 0 4.3 0 1.1
Benefit to child 1.9 0 ¢ 0 0 0.6
Benefit to other siblings 0 0 0+ 1.4 1.7 0.6
Don't know/not codable 6.6 8.3 8.6 11.4 5.0 8.0
Improved parent teaching 0 1.5 0 0 0 0.3
Parent-child interaction 0 0 0 1.7 0.6
Other 3.8 5.9 8.6 13.3 7.2
329 32]




) Table D-21
PARENT INTERVIEW [-~-LOCUS OF CONTROL
PERCENT RESPONSZS IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY
Group
Two-Year Cne-Year New New
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
(¥=108) (N=71) {N=59) {N=71) {N=63} {N=367)
1. suppose you didn’t like what a teacher
wag doing with one of your children who ]
is in school. What would you do?
No_action 4.7 4,2 3.4 4.2 3.3 4.1
Th*rd party involved 0.0 1.4 0.0 1.4 0.0 0.5
Indirect action by individual 4,7 2.8 5.1 7.0 3.3 4.6
Direct action by individual 90.6 91.5 91.5 87.3 93.3 90.7
2. What would you do if seemed
to have trouble hearing things? )
No action 1.9 0.0 1.7 1.4 0.0 1.1 ;
Third party involved 0.0 1.4 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.5
o Indirect action by individual 96.2 98.6 96 .6 97.2 98.3 97.3
x Direct action by individual 1.9 9.0 .0 1.4 1.7 1.1
3. 1f had a bad fall and you
thought that his (her) 1leg was broken, -
what would you do?
No action ¢.0 .0 1.7 1.4 ¢.0 0.5
Third party involved 1.9 2.8 1.7 2.8 3.3 2.5
Indirect action by individual 97.2 93.0 96.6 91.5 91.7 94.3-
Direct action by individual .9 4.2 ¢.0 4.2 5.0 2.7
4. suppose the road (or street) in front of
your house became almost lmpossible to &
drive on hecause it was never repaired,
What would you do?
No action 11.3 11.3 10.2 16.9 23.3 14.2
Third purty involved 52.8 54.9 49,2 43.7 58.3 51.8
Indirect action by individual 32.1 31.0 35.6 35.2 16.7 30.5
Direct action by individual 3.8 2.8 5.1 4.2 1.7 3,5
[ Continued: :
323 .




Table D-21

PARENT INTERVIEW I--LOCUS OF CONTROL
PERCENT RESPONSES IN EACH SCORING CATEGORY

982

{continued)
Group
Two-Year One~Year Hew New TOTAL
Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start SAMPLE
(N=106) (N=71) {N=53) {(N=71) {N=60) {Y=327)
5; What would you do if the police came and
asked to search your house without giving
you any reason?
No action 15.1 15.5 11.9 15.5 18.3 15.3
Third party iavolved 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.7 0.5
Indirect action by individual 0.0 2.8 0.0 0.0 9.0 0.5
Direct action by individual 84.9 81.7 . 88.1 83.1 80.0 83.7
6. If your roof was leaking and your landlord
wouldn't get it fixed, what would you do?
(If parent owns the house or is living
with relatives, ask her to suppose that
she had to deal with a landlord.)
No action 1.9 1.4 5.1 2.8 3.3 2.7
Third partyv involved 7.5 8.5 8.5 15.5 18.3 11.2
Indirect action by individual 13.2 8.5 25.4 14.1 21.7 15.8
Direct action by individual 77.4 81.7 61.0 67.6 56.7 70.3
7. If one of your children woke up in the
middle of the night with a really high
fever, what would you do?
No action 0.9 1.4 0.0 2.8 1.7 1.4
Third party involved 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Indirect action by individual 37.7 23.9 37.3 32.4 30.0 32.7
Direct action by individual 61.3 74.6 62.7 64.8 68.3 65.9
8. If you were worried that was
eating less than uvsual, what would you do?

2:1 No action 6.6 7.0 11.9 15.5 15.0 1¢.6 5
Third party involved 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3L
Indirect action by individual 45.3 64.8 64.4 38.0 48.3 51.2
Direct action by individual 48.1 28.2 23.7 46.5 36.7 38.1

5]




Table D-22

ALPHA COEFFICIENTS BY X0UP--SPRING 1975

Group
Two~Year one-Year New New
Scale Home Start Home Start Head Start Home Start Head Start
PSI .86 .83 .79 .83 . %6
DDST
Language .76 .86 .83 .72 .76
Fine Motor .42 .56 .66 .39 .42
Gross Motor .45 .59 .38 .18 .41
Personal-Social .34 .58 .40 .63 .25
g8-Block Child Score .87 .84 .83 .87 .78
SBI
Task Orientation .73 .76 .65 .70 .46
Extra-Introve~sion .61 .64 .63 .73 .57
Hostility T¢ .rance .75 .83 .74 .65 .66
POCL
Test Orientation .94 .92 .92 .94 .93
Sociability .85 .87 .83 .90 .73
H/S HES
Mother Involved .59 .60 .57 .65 .69
Household Tasks + 59 .48 .45 A7 .49
Mother Teaches .69 .86 .68 .70 .61
Books .59 .52 .33 .51 .56
Playthings .68 .62 .49 .58 .63
MBOS
Supportive .71 .77 .71 .68 .84
Punitive .73 .60 .80 .57 .95
iPI: Locus of Control .16 -.13 .21 .40 -.11
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ABSTRACTS OF RESEARCH ON HOME~BASED
INTERVENTION PRQQRAMS
£ .
‘*3 Q‘ ay
Thirty-five research reports on home-based educatioral
programs are abstracted in this' appendix. The abstracts cori-
tain information on the programs themselves, the people they
served, the evaluation results ofgthe programs, and the -
methodology used to evaluate the programs. Strengths and
weaknesses of the evaluations described in each report are

noted.

The focus of the abstracts is on the evaluation design
and results. Brief discussions of the strengths and weaknesses
of each report are addressed primarily toward the evaluation
components of the report, and are not meant to be judgments
of the effectiveness of the particular program method. In
many cases, the reviewers were impressed by the guality of
program planning and development represented by these reports.

The 35 research reports abstracted in this appendix are
those which met the following criteria: the report described
an educational developmental intervention program for children
under the age of eight years; the program described was either
entirely home-based or contained a home visiting component
which constituted a significant part of the intervention; the
report contained both a description of the program method and.
evaluation results of that program; and the report was avail-
able for review as of September, 1975. Since there is often
a2 significant lag between experimentation, publication of
results, and distribution of this information, these reports
may not be representative of the most recent efforts in this
area.

Programs: Content and Duration

Based on the program descriptions, the majority of the
program curricula are focused on child development issues for
mothers and their children. Over half of these program
descriptions relate their curriculum planning to Piagetian or
coagnitively oriented tasks. Several focused on school
readiness (e.g., Scott, 1973, 1974) and in several projects the
primary focus was on verbal interaction stimulation (Levenstein,
1971) and language development (Micotti, 1970; Askins and
Alford, 1973). Many of the program descriptions imply an
additional focus on socio-emotional development and a few
addressed the issues of home management, health and nutrition.
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here was substantial variation in the length of the
. intervention for individual children and their mothers. Pro-
- - grams ranged from 12 weeks to three and a half years. Four
programs were legs ,than six months in duration, ten programs
) . were 6 to 12 nonths long; thirteen programs were for 13 to
. . ' +24 months; and six programs lasted more than 24 months. There
was great varlatlon also in the ajes at which children entered
the varlous progrdms. Some programs began visiting mothers
# three to six months beforg their' children were born. Some

* programs, worked*with fir3t graders and their families. Most
programs, however, focused on chlldren who were between two
i and four ygqrs of aqp at entry.

- -

* - - .

‘lajor Prog;am-Findinqs

The basic question ,one seeks to answer in a review of
home-based early intervention studies is, "Are these programs
effective~-do they benefit children?" The answer for this set
of projects is a qualified yes. With several exceptions, the
majority of the studies reviewed here report significant gains
Z0r an experimental group ©f children in comparison to a control
group of children on a number of cognitive measures. Several
studies also report non-significant trends toward positive
results for the ewperimental group, and several other studies
report significant positive changes in scores for participating
children where no comparison group was involved. Thirteen
studics also report positive changes for mothers of the ex-
perimental group children. Five projects present reports of
follow-up testing of children after the termination o£f the
intervention {(Klaus and Gray, 1968, a: two years following the
intervention; Klaus and Gray, 1970, at four years; Weikart
et al., 1970, at up to four vears:; Levenstein, 1971, at two
years; Gordon and fubaugh. 1974, at three years: Lambie et al.,
1974, at one year: and Scott, 1974, at 19 months}. These
researchers found evidence that some of the gains made by the
experimertal group were maintained over time, although the
differences between experimental and comparison groups generally
failed ¢o maintain significance. 1In several instances, where
the Stanford-Binet I.Q. was used as the outcome measure, the
"erosion of the I.Q." phenomenon {described by Bronfenbrenner,
1¢74) was observed (i.e., a peak in the TI.Q. scores of the
cxperimental groups at the termination of the intervention.
followed by a leveling off of the scores on subsequent testing).
Tn each case, the control group mean I.Q. score increased after
schoo] entr-nce. Although the experimental group mean I.Q.
was maintained at a higher level than that of the control
yroups, Ssubseguent comparisons between groups revealed no sig-
nificant differences.
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outcome measures for children. For the majority of the

programs, the child was the focus of the evaluation effort.

In addition to standardized cognitive measures (such as the
Stanford-Binet, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Bayley Infant
Scales), several programs have attempted to evaluate specific
cognitive outcomes in relation to their program content. The
DARCEE programs (Klaus and Gray, 1968, 1970; Barbrack and
Horton, 1970; Gilmer et al., 1970; Sandler et al., 1973) used

a locally developed concepts test and report significant
differences in favor of the experimental group. In the infant
studies conducted by the DARCEE group (Forrester et al., 1971)
other scales were used to tap dimensions of perception, coor-
dination, and sensori-motor competence, although non-significant
differences were reported between experimental and control
groups. The University of Florida group {(Gordon and Guinagh,
1974) used a measure of task orientation, but did not report
findings on this measure. Henderson and Swanson {(1973) report
gains by Papago Indian children on a measure of causal guestion
asking. The absence of a control group in this study and the
lack of clear information on the test or testing procedures

make these findings difficult to interpret. Levenstein (1971)
used the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts in addition to I1.Q.
measures8, but the findings were not clearly presented, and this
test has come under considerable criticism, for lack of adequate
standardization and the presence of ceiling effects. 8Schaefer
{1969), in reporting results of a home tutoring project, mentioned
a developmental advantage on the Johns Hopkins Perceptual Test
for experimentals but failed to report test statistics and
significance levels. Weikart's (1970} follow-up reporting
included significant differences favoring experimental children
on California Achievement "ests and teacher ratings of academic
potential in early elementa.y grades.

In those programs where language development was emphasized,
the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic abilities was the most
frequently used measure. Those programs whose thrust was
bilingual education also reported findings on other language
measures., Askius and Alford (1973) report significant gains
for experimental children (no control) on a Spanish editicn of
the PPVT. Thomas et al. {1973) report significant posttest
differences favoring experimentals on the Spanish PPVT. Micotti
{1970) used a Spanish language competence test but did not
report findings.

Approximately one third of these programs claimed to address
issues of social competence. Measures of certain social

behaviors were mentioned or described,; but in all but a few
cases, no findings were presented.
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‘yiranmes [of mothers. Although many programs recognized
the 1mpcrtance of the mother's involvement in the home-based
teaching, few present data comparing experimental and control
mothers. Many of these studies note positive shifts in ex-
perimental mothers' attitudes toward program components without
discussing the degree or significance of the differences in
most cases (Gutelius and Kirsch, 1975; Bertram et al., 1971;
Gordon and Guinagh, 1974; Jew, 1974; Klaus and Gray, 1968;
Lally, 1973}, Reported positive changes in maternal behaviors
or maternal teaching style are also presented in several
studies (Barbrack, 1970:; Barbrack and Horton, 1970; Lambie
et al., 1974; Micotti, 1970: Sandler et al., 1973; Johnson
et al., 1974; Goodman, 1975). Again, in most cases magnitudes
of differences, explanatiuns of specific behaviors, and levels
of significance were not clearly reported (with Barbrack, 1970,
and Lambie et al., 1274, notable eXceptions). Anecdotal in-
formation on changes in mothers' lifestyles was reported by
Gilmer et al. (19270).

A note on the use of I.Q. measures. As mentioned pre-
viously the evaluations relied heavily on standardized cog-
nitive tests as their measures of outcomes for children.

The majority of the studies used the Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Scale, along with other such measures as the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test and the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic
Abilities. Most authors indicated, however, that these tests
were not completely reflective of their program objectives,

and a2 large number of the evaluations also used non-standardized
neasures of children's social behavior, cognitive behavior, and
verbal abilities and of mother's attitudes and teaching styles.
Yovertheless, the Stanford-Binet I.Q. functioned as the primary
outcome criterion. In many of the studies reviewed here, the
rean I.(., score for the experimental group is the only measure
on which tabled data are presented.

A further problem in the use of 1.0, measures in eval-
vation relates to the nature of the measures themselves.
In the development of I.Q. tests, items have been selected
to produce an index of ability which is stable over time.
If this stability has been achieved, there may be guestions
qbout the value of these tests as change measures, especially
in connection with short-term interventions,

It is also unclear what sort of relationship exists between
I.Q. test tasks and the stated Piagetian emphases of these
programs. There is some evidence to suggest that achieving
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“orpotence on @ Piagetian stage level task is not necessarily

dependent on the general ability of the child at a particular

age. These problems, along with a lack of evidence for a re-

lationship between preschool and later I.Q. scores and between
1.Q. scores and school achievement, lead the reviewers to

question the appropriateness of I.Q. tests for measuring any
treatment effects of these programs,

On the other hand, I.Q. tests are adequately standardized,
widely used and well-respected indicators of "ability". &as
such, they may have been selected because they related to the
highest educational goals of these projects, representing the
notion of transfer of learning from these programs to a variety
of learning situations. Unfortunately, there was less likely
to be assessment of the outcomes o0f the program in terms of the
direct skills or competencies the programs were attempting to
develop. This holds true as well for outcome information oOn
mothers, on mother-child interactions, on s8iblings, and on
project staff. Both Bronfenbrenner (1974) and Weikart (1975)
feel that gains made by parents involved in the programs may
be the most important outcomes for themselves and their chil-
dren. 1t is becoming increasingly important to see the data
on process and outcomes for mothers in order to begin to esti-
mate the value of these interventions.

Policy Issues

While it appears that home-based intervention programs
can and do offer certain benerfits to their participants, there
are a number of issues about those programs of interest to
those who are being asked to fund such programs, which were
sufficiently addressed in the studies reviewed here. Beyond
the question of the general effectiveness of home-based pro-
grams, policy makers want to know which programs are rost
effective and for whom, what kind of staff is necessary for
the program, what kind of staff training is most effective,
how staff should be organized, how often visits should occur,
at what child age intervention should begin, how long inter-
vention should last, and how these programs compare with
others in terms of cost.

0f the pelicy guestions that have been addressed by the
studies represented here, none has been addressed sufficiently
for a definitive answer. But an impressive npumber ©¢f these
gquestions have been looked at by the individual studies.
These are summarized below.
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Staff professionalism. Ten of the studies determined

that paraprofessionals could function effectively as home
visitors. Barbrack and Horton {1970) and Levenstein (1971)
directly compared the effectiveness of professionals and
paraprofessionals in the home visitor role. Findings from
these two studies indicate that there may be no differences
of practical significance between properly trained parapro-
fessionals and professionals.

Age at entry and duration of intervention. Comparisons
were made between children who entered programs at differing
ages by Levenstein (1971}, Lambie et al. {1974}, and Gordon
and Guinagh (1974). Gordon and Guinagh also investigated the
effects of differing lengths of intervention. Levenstein
found no differences bhetween children who entered at two or
three years of age; and Lambie found no differences between
infants who entered at three, seven, or eleven months of age.
By contrast, Gordon and Guinagh found that age at entry and
duration of intervention did make a difference; the most
effective and consistent results were obtained for mothers
and children who were in the program continuously for three
years, beginning when the child was three months old.

which program and for whom? While nearly all of the
studies compared a single treatment with a comparison or
control group, two compared the effectiveness of differing
programs. Barbrack (1970} compared the following three home-
based treatments: Mother-involved, focusing on cognitive
activities; Mother-involved, focusing on gross motor activities;
and Child-centered, mother not involved, focusing on cognitive
activities. Barbrack found that home visiting, concentrating
on the child, appears to increase the child's achievement.
Home visiting which focuses on the mother in cognitive activities
may increase positive mother behaviors. Gilmer et al. (1970)
compared the following three treatments, two of which had home
visiting elements: Maximum Impact--mothers were trained to
participate in the preschool program and received home visits,
children attended preschool; Curriculum—--children attended
preschool; and Home Visitor~-mothers were trained in the home
to work with their own children. For children in the programs,
the Maximum Imp:ct and Curriculum programs appeared to be the
most beneficial. For mothers in the program and for younger
siblings of the target children, the Maximum Impact and Home
Visitor programs were most beneficial.

The question of identifying charicteristics ol parents
and/or children which would predict for whom the program would
be most effective was addressed by Gordon (19460), Tannenbaum
{1969), Weikart et al. (1970), Henderszon and Swanson (1973},
and Lambic et al. (1974).
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Program costs. Program costs were reported in only three of
the studies {(Barbrack and Horton, 1970; Micotti, 1970; and
Bertram et al., 1971). Barbrack and Horton compared costs of three
differing treatments, showing considerable savings by using para-
professional visitors and supervisors. Betram <t al. showed
that costs of their home visiting program were less per child
then the cost of kindergarten in the state. No study addressed
the costs of evaluation.

Interactions and compromises. Although a few of these
policy issues have been addressed, the interactions between these
program components, or the necessary trade-offs and compromises
involved in designing and implementing a home-based program
have yet to be explored. For example, what type of training
produces the most effective home visitor-~professional or
para-professional--and what are the costs of the training
relative to the effectiveness? Which program model would be
most =2ffective for which age children? If what the mother does
in between visits is the crucial variable for success of the
program, regardless of the curriculum or content of the hcme
visits, how is it possible to assess that component of the
program, and what are the costs involved in answering that
guestion? Would it be impertant to know more about mother
process and outcomes at the expense of not gathering as much
outcome data on children? The policy issues which have been
addressed have focused primarily on implications for changes in
programs. It is the reviewvers' current feeling that real impli-
cations for intervention policy couid best come from more careful
evaluation of the actual process occurring in the programs as
they now exist.

Evaluation Methodologies

The home-based intervention studies abstracted here cannot
be considered representative of the most recent efforts in this
area, considering the reporting and publication time lag. How-
ever, included in these abstracts ar . many of the most widely
known and most fregquently cited studies of home-based programs.
Therefore, it seems appropriate to critically examine the research
designs of these studies in order to better appreciate the
validity of their stated conclusions.

Few studies clearly present their evaluation design.
Minimal information on the samples of children is presented.
Methods of selection or recruitment are discussed in only half of
the studies. Methods of data collection, descriptions of the
testers or interviewers, conditions and locations of testing are
presented in one third of these reports. The actual research
hypotheses are merely implied (i.e., th.is intervention is be'ter
than no intervention} for many of the studies. 1In those studies
where an adequate description of the characteristics of the sample
is presented, few hypotheses about the interrelationships of the
variables are presented prior to the discussion of results.
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The traditional experimental design using an experimental
group and a control group is the design utilized in the majority
of studies. Assignment to groups is either claimed as "random"
or not discussed {with the exception of the distal control group
used in the DARCEE studies). The comparability of the control
groups in most cases is questionable {and is indeed questioned by
several of the authors) but few attempts to systematically examine
this comparability or to statistically control for it are presented.
In the years directly following the publication 9f Campbell and
Stanley's Experimental and Quasi-EXperimental Designs for
Educational Research 1t appears that few researchers in this area
made the attempt to investigate more appropriate research designs.
The inappropriateness of the traditional experimental design
for these studies, or in some cases, the lack of any research
design., casts more doubt on the validity of the evalu:stion findings
summarized above.

The majority of these s’ iadies report pre- and post-testings,
implying some analysis of change or gain scores, and comparison
between experimental and control groups. However, the most fre-~
quently used statistics were the analysis of variance F-test and
t-test for between group comparisons. Several reports present
analysis of post-test scores only, rather than using gain scores
or analysis of covariance. With few exceptions, no within group
analysis of interactions of mother or child characteristics with
treatment are presented.

Presentation of results. One further difficulty encountered
in reviewing the research portion of these reports is the locating
of actual results. In those studies where regearch hypotheses
were not clearly stated, it was often difficult to understand
what questions the results presented were answering. In most
.eports some tabled data were presented (although frequently
the results section did not refer to or clarify these data) or
included significance levels for tests for which no other
information was presented. In many reports, the results section
was blurred with a discussion 0f the policy implications which
the researchers saw as their primary message to their readers.
Frequently, researchers working with interventions with four
and five year olds, after minimally presenting selected group
comparisons, leaped to lengthy discussions of the need for
earlier intervention.

Suggestions for future evaluations. The above criti-
cisms do not apply to all studies abstracted here, nor do
all criticisms apply to each of the studies. A general
connlusion from examining these research designs is that
alternatives to the experiwmental laboratory method should
be considered. It is not an easy task to obtain a matched
or comparable ccntrol group or to enlist the cooperatios of

339

298




parents and children in such a group when no benefit is being
offered. Nevertheless, given the situation where groups are
not expected to be comparable, the researcher has the obli-
gation to examine that comparability before legitimately pre-
senting treatment comparisons. More time should be spent on
examining the feasibility of alternative designs such as that
reported by Scott (1973, 1974). 1In that research, Scott used
older siblings of children in the treatment groups as compari-
sons to control for background characteristics. However, he
failed to control for family =ize and age of the siblings, and
based his rationale on a stud, £ adolescents {for whom the
cognitive measures could be assumed to be more stable)}. The
use of the distal comparison group (DARCEE programs), where

a control group was selected from another location with simi-
lar population characteristics, is another promising effort,
although the failure to statistically control for ii.cial
group differences is & handicap in interpreting those results.
These designs are not without their problems, but attempts to
use them and others (e.g., time-scores design, regression
discontinuity design, as outlined in Campbell and Stanley,
1966}, with investigation of their strengths and weaknesses
should be encouraged. What is necessary in future evaluations
of home-based programs is a commitment on the part of the
projects to extend the same consideration to development of
research strategies that is given to curriculum and program
development.
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Askins, B. E., & Alford, G. Evaluation of the effects of the
Clovis-pPortales Bilingual Early Education Program (Final
report). New Mexico: Clovis Public Schools, 1973. (ERIC
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 081 475)

PRCGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Clovis Public Schools,

New Mexico and Adobe Educational Services, Lubbock,
Texas.

o

FUNDED BY: Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education,
Division of Bilingual Education, United States Qffice
of Education (DHEW).

PROGRAM METHOD: C(Classroom activities plus parent involvement
component for preschool children. Classroom used Responsive
Environment Model and Piagetian-based curriculum. Parent
involvement component used home visitors who made weekly
visits, tutoring parents on classroom skills.

EVALUATION DESIGN: Pre-post test design. No control group.

SAMPLE: Eighty 3-4 year old children, low SES families,
predominantly Spanish-surnamed, Spanish-speaking.

OUTCOME MEASURES: PPFVT (English and Spanish), walker
Readiness Test, Developmental Profiles.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: fTreatment.
LENGTH OF STUDY: One year for evaluation, school year 1972-73.

FINDINGS:

Very significant gains (< .001} on group means on PPVT in English,
Spanish, and Walker Readiness Test for children in the prodgram.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for c¢hildren.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described and data presented.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: Described.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Bilingual program, coordinated classroom and home
visit approach.

SHORTCOMINGS: Lack of comparison group. No systematic way to
assess the actual contribution to the program of the home
visgit component. 3 3 7
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Barbrack, €. R,, & Horton, D. M, Educational intervention_in the -
home and professional career development: A first generation ;
mother study. DARCEE Papers and Reports, 1970, 4(3). o

1
PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Demonstration and Research Center for %
Early Education, George Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, -
Tennessee. .

i

FUNDED BY: U. S. Office of Economic Opportunity. fg

PROGRAM METHOD: Four mothers who were subjects in a previous study, S
(Maximum Impact Group} were Home Visitor trainees in this study. v
They each visited three families, one Lour a week, for 40 weeks. e
The aim of the visits was to teach the mother to be an effective \
educational change agent for her child. .

AP

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: Experimental group = 8 girls and 4 boys and their families, ..
ages 40 to 64 months. Comparison group = 7 girls and 5 boys, 8
ages 43 to 53 months. All were hlack and from same low-income {
housing project.

P

OUTCOME MEASURES: Binet, Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, DARCEE -

Concept Test for children: impressions of changes in Home Visitors. :

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment droup.

LENGTH OF STUDY: 40 weeks. Experimental children were tested pre
and post, control children were post tested.

FINDINGS:

within Experimental Group:

1. No significant pre-post change on Binet or PPVT.

2. Significant pre~post gains on DARCEE Concept Test, all
three subtests.

Between EXperimental and Comparison Groups:

1. No significant differences on Binet or PPVT.

2, Significant difference on Identification subtest of
DARCEE Concept Test.

For Home Vigitors: dains in self~confidence and competence with
their own children.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
QUTCOMES: Yes, for children and for the Home Visitors themselves.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: fThis was done for the project but
not directly researched.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Used a measure designed to meet their program objectives,
DARCEE Concept Test, and found gains on it.

SHORTCOMINGS: No pretes:i for comparison group. Only cognitive
measures for children. No outcomes for rest of family members
were measured.
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Barbrack, C, R., & Horton, D, M. Educational intervention in the
home and paraprofessional career development: A second generation
mother study with an emphasis on costs and benefits. DARCEE
Papers and Reports, 1370, 4(4).

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Demonstration and Research Center
for Early Education, George Peabody College for Teachers,
Nashville, Tennessee.

FUNDED BY: U. 8. Office of Economic Opportunity.

PROGRAM METHOD: The purpose of the home visits was to teach mothers
to be effective 2ducational change agents for their children. Threq
methods were compared: Tl, families visited by a professionally
trained teacher. T2, families visited by paraprofessiovnal home
visitors, trained and supervised by professional. T3, families
visited by paraprofessional home visitors, supervised by parapro-
fessionals. Comparigon group.

EVALUATION DESICGN:

SAMPLE: All subjects were black and from same low income housing
project. T1 = 10 boys and 7 girls, 53 to 75 months., T2 = 4 bovye
and 8 girls, 47 to 64 months. T3 = 3 boys and 7 girls, 46 to 64
months. C = 3 boys and 7 girls, 46 to 64 months.

OUTCOME MEASURES: ¥or children: Binet, Peabody T .cture Vocabulary
Test, and DARCEE Concept Test for children. For mothers: Maternd
Teaching Style Instructions. No pre-tests for Comparison group;
no maternal measures for T1 or Comparison mothers.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group, child age.

LENGTH OF STuUDY: Approximately 10 months, from pre-test to post-teg
FINDINGS:

For children:

1. Child agz differed significantly between groups £0 age
was used as a covariate in analyses of DARCEE Concept Test.

2. HNo significant differences between the four groups on the
Billet .

3. No ¢ ~rall . fferences on PPVT.

4, The three treatment groups were superior to the Comparison
group on Recognition and Ider ification subtests of the
DARCEE Concept test: T3 was : .perior to Comparison on the
Matching subtest.

For mothers:

1. ¥o significant differences between the three treatment
groups on Maternal Teaching Style Instirument.

2. T1, T2, and T3 mothers were more specific, more positive,
and less negative on post-test than on pre-test on Maternal
Teaching Style Instrument.

304

‘ 310




DOES STUDY ADDREGSE:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for mothers and children.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No, but it does address level of
professionalism of h-me visitors and supervision.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: Yes, whether professional or paraprofessional
in home visitor roles and in. supervisory roles.

PROGRAM COSTS: Yearly costs for Tl were $440 per child, for T2
were $300 per child, and for T3 were $275 per child.

STRENGTHS: Addresses an important cost issue; Seems to indicate that
the least costly treatment is at least as effective as the others.
Provides a career ladder for mothers as well.

SHORTUOMINGS: No pretest measures for Comparison children, significant

age differences in the groups of children; no maternal measures on
Comparison mothers.
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Barbrack, C. R. The effect of three home visiting strategies
upon measures of children's academic aptitude and materanl
teaching behaviors. DARCEE Papers and Reports, 1970, 4(1).

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Demonstration and Research
Center for Early Education, George Peabody College
for Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee.

FUNDED BY: U. S. Qffice of Education.

PROGRAM METHOD: There were three home Vvisiting treatment groups:
1) Mother-involved, focusing on cognitive activities;
2) Mother-involved, focusing on gross motor ictivities; and
3} Child-centered Cognitive, mother not involved. Home
visitors were community residents, with 40 hours of
preservice training,

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 90 black mothers and their first drade children.
All children had attended a summary Head Start program.
Mean child pretest Binet score was 81.45. Eighteen
mother-child pairs were assigned to each of five grougs:
the three treatment groups, a local control and a distal
control group.

QUTCOME MEASURES: For children: Post test scores on
Stanford-Binet and Metropolitan Achievement Test.
For mothers: Muaternal Teaching Style Instrument.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment droup; prescores as
covariates; child's sex.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Program duration was one hour per week for
30 weeks.

FINDINGS:

For children: There were no group differences on post test
Binet scores. The cognitive child-centered group was superior
to all other groups on the Metropolitan Achievement Test.

For mothers: Of 15 categories of maternal behavior, the
nother-involved cognitive group was Superior in three categories:
Information Responses, Non~verbal Positive Feedback, and

Overall Number of Positive Feedback Responses. While the above
findings confirmed hypotheses, another finding was contrary to
hypotheses: the Mother-involved Cognitive group was lower in
Question Responses than ali other groups. Maternal behaviors
did not differ as a cunction of the child's sex.

Summary: Home visiting which concentrates on the child appears
to increase the child's achievement. Home visiting which
concentrates on the mother may increase Positive mother
behaviors.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

QUTCOMES: Yes, for children and for mothers.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: OGroups were compared initially on such
fgmily characteristics as educational level of mother, family
size, presence of fathers, and quality of housing. No attempt
was made to relate these characteristics to outcomes.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: o

PROGRAM COSTS: No

STRENGTHS: Addressed the issue of whether the home visitor should
focus on the mother or the child. Utilized a "distal" control
group, located in another community, to control for diffusion
effects on the "local" control group.

SHORTCOMINGS: 'The outcome measures probably did not reflect the
actual goals of the program very accurately.
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Bertram, ¢. L., Pena, D., & Hines, B, W. Evaluation report:
Early childhood education program, 1969-1970 field test (Summary
report}. Charleston, West Virginia: Appalachia Educational

Laboratory, May 1971. (ERIC Document Reproduction Sexvice No.
Ep 052 837)

PROGRAM ANGENCY OR SPONSOR: Appalachia Education Laboratory,
Charleston, West Virginia.

FUNDED BY: U.S. Office of Education, HEW.

PROGRAM METHOD: Total program consisted of (1) 30 minute TV
lessons broadcast daily, (2) weekly home visits by parapro-
fessionals for discussion and materials drop off, (3) group
instruction weekly for parents and children. Treatments con-~
sisted of the following three combinations: {1) whole
package, {2} TV and home visit, and (32) TV only.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 300 children were assigned to the three treatment
groups, approximately 100 children in eac.. group. 40
children were in a romparison group. The socioeconomic
characteristics of the families closely resemble the overall

population of the state (West Virginia}. Children were 3,
4 and 5 years old.

QUTCOME MEASURES: PPVT, ITPA, Appalachian Preschool Test of
Cognitive Skills, Frostig, social skills, Parent assessment.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group.

LENGTH OF STUDY: This is a report on the 2nd year data from a
J~-year field test.

FINDINGS:
Language: Although there were few significant differences
between groups, the authors note a definite trend toward an
increased language development for children in the treatment
groups {as opposed to a comparison group}. A significant

treatment effect was observed for a measure of transformational
grammar.

Cognitive: Scores on a criterion-referenced test of cognitive
objectives favored the two groups which received the mobile
classroom and/or home visitors over a group which received TV
only. The two home visit groups also scored significantly
higher on a measure of vocabulary level,

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

QUTCOMES: Yes, for children. Results for parent attitudes are
unclear.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described briefly.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.
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PROGRAM COSTS: Total cost of operation for the program was
approximately $250 per child. This was compared to© an estimated
cost of kindergar en in West Virginia at $496 per child.

STRENGTHS: Includes a description of the television production and

mobile classroom, information on the mechanics of start~up and
operation, maintenance, and response to the TV progranms.

SHORTUOMINGS: Technical data on results are not presented in this

report but are contained elsewhere.
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Forrester, B. J,, Hardge, B. M., Outlaw, D. M., Brooks, G. P,, &
Boismier, J. D, The intervention study with mothers and infants.
Nashville: Geoxrge Peabody College for Teachers, 1971 (Mimeo)

PROGRAM MAGENIZY OR SPONSOR: Demonstration and Research Center
for REarly Education, George Peabody College for Teachers,
Nashville, Tennessee.

FUNDED BYy: MNational Program on Early Childhood Education.
Central Midwestern Begional Educational Laboratory (uU. S.
Office of Education),

PROGRAM METHOD: One home visitor visited each home for one hour a
week for 24 visits. The home visitor demonstrated and reinforced
behavior of tihe adult caretaker that provides for the physical,
emotional, social, and intellecutal development of infants,
Visits focused on physical care, observing behavior, positive
rewards, mother involvement with the infant, and expectations
of mothers.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 20 mother-infant diads were in the experimental group and
20 in the comparison group. Infants were between 7 and 9 months
at the beginning of the project. Mothers, some white and some
black, were from low income homes.

QUTCOME MEASURES: Infants were tested using the Griffith Mental
Development Scale, the Uzgiris~Hunt Infant Psychological Develop- !
ment Scale, and the Bayley Scales of Infant Development. Maternal

behavior during testing was observed. Homes were rated using the
Caldwell Inventory of Home Stimulation.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Weekly home visits for 24 visits.
FINDINGS:

For infants:

1. Bayley Scales: Experimental group infants scored signifi-
cantly higher than comparison infants on the Mental Scale;
no difference on the Motor Scale.

2, Griffith Scales: Experimental group infants scored signifi-
cantly higher than comparison infants on the overall score,
Hearing and Speech, and Eye and Hand Scales; no differences
on the Locomotion, Personal--mrocial, and Perforwmance Scales.

3. Uzgiris-Hunt Scale: Experimeatal infants scored signifi-
cantly higher on the total score, Visual Pursuit and Perman-
ence of Objects, Development of Schemas, Construction of
Objects in Space, and Imitation Scales; no differences on
the Development of Means and Development of Casuality Scales.

For mothers: ©No findings are reported.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for infants.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No,
PROCESE OF HOME VISIT: No.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No,

STRENGTHS: Showed gains on some subtests of all three infant
measures,

SHORTCOMINGS: Focused only on infant gains,
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Gilmer, B., Miller. J. O., & Gray, S. W. Intervention with
mothers and young children: A study of intrafamily effects.
Nashville: DARCEE Papers and Reports, 1970, 4{(11).

PROGRAM AGENCY oOR SPONSOR: Demonstration and Research
Center for Early Education, George Peabody College for
Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee.

FUNDED BY: National Program on Early Childhood Education,
Central Midwestern Regional Educational Laboratory.

PROGRAM METHOD: Three treatments were contrasted:

1} Maximum Impact--mothers were trained to participate in
preschool program and received home visits; children
attended preschool. :

2) Curriculum~-children attended preschool.

3) Home Visitor--mothers were trained in home to work with
their own children.

Fourth group was a Comparison group--attended another preschool.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 80 families from a black, low income housing project.
Twenty families were assigned to each of 4 groups. In each
fanily there was a target child between 3 and 4 years of age,
and a younger sibling.

OUTCOME MEASURES: For children: Binet, Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test, DARCEE Basic Concept Test. For mothers:
Impressions of changes in mothers' lifestyles.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group.

LENGTH OF STUDY: oOne to two years for each family.

FINDINGS:

For target children:

1. On the Binet., Maximum Impact and Curriculum groups were
significantly superior to Hoine Visitor and Comparison groups.

2. No significant group differences on PPVT.

For younger siblings:

1. on the Binet, Maximum Impact and Home Visitor groups were
significantly superior to Curriculum and Comparison groups.

2. Maximum Impact and Home visitor groups were significantly
superior to Curriculum and Comparison groups on all subtests
(Matching, Recognition, and Identification) of the Basic
Concept Test.

3. o differences on the PPVT

For mcthers: Changes in lifestyle, including greater economic
wviability for mothers who participated in Maximum Impact and

Home Visitor groups. 318
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: Yes, for target children, for younger siblings, and for
mothers.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Not as related to outcomes-~~only to equate
groups; and groups were somewhat different on demographic variables.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Studies the phenomenon of "vertical diffusion,"” or the
e fects on a younger sibling of the target child when the mother
is involved in the treatment. Found evidence of such "vertical
diffusion.”

SHORTCOMINGS: Comparison group children were approximately one year
older than treatment group children. Groups differed on demographic

variables, but there were no significant differences between mother's
prescores on WAIS.




Goodman, E. 0. Modeling: A method of parent education. The
Family Coordinator, 1975, 24(1), 7-11.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR:

FUNDED BY: (Partially) Title III grant (Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965?.

PROGRAM METHOD: 12 college seniors in nursery schopl education
modeled child-interaction techniques twice a week, 1 1/2 hours
each time, in home with mothers present, not involved.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 52 mothers from New Hampshire with 5 or 6 year old
children due to enter first grade--no control group.

OUTCOME MEASURES: ©Number of Mother’s: information processing
acts, positive reinforcement acts, positive control acts.

FREDICTOR MEASURES: Intervention{modelling as an educational
stategy).

LENGTH OF STUDY: Fcur winter months.

FINDINGS:
Mothers' acts of information processing increased by 18%
{(considered significant). Mothers' acts of positive reinforce-

ment and positive control increased by less than 5%. Ways in
which these outcomes were evaluated is not clear in article.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
QUTCOMES: Yes, for mothers only.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: Described.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Investigating effectiveness of particular educational
stategy modelling. Unique in its focus on mothers only.

SHORTCOMINGS; No control group; outcomes £or children not part of
the study: lucidity of intervention; evaluation data not included

in article and vaguely delineated; comparison of several strate-
gyies not clearly prescribed.
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Gordon, I. J. Early childhood stimulation through parent education
{final report to the Children's Bureau, Social and Rehabilitation

Service, Department of Health, Education and Welfa:-e}. Gainesville,
Florida: University of Florida, Institute for Development of Human
Resources, 1969. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 038 166)

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Institute for Development of
Human Resources, University of Florida.

FUNDED BY: Children's Bureau, Department of Health, Education
and Welfare.

PROGRAM METHOD: Disadvantaged women were selected, instructed,
and became home visitors to teach other disadvantaged mothers
ways to stimulate the perceptual, motor, and verbal activities
of their infants. Each mother was visited once a week. One
comparison group received no visits, and another comparison
group was visited monthly by dgraduate nurses to control for the
effect of simply being visited.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: The experimental group had 150 families and the two
comparison groups had 30 families each. They were disadvantaged
families from a rural area in central Florida.

OUTCOME MEASURES: For children: PpParent—Educator Weekly Report,
the Tnldman Race Awareness Test, and the Griffith and Bayley
Infant. 3cales. PFor mothers: Parent-Educator Weekly Report,
the Rotter Social Reaction Inventory, the Markle-Voice Language
Assessment, estimates of mother expectancy.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: fTreatment group: length of treatment cvime.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Some families received home visits from the
time the infants were three months o0ld until they were two
vears old; a second group received visits from three months
to one Year: a third group received visits from one year to
two years.

FINDINGS:

There were no differences between child outcomes for the two
control groups. At 12 months of age, experimental infants
were significantly ahead of control infants on total scores
of the Griffith Mental Development Scales.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

QOUTCOMES: Yes, for children. And later reports address
outcomes for children and for mothers.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Later reportcs address the relation-
chip between mother characteristic., child characteristics,
and outcomes.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described.
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TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described,
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: fThe design made
age at which visits should length of time they should
continue for maximum benefits. fThese jssues are dealt with in
later reports. .

SHORTCOMINGS: None noted.
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Gordon, I. J., et al. Reaching the child through parent educa-~
tion: The Florida approach. University of Florida, Institute
for Development of Human Resources, 1969.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: University of Florida.
FUNDED BY: Children's Bureau (DHEW).

PROGRAM METHOD: This report contains & series of papers on the
Early Child Stimulation Project, Home Learning Center Project,
and Project Follow Through. All programs contain a home
visitor component. Home visitors {parent educators) are non-
professionals selected from the same target population as the
children served, trained in workshops at University of Florida.
Focus on working with mothers and children on learning tasks
and with mochers as teachers.

EVALUATION DESIGN: Pre-post test design.

SAMPLE: Various samples reported in different pspers. Pre-
school and early elementary. Mention of contiol groups in
Follow Through programs.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Parent Educator Weekly Report; How I See
Myself, Rotter I-E Scale (adapted), Children's Self-Sccial
Construct Test, Florida Affective Categories, Teacher Prac-
tices Observation Record, Reciprocal Category System, Purdue

Teacher Opinionnaire, Home Interview Schedule, Griffiths
Mental Development Scale.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment groups, sex.
F
LENGTH OF STUDY: Varies with report.
FINDINGS: )

1. One report discusses sex differences interactions with
treatment effects for the infant projecy. Experimental
females scored higher than experimental males; control
males scored higher than control females (Griffitt.

Mental Development tests). Significant interac:ion between
sex and treatment occurred on locomotor test. JSpeculation
on sex-related appropriateness of materials was presented.

2. Results of a procedure designed to categorize environmental
press variabies (Environmental Process Questionnaire),
Eleven of twelve dimensions significantly discriminated
between the six di ferent communities (in various regions
of the country) involved in the Follow Through Project.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

QUTCOMES: Yes, for children and mothers, but not all phases
present data. 3 5 3
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FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Minimally described.
PROCESS OF HCME VISIT: “escribed.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: bDescribed.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Primary focus of all reports is the use of non-
professioconals as parert educators. Extensive description
of complex mode’l for service delivery in variety 2f set-
tings. Addresses environmental press issues, appropriate-
ness of program for populations.

SHORTCOMINGS: Little data.presented on actual program effec-
tiveness. No discussion of control Jroup assignments.




Gordon, I. J., & Guinagh, B. J. A home learning center approach
to early stimulation. Gainesvilie, Florida: University of
Florida, Institute for Development of Human Resources, November
1974,

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Institute for Development of
Human Resources, College of Education, University of
Florida, Gainesville, Florida,

FUNDED By: National Institute of Mental Health; Fund for
the Advancement of Education; and Children's Bureau, HEW.

PRCGRAM METHOD: See abstract of Gordon (1969). Length and
timing of intervention was varied for six treatment groups; a
seventh group received home visits from 24 months to 36 months
of age and participated in a group program as well (HLC
Program) .

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 149 families in seven treatment groups; 55 control
tamilies. All were disadvantaged (indigent)} families from
rural central Florida. Criteria for children: single birth,
no breach or caesarean delivery, no complications, no
evidence of mental retardation.

OUTCOME MEASURES: For children at age six: Binet, Caldwell
Preschool Inventory, Task Oriented Behavior Scale. For
mothers: Interview data.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group, sex, mother character-
istics, age at entry, length of intervention.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Length of intervention varied from one to
three years, beginning at birth, one, or two years. Follow
Up was to age six.

FiNDINGS:

1. Low attrition rate supported the hypothesis that the hone-
and center- based program could be sustained for children
ages two to three and their mothers.

Useful intellectual and personality materials could be and
were developed.

The most effective and consistent results were obtained for
mothers anéd children who were in the program continuously
from the 7" ‘1d's age three months through three years. The
next most effective intervention was that which lasted twc
consectutive years, either from three months to two years or
from one year to three years of age. 1I.Q. (Bayley and
Binet) findings over time: at age two, no significant
differences., At age three, children who participated for
three yYears were significantly higheyr than controls. At age
four, four treatment groups were higher than controls:
participation for three years, participation for years one
and two, parcicipation for years two and three, and HLC.

At age five, two treatment groups were higher than controls:
participation for three years and participation for first
year only. At age six, findings were the same as for age
four.

No sex differences were fov-d on the Binet scores.
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For mothers:

5. Generally, in comparison to controls, mothers who had partici-
pated for two or more consecutive years were more willing to
let their children choose their own occupational goals and want
them to have more education. They see their children as being
able to do academic things better than other children and
as teaching their siblings. These mothers are also more likely
to continue their own education and to change their job status
in an upward direction. HLC mothers want more education fecr
their children than do control mcthers.

L

6. Mother attitudes toward gelf and toward the project were related
to child Binet scores at age three and at age six. The rela-
tionships were somewhat different for boys and giris.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: Yes, for children and mothers.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Yes, mother variables at child's age three
were found to be related to child outcomes at ages three and six.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: Described for HLC program, which included
group~center program.

PROGRAM COSTS: No,

STRENGTHS: Addresses the issue 0f when intervention should begin and
how long it should continue for maximum benefit. Presents longi-
tudinal fo.ilowup data, still supportive of earlier findings.

SHORTCOMINGS: Some better child outcome measures in sgcioemotional
area would have been useful.

A
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Gray, §. W. & Klaus, R, A, The early training proiject: a
seventh~year repurt. Child Development, 1970, 41, 909-924.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: George Peabody College for
Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee

FUNDED BY: National Institute of Mental Health and National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development.

PROGRAM METHCD: {See summary of Klaus and Gray, 1968)
EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: (See summary of Klaus and Gray, 1968)
In addition, 100 youngar siblinc were tested.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Stanford~-Binet, PPVT, and Metropolitan
Achievement Test.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: fTreatmert groups; initial IQ score of target
child used as a covariate in analyses of younger siblings.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Seven years--two to three years of intervention
and four years of follow~up testing through grade 4.

FINDINGS:

For children: For the two additional years of follow-up contained
inh this study, the traatment qgroups remained superi~r to the
contsol yroups cn the Binet. The treatment groups were superior
to the control groups on the PPVT in grade 3 but not grade 4.

On the Metropolitan Achievement Test, the treatment groups

were generally superior to the contrel groups, aind the local
control was superior to the distal control group.

For younger siblings: Experimental group siblings were superior
to control group siblings on the Binet. Differences were ]
greater for siblings who were closer in age to the target child.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for target children and their younger siblings.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Took an initial look at the diffusion of effects from
the target child and mother to a younger sibling. This led to
a later direct study of "vertical diffusion" of program elfects
to siblings -~ see summary of Gilmer et al. (1970).

SHORTCOMINGS: None noted.
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Qutelius, M. F., & Kirsch, A, D. Factors promoting success in
infant education. American Journal of public Health, 1975, 65(4), 384-

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Children's Hospital in Washington,

FUNDED BY: Research Grant MH 09215 National Institute of
Mental Health {NIMH), United States Public Health Service.

PROGRAM METHOD: Visits from mobile medical unit (9,7,5 visits in
first, second, third years of life respectively); nurse made an
extra visit between mobile unit visits (approximately 8,6,4 for
first, second, third years respectively) of 1 1/2 hours to
discuss visual, tactile, auditory, motor stimulation methods and
Janguage development. Toys given at each visit. Unstructured
counseling. Within experimental group: two groups. First group:
{high contact} extensive, intensive contact with project staff
apart from scheduled home visits. Second group: (routinz con-
tact) only one extra point of contact a year--minimal in compari-
son to first group.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 92 first-boi1 black infants from two or more months
before birth to three years of age--46 in experimental and
46 in control randomly assigned; authors say that experi-
mental and control groups well~matched but do not say how.

QUTCOME MEASURES: Observation of mother-child interaction:
extensive medical work up; Bayley Scales for Mental and
Motor Development (6 months, 1 year, 2 years); Stanford-
Binet, Form L-M at 3 years.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment and amount of involvement and
interaction with project staff.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Seven years {see above for length for individual
cnlldren)--tpree years for each child; 17, 13, 9 visits per:
year (approximately) for each year respectively.

FINDINGS:

Experimentat :

At 6 months: significantly different, but authors do not say how;
at 3 years: mean I.Q. on Stanford-Binet = 99.3. More self-confi-
dence. High contact: at 3 years Stanford-Binet mean 1.Q. = 102.5. -

Routine contact: at 3 years Stanford-Binet mean I.Q. = 96.0.
Significant at p < .05 (t = 2.17).

Control:
At 3 ycars: mean I.Q. on Stanford-Binet = 91,2, Significant

p < .00l. Control chil ren divided into 2 groups for the same
period of time and showed no differences in mean 1.Q.'s.
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High contact vs. control group for same time: varied widely,
significantly in favor of experimental. Routine contact vs.

control group for sam~ time: differed but not significantly.
tligh contact children showed more self-confidehce, more ease

in establishing a relationship thap routine contact.

High contact wothews:

Scored more favorably on intexast shown in physician's advice
and amount of conversation with children. More frequent use of
picture bocks and coloring materials in home than routine group.
None of these differences on sel.~-confidence for children or
differences in mother behavior were significant.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

QUTCOMES: Yes, mostly for children: some outcomes for mothers
mentioned.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: pDescribed.
PRUOCESS OF HOME VISIT: Some description.
TRAINING CP HOME VISITORS: No.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: Minimally described.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Longitudinal nature of intervention and evalunations
random assi mment to contyrol anéd experimental grcups.

SHORTCOMINGS: Pretesting and matching of groups is unclear.
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Henderson, R. W., & Swanson, R. The socialization of intellectual
skills in Papago children: The effects Oof a parent training
program. Tucson Arizona: University of Arizona, July 1973.

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED (81 471)

PROGRAM AGENCY QR SPONSOR: Center for Educational Research
and Development, Universitv of Arizona, Tucson.

FUNDED BY: Arizona State Department of Education and the
Indian Qasis Elementary School District 40, Sells, Arizona.

PROGRAM METHOD: Two paraprofessionals, bilingual in English and
Papago, were trained to instruct three cohorts of parents in
stimulating causal questions by their children. Semi-weekly
training meetings were held. These were supplemented with home
visits to help the parents work with their children in the homes.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: There was no control group. Baseline data was obtained
and three cohorts participated in order to have three replica-~
tions of the experiment. 30 families participated; they were
Papago Indian families who had children in the first grade.

QUTCOME MEASURES: An individually administered test of dquestion-
asking performance.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment.
LENGTH OF STUDY: Unclear.
FPINDINGS:

All cohorts of children made dains in causal duestion-asking.
These dains were maintained over time, and gains seemed to
increase even after termination of intervention. Children in
each cohort who did not gain could be identified in initial
modelling trials.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
QUTCOMES: Yes, for children.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No,
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORSt Described.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: ©No.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGHTS: The procedures are well described, and the theoretic
rationale is well developed.

SHORTCOMINGS: No control group was utilized, but the replication
design lends considerable support to the conclusion that the
findings are not based on chance., Gains appeared to be main-
tained over time, but the length of time between testing
sessions was not specified.
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Jew, W. Helping handicapped infants and their families: The
Delayed Development Project. ¢Children Today, 1974, 3, 7-10.

PROGRAM AGENCY QR SPONSOR: Delayed Development Project,
connected with the Walton Development Center and the
Stockton Unified School District, Stockton, California.

FUNDED BY: U.S. Office of Education: Title VI of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act and Title VI-B
0f the Education for the Handicapped Act.

PROGRAM METHOD: Beginning as soon as possible after birth,
handicapped infants and their families receive weekly home
visits up to the age of 18 months. Home visitors are teachers
and/or physical therapists. Visits focus on supportive help
and training for the parents in developmental stimulation for
the children. From 18 months to 3 years of age, when the
children enter other educational pro¢cams, children and parents
participate in a center-based program. Evening group meetings
are held for parents in both home and center programs.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 90 handicapped infants and their families have partic-
ipated in the program over a 3-year period. Twelve children
and their families were selected as an out-of-town comparison
group; 12 children were selected as a local comparison group.
All three groups evidenced the same types of handicaps:
vision, hearing, speech, motor and mental impairments.

QUTCOME MEASURES: For children: Denver Developmental Screening
Test. For parents: Attitude scales and staff perceptions
of parent attitudes and parenting skills.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Findings were over a three-year period. Chil-~
dren participated for varying amounts of time.

FINDINGS:
For children:

Experimental children consistently made greater gains on the
benver Developmental Screening Test than did the control group.
Experimental children made significant gains on all four areas
of the DDST; control children gained on no more than two areas
of the DDST.

For parents:

Experimental parents made significant attitude changes in the
direction of feeling more secure as parents. They, their

spouses, and the staff also felt their functioning as parents
improved.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
QUTCOMES: Yes, for children and parents.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No.

3al

325




PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described briefly.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No,
STAFF QRGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: An interesting approach to the use of
part of an intervention program fo
emotional and educational support

home visiting as

r handicapped children, providing
for parents,

SHORTCOMINGS: Because this report was mainl

the program, the research results were abb
adequately evaluated.

¥ concerned with describing
reviated and could not be
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Johnson, D. L., Leler, H., Brandt, L. J. & Kahn, A. J. A parenf
involvement program for low-income Mexican-American families.
Symposium presented at American Psychological Association annual
meeting, New Orleans, September, 1974.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: University of Houston, Houston,
Texas.

FUNDED BY: Office of Economic Opportunity and Office of
Child Development (DHEW).

PROGRAM METHOD: Weekly home visits by an In-Home Educator
during target child's second year of life. Home sSessions
focus on mother as teacher. Concomitant series of four
family workshops during that year. 3Second program year
involves In-Center program including classroom involvement
for mothers on learning issues and adult sessions with mothers
on family management. Strong bilingual component in the
languade activities is emphasized.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 100 families in each cohort recruited locally.
Random assignment of families to experimental (education
and services)., services only, and no~services control
groups.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Maternal Interaction Structured Situation,
Caldwell's HOME, Bayley Scales, Stanford-Binet, Concept
Familiarity Index Receptive.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group, cohort, language
index, status variables.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Essentially a two-year program with
successive cohorts and lengitudinal £ollow-up.

FINDINGS:
For mothers:

1. Experimental mothers showed significant increase over
control mothers on ability to grant autonomy, and
non-signi ficant increases on warmth.

2. Experimental mothers demonstrated greater knowledge of
developmental levels of chiidren.

3. On a number ©f dimensions ©of mother behavior there were
no significant differences between experimental and
control mothers.

For children:

1. Short—-term results for several of the later cohorts are
presented. After one Year of the program, experimentals
were significantly more developmentally advanced on the
Bayley. 1In one cohort, experimentals had a significantly
higher post~test mean Stanfo:d-Rinet I.Q. after two years
of the program.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

3 QUTCOMES: Yes, for both children and mothers.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described, data presented and analyzed
on predictor relationships.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No,

STRENGTHS: Successive data collection from pre-test on. Strong _
focus on maternal outcomes. Focus on family management beyond <
original mother teaching purposes. Examination of status variables
as predictors for success. Examination of interrelationships of
maternal variables and child variables for longitudinal groups.

SHORYCOMINGS: None.
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Karnes, M. B., Sutdley, W. M., Wright, W. R., & Hodgins, A. S.
An approach for working with mothers of disadvantaged preschool
children. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 1968, 14, 174-183.

- P

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Institute for Research on
Exceptional Children, College of Education, University .
of Illinois. 1!

FUNDED BY: U. 8. 0Office of Education.

PROGRAM METHOD: Eleven weekly two-hour training sessions for
mothers on making and using educational materials in the home,
instruction in readiness and discussions of mothers' activicies
of preceding week. Conducted by three experienced preschool
teachers who also visited each home at two-~week intervals. o

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 13 mother-child pairs: at beginning children ranged -
in age from 3-3 to 4-3. Randomly assigned control group of &
13 children matched on I.Q. and sex. All families were black.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Stanford~Binat, ITPA.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Group.

LENGTH OF STUDY: 12 weeks.

FINDINGS:

1. sStanford-Binet: t test of difference between groups in gain
scores showed experimental group gained significantly more
than control {(mean I.Q. gain of 7.46 vs. .07).

2. ITPA: Experimental group gained significantly more than
control on three subtests (Visual Decoding, Auditory-Vocal
Association and Auditory-Vocal Sequential); no difference
between groups on other subtests. .

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for the child.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Yes, described briefly.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.
STRENGTHS: Families randomly assigned to group.
SHORTCOMINGS: Small sample siﬁig brief duration of the program.
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STRENGTHS: Interesting combination of weekly instruction and less

SHORTCOMINCS: Comparability of control group is open to question,

. Coe eens A e ]

Karnes, M, B,, Teska, J. A,, Hodgins, A. S., & Badger, E. D.
Educational intervention at home by mothers of disadvantaged
infants. Child Development, 1970, 41, 925-935.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: University of Illinois, Department
of Special Education.

FUNDED BY: Bureau of Research, USOE and the 0ffice of Economic
Opportunity.

PROGRAM METHOD: 2-hour weekly meetings to discuss child and mother-
centered activities mothers could do with their infants at home,
supplemented with monthly home visits by staff to reinforce
teaching principles taught at meetings.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 15 mother-child pairs; mean infant age was 20 months at
beginning of project. Control group of 15 children for whom
data were already available. Comparison group of 6 older siblings
OUTCOME MEASURES: Stanford-Binet, ITPA.
PREDICTOR MEASURES: Group.
LENGTH OF STUDY: 15 months.

FINDINGS:

1. Comparisons with matched controls: Binet I.Q. at end of program
significantly above controls (difference = 16 points}; ITPA
Language Age significantly higher for treatment group.

2. Comparisons with sibling controls: 28-point advantage of

treatment children over siblings was significant even with
small N, The difference in ITPA score approached significance.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
QUTCOME: Yes, for children.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Yes, for matching control children and
for describing sample.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Yes, described in some detail.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Yes, described briefly.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

frequent home visits.
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Karnes, M. B., Zerbach, R. R., & T&sta, J. A. A new professional
role in early childhood education. Interchange, 1971, 2(2), 89~105.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: University of Illinois
PUNDED BY: U. 8. Office of Education, Bureau of Research
PROGRAM METHOD: Report summarizes two Yelevant projects:

l. 8ibling-Training Project. Using teen-agers in in-class
and home teaching projects with 3- and 4-year-old siblings.

2. MotheX Training Project. Working with 3- and 4~year-olds.
Weekly training sessions.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMP* *: Separate samples of 12, 15, 11, and 30 disadvantaged
black 3- and 4-year-old children. Passing mention of control
group for mother study only.

OUTCOME MEASURES: ITPA, Stanford-Binet I.Q.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Four short-term projects, varying from
6 weeks through 12 weeks.

FINDINGS:

1. Significant gains for young children on Stanford-Binet
I.0. in two out of three projects with teen-agers.

2. Gains claimed for experimental children in mother-training
group on ITPA and Stanford-Binet I.Q., although no
significance reported.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: Yes, but primarily for children not for mothers
or sibling tutors.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Minimally described.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described in detail.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: Yes, special focus on this report.
PROGRAM COSTS: Not in detail. Some.

STRENGTHS: Addresses issue of paraprofessionals and in-family
tutors {older siblings and mothers).

SHORTCOMINGS: Research design is unclear, pgssibly since this
article is merely a summary. No specific information on
control groups or assignment to groups.
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K}aus, R. A.. & C=3y, 5. W. The early training projects for
dlsadvantaged_chi urein: A report after five years. Monographs
for Research in Child Development, 1968, 33(4).

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: George Peabody College for
Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee.

FUNDED BY: National Institute of Mental Health, and National
Institute of Child Health and Human Development.

PROGRAM METHOD: <Child:en attended a center-based, 10~week preschool
program during the summers, one group for 3 summers and a second
group for 2 summers. A home visiting program took place during
the summer programs and through the rest of the year, involving
mothers and children, with an educational emphasis. Visits were

for one hour weekly. Control group children received neither
preschool nor home visits.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 88 low~income black childrern born in 1958. From an
initial sample of 61 children, three groups were constituted
by random assignment: 1) three summers of preschool and home
visiting; 2} two summers of preschool and home visiting; and
3} local control. A distal control group was selected from
a city 60 miles away.

OUTCOME MEASURES: All children were tested twice a year for three
years prior to elementary school and once a year in first and
second grades. Binet and WISC intelligence scales, PPVT, ITPA,
Metropolitan and Gates Reading Readiness Tests, Melropolitan
Achievement Test, Stanford Achievement Tests and several non-
standardized instruments were used for children. Mothers were
interviewed., Younger siblings were given the Binet: older
$iblings were given achievement tests.

PKREDICTOR MEASURES : Treatment group, sex of child, family
characteristics.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Five years: Two to three years oi Intervention
and two years of follow-up testing.

FINDINGS:

For children: Binet and WISC - after both groups had bkegun
treatment, the treatment grougs were consistently superior
*o the control groups at every testing period. ITPA -~ treat-
ment groups were superior to controls during last year of
preschool and first year of elementary school, but all groups
were equal in second year of school. PPV? -~ overall, no
differences between groups. Reading Readiness Test - during
first grade, the treatment groups were generally superior to
t+he control groups. Achievement tests - for 10 of 21 compari-
sons, the distal control group was Significantly lower than
Lhe other three groups. On nonstandardized measures selecteld
to reflect program goals, the treatment groups were superioxr
to control groups on Reflectivity - Impulsivity; but there were
358
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no differences on Self-Concept, Reputation among peers, Social
Deprivation, Delay of Gratification, Achievement Motivation and
Social Schemata- This lack of differences was attributed largely
to the inadeguacy of the measures. In general, no sex differences
were found.

For mothers: Mothers of experimental children more freguently
reported sharing activities with their children in an academic
mamner: reading and school-like activities.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: Yes, for children and mothers.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Contained in sample description and
addressed in relation to a measure of Social Schemata.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.
STRENGTHS: ~ "empted to use some outcome measures beyond intelligence
and achiev-nic t tests, that wculd reflect program goals. Utilized
a "distai" -c-trol group in addition to a local control group to

study effects of diffusion.

SHORTCOMINGS: Effects of the program on participating mothers were
of an impressional nature only.
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Lally, J. R. The familv develorment research Program: A Prodram
for prenatal, infant and early childhood enrichment {Progress

report), Syracuse University, 1973.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Syracusge University Children's
Center.

FUNDED BY: ©Office of Child Development, HEW.

PROGRAM METHOD: Beginning 3 to 6 months before birth, parapro-
fessionals make weekly home visits for as long as child is in
the program. At 6 months, infant begins a half-day, center-based
program. From 15 to 48 months child attends the “Family Style
Program,” a full-day, multi-age group exXperience. A parent
organization meets once a month and many parents participate
in center activities.

EVALUATION DESIGN: Longitudinal: post-test only.

SAMPLE: (for this report}! Program group (N=42), low education,
matched controls (N=31), high education contrast (N=17).

QUTCOME MEASURES: Children: Stanford-Binet, ITPA, Schaefer
Classroom Behavicr Inventroy, Beller Autonomous Achievement.
Striving Scales, Schaefer Behavior Checklist, Coopersmith
Behavioral Rating FQrm’(adapted), Emmerich's Observer Ratings
¢f Children, infant food intake. Mothers: Prenatal maternal
diet, parent assessment of children interview, perceptions of
program.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Group.

PROCESS MEASURE: Teachers: Assessing to behavior of Caregiven
Scales.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Farilies had been in program 3% years: this is
firut testpoint in a longitudinal study.

FINDINGS:
Children:

1. Stanfoi’~Binet at 36 months: program children significantly
above controls, but high education contrast group signif-
icantly above program groups

2. ITpA: high education somewhat above program group who were
somewhat above controls, but few significant differences;

3. Emmerich's Observer Ratings of Children: program children
(N=13) rated more positively than controls {(N=15) on 12
items;

4. Parent asscssment of children: prograr arents saw their
children . » a more pnsitive light than 7id controls. The
other measures were obtained for the p:~j oam group only,
but provide interesting data on the social bkehavior,
achievement striving, self-c.ncepts and diets of program
children and on the guality cf the caregiving.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for children and mothers.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.
TRAINING OF HCME VISITORS: No.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Use of sensitive and relaxed testing procedures {(note
that the low~income controls had a mean 1.Q. of 98.4 at 36 months}.

Detailed discussion of the Center's health and nutrition program.
Included a process measure.

SHORTCOMINGS: No pretest or other child and family data that could

be used as covariates. 8Several measures not obtained on control
or contrast groups.
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Lambie, D. Z.,

Bond, J.
mothers and infants.

To;
Ypsilanti,
kesearch Foundation, 1974.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR:
Foundation.

& Weikart, D.

P. Home teaching with

High/Sceope Educational

Michigan:

High/Scope Educational Research

FUNDED BY: Carnégie Corporation,
HEW, and the Spencer Foundation.

PROGRAM METHOD:
infant by professional home visitors

Public Health Service,

Weekly visits of 60-90 minutes with mocher and

for 16 months. Formally

organized set of infant activities to support mother's

objectives, based on Piagetian
visor met 10 hours a week with
visits, discussed planning for
videotaped home visits. Heavy

sensory-motor concepts. Super-
home visitors and made periodic
individual families and reviewed
reliance upon mothers as teachers

0of their infants.
EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: Project began with 88 infants who were 3,
months of age at entry and their mothers. At end of treatment
= 65. The N's for the eXperimental, contrast and control
groups were 31, 30 and 27, respectively. Subjects assigned
to group at random, with minor exceptions.

QUTCOME MEASURES: For infants: Bayley Mental Scale, Binet
Language Scale, Bayley Motor Scale, Bayley Infant Behavior
Record. For mothers: Verbal Interaction Record, Mother
Observation Checklist, Ypsilanti Picture Sorting Inventory
{YPST).

PREDICTOR MEASURES:

LENGTH OF STUDY: 16-month home visit brogram; testing every
four months and follow~up testing 12 months after end of
program.

FINDINGS:
The child:
1.

Longitudinal.
7 or 11

Treatment group and Age~at-ertry (cohoxt].

At end of program experimental group significantly higher
than contrast group on Bayley Mental Scale {(adjusted for
entering score).

Twelve months later experimental group was above_other
two on Stanford-Binet, but not significantiy f(adjusted
for entering Bayley Mental score).

3. Significant group effect found on Bayley Mental in
repeated-measures analysis over all testpoints, with
experimental group significantly above both the control
and contrast groups.

4. No cohort effects.

5. Experimental group shows significantly more sophisticated

language production and comprehenSLOn and more effective
communlcation at end of project than contrast group, but
not different from control droup.
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6. Entering Bayley Mental was strong predictor of final
language score except for experimental group--~experimental
infants scored high regardless of entering ability.

7. No group differences on Bayley Motor at any testpoint.

8. Group differences on Bayley Infant Behavior Rerord were
found on only two items.

The mother:

1. fTotal verbal interaction score (e.g., more expansions and
questions, fewer negative imperatives) significantly higher
at end of program for eXperimenfal group than the other two
groups.

2. Mother's behavior during .ayley tests was most positive in the
experimental group.

3. YPSI showed no group differences in mothers' perceptions of
and expectations for their infants.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, both for infant and mother.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Sample is described carefully, but
outcomes not measured against family characteristics.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described in great detail.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Briefly described.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: Yes, supervisory responsibilities described.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Program effectiveness measures not limited to single
cognitive measure; repeated testing over course of progran;
12-month follow-up measurement; careful description of analytic

procedurss.

SHORTCOMINGS: None noted.
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Levenstein, P. But does it work in homes away from home? Theory
into Practice, 1972, 11(3}, 157~162.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Verbal Interaction Project,
Family Service Association of Nassau County.

FU?DED BY: Children's Bureau, 0ffice of Child Development
DHEW) .

PROGRAM METHOD: Toy Demonstrator Project. (See description in
previous repork).

EVALUATION DESIGN: Replication study of earlier project.

SAMPLE: 37 mothers and children from Zour locations, low SES
families.

QUTCOME MEASURES: Cattell, Stanford-Binet, PPVT.
PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment.
LENGTH OF STUDY: One year.

FINDINGS:

1, Significant pre-post ga.ns on all outcome measures for
replication group.

2, Findings are comparable to the previously reported model
program.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for children only.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described in previous report.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: D2scribed briefly.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: Minimally described.
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Replication studies are rare. Addresses issues of
community acceptance, interdisciplinary educational teams, use
of outside laboratory.

SHORTCOMINGS: No comparison group. No examination of family

variables or program location variables in relationship to
gains.
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Levenstein, P. Verbal Interaction Proiject; Aiding cognitive
growth in disadvantadged preschoolers through the mother-child
home program. {Final report to Children's Bureau, Office of Child
Development, Department of HEW). Mineola, N.Y.: Verbal Inter-
action Project, 1971.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Verbal Interaction Project,

Family Service Association of Nassau County, Inc., Mineola,
New York.

FUNDED BY: Children's Bureaun, Office of Child Development,
HEW.

PROGRAM METHOD: Social workers and paraprofessicnals served as
home visitors or "toy demonstrators" who gave mothers a set of
verbal interaction stimulation materials {(VISM) and demonstrated
ways of increasing verbal interaction with their children.
Visits were for one~half hour, twice weekly, and lasted for two
years.

EVALUATION DESIGHN:

SAMPLE: 90 mother-child pairs participated in the experimental
program. Comparison group 1 received home visits only, com-
parison group 2 received no treatment and comparison group 3
received VISM only. Most were residents of low-income
housing projects.

OUTCOME MEASURES: For children: Cattell Infant Intclligence
Scale, Binet, PPVT, WISC, Wide Range Achievement Test, Boehm
Test of Basic Concepts, teacher ratings. For mothers:
interview data, home visit reports.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Two vears of intervention, beginning at age
two or three years and two years of followup.

FINDINGS:

Experimental children who were visited by professionals mani-~
fested gains significantly greater than the control groups:

17 points »nn the Binet and 12 points on the PPVT. There was no
difference between the gains of children who entered at 2 or 3
vears of age. The mother'’s I1.Q. scores did not show significant
gains, but there was some indication of positive attitude
changes for mothers. Experimental children visited by nonpro-
fessionals also showed gains significantly greater than controls.
Comparison group 3, which received the VISM materiais only also
mide significant gains. One and two year followups of the
infants after termination of intervention showed that gains
remained significant in spite of modest declines.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: Yes, for children and mothers.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Descrabed.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: Described.

PROGRAM COSTS: No. 3




STRENGTHS: Presents longitudinal followup data. Addresses issue
of when intervention should begin for maximum benefit. -

SHORTCOMINGS: Comparison groups were similar but not entirely
comparable to the experimental group.
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McCarthy, J. L. Changing parent attitudes and improving language
and intellectual apilities of culturally disadvantaged four-year-
old children through parent invoivement. Bloomington, Indiana:
Indiana University, School of Education, June 1968. (ERIC Docu-
ment Reproduction Service No. ED 027 942)

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: 1Indiana University, aleng with
Head Start centers in Terxre Haute, Indiana.

FUNDED BY: (not stated).

PROGRAM METHOD: One group of children attended regular Head Start
classes with no parent involvement (control group). A second
group of children attended Head Start and their parents attended
parent meetings. & third group attended Head Start and the
children and parents received weekly home visits conducted by
the author, focusing on cognitive activities. Materials fcr
activities were left in the home.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: A total of 41 four-year-olds were assigned to the three
groups: 10 in the control group, 17 in the parent meeting
group, and 14 in the home visit group. The groups were
matched on PPVT, ITPA, sex, parent education, ethnic back-
ground, and number of siblings.

QUTCOME MEASURES: PPVT, ITPA, parent attitude gquestionnaire.
PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment groups.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Eight months, from October 1966 through May
1967,

FINDINGS:
For children:

The home visit group was 3ignificantly higher than the control
group on ITPA post-test scores. There were no group differences
on the PPVT.

For parents:

The home visit group showed a significantly more positive
attitude change, especially in the area of self-confidence,
than did the control group.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

QUTCUMES: Yes, for children and parents.
FAMILY CHARACTERISITICS: Described.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described briefly.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: NoO.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.,
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STRENGTHS: Complete statement of hypotheses, review of the
literature, description of procedures used.

SHORTCOMINGS: Findings were based on analyses of variance of
post-test scores although hypotheses were stated in texms of
gains.
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Micotti, A. R. Dame School Project-=-bilingual preschool project
{(Final report). San Jose, California: Santa Clara County Office

of Education, August 1, 1970. {(ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 046 514).

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Santa Clara County Office of
Education, San Jose, California.

FUNDED BY: (possibly Title VII).

PROGRAM METHOD: ' Eleven community women were trained {370 hours)
to work as home teachers, developing concept information and
bilingual language skills, teaching mothers to work with their
own children. Home teaching was for two hours daily, based on
DARCEE program. Teachers were selected from volunteers; one
half of them were high school graduates.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: No control group; design was pretest-posttest. Treat-
ment group consisted of 40 mother-child pairs. Children were
3.3 to 4 years of age. Mothers' primary language was
Spanish. FPFamilies came from two target areas, both ©f which
were low income (53% and 48% AFDC).

OUTCOME MEASURES: A Test of Basic Language Competence (English
and Spanish}), Inventcry of Developmental Tasks (Spanish),

Maternal Teaching Style Instrument (Spanish), *cacher evalua-
tions.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group. -

LENGTH OF STUDY: . Intervention included 4 months of Spanish
instruction and 4 more months of bilingual instruction. Plans

are to follow up with a kindergarten program for 20 of the
children.

FINDINGS:
Por children:

Increased in color identification, physical abilities, part-
whole relationships, and object identification,

For mothers:

Made "considerable" changes in behavior on teaching and house-
keeping and "some" changes in Mother Teaching Style.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: Yes, for children and mothers; but not in comparison
to a control group.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described with general overview of
specific areas of instruction.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: bescribed, in terms of time,
regularity, of preservice and inservice training.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: Yes, described.
PROGRAM COSTS: Reported as $2000 per child.
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STRENGTHS: Program shows high parent involvement. Specific areas
in curriculum and specific metihods are described.

SHORTCOMINGS: Apparently no control group. Data and statistics
are not detailed so it was not possible to adequately evaluate
the resulis.
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Sandler, i#. M., Dokecki, P. R., Stewart, L. T., Britton, V., &
Horton, D. M. The evaluation of a home~based educational
intervention for preschoolers and theixr mothers. Journal of
Community Psychology, 1973, 1, 372-375.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: DARCEE, George Peabody College,
Nashville, Tennessee.

FUNDED BY: USOE through the National Program on Early
Childhood Education of CEMREL, and by the Appalachian
Regional Commission.

PROGRAM METHOD: Weekly home visits for 12 weeks consisting of
behavior modeling, demonstration of materials, etc., by the
paraprofessional home visitor; supervised by a professional
home visitor.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 15 mother-child pairs from both a black and a white
urban, low-income housing project in Nashville. Assigned
to experimental and comparison groups randomly, stratifying
on I.Q. and race. Children averaged 43 months of age at
beginning.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Standford-Binet, DARCEE Concept Test used
pre and post. Maternal Teaching Syle Instrument (MTSI) at
end of program.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Protest scores.
LENGTH OF STUDY: 12 weeks.

FINDINGS:

LA

1. No significant difference between groups at post-test,
covarying on Binet pretest score.

2. DARCEE Concept Test: Treatment group gained significantly
more on Recognition subtest and was slightly superior on
other measures except Matching.

3, MPSI: t tests showed treatment mothers gave mcre Color
and Shape Cue labels, fewer Inappropriate Directions.

4. Correlations of race, sex and summary MTSI variables:
Mothers of females and mothers of black children were more
negative in their MTSI responses.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for children and parents.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Only in terms of race and sex of
child.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Very briefly.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Examined both child and family outcomes; randomly
assigned control group.

SHORTCOMINGS: Limited duration of intervention; same sample LT
size. '
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Schaefer, E. S., & Raronson, M. Infant education research
project: Implementation and implications Of a home tutoring
program. Wwashington, D.C.: National Institute of Mental Health,
1970. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 054 865)

PROGRAM AGENCY QR SPONSOR: National Institute of Mental
Health (DHEW).

FUNDED BY: National Institute ©f Mental Health, Center Ffor
Studies of Child and Family Mental Health.

PROGRAM METHOD: College graduates, hired as tut.rs, visited the
homes Of each experimental infant for one hour a day, five
days a week for 22 months, working primarily with child and
incidentally with mother or other family members. Pretesting
and repeated measures evaluation conducted at periodic
intervals.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 64 black male infants {15 months o0ld) were assigned
to two groups--31 in experimental group, 33 in control group.
No details were presented on assignment, but group compar-
ability on readiness was assessed.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Stanford-Binet I.Q., Johns Hopkins Perceptual
Test, PPVT, Maternal Behavior Research Instrument, Maternal

Behavior with Tutor and Child Inventory, Schaeffer Behavioral
Inventory.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment and Bayley Infant Scales pre-
test scores.

LENGTH OF STUDY: ApproXimately two years, through age 36
months.

FINDINGS:
1. Significant gains in Binet I.Q. scores for experimental
group as compared to relatively stable control group I. Q.
over Quration of the study.

2, Significant differences between eXperimental and control
claimed for other tests.

3. Year-after-termination-post-test showed drop in experimental
group I.Q. {no comparison reportedqd).

4. Maternal behavior results are not easily interpretable.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for children and parents.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.

PROCESS OF HOME VISI®T: Illustrated with anecdotes. Described
in detail for specific tests.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described extensively.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: Described.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Extensive description of development of program,
materials, training, and process.

SHORTCOMINGS: Data.were imbedded in the results discussion and
were difficult to interpret. Few comparisons of experimental
and control groups were presented. The lengthy descriptions
of the program development suggest that it would be extremely

expensive to implement, but no indication of costs or implica~
tions were presented.
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Schaeffer, E. S. A home tutoring program. Crhildren, 1969, 16,
59-61.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: National Institute of Mental
Health.

FUNDED BY: National Institute of Mentzl Health.

PROGRAM METHOD: College grziuates, serving as "tutors," visited
each home for one hour, five days a week, beginning when the
child was 15 months and continuing to 36 months of age.
Program was designed to develop positive family relationships
and to provide verbal stimulation and increasingly complex

expe;iences for the child. Mothers were encouraged but not
reguired to participate.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: All were black male children from low income homes in
which the mothers had less than 12 years of schooling and/or
an unskilled or semiskilled occupation. There were 31 in
the experimental and 33 in the control group, from two
neighborhoods which had a record of comparible readiness
scores at school entrance.

CUTCOME MEASURES: Bayley Infant Mental Test, Binet, Johns
Hopkins Perceptual Test, PPVT, ratings of child behavior.

'PREDICTOR MEASURES: Methods of child care-~-ratings by
observers; treatment group.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Children were tested at 14, 21, 27, and 36
months 0f age. Participation in the program was for 21
months.

FINDINGS:

For group comparisons:

Both groups of children were above normal on I.Q. tests at
14 months of age, and were below normal at 21 months. But
the experimental group I.Q. scores increased at 27 and 36
months while the control group remained low. Significant
differences were found at 36 months in favor of the experi-
mental group on the Johns Hopkins Pexceptual Test, the PPVT,
and ratings of task-oriented behavior.

For child care methods as related to child outcomes:

Significant correlations were found between methods of child
care {(defined as: child neglect and materral hostile
uninvelvement) and children's behavior and mental test
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U0ES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for children only.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Yes, an analysis of the relationship

of child care methods to child behavior and I.Q. scores was
performed.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described very briefly.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Addresses aspects of child-rearing as well as treat-
ment ‘group comparisons,

SHORTCOMINGS:; No statistics or levels of significance were

reported; so it is not possible to evaluate the findings
adequately.
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Shearer, M. S., & Shearer, D, The Portage Project: A model for
early childhood education, Exceptional Children, 1972, 39(3), 210-217.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Portage Project: Cooperative
Educational Service Agency #12, Wisconsin.

FUNDED BY: Education of the Handicapped Act P.L. 81~230,
Title VI, ESEA, Part C.

PROGRAM METHOD: Precision teaching, demonstrating to parents
in-home by professional and paraprofessional teachers and
instructing parents in teaching children, recording children's
behaviors; positive reinforcement, observing behavior. 7all
children handicapped. Detailed curriculum guide and develop-
mental behavioral checklist developed and used in program.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 75 handicapped children, ages 0 to 6 years in
Wisconsin, three "controls.” Children attending local
classroom programs for culturally and economically
disadvantaged preschoolers: both groups randomly selected.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Weekly and daily data on children's
behavior--individualized for children; Stanford-Binet,
Cattell Infant Test, Alpern-Boll Developmental Skills
Age Inventory, Gesell Developmental Schedule.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Intervention.

TENGTH OF STUDY: 9-1/2 months; 1~1/2 hours weekly (one
visit per week}.

FINDINGS:

Experimental vs. normal children {control): Noxmal children
expected to gain eight months in eight months on Cattell and
Stanfcrd-Binet; handicapped expected to gain six months in
eight months according to authors. Results: Handicapped
gained thirteen months in eight months or 60% more than
counterpart with normal intelligence.

Using children as own control: Mean dgain in I.Q. on
Alpern~Boll Developmental Skills Age Inventory: 13.5 {p < .01};
mean gain in I.Q. on Stanford-Binet: 18.3 (p < .01.).

Experimental vs. matching of controls questionable: Greater
gains by experimental group reported in Peniston {see reference).

Parents: Overall daily rate of recording was 92% for all
75 families--from 70% first month, indicating increased time
spent in and ability to observe and record children's

behavior.
38%7
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for children--obliquely for parents.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Not much.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Fairly detailed.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Some detail.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: Some.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Used multiple analysis of covariance to control for

1.Q., practice effect, age; study of home intervention in rural
area with handicapped.

SHORTCOMINGS: Use of only three normal children as control group
is questionable.
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Schortinghuis, N. E., & Frohman, A. Comparison of paraprofessional

success with preschool children. Journal ¢f Learning Disabilities,
1974, 7(4), 245-247.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: The Portage Project.

FUNDED BY: (See Shearer and Shearer).

PROGRAM METHOD: (See Shearer and Shearer) Criteria: Four para-
professionals with three years of college or three years exper-
ience with children; sample: all had three years experience with

children and all had high gchool degrees; none had more than one

year of college. Three professionals: training and background
not described.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: Children: 37 children, entered Portage Project 1971-72.
Two groups: 21 children sexrved by four paraprofessionals, 16
children served by professionals.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Alpern-Boll Developmental Profile
subtest: 1) Communication and 2) Academic.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Level of training for staff; paraprofessional
versus professional.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Eight months.

FINDINGS:

Communication skills: analysis of variance--no significant difference.

Academic skills: significant difference favoring paraprofessionals.
DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: For children.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Not described.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Not described.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Minimally described.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: Minimally described.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Comparison of professionals and paraprofessionals in home-
based intervention,

SHORTCOMINGS: Not clear in what ways the two groups of children were
matched.

.
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Scott, R, Home Start: Family-centered preschool enrichment for
black and white children. Psychology in the Schools, 1973, 10(2),

140-146.
PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: University of Northern Iowa.
FUNDED BY: Title I; Title III, uy. S. Office of Education (DHEW).
PROGRAM METHOD: Horizontal Home Start (HHS) providing classroom-
centered educational enrichment to four~year-olds and Vertical

Home Start (VHS) providing readiness program to children ages

2-5 years. VHS used weekly hourly home visits working with

parents (mother), providing materials and guidance in child

development issues. VHS children also received the classroom
experiences (HHS) based on Piagetian concepts.
EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 40 subjects each year (20 black, 20 white) in HHS (four-
year-olds). 89 children selected for VHS (51 black, 38 white).
Older siblings of experimental children used as controls.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Primary Mental Abilities (total and subtests).

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment groups, ethnicity.

LENGTH OF STUDY: 3 years for VHS. One y=ar for HHS.

FINDINGS:

1. ¢&Significant interactions between ethnic groups and type of
program.

2. Some significant differences reported between eXperimental
groups and controls {siblings) on subtest areas of PMA.

3. Generally, HHS program appeared to be more effective for
blacks, VHS program more effective for whites.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Yes, for childzen.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described briefly.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described briefly.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.
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STRENGTHS: ‘Adaresses issues of ethnicity, durability of gains,
appropriateness of particular programs for particular groups.

SHORTCOMINGS: Only posttest results are presented. Suggested
differences in populations served by the two programs {(within

ethnic groups) needs further clarification in order to adequately
interpret results.
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Stabenua! J. C., Sklarew, M., & Shakow, S. Infant education:
A community project. Young Children, September, 1969, 24(60),
358-363. ’

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Home Study Program Inc.

FUNDED BY: Home Study Program Inc., Montgomery, County, Maryland.

PROGRAM METHOD: Black children under age two were tutored at home
by white female volunteers, one hour each day, four days a week.
Two tutors alternated for each time in two-week intervals. Thir~
teen infants began program at one year of age, three infants at
two years. Program emphasized language development, focusing on
tutor and child, with mother encouraged to participate.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: Sixteen black children under two years in three com~
munities. Control groups included nineteen untutored child-~
ren and seven untutored siblings.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Stanford-Binet administered to group {(control)
#1 at three years of age. Stanford~Binet administered to group
#2 before tutoring in home took place. Parent, teacher, tutor
reports. .

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment.

LENGTJ OF STUDY: Unclear. Bedan January 1966.

FINDINGS:

1. In comparison to control group number one, no significant
differences but a "definite trend toward higher in I.Q. in
the tutored children.® -

2. In comparison to control group two (siblings), tutored chil-
dren's group mean 1.Q. greater than sibling's meana I.Q. (no
significance reported).

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

QUTCOMES: Yes, for children only.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Minimally described.

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Described.

TRAINING QF HOME VISITORS: Not described.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: Some description.

5
PROGRAM COSTS: No.
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STRENGTHS: Amount of time spent tutoring (four hours per week)
extensive compared with other programs. Unusual model employed,

SHORTCOMINGS: Age at entry varied, no pre-~tests for the majority
of subjects. Comparability of control group is qguestionable.
Evaluation measures may not have been appropriate.
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Scott, R. Home Start: Follow-up assessment 0f a family centered
preschool enrichment program. Psychology in the Schools, 1974,

_]_._];_(2) [ 147“'149.
PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: University of Northern Iowa.
FUNDED BY: Title I, U.S. Office of Educatio.. (DHEW).

PROGRAM METHOD: Described in previous report. This study follows
only those children involved in one Vertical Home Start group
(home visits).

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: 44 children (30 black, 14 white) from the previously
studied VHS group constituted the experimental group. Their
siblings tested in first garade, were used as contlrols.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Primary Mental Abilities (total and subtests).

PREDICTOR ME. SURES: Treatment, ethnicity.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Testing conducted 19 months after termination
of the program.

FINDINGS:

1. General decline in verbal meaning PMA scores for wlack
children in experimental group.

2. Single significant differences, experimental blacks over
sibling in perceptual speed.

3. Positive significant shifts in number facility and spatial
relations for black VHS subjects.

4. No real change in PMA profiles for whites.
DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: For childien.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: No.

FROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITCORS: No.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

PROGRAM COSTS: No.
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STRENGTHS: Addresses maintenance of gains issue, related to
ethnicity.

SHORTCOMINGS: Implies that gains for black VHS subjects may
he attributable to program but does not address this issue.

Inappropriate use of siblings as controls without controlling
for age and family size.




-Tannenbaum, J. A. Home stimulation versus developmental scores
for children attending the Children's Center. Unpubiished paper,
Syracuse University Children's Center, 1969.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSQR: Syracuse University Children's Center,’

FUNDED BY: Children's Bureau, DHEW.

PROGRAM METHOD: Center-based program for balanced population of -
lower and middle class children (see Lally, 1973, for description '
of the program). This report does not reféer to a home-based
component, even though that is included in later reports of the
Children's Center.

EVALUATION DESICN:

-

SAMPIE: 26 lower class and 20 middle class children {aged 7 months :%
through 5 years) program for two years (fall, 1966 to spring, 1968).4

L1

OUTCOME MEASURES: Cattell for the younger children; . Stanford-Binet.:

for the older children L

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Inventory of Home Stimulation (STIM); soecial - -
class.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Two years,
FINDINGS:

1, All children gained in developmental score {(Cattell or Binet)
but middle class children gained more than lower class children.

2, Middle class families received higher STIM scores than lower
class families. :

3. BHigh-STIM scorers gained more on developmental scores, regardless
of social class. ‘

4. Bigh-STIM, lower class children gained more than low-STIM middle
class children.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
QUTCOMES: Yes, for children. _;ﬁ.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Yes, social class and home environment
variables,

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: No. - -
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: No.
STAPF ORGANIZATION: No,
PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: Attempt to separate effects of social class and home
environmant.

SHORTCOMINGSs No control group: no statistical tests reported.
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Ja Thomas, D. M., Chlnsky, J. M., & Aronson, C. F. A preschool
©  educational program with Puerto Rican children: Implications as

?(i?mmggigg intervention. Journal of Community Psychology, 1973,
— ‘ - M

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: University of Conmnecticut.

FUNDED BY: Connecticut Department of Mental Health,
Division ©f Community Services and University of
Cornecticut Research Foundation.

PROGRAM METHOD: Spanish-speaking college students getting

course credit and some (minimal) pay served as tutors;
tutor c¢hild in home using affective-intellective Piaget-
oriented curriculum; language and cognitive development
as well as affective development stressed; parent encour-
aged to participate. Child-£focused.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE:

Experimental Group: 36 Puerto Rican children between ages 21
and 47 months. Mean age=33 months.

Control Group: 21 Puerto Rican children matched with experi-
mental on age, sSex, Socio-economic status, demographlc variables;
mean age=30 months.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Stanford-Binet, Bayley Scales of Infant
Development, Mental Record Fcrm; Bayley Behavior Record Form-
pre tests and post-tests. Pcat only: Spanish version of PPVT,
Merrill Pafmer Scales: color labelling, color recognition.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment-intervention.
LENGTH OF STUDY: Experimental droup tutored in homes one hour
daily approximately five days weekly for seven months.

FINDINGS: -

. On_Bayley and Binet I.Q. separately experimental group showed

nonsignificant trend to greater improvement than control. On
united Bayley and Binet I.Q. (total F7.Q.): experimental group
marginally significant (p <.10), greater improvement than
control. No differences on behavioral measure. On PPVT: ex-
perimental group significantly higher than control {p < .01);
experimental group averaged 26.9 words ccrrectly identified
while control group averaged 17.9 words. On Merrill Palmer
Scales: experimental group significantly better than control
on 2 of 3 scales; on color labelling experimental > control

(p < .05) and color recognition experimental > control {(p < .01).
Third scale scores unreported.
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DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMZS: None for parents or tutors or siblings. Yes for
children.

FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Described.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Minimal.
TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Described.
STAFF ORGANIZATION: No,

PROGRAM COSTS: No.

STRENGTHS: All tutoring and teaching doné in Spanish; viewed as
communi’y (not just individual or £amily)  intervention.

SHORTCOMINGS: Question as to whether control group was matched
with experimental on I.Q. and Bayley; brevity of intervention
{only seven months); tests not reflective of or sensitive to
intervention.
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- Weikart, D. P., Deloria, D. J., Lawser, s. A., & Weigerink, R.

v Preschool Project.
Ypsilanti, Michigan: High/Scope Educational Research Foundation,

197¢.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Ypsilanti Board of Education,
Washtenaw County Board of Education, and High/Scope

Educational Research Foundation.

FOUONDED BY: U. 8. Office of Education.

PROGRAM METHOD: Daily cognitively oriented preschool program and
home visits conducted weekly to involve mothers in the educative
process. The preschool curriculum was derived mainly from
Piagetian theory and focused on cognitive objectives, geared
toward the individual child's level of development. During :
home visits mother was encouraged to participate in actual
instruction of her child and child management technigues
emphasized alternative ways of handling children. Group meetings
served to reinforce individual parent's views. Two-year program
(except for the first wave, which was one year).

\

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: A total of 58 experimental and 65 control children
participated in the program in five cohorts or "waves.”
N for each group in each wave varied from 8 to 15. Mean age
at entry was 3 1/2. Assignment of children to group was

"essentially random,“ but matched on Cultural Deprivation
ratirg and I.Q«

The

OUTCOME MEASURES: Stanford-Binet {L-M) , Leither, PPVT, ITPA
administered fall of entering year and every spring thereafter;
California Achievement Tests, Gates Reading Tests (not reported)
administered after children entered school; Pupil Behavior

Inventory and ¥psilanti Rating Scale collected kindergarten
through third grade.

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Treatment group, Cognitive Home Environment ’
Scale (CHES), Inventory of Attitudes of Family Life and Children,
Perry Demographic Questmonnamre, birth complications, sex.

LENGTH OF STUDY: Pro;ect began in 1962-67 and data are reported
through 1866-67:; in that year wave 4 completed the second year
of preschool and wave 0 completed third grade.

FINDINGS :

Experimental group significantly above controls on Stanford-

Binet at the end of the first and second years of preschool

and at the end of kindergarten and first grade; no difference

at end of second or third grade. Experimental group significantly
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above controls on Leiter at end of first and second years of pre-
- school, but also above at entry. Experimental group significantly
- higher on PPVT at end of both preschocl years and at end of kinder-
) garten and first grade, but also higher at entyy; no differences at
end of second or third grade. On ITPA total language eXperimental
N group was significantly above controls at end of second:year of T
Preschool; no difference at other testpoints. On ITPA Auditory- .
Vocal Association, experimental significantly above controls at :
second year of preschool and at kindergarten through second grade; .77
but initial difference also significamt. CAT .means significantly ‘
. favored experimental group at end of first and third grades On .
. Pupil Behavior Inventory, after klndﬁrgarten experxmental group
3 wag above control at every testpoint on.every factor, ‘although
] most of these differences were not significant. Ypsilanti Rating Nt
Scale ratings were generally higher for experimental group as U
‘ folluws: Academic Potential at end of second grade, Social
- Development at f£irst and second grade, Verbal Skill at second
: grade and Emotzonal Development at second grade.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:

OUTCOMES: Yes, for children. SN -
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Extensive demographic data, description o
- of home environment, mothers' attitudes on family life and

children cognitive. home environment variables, birth history g
of child. :

PROCESS OF HOME VISIT:

Yes,

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS:

summarized.

No, but supervision addressed.

STAFF ORGAMNIZATION:

PROGRAM COSTS:

No.

No.

j

o
STRENGTHS: Detailed description of sample; appendices 1nc1ude all
unpublished instruments with scoring instructions.
o SHORTCOMINGS: MAnalyses of variance did not adjust for pretest . -
differences batween groups; longitudinal design not complete

at time of thig report--the third grade timep/int included
only one cohort.
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Wright, C., Lally, J. R., & Dibble, M. Prenatal-postnatal inter-
vention: A description and discussion of preliminary rindings of a
home visit program supplying cognitive, nutritional and health infor-
mation to disadvantaged homes. Paper presented at the annual meeting
of the American Psychological Association, Miami, 1970.

PROGRAM AGENCY OR SPONSOR: Syracuse University, Syracuse, N.Y.
FUNDED BY: CWRD, HEW.

PROGRAM METHOD: fTen paraprofessional home visitors each visited
20 families to provide information on nutrition, health during
pregnancy and on emotional, cognitive, medical and maternal
needs of the child after birth. Materials include those
developed by Gordon & Lally (1967) and by the John Tracy Clinic

(1968) . At six months child is enrolled in nursery school for
half-~day.

EVALUATION DESIGN:

SAMPLE: Low income mothers and infants; prenatal or six months
old at bedginning of project.

OUTCOME MEASURES: Weekly Home Visit Report (N=65), Nutritional
guestionnaire (N=73) infants,

PREDICTOR MEASURES: Program group only.

LENGTH OF STUDY: From 3 months prior to delivery to 18 months
of age for each family.

*

FINDINGS:

Home Visit Report: Frequency responses to gquestions such as
"What was the mother's reaction to various eXercises?"., "Were
children's books or educational toys present in the home?"

Casework Interviews: Responses show the need for a broadly
defined service rolerbecause of the diversity of problems
faced by the mothers.

Nutrition Questionnaire: Nutritional aeeds ©f mothers and
infants are not being met.

DOES STUDY ADDRESS:
OUTCOMES: Not in the usual sense of program effects.
FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS: Only to briefly describe the participants.
PROCESS OF HOME VISIT: Very briefly.

TRAINING OF HOME VISITORS: Np.

STAFF ORGANIZATION: No.

ERIC PROSRAM COSTS: NoO. 401
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STRENGTHS: Practical suyvdes*-ions for program operation and record-
keeping.

SHORTCOMINGS: Since this is a preliminary report, program effects are;:
not addressed. :
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