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Data from a stratified random sample of full-year
1967-1968 and summer 1968 Head Start programs were re-analyzed to
compare centers operated by local educat1ona1 agencies (LEA) .and -*~ ..
community action agencies (CAA). The analyscs 1hdicated that
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- equipment, impact on children, medical and dental: programs, “ethnic.
~'ahd economic class of stafts, chlld,ellglblthy, substantive .content
ot the classrooms, and characterization of PrOgrams. Thé analyses
provide -a static picture of how, program dir rectors, teachers, and
B " parents report some of their experlences._fhe dif ferences involve
' " structure rather than process of impact, and relatlvely few
' statistically reliable differences were, in fact, found between LEA—
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' « A COMPARISON OF THE CHARACTERIS__TIGB.— SAMPLE 'OF SUMMER AND ‘ e
. F UL_L—YEAR HEAD START PROGRAMS OPERATED BY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL . . ’
AG{-JNCIES-"(LEAS) AND BY COMMUNITY ACTION AGENCIES (CAAs) . _ . ’ L

o o ~ . SUMMARY ,. o~
” ‘ . Ae‘ ) Z)’ : '. s . R . L . : . " . .-' , .

L] - ’
-

-4 . e Data from a stxatlfléd random sample of full- -year 1967~ 68 and summer .
} €~.

1968 Head Star ; progr‘.lms were re- analyzed to compare Centers opeé‘ﬂ.’ﬁ by - ’
. ¢ v . . . -l .
e l . ] . l;. :/

L The analyses indicated; ) } '

e R

‘LEA and CAA q_elegate agencies,

. b R . .
e CAA operated programs were more likely to rep"ort parent participation - .-
in de0151on-mak1ng .regarding the program, in personnel selection, and .
- . in some asp?cts of prog,ram operatlon. . . . .
. . ‘ 1 - .
< : e CAA operated programs were more 11ke1y to report parent part1c1patlon 2
as pg id staff; LEA operatktd progra.ms were sl ightly more 1likely to report
L] paref t partlclpatlon as v lunteers .
e CAA operated programs en?ployed a higher proportion of par aprofessmnals' . ) .
LEA programs employed more professionally tralned staff. . . y S
‘@ [CAA operated programs were more likely to recrg%t ‘Endividual volunteers, . )
from a variety~of sources. LEA operated progriMs seemed more likely:to ' '
o . ( .mobillze formal commun1ty organlzatlon support '
e . e CAA operated pngrams were somewhat more likely to focus on family .
’ ’ . services and job trainlng, both in "terms of programs dffered within the
& - Center and in terms of utlilzatlo\ of available communlty resources
L4 t @ ' . .
e LEA operated full-year programs were more 11ke1y t(' 1ave a somewhat
! greater variety of clyssroom equ1pment,.to take the chlldren on more tr1ps . .
(013 { to cultural and “horizZon w1d%n1ng events, and to report; on-site partic- .
@ . ipation by professional or formally trained consultants and staff. - .
é\ ‘'@ There were some signdficant but not substantial differepces in impact on' R
By ", the children; such differences as there were indicated ¢slightly greater
. ¢ / .
. .3 rates of cognitive development in LEA opérated programs and slightly - ¢

!’ greater rates of social.—emotional development in CAA ,operated programs.
_ ; - \

‘%:;r; ¢ @ While medical/dental data should be 1nterpreted cautlously, the ch11dren
attending CAA operated programs were less likely to have been’ fully. ’
@ i inpoculated &n entering the program; at the time of the report, their - ’
Py Ji' status was not dlfferent frgm that of children attendlng LEA programs .-
- . ® CAA Centers 1epox/ted s"llghtly greater success’ 1n prov1d1ng medlcal screen- oy
‘ ‘i“”‘d 1 . ing examlnatlons while LEA operated Centers repof}:bd sl 1ght1y greater : o ' '
I success 1n p10v1d1ng follow-up treatment. - . . .
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CAA programs were more likelv'to serve Negro children and less likely B -

Awexe ﬂEAs '

. parent-or paxapxofess1ona1 pa1i1c1patlon, gxeater 1nvolveme&t by

" of progxdm educatlonal obguct1ves, R

. . . I@ .. ' . .
_The analyses ‘in genelNal indicated substantial compliance with the . - s

‘participation, utilization of paxaprofesslon
to link Head Start to othier social servic

Mofe'CQA ‘han LEA staff membeys were Negro, more reéided.in Yhe
dommunities they SLEVBd and more were poor. LEA staff members
repoxted hjgher annual family incomges than CAA stalf members: more
LEA staff members had annual incomes above $10, 000 wh11e more CAA

‘stalf members xcpoxted incomes below $3, 000

A}

e . ot

to serve oLheﬂmnlnox%&y gxoup children (03@., Sﬁanish-sbeaking) than = .

-

More children httending CAA programs were eligible, for Head “Start by

the pchrLy guidblines Lhan were chFldreu attending LEA programs. o, N
A S " | o -
\
The substantive LOHLUHL 01 the clhssxooms as descxxbed by the Center "-

directors indicated greater thxaulatlon of &ducational objectives
by-LEA opexated than by CAA operated programs. TINs was true across
all objectives 115Uxfand there was no indication that the LEA
operated programs had a proportionatély gxeatex emphasis on conceptual

and academic devalopment Lhaqron soc1al—emot10nad deyeIopment Co i' .o

o A *
The analvses revealed fower dlf[exeugeb in tfe substantlve content of
LhL programs as. xcpoxted by the Center directors than ‘might be expected
There was 11wplc indication that CAA programs were 'soft- ninded' on
v \ N N N ' s . L]
curricular 1npuL while LEA operated programs weré 'tough—mlndéd.' .

& . .
bAA operated pxogrdms werce characterized by an individually oriented, ~
community- related sLyle in terms of home vadlts, individual volunteer
participation, moue of recruitment, and focus in parent and child - - - - - -

. e
programs . . - : * -
-3 (. - .

LEA operated pregrams were chaxaétexi;ed by a styld in which more
decisions werce nade by.professional btatf,\w1th relaL1ve1y little

nto community .

r ar;}gulatioﬁa I
. : ¢ . 3 '.'
. " .

\

communlty organizations and glbups, a wider tappingd
channels for gétting things done, and.a posqlbly grea

program guidelines oytlined in the policy manual for both CAA and ) &*L

LEA.programs. The vergences seem to be primayily in style and in ' ’

focus, The ‘CAA programs over a nuiber of ihdiges involve parent N kf
s, and a reaching out -

programs in the communLty

The' LEA programs appear to have erongex links to establlshed com-~

mun1ty oxgan1zat10ns to provide a greater range of proféssional

su rt, and to ‘depend more on pxofess1ona1 and ~administrative

de%pzlon -making processes. .

- - _
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The 11m1tat10ns of‘the re- qpalyses as an index* of LEA/CAA dlfferencesv .o

. X . ‘ . 1nclude: S o L - ’ o . - . .. i .
‘/_ BR e ' '. s * . ¢
( ' s .athLle 1ndepepdént information on differences in utlllzatlon 04 ) \- . Lo e

.  '$ . .o class resources, and in what might generdlfy be regarded as sound :_i‘ o

. ; . and effegtlve educat10na1 practlces L - A : Al -

! ; . e No 1nformat10n on the impact on thelfamlly and the child of parent p
: Y ' partlclpation fs staff and in de01sxon making. = - ¢ I <

vy . 1’ ‘: o No .information on the dynamlcs of LEA and CAA opera%ed pxoglams . L -
S0 _ f\ . for example, on staff deyelopment and turnover, fnd on the aLtltudeq s

' » of jhe st?ff toward the progzam the child and the commuﬁlty Lhrough- ~
« out the _year. . . v , L. . f'f . g

, . . . .‘ N v . . L v,

K " e No 1nformat10n on the impact ofi the’ communlty and the school qystem o )

- of LEA and CAA programs ot * X .." ) I ’,

"‘ L . .o 5/ ' . " ) /‘/ tr T ', - ’
o . The analysés royide‘? static picturg of how program directors,
' o K . ! P - e’ ’ e - . » K
Leaohnrs and paxenﬂsqr obL some of their experfencbé The differences . )
] P !
; o . noted.in the analyséﬁ involve. stnuc{wjp r%éher Lhan process. or impact;- .
i . e \ . . LT N
. * - & -~ ) -
o ' yet, Lhe‘structures may provide. some 1ndlcat10n of what attltudes and
(. ) / : . .
) : act1v1t1es are 11ke1y te develop and mlght aiso leveal 1n what structures

" .
o . "

R ° ICRUI R e e

have evolved the.shaplﬂg influence of Bssumptlons,_bellefs aﬁd attltudeb.
R . ‘ . ) . _ . . ‘b . . , . \ ) . . ] ' ) .. o
. . . ) In this context, -the stronger community/parent participation.link in -~ | s -

\

the CAAs emerges*qs a uniting thread*throughouf'fhe several question-
. . A ’ . : .8

- v e i L . . * . )
o naires, : ;/( L : . R ) . o TR
. . 13 . .
. ) o -t T e . . . . . e
. : It should be ‘clear howeVer that relatively few statistically | e
. ’l R Lot o . \ .0 ’ e ‘ - /"
. s . reliable differchces were found betw.ren.LEA and CAA operated programs. .
f : . 3 ‘ ! - v ' : !
N (. : . . * LI . T :
Y ) S In many points of comparison,.LEA and CAA programs appeared tg be more ) *
N 3 . . - ;. :
/ " marked by similarities ,than by divergences. The. .stylistic difference ’ ..
! o . . - o . "
. described above emerges across tendencies over rany items and someg °
: siibstant ial diffé;ences rather thag from uniformly yery largé di;paritiest '
- -. . . B ,\ . : .oe, R . \‘
_ . . ) o -
: . . '
\ . B . . 4
y e i v ' . £
o | X0 - E 4 l‘.' M - \ 1]
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v : Such relatively small differences aresin some contexts (e.g., predicf- :
. N ’ . .- .. S , A [ ' {

S

iﬁg election returns and .merch3ndising) considered evidence of o
“ . ) ) ot . : R 1 . :

D -operationai éigniiicance; in}the context of sociological and educatipnal )

. . research, larger effects are typically required as a basis for change:- o 1_,

T T H ’ . . .
in'theory or policy. - j : . L !_ :
Ve o . i\ : , . . . .

N . B Lt A ‘1

-, S . Wh11e the flndlngs thus might be con51dered from a conservative e o

. v
. ., .

. point of view. td indicate program'convergence, the Census forms were
Al ‘ .

a P -

. . . s . - . 'o . A4 .

T ’ ¢ directed toward guidelines specifications: (a) the cost of"the "con . N
\I‘ ’ . - \ ) ‘ N . . r'a ‘ . . . - . . . » . ‘

. Avergence" cannot be assessed in this study and it wight be’ expected, . -

o » . .

‘{~  - < that the. effort’ requlred to comply in some respects. was far greater
- N P N .

. . | " than in othlers (e.g., perhaps-LEAs had to rec:uit harder for volunteers . ({ < fﬁ\
o . ’ . - . . . ’ ] )
. ) PR . , S o . .
ot ’ ~GAAs attracted-readily); (b) response bias in .Some areas clearly
.. l EA ‘.A »' * . . : o
specified by the guidel;peb (e.%.; square feet per child) cannot be
S ' e . . f'W;' o -
v * ruled out as' a ‘'source of,copverging patterns; and (c) the forms were ,
A : = . . 1 .‘ . - . ' . . .

& L . b
des?gned to’ be sensitive to deviations from broadly.stated guidelines
. » N N bt .

e . . . R ' T . . . o 3 .

o . and are to be insensitive o 'factors considered by some Head Start- . ?
. R4 . - . o - e R . - BTN . .
LA S ) 9 * . 1 : : . : . . : :

staff to most differentiate the nature and. effectiveness of LEA-and ' ' ‘

Y . . . o . . w

. . . . . s - .
oo L /"7 caAA operated programs. In such a situation, the conclusions must N
Vll : . o 1 . i E) e ) . ﬁ ]
R j - necessarily depend on the consequendesuascribed to certain organi-.-
: . . ' ) R .

»

f zational patterns, : e o ' B
R . . . . ’ . v O--’ ' .o . .
i - . Thie datavpoula be interpreted as indicating‘that by the available | Co
‘ . . * . oo © d -,
- " ‘ criteria there arg fewer difference th@n might have been antlcipated for . $ .
; . A
\ - - ’ ' . o . .
M - ' CAA and LEA operated programs, or, g1ven a we1ght1ng of same part1cu1ar g {
E . aspyct (e.g., employment of non—pri£§s>1onal staff), the data could appear- N
- . _ - A . '
\ b to 12dlcate dlfferences of considerabie programmat1e 1mportance. e
; ) s e '
- . ‘ ) o
- . ,/ v !5 .
o ‘:,:.:' o e. ‘ N . .
D MC o \ ) i ) ’ a ]
S .
A , ‘ ¢
A . .
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Ry COMPARlbON oF A bAMPLh OF FUlL YEAR "AND SUMMER HEAD START:PROGRAMS
OPLRATLU BY LOMMUNIGY ACTION AGENCILS *AND LO€AL EDUC\TION AGENCIES B

Y . - .
3 . * . ° . ° Lo ! \ '
. N . . Y

. Loxs—el;in Datta} Jane Takeuchi, and Barbara Bates S e
', Head StartvRéséarch and Evaliation Section = = ¢ e -
AN ' ) o ‘. L c ] ." .' k'_ © - . . -l - . . _-' ,... K .,
L - - . . . . . Y ., . é; o . ‘ - . o N )
- e Head SLn;L i« ond of many pxogramq supported Lty Lhe Federal Govern- "% " -

b oA

. - ! ‘Y i . \ ) )
1. mnent whoac'uoﬁ%ﬁn goala are allev:atlon of the sufterlrg dUL to poverty ' .'3.

ihd Lhc dasluptxoh ‘of the povdérty cvcle chordlng to’ Lbe'Head Start ‘.

© $° . . . . X . ?

. . ° ~ e ¢ .
Pollcv Manual (§9b7) vHead Start is A program for the econqmically dis- : o ®
: . : . S . B T .
v aé%antaged thld 1t is ‘based on the ‘philosophy that a‘chiLd-chg benefit, - . .~

. a ) ". Y : ) . C X ) ‘°.. ° ,
most fromwa comprehensive interdisciplinary attack ori his problems at the

. . ] . o
3 . s - . £, o . : “ . v L »

) b . . ! N . - ° - e - -
~ local level and that the child'ssentire family, as well as the cqmmunity, - ) o
m' : .e' ‘ . L - . \‘4 -. '.' ’ . . ’- " . ' a ) . .-
must'be involved 1nssqlvlngahis,problems. N . o . )
| . L . e St ta e N
-~ :

~ Head Stirrt thus was.conceived as a mulﬁiéphrpose,pr&gmam encom- . *

PR
n

" passing c¢hild devélopment in ‘the. widest sense. The:specific objectives - L.
. . . : R : .4 : . Yoot . s ' .
. . L S ~ . : : ' : : . :
.of Head-Start programs include: ... A T R ' Cs
e T - IR . ) R .127}—' S (
e the child‘s development as a healthy and vital humaﬁ'being , .

R
(. . . a_ '

.o Lhe child's dcvpldpment as nywaxm and decent human helug aple
to. glvu and 1eceivc love, and to trust others and be.. trdst?d :

' . . y - . 3
0 the child I developmant as a competent able human bexng, v i
* skilled in ways of copihg effectlvely, whio’ can acniéve and L _— L g
' ) " enter fully in the richness of a cognitive.life with broadequ “ T
1nterestb and, a wide range of styles vgs -t - o vt : N
. & \ e .. - . '“ . a . E O
. ® the child's development as a citizen of the plurallst1c society - .7 . N
~of the United States, able if he so chooses,-te move freely ' ;
_without the handicaps and garrlers imposed by limited language ) L
and ‘cognitive styles, be they the narrow style ot upper middle - o -,
. class prULh patterns or Lhc restricted style ot ‘a pa“ois _.'\1. o /
¥ . . q
R the child s and his parent’s development .as membars of a family, - '
“of n ncighborhood and of the’ largur community. -“, R Q"
~ * L_ .

.“ .. 16 .- ‘ ,.-,‘._ M&
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. : ', . To meet ‘thh’ese objectives, Head Start has develoved diverse prog‘ramla.tic_ .
i . . Support'.' end an 'opera't.ional approachitﬁec begihs,with the assumptionsuof-- o
: . s bt S s . . e, Bt
- " " plurahshc needs and themisdom, of the oommunity in- ceeklﬂg ways to identify
A ’ SN e L . 7 . . 5 . . » ; . .
Ve - ! . ; .and ‘meet these needs L : .o ) .
) o ’?"”"l ) . i . N " P "‘.“_... J‘ R T. - :
c { "!‘ll\.is pr.ogrammzrt,.ic su,ppor}.'inclludes at least n"ine orgepizational.. LT e
| 3 Y o T L
§ components: ‘e - ; : . o J o T
T T T o T g S
s " - @ medicwl gnd‘dental services C . « . vt M -
. T . ® (l@trxuon { - L _ . e - A', C . ,
i L . o . : . . " . . . . / -~
‘ e social gervices . v % S S . ;
R . . . ! a.',' . - . L . « '.. .
. e carcer -development S S : ‘ | i
+ AR . - . e oL - - . 5' -
, e teacher and aide Lralning .o ST ' S A
RS - N N - . : " ' - s . - ?
T%‘ : I * "o community de‘velopment_f.ﬁ - . o, o . /‘ .
S kT : ‘"® ‘parent pmt"t,icib,ation' = : I S e o . I
. e L o program (classroom) activities . - R '0"- -, 4 &
T a . . o [} v, w o .
2T ' 'A," ® Vo unteex parucipatlon a,nd mobil.lzatmn of comnumty resources. :
- S -‘.‘ S . ) . H ) ] ) L.
Lo . Head Start Policy Mapua~1 used-in preparing .xl1l. grant applications-
Lot ' ' [ o * [ 4 : . . ce, < ) we -
- o H . . C e .' . oot . N ] " . ’ "3 . . . .
E ,)/ provides guldeliqcs for uach'of."lthqsu'organ‘igationﬁal obijgctives, Within the ° .
- - v common framework o,f..obje'c‘tives and organization,~ communities develop the SRR
3 BN . s .
Looe T - :
v unphdses m\d upproaches that are most* likelv to meef. then‘ needs .and capitaL.- Y
] &4 R . ' . oo ) . [ ,: :1 " O . ) . 5" N ( 2
. ' . ize on their local resources. 1 D ..'w T - e e ' .t .
. ) LT I-‘undé’ for Head Start prdgrunis are awarded ,lgy_ihe’se\ven 'OEO Community S
. S . n o .
LR oo .. A;::ion Pxogx am Regxonnl cOffices ‘to grantees (or: appllcant agencies) in their
{ - oty
. g’»; B ) N A .
J) rugi_on.. A grnnt.ee necd not necessar,ily operat;e the' pr.ograms. The grantee .
pa} . ' . Y /e
by o . e
‘ L _wmay pxovide funds t.o a delegate agency whicﬂ theh has resnonsmility for . .
L : ; . Le PO
’ v v .
opuel ,n/l.lng all or a substantlal pmt of th‘e total Head Startq p;ogram. Most' . r
[+ ! .- - K w [ - e
Head ‘-;l.'ar' pro;,rams are. opurutud by Communitv \Action Age'u.les (CAAs) gr. by T )
;’ . . . . . - - < -
‘IC £ ot W v v - / SR :
l:?' ’ N ) o N . . : , ! . : i L <
o o, - ’ e .- , / o -



v- . . -l}- K . . . - . ; . S . . . .. . Lo \
a g . o
Loual Edut,at.xon Agenueb (LEA::)\ A Community Action Agen_gy (I}AA) 4‘5 a e - ‘%. :
. “ . PR |
pubhc.ox pxivutc noxr-prbflt organlzatlon receivingofunds from OEO to N ’
‘ devdlop and aduumster Commun1ty Actlon Programs’? in a’ snecif:bed aresa. ' Such ‘-b" ‘ ¢
. ) " tos
. . ') - 4 . .
ag‘enue-. .ue oxgmuu.d on a (..ommunlty-wme basis and coordinate a vanety o . o
. . s .
“of .mtx—pdgextv dc.uivxtxes. A Local’ Edqcatwnal Agency fLEA) is a non- oL \ e
. “ Lt . . ‘ 4 9 . ’
pxofl‘t oxg,ani/auon x‘esponslble for »public edu:;\tlon at t.he pr,}mary or ’, ‘
e v,
. . S 1 \ . E , . |
_seconldarv- level . e _ _ . T o BT . -
e .-" . - . : * ". : [l "
.o The - delegat%agexlcy dlstmbutl,ons for_ a ra‘gdo'n sa'nple of Summer 1968
- s . . \ : ) i S .
“and Full ~Year 1967 -68 programs are shown in Table 1 toe ' S : '_5";«

-« ) J ot ST “

TABLE 1.y DELEGATb AGENC;ES OPERATING SAMPLES OF. FULL Y:AR 1967-1968 L S
* ¢ AND SUMMER. 1948~ HEAD'START PROGRAMS ! _

' I : o R

. —— e - i

o <. “Full-Year 1967.-1968 . Summer 1968 R
- Ageney - ", i Number. Percent " Number  Percent , RS

LEA . 262 32 ¢ 280 , '59 -

EAA. - 33&'4,1 S+ 142 . 33 . = . .
'Pxivate, non- pxolxt ' 73 9 10 2 e
"’ ‘Religious related ) o497« T8 ce2w 0. . . "
. _College or University "7 1 2 0 ¢ -~ 0
' .Private School . =~ .14 2, " '}?;." 0 ‘ '
. Other . ‘o 75 9 . 06 6

o s . \
L. N . . . g . R ! . . A )
. A, »DES]G\N OF THE STUDY ;. : S ) L%
o R ' °: ; . ’ . . : .
Lit.tle inforwation, has been ~.wnilabl<.. doc,umentlng the relatlvp

merits ol llé\d St.axt. pxogx ams§ operatud through estab]ished educational : -
1 Q’ 2 3 [ t 4 ’ . . ' :" . : N v-
‘:\gcncies as contralstcd to t.hose operat'ed by c'gmmunit;y_ aztion agencies, N ’ .

yl

' 'l;lxié x-epom provides a éombarisou’ of somé (;t;aracv‘.{:-eristics df a smﬁbl_e'of . e
. e ) " o
pxoglams upc .\led by Loc.ul l:.ducat.ional Agencies (LEAS) and Communltyl;, - o ‘“‘"'— |
Actlon As;u\‘«‘,ws (CAAa)’ Thu $tudies on whichu the‘.rqp;o_rtl is based\ were ., ' 4'

: demgn‘bd lur a yvndc,-su?veypf '_t}'uxlds c;ve'rl ;Sq‘.n;mer‘and Ftull—'Year" brogramé | -

o

. (Butes.'1969)' rather than an in-depth “a‘nalysi;s . The re-analysis of data

. -
~ . a
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] Sl?lmm(.l‘ 196.) lxavu 'buuu lernuturazed bv a multi faceted npproach to the task» . . 3

P

' £ - .
'of de, bln;.,- m\d g\', siug Head. _start_. These i\ncl_ude _support of ;local .

,pem.od a leolml burvey of Head St rt. programs, . ce ’ PR

LN s N -~ - » .
&(r_om these survevs 1s 11\81V to be insen51tive in 1mpormnt ways t;o . o o

¢ ’ . T

| 3

potential difierbnces in function ‘and in 1mpact of LFA and CAQ Head Start_

.

progr‘ams. ‘Until studies designed to examine these expected differences
2 .

. . .o
. oo . . . - ]
[N . . . »

are available, however,‘ these interim re-’analyseé may.provide some factyal T , .
. .'. . . e N . ) . . v .

\

common ground for discussion, . . o L T
» X ., ' . . o e
. . . ‘ t " ] o . . : v :

{Samp\le selection: Head Start’ researéh and "evaluatién efforts since
et A ‘

——

.

evaluation sl.udi‘us.' rcsunr’c'li studies, dumonstrat.ion projects and pilot _ .

, ) N\ o . .

sLu?u.- .up,t. GL,'\lu re 7seurt.h und imp (.L c'ud1es, .and, foy every progr‘am - L -

N . '
) '

3 . . - L. ’
.This* survey 1:, c.onducted for 'Héad St;arL by the U.S. Bureau, of the “a

- A N [
. d .

. Census” The b&lllplcs of gx‘untees'°are randomly se)ected bv the Census from .

A : ' ’ 3 - ' g ‘ . -? . i . ‘ s ’ ’
are conducted by standard Census. procedures. The samples described in this . .

child from all class-wgistcxjs for each site selected. became a sample

"descriptions of staff availability, as profeesionZE specialists are ‘typically :

. 7 > =
a‘strétif;.cutiou of grahl.,ee\s by’ px:ogram ‘size. The<mailing and follow-up -

Y

.

report were of. Summw 1968 and‘Full ~Year 1967 68 gr.mtees. 'Grantees..were%

Y . .

requested LO pr ov1dc. a list ol‘ all programs funded .)y theix’ grants. FrQ~m

Lhis- 1ist, a s.unple of Centers (physical snes) was selerted Ev_ery fifth

v o, 5 . \L.A - ’ B 2 .,

- . v.’ . - . . ) .,

child Tor the medical and family.survey.  Data therefore are available for, -
o - ’ 0 : : ' B N
tlw‘ physical site, rathefb ,lthan for the programs. This primarily affects
. o ’ ) . . .

. . .- .

cmployed by 'programi_ to provide services gt‘. several Centers or sites. ° ,

L
.

Table 2 shows the population and eample s!zes. (See Appendix A for - E

details of sampling design.)




N
TABLE 2. . BUREAU OF CENSUS ACTUAL -SAMPLE EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF .0EO . TOTAL

*»
I

POPULA’I‘IONS FOR SUMMBR '1968 AND FULL-= YEAR 1967- 1968 PROGRM

‘ X +-

»

i o o Full Ye'ar * 1967-1968 - Summer 1968
_ o OEQ  Number ““Percent i " OE0 “"Number, . Percent.
. - Total Sampled of Total’ ‘Toval Sampled .of Total
. - o 4 B .. . . 2ot
_ ,ﬁtanteeb - 719 , zso. 38.9 ;1,.185 - 364’ ™\30.7
- Centers (phySmal sites) .. 5, 1581 S 945 . 18.3 " ~9,§j§0 480 ‘L o
Classes ., 11,678, 2,228  19.1. 27,84 '2,063 4-
Staff (estimated) ?7,245 9000 © 19.1 .° 92,554 :9,000° - 9.7
Children - 7/,5?8 ;71,3651 . 3.4 ' 476,173 6,376 - 1.3
. “ o - R ) . v Y R o -
-/ . ’ . v U bjh, , e o .

Head SLaxL atait gn Lollaborat.lon with t.he
of..the Census study Qs to prov1de nak}onal data bro

ocheLives and pollé:v,_und such’ impact 1nformat10n é‘s ‘may be po.,siblei\'» There *

-

- . M ¢
' Survey muasu res:

\;oluMec

lhc Ccntcx dileg.ton included jnformatlon on ‘the paia staff and,

volun.tecr participants, bn thc children served by t},e Center,

1.

2,

space,

N Y
’

v

« B fLor a complete se.l.- of fovuis.)

\
v

\

(‘- -

\

I

« .

“The Staft Member Infoxmatﬂon form was comple.ted by all paid

. s o

pr oiesslon.ll, bGllH"PJ@h&HSlonal and non pxof°bsmnal staff employed

)

bltl ‘eau O

e

T

f h=2 Census

)

All measure\s' &were quc.stlonnau'es developed by t:l'ura

. \ _ ,

o 'wer\e s_1x._ forn_\s wailed t'q tl@ Summer and I\*‘ull‘—Year samples.
- .o Y . ’ . A :

en a rcgulm'\pm-l—t uuu pr L‘ull-timc basis in the _Center.
. Ll \

ly related to Head Sbart

'(See Apppndix
(
LY KA i
x\nd

N

In
I‘lu. Cent.ux Facxlltu,s and Resources Inventory completed by

Ve e .

- .

. fals : . o + ", . ) ‘
t.rx'ms;)or_tatxonband other Center facilities, a:7d on. program

AN ,

)

g, \

on
'|

e . ' : : A ™
support and Center operation, { s . Y -
. - . . . . ? N . *
'3, The Parent Participation Record - Centé‘r"Act'-ivi'tieé form
) ¥ A : .. \\ . .‘b . N .
. -» . . . ‘ v - o
sent to the Coordinatpr of Parent Activities provijed' information , v

N “a N . ) . - . . o ° . . .
on parent organizatjpns and participation, paren “development :
: . . _ i .

L
.

T,

Y

Ce ' * . _. : . - . T - . - -
ﬁ;’i"’ ~ programs , ‘and Center act 1v1ties~£-§r, parents. - - -

v

P

'

.10 :

The purpose‘ .

4




» 4i_ . In the Parent Participation Record »—3€lass ATtivitfes the teache\{;

. .".UUQ"‘iU‘l. contacts with theé parents. and parent .pérti'cipat'i'on'in t"he‘c.:léss-: =
. ’ : . . . . ‘. I . . B
o . 5. .,1‘“ Lllu'lMgdichl -'-Al‘)ental ln'folrma'itio’n ‘form ths in’divid‘ual respdns}bl_e .
.. t’qx"n;ed%’cai a;uArvic_es, det;a,.il'e‘d ‘the, medigal /dentai, findinés if.x_'Om the ' - / ]
SR . : S Bt : o :
. g }xam‘ingtions of the sample child}en. a:td\th‘e course of .treatment, if any. ', ',:
.. . _,./" . . . . \,\ . ) ] . o i

. 6;\" The Family Information Form .L:omplc\te\d by the parent pi‘pi_/ided S

.. . C Ve . , R “ o - B S o -
o . demographic int‘ormu\t ion. : - ‘ R : B (( .o
- T, .o . ' B

il 'I.}h’e‘ Bureau of the Census samples and returns for each form are shown
iy Table 3. TYe response rates of final ~usabl® returns, which ranged from -
ﬂ ’ L A . - ’ . . ) ‘. . o :
[ . . L el . PR VA N . C . . - .
' /76% to 95%, are at a’ level gene‘ral,}y .considered satisfactory for a mailed & .
e o L ' U ' ' »oe . ‘
- questionnaire . _While ﬁl}t.!erpre.t.ation of sux'vey r-‘,esponse.s': Sh'ould be made '
“. PR :A . R .

v X | -t . .
c‘uutiuml\-, the data sgem likely to pre enL a. 1casonabl, accuxdte cross

‘? . . . . )N ’ '-.

i sq;t Jon ot Llw He.td bLmL pxo grams for Lhe Sunfmer 1968 and Full-Year 1967 68.

o L o ' "\~.°4>,, -
.o* B 4
' - TABLE 3 BUREAU. OF CENSUS- SAMPLE AND UN\VﬁIGHTED RATES OF RE.TURN o o ‘
' -BY SURVEY FORM FOR FULL-YEAR ,1967 -1968, AND SUMMFR 1968 SAMPLES . e
.y %
To. T T — Fuli-Yoar 1967:1968 "R Suhmer 1968 ° "
" . s+ Numbep ' Number Pf.rcent of Numher Number Percent o
Form X , . . Sampled Returns Re t\m*ns .Sampléd ,Returns Returns ~_
L . = .. .. TUTTH . - \ - T ’l N ] *
genter Facilities Inventory. 945 . 837  88) . .= 480 451 93.9
o . Parent Recprd-Center 5 -y 945 gafl. . 88.1 o480 4537 944
' pamnc Record-Class ° "2, 288 (1 93 87.1 . 2,063 1,901 92,1
c SLafI Memberw Informat io°n . 9,000 8,083 . 89.8. . 9,000 . 8,437 , 937 o
.» Family ‘InfoxmaL ‘ion Rec.oxd . 7,365 5,563 - 75.5 -~ 6,376 4,952, 777 *
" Medlcal/DenLal lnfoxnntlon © 7,365 - 6,608 -89.7 6,376 6,070 .~ 95.2 | .
\ ) « . A\ N .” ot ) . . : N
N i ’ - . - S . ' ' ‘ 5 ‘l‘ : P

s,

“oB. - FINDINGS, - e ; A v
" : - ’ N . . . ~

P . ) . R K . o AR
- Head Start guidelines offer some criteria for comparison in- descriving

Al .

@
the clii‘ld__, _theApm-ans, L'hu,_}n'og'rams, the staff," the voluntecrs.and the

-

co‘fmgunity‘\ . - i . . ) N " / -, . . . o



o

The Children: According to tlie guidel ines, the ehildren should o T
¢ -, rd . . K . . . ‘. . .
C bo ol presceneol age, and, Forthe swummer -8k ramg, childeen who will'be - * .
SRR i . . : ) Lo . ¢ _ ' n . \
AttendR Kindevgarten or ¢ Llementary school for the firspﬂ.’ﬂne in fall. ™., "*.
: . " L . : . . v =
. ! \J . * - - ° Y

| : - .
The enrol lment ,Hhmﬂd furthre rmope reflect the 'racial or €thnic composition
, . . -

cb - . e .

‘of llu. dis Sadvantaged Lanlilles in ‘the - area being servec. The recruiter.s' oL e
o bhould sysStematically \su.k out thildren from the most Q4sa(1vantage€ homes )
) ‘ . )

l‘%lng such lulmlqu‘es db door-to door canva551ng, contar- © through persons

-
N

. who ’could f’easonably be expected to communicate effedtively with the a

- . .

. ¥ L . ) N . " . ° PN
. Pareits, And ytilization of all available lists’ of eligibdle childrep’as ., o
"leads. L . . R ’ . B N\ i Y

Whiledata 'In_ not avallable. on all«of these qt.estlonb, the’ regponse

o . ) ’ - - . ”'v;‘i\. . ’ .
‘LN Centel, Dipgetors Jndu.at ed i1 RS " cl e -7 s
. o ! . ‘\\ ' : e
. E:ull-,vcal‘ b rograms x-ecruit‘ younger children thAn summer programs.  Summer .

‘ . . ¢ \ . o

;I.Lid Full-Year can programs’ Were wore’ 1 ikdly Yo ‘have botiz older and youhger :

c'h\i'ldrcnc ‘thap were - the LEA Programs; a{boixt 23% of the CAA. 6p¢rated,v .

(. .

prg(;ra‘ms ag ¢optrasted to 12% of the LEA operated programs, for example,
" reported SOme children who*were six years old at time of enroliment, In-- S

summer, PbOuUL 32% of the CAA ‘@nd about 25% of the LEA operated programs = @

- 1
.

enrolled chiildren who were s€ven years of age Or older. ' . .

[
b em— e —————

gz Tt = ~

* .

<o L. Dtlﬂllcd lleqm.nc;teb and percents of items from, the question- 4 . ‘ e
. naln.u: dl*sc.ll.saud in Atlu_ text are giveu in Appendlx c. ST '

AN ) N
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TABLE 4. - PEBCENT OF CENTERS REPORTING ONE-OR MORE PHLLDREN B¥ < !
CHILD SEX AND AGE AT ENROLLMENT . . S
. Reporting Aée; X Fqll-Ye‘ar 1967-1968 L < Summer 1968 « %, ' /
.at. Time of _ FEA RS CAA . - LFA s CAA o o
Enrollment * Boys Girls- Boys Girls Boys -Girls Boys Girls™ . /

L . ’ - . //‘/. . 4 o S “' : . A * -I ._ . N ] . - : .
3-6 to 3-11 40% -39%  "44% 4% . 4% 8% -~ 9% 6%. - - -
4:0 to 4-5 . &3, 62 64 -6l . 13 12 20 14 o
4-6 to 4-11 ' - 65 - 71, 69 44O 47 = 50

. 5-) to 5-5 .- 45 ' 64 .60 57 34 60 61 -
" e to 5-11 31” 52 49 : 84 82 -, 80 80 -
; 6-0 to 6-11 - /.i4 .l 24 23 700 - 89 e w7 74 & .
7-0 or older, S8 1 ' 3 2 . 27 19 35 28 '
;T o : - . . ) — ] - = - \#' -
] . ' ™ . ) _ R o :
® About 10% ot all pxo;,mmb reported that at lcast.one or mose Negro and one or .
more whi lg chil_d ren enrol lcd; Full—_Year and’ Summcr LEA programs were more
Bt . . K { ! ) i :" ’ . . . " )

likely ' to report Mu.\ican—Amex;lcan enrollees while CAA programs were more - . .

l-ikei\' to report Ncgvo erirollees. As; Tablt, 5 suggest , LEA.programs, are /'t

. . ) . . “‘
mow llkel\ than LAA pxogx ams lo ser ve d1v01 se mmox\1tv groups : There are, ’
however, ho-data rclating recrui l;munt: ‘to nelghborlwod etimlc mlx, and ’tﬁe'

distributions may indica.te\ that CAA progriuns. are more likely to operate in
uni-ethnie areas lllﬁll‘&ll'e- LEA programs, ‘ . i e "o

TABLE 5, KTHNIC BACKGROUND OF CHILDREN ATTENDING . T '
« .' -~ LEA AND CAA OPER_ATED SAMIJLE, PROGRAMS .
i . .. a .
4 L Full- Yeax' 19671968 ‘Suurer 1968 ;
R ' . ICAA .- LEA CAA . 1 . . - )
Mexican American | . . 17% 5% 18% 4% T
Puerto Rican’ B o .1, O ' o L 3

2 White o 34 .2 L 27 34 o

N Ne'g);o/ , T34 58 - .+ 38 54 . .
American Indian . I § 3. 1 1 I
All other ot - "1 2 . . o 2 L .
No response o1l oy To0 3 \

. . \
B Thu pxogramb have usdd a wide vanetv of npproach(.s to 1 =cru1t1ng chlldren .
. . . N\
‘t; ‘uchurs y voluntuux S, dool‘—t.o-doox c.anvasa, welfare’ rol 15, school, Iists, . - "=




. = : ) . ... : - ' ) ' o <
-TV and radio announcements, and even with this list, "other," All four

program groupb n,ported using many different med1a ‘nywever, there vere 0

some d1fforenceq between CAA and LEA programs (part:cularly Full-Year
pl‘ograms) in reliance on‘individual as wntrasl.,ed to institutional recruits
. | : . .
) , ‘4 . . \ D '.i*' . ;_ C T .
ment techniques. LE;\/OJerated programs were’more likely to rely on teachers, . -
: , s .. )

on school 1lists, on IV and radio announcements, and on’ hrochures and lettevs,
CAA operated programs were. more l1ke1y to lely on door to- door'canvassing \
1] : \

e : Fauu‘ly. l_l_a~ckground: . Oyer lmlt: of- the children came from homes.with .

. . e

\ A

-a’ nuclegar family pat tern ot father (natural father, Af,os'tver, father or father
- e ; ¢ . <

. surrogate), wothcr, uand sibs., While there was 'little mother-absence, 26%
‘ ' N ) . , '

of ull sample chfllé’i\ren 'utt‘ending {Che Summer 1968 programs and 32% of .those

attending Full-Year 1967-68 programs came from.father-chsent hgmes., Alnost :
all the fathers who were present were likely to be employved, z’;_nd‘the
‘ . ' : -os L : EE
majority were likely to have been employed for the previous 12 months,

) . A A . _
About 40% of the fathers were emp‘loyed as unskilled laborers, about 23% .
were semi—skilléd workers, about 20% were craftsmén and ‘the remaining

. 13% who z\ aported an occupation were d1str1buted -evenly an"ong white collar

jobs hom pxof/esslonal and ‘technical work 2% to salet: (2%) . ATh_e_‘fa'th,e.rs _

of tl)e .children attending CAA as contrasted 'Lo LEA Full-Year 1967-68
- . ‘ i} <y »
1 prograuns wex'e“ more l,ik'el_v' to be employed as:laborers (31% vs 42%), an(’i‘to

. !
hnvc dropped ont of sv.,hool after Lhe 8th gxade (.56% ys 45%). For thgz
M .

1"111}-\'(:111' and Summer sumplus, motherb of uuldzen att.cndm(., CAA as contrastud

\ : . : ' .
to LEA programs were more likely to have been.'employed?&(:iﬁ% vs 26%); the

[
l v Y

cm'plo.yed. CAA mqilu;rs “also were. more li‘kel_;r' (49% vs 33%). to have worked

for 12-1&0:1“]9 d\iri_ng the past year, For the Full—Yeair pregrams, mothers

4
- :

of s..hildx en attending CAA programs were more llkely to nave dropped out




. T~

:\,,l‘l'.cr the 8th prade (23% vs _29%—)’; for the  Summer proé'rams, however, the

LEA moth,un'-s were more likely ‘to,"lu'xvu completed only wue 8th graﬁe or less

- .

32% vs 27%) . o ' ' e e .
. N . .

Almost all the children had siblings living at home; the median

ce -~
. N .

family had four children in the hqme', including the'Head Start child.’ .

o L . »
~

_Although the family size distributions were not rel iably different 'foxj CAA
. \ . . . . . - .
and LEA Summecr and Full -Year samples, the total income of the Full-Year CAA4~
2 - . ) ! AN ) . .

sample was reliably lower tfan that of the“other three samples: §0% had
. . . ' ) . . 1

M ‘ - -t

. “ o . Y : .
incomes below $3,499 as contrasted to 51% of’ the Full-Yecar LEA famil ies.

- .

) 'El‘ig-ibiﬂlit)_': Thébguidél.ines indi;ape tli.atc.-zz.tl le_a.s.L»-S)O%, of the '. .. e
children to be enrolled ;ix each class must be eligilia'lé‘ ulder the "poverty

' _ . . ‘ N
line" Jndex cstablished by Head Start, The index proyidgs' !‘ot-a income - "
'ilmximums b.\; family size for farm -and n'on-farm.famil':‘les‘; The Iafnily“size
of .each family infprmation .form re!aponda;'nt wis e‘stiy:x_:;.te:‘l)y ad(.iing.si‘blings,

mother {if gresent) and father (if present) Dlll% “"1" fér the Head Start i - ~

child. Few families indicated other relatives or non.~re]ativ‘es, ‘adults or S

A
. !

children, were liv‘i_\ng ‘in the home. The omission of these from thge' total -
. \ _ v - / .
family size may resul\t, however, in some underestimation of eligibility. .

. Y .

A sccond source of underestimétion is the likelihood that the families,’
§ ’ )

u{%cl_\ did not return tho questionnaire were most in reed. o / »

. - . . \C P
M 3 . ' -. . '. Ly . .
The - data should thervfore bu regarded as estimates providing some c:znparlson

!

ol the poverty level ot fumilies',sef"ved by ILE'A and CAA operated Head Starts,

o W .
The average per capila incdme was below the guidelines fdr the ‘wedian

. . j

tamily size for farm and non-farm families .for CAA operaied Summer and
~Full~-Year programs. The average per capita income was somewhat above the _

‘g\xidqlines‘t‘or the median -family size for farm families for Summer and

. .
* - ! _, o . - A
: '1 5 ' i - ’ . - .
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_ the Full-Year CAA sample, in all.of six comparisons, wds the lowésf of

.79%),'use of telephone (LEA: 65% vs CAA, 49%), owﬁgrship of a TV set

urban difference might account for. between -the families of children who. .
" ’ . ‘v » ’ N .

. . [

Fqll—Yehr-LEA-opera&éd bfograms and for the summer non~farm families. T,
. : .

Ovevall, the CAA operated programs had a higher percent of familiés Sy
L] o V

returnihg-the questionnaire who were eligible by the guitelines than

did the LEA operated programs. The’CAA programs appear to be recruitiﬂg‘
. . . . ) 1 . . . ' N

children trom substéntdaliy poorer families than do the LEA programs,
bven:with the ggJaLe}_proportion of rural (farm) families-takep.into"

account . - . p ) o R _ . | » .
\ . The Full-Yeaf LEA sample families were, however, more likely to

[ . '

vs 25%) and to live in urran areas (86% S

receive welfare. gayments (32%

1
1

vs 72%) . This might suggest that to some extent wiﬁ;are payments supple-

.
2

mented the family's own earnings to a sufficient extent to raise the

RN : .

inpomcs'of.the LEA families\to somewhatféb0ve_those ofiéhe CAA fgmi;ies, Wj ‘
Th; gglationships among fa;her'absencq, urban rgsi@ence, welfare and ’:f‘ -;_
“ééﬁhéupita income wpuld réquire more ektensi;e'nhalysig t6 iéentifj
. - ’ o -
peljably th source of the LEA/CAA d&ffereﬁéés inAaﬁparnnt standard of .
living. d : .; : |

" The\Fquerér LEA sample, poSsiSly réf;ecting to some_exté;tuthe ) N , b

..

_urban residence, was more likely than were the other samples to report

the presence of some indicatoré_of a desirable stardard of living while

the four sample programs: e.g., running water insidq-(LEA,.QS%'vs CAA,

e .

.. ; . : / ’
(LEA, 94% vs. CAA, 90%), and receives daily newspaper (LEA, 73% vs CAA, . . . // -
63%)% These data suggcst'a greater economic disparity than the 7% rural- ‘

b




- v attended LEA and CAA operated Full-Year 1967-38 Brogramg. Families of

' L - .

children enrglled in the CAA proggams were substantially more economi- .t
) cally disadvﬁhtéged than were those .of children enrolled in LEA~pf6gramsj

] R ‘ .

‘the fathers alkd mothers were more likely to have an 8th gyadq'education
! 4 . . ) .

"

or\}Q§sﬂ the mothers were far more likely to be working; the income was

. d . . .
< ; S : ’ o . .o , Co *

.'nTre likely to be lowey, and the family was less likély to report

5 , .

‘possiesstiod of some material goods. This distinction is in some ways,

o N\ , L . SR '
howevu&i between the poor and- thé poorer, o~

' c
.

Reliable CAA/LEA difizrences (as tested by two-iailed Chi;square, o

P £ .05) were*fopnd most freﬁuéhtly for Full-YVear programs. The CAA/LEA: .
' ' ' ' : - . o ¥ '
differences were smaller and less reliable. With the exception of
. [ .

< .

e e Ty e I

mothers' education, the Summer trends are, however, consistent with those

N _ df'thefFull-Yeér LEA/&AA analyees. - : . S '.: L N

=

’
.

¢ . N .

H

S . . . . . . ] -
% - Avoul “4u% of the sample children had siblings with previous' Head
; "

;' Start experience; this sdggests that some familieg bécom& "Hegd Start

.
.

; families. Little is known about the cumulative impact ‘on the family of

L 1purLiuipuLion in Head Start over a period of several years; the finding

_Lhai s0 subsLM1Lidl d'proportion have had this experience might suggest

_the Vvalue of investigating‘this pittern. The data also raise. the possi-

R A T A 4,

bility that cven if the sample child is "Head Start néw,” the baseline E

-

data on this child may be substantially higher than if .the child and-his

A\l »

family had not had previous. contact with the program. This7within7family R
: . . =‘ . k v . N . ”’:(
diffusion might affectl a variety of measures, and might represent a factor

-

. of substantial methodological. importance in studies of the impact of Head

-~ - .

Start, To date, no study of Head Stamt has investigated this possible. .

S S T s S o R Y e i 2

e papy g S A s

{{fct for any variable. ‘ ‘ T . ' o s
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_-Uiqggixlknwicipdlidn; According to ‘the guidéliqés, "Every Head g

A
\ e :

Start program must haye effective parentrparticipation.” Four major = oy
. . . - L. ‘,~$‘ 4 ¢ . .
kinds of parljcipatioW are described: - ‘ . .
. \ . _ _ .
o in-making'decisions about the nature and operation of the program
' ' . ot \

T8 . o Yo, !
in thé classroom as Ea&d employees, vquqLeLrs or observers
. . . , . P -~ . e ' L
o in discussions in their home with' center®staff about ways in which N .
the parents can contrh#ute to the _child's development ‘ _ :\

\,
v 4 e . . \
o edncational actdvities for Lhé~pérunts which'thqy_havg helped iO,‘ T \u
‘develop. ~— L : '

Parent paﬂticipation-is'considured s0 basic that as pgi4cy, every Head,

.
1

start program is répiirdd to designate a coordinédtor of parent activitiesh’
M - . . - N . X N N Y . .
“ : ’
. - ) 'y
Considerable attention is
; . ;

also giben'Lo the general structure and . = S |

{o.

composition (a minimum ‘ot 5u% parents) of policy advispry groups, the
o .* » '.‘7- . .. ' B - . ‘.’; . . X B
‘formal means of involving parents in decision making’’

. . o /' . [d
/

Participation in Decision;Making: The'majority of programs

‘reporied a Policy Advisory Committee -(PAC) in the Center: however, as._ . e
Table 6 shows, CAA operated Cehters were more likely to report such - "

Committecs, particularly for the Full-Year‘Programs, Aimost all of the S
' ' LS . - - .

B - : . - r . N .
Centers which did not have on-site PACs reported paredt vepresentation
. .90 : Co. .

on other (presumably prbéram—level) PACs; the Suvmer IJNV@rdgrams were
N L4 Lo ’ & . . \‘ . " : .
. N - . » S t
slightly more likely not to provide some parent representation on a
. N N . . . . . ) .

s

PAC alternativé? Most parents for whom information was availdble were -
clected rather than appointed to PACs; the percent of known elected | . ’ ¢
members was higher for Full-Year (ébqut 78%) than for Summe}r(about 60%5

4 “

' progrdms. Over half of the programs reporfed on-site.Centerdwide Pﬁrent T f0

'.a . : v \




‘1. PAC in Cepter? - 49%  63% " 65% .70% 4

2, '"1f no, is there Parent . . - ' S }'

~Group Commitlees (PGCs) . Foi* the Full-Year progranms, ¢hera were no e

_ veliable LEA/CAA difforences in percent reporLing'Center—wide"Parent -,

- While CAA/LEA differences were not reliable across Llae board, in all of
for parental representation and paxtiuxpatlon in situations ol direct

‘and all .classes should have. class parent committces uentez Parent .Group

P APPSR RNS PR R I R R I

TABLE b PERCENT OF SAMPLE CENTERS WITH ON -S1TE PARENT ADVISORY COMMITTEES
LS OR- PARENT REPRESENTATION ON A PARENT ADVIS”RY COMMITTEE

.
-
i .

Fun Year 1967-1568 . Summer 1968
"LEA - CAAY : LEA - CAA

xepxcsentatlon on. other PAC° . 89 82 - 66 80

o
3. Of known Centexs. are Parents - : - _ i
‘elected as members? . 77 ¢ 81 . - ,59 59 ‘
4, - Center-wide Parent Group Committee? 69  67. . 50 60
5. Class-Parent Group’Commigtges? 41 . 36 27 29
[ ™Y (. Co. i[i{ . . . SN ~.
- LT . - - = >

“ ¢ .

.
L3N . 3 . Pla

Comflittees,. Class-parent Committees werelleast likeiy to be reported ,
’ . . . ) . . . e
(thoy -werc cited by abgut 38% Full-Year and. 28% Summer programs); there B

A . * oo B . ' : L e

were no relisble LEA/CAA differences in"these percents.’ ' - .-

\ . - . e

i

\ In summary, the PAC appears to Ue_the pfedomingnt formal orgen-
izatié\ within the Head Start program tor parent participation; virtually

all aﬁograms offered within site or within program,yppresentation.
,' . . . p ) . . _—

P ) !

&5
v

1.} PACs provide program~wide parent |epxcsanaL1on in pollcy
and advisolly positions. Class parent -committces’ offer. the opportunxty - ) N

concern Lo their .own children. Where several leHSeS ars located in one j

.physical sile (Cenf@n). the formation of Center-wide Parent Group Com- ; .

mittees is oncouldbcd {or parent participation at. Jntexmvdxatc but still
directly meaningful opganizational level., All programs must %ave PACs

Committees develop more flexibly in response to locally's1gn1ilcant sltu— _
ations. - . . 0 ‘

N e




the ‘thx'ee'_ instances in which one of the four samples rc—;partedp an

“ gm_mually low.'percen_,t o"'f'fPAC.' the ;;fog;am._ wé\é_ LEA ob!ere.tted.. | ' .
' - Co;xcerning the role o? 'the»;PAés in dec;.iéio;\-:fxnzx:k!ing reg‘ar'ding'
% ) - . ' ‘ Lo T
\ ‘ - ! "t‘he_;. px'ogram.' as Table 7 indicates, 'stéldlff sul\ecti.‘on,' ép;é‘paruyion‘énd_'
: . i gp;?x-oya’l Oi‘f “the "pi'ovg;aﬁ.\- ppo.po._salzh'n'c‘l_égtex_-’rlnix)ing Lhci*scope of tﬁe y
2 pnl-ellL'px;ogg't;‘\llys/ were 59Liy'ii;ies for whi‘cl\ about 50% of alil sz;xnple
.;’ . = 'C'.L-nters. rep.o.rt.cd ’PAO pn'x'tic'ipation. Fo.r t»l;le»‘Fl11{~Year’"br;ééams, 'ttiae'_-'-
: ‘ v ) ,.C;\A PACQ .appca'u'.. to havé had a gx-:-'uLcr i‘olL inA' sélecti.or:.' of paid ‘
, o N éx-oi;;cssidxml‘ :md. nOl.l—|;l‘0fU.b.‘;3‘2i.0m\.l staff an'd p'k'o_‘j..grct .a‘dminiﬁtr;‘n'i"on .
' . Umimt}i; the fl,._lm I)AC'.H',. whi‘lev the LEA P‘ACS Wad_‘ a relati_vely.gr%ater;
) role in pro‘?'mu !plal.)n‘ll‘l[.;.‘ For th(f Summer, prbg”r;ams. in all":of the eightt -.
- coriparisons, more GAA operated:lhan LEA operated proj;rams. ténded ";o
. . report PAC_aﬁnl'gjcf;fatiogl in dpé‘i‘sioly‘innla!q{ng. ;Io_wéver, exc'egp't; ,_fo,r._", <!
seleétion ‘o paid: prc}.f_essiiofnél staff, the ‘summer di'f.f'.e:'g.‘,r.)ces.were_ not
reliable. . ‘ - ) A .
> § » 2 v

.’
-
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SES llLGAllDING POLICY ADVlSORY B ' .

TARLE. 7. DPERCENI#OF "YES" RESI

. (.OMMIT o0 PAI@T]CIPAT]O ‘ISI'ON MAKle Lo S
=y '"'”‘“""__"‘ . “Full—Year 1967°1968  Sammer 1968 - o '

e " LEA CAA ', "LEA  CAA- . - AT
> b o . : 4 “n . .
) ®oes rol icy Advisory Commilteé aid in; ’ : : s :
ol . R _ e, G . 3 oo,
.1, Sglection of - » - . P o ST s ‘ ,
c Paid Plofusblona Staff? . 28% " 45% 39% .61% L
" Non- plofe‘.sflonul taff'a . 38. 52 . A6 5T, S ;
+ " Comsultants?® . - 26 26 . 25, 34 : - :
2. peon LT T
© 2, Project Admmlstrau?n . . ! . - I ,
“a. _  Leave and, Time Regulalions? . 13- 24 , . 21 26 . ' /
... Budget quparatlon and- Rev1ew?° 3_6.‘ 42 ’ 30 37 to /-
. o . . . v ) 1,
3..Program Planning - = g v . . : "‘ o
. Program Prdposal? | S 59 - 52 & 62 64c - i
"Supervise. Daily- Child Program? 18 17 19T T4 T T e T
g Parent Programs’ - -~ 68 58 " 59 67 " . * '

-« ° : s . . . . : \

. . . . L.
e . . . A . - J . [
. . " " ' . :

.The@f-ole of the parehts, the CAPs, and 'the eéuqationai 'es"ta,b'li'shment i
R | * q .
) bi): selecting prvota'l staff is further deta,xled in the Center Facilitlés form s :
L . ’
& u As .'Table 8 shows, Lhe lOLﬂl school board and Lthe Boarc‘. ol Education participate J.

' o0 v

in tnaghex -selection for a hllbb Lantlal pr opdrtlon of LEA oper ated programq but , ¢
U .

£01 verv few CAA programs. The Parent Advrsoxy Group }md the CAP personnel

n
]
director pa'ryuc__lpate in- Leacher selection Ior'25-% to 50% of the CAA pr_ow\s
as contrasted. to 1% to 27% of the LEA progranms, ) C ) S .

oy o .
! , P

TABLE 8. PbRCENT OF CLNTERS INDICATING SOME PARTIéIPATIﬂN IN TEACHER SELECTION .

,  BY, "EDUCATIONAL ESTABLISHMENT" AND COMMUNITY ACTZON" GR(KPS
Ce Full-Year 1967-196€ « _ Sumger 1968 °
iy . ' LEA CAA ' LEA .CAA I )

Center Director e . . 39% 35%. 46% A41% o § . .
. Parents Advisory Council " _ 17 43 . 27 a3 . .- Lo
CAP Personnel Director” & 4 24 5 25 “a . o
"Local *School Board. , . g . . 30 +5 - 27 13 . B -
" Education Director . P 23 13 ' 21 17 . L
Board of Educat‘ion ' . s0 7 . ' 38 15 _ S
f . . . - . . - r, . . . T
¢ S S - A : S
ZA . _ . . ) .. ’ ] - I I
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_developmont programs ("initiation') was cxpected to provide some -index of

and employment information). Inaddi tidp Lo these silent areas, - the

< . ] - . . ] : 3 : - A

. . . . . . . . . . )
'U: ' ‘ ' . . ’ ’ . ‘; ] 17 o \ R "

. ' .

. . ° . 3 . - .

: .
>

( ) , E‘ o oL Y ‘ B : @
Sponsorsh'i‘p of Parent Development Programs: Spolsorghip of parent

4 : ’ v o
' . . . . [l

thc'ex_tent of pa-rént-di'rected 'activ”'ity which the three péarent groups and . ) L

' . . . . . - . L 2 ) \ . . .
the Center staffs Kelped ,fé d?velop. The value of the LEA-CAA comparisons
on this ‘item is limited because of* thre high vfreque'ncy_of "none at all”

. . - . . ’ L - .
responses . There-were 22 potential categories of activities.. For

sfl ightly more than- half of these categories fpr the Full~Year progranms - .v

and about two-thirds of thesc categories for the Summei programs, 85% or

[ ~*
-*

more of the sample Centers repo'xflte_d “nong at dall." In‘about 90% .of these

"none at’ ali" comparisons, 85% or more of the Céntler staffs also initiated

"nonc at all.” Some of.these. low frequency activities would seem rela- =
T . . . » , ) . \

‘tively pexti‘:,""p_hcral (e.g., children's lite-ature, home dccorating and
repeirs, clothing, .gardening and/eaz’;;exltr’y) while others might seem more
) .A
central to the chrildren's and parents' lives -(e.g., speech and language
dovc'lophiont‘. housohold management, fiscal manaéement,‘ -consumer education

Summer proguvals were also unl ikciy t'_o offeg_’meeLings_,o,x:__p‘r.ograms_directed__—— e -

to consumer educatiom, clothing, employment activilies and current civic

. K . 3 3 o
L » ‘ . . * : / . Q
cvents, . o ' . . . Y/ [

. .

There -were” x;o-rd}iible LEA-CAA differences in activity level

s'ponsox'ship b_vv any of the sthree parent grbups, althougn for Fu,}_k\{ear . .
. ’ IN . s o . . : . .

v

programs, sllghvtly grealer bdre1\L initiation of developme&nt programs .&as~

o . -

-reported by. LEA éperated Centers while for-Summer programs, slightly

preater parent initiation ot flctivity. was réported by;.CAA ‘operated . ,'
Centers., - UETE ‘ . o ’ o C s TA

- . . ? L] -

, ‘ . ‘ : . ' . L
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‘ : ' v y S
\‘ ot
TABLE 9. PERCENT OF 22 ACTIVITIES INITIATED IN MORE THAN 15% OF.THE CENTERS BY GROUPS
WHICH COULD PO’I’ENTIALLY HAVE INITIATED AC’I.‘,IVITIES FOR GAA & LEA OPERATED PROGRAMS Co

~ s v :
: N . Full Year 1967-1966 Summer 1968 , N
Ty Group ' R . LEA CAA * . LEA.-CAA . ' Lo
Policy Alvisory Committee ° " a8%  44% 44% . 51%
® Center Parent Group Committee 53 .49 39 48
Class Parent Group Committee - 23 23 .19, 5 - .
Center staff L 47 Al 1 a8 45 : '

N ¢

A uonipni-isou ol Lhe initiatfon levels of Lhe four groups indicates

e ~

that, nccol'(llnp Lo Lthe.Center Direc Lors’, slightly more activities were
. » , S

‘. ~

’-

initiated by 'Cent.g;r Parent “Gropp Committécs and Uy the Center staff than
b\' the l’olic\' Advisory Committee except for the Summer CAAs, (See Table 9‘.)

. What netivltlea did Lhese two groups support? _ o - ) ' ,' y

» -For, botl\ groups in. all four samples, parent development activities

most likely to be 1n1t1nted involved child growth and development, health ; o ' T,

'education, social (reweation),vntrition, and cl)assroom observat:ion. ‘There

-were: ho reliable LEA/CAA differences in Centef Parent Group 1f.1tiation tor

¢
. the full- venr programs., LEA sponsored. prograrj tbnded however to report E

more parent" 1nitiation o! child development W rkshops, classroom observations«

) . : [ *.
health educution and’ fnnnly planning programs,‘ while CAM were slightly more' : ‘

likelv to repox't 1nitiauon of fund raising/ acl.lvities. For the pample of ' -
i o

-bummex Head Starts CAA operated programs were slightly more likely than

LEA-operated programs to report some activity sponsored by Center Parent
h 2 . °
Group Committees. CAA Cent.er Parent Groups tended to roport 1n1tiation of ‘ -

at least one structured classroom pbservation program ‘and socjal event, S ‘-

Considering the relative amount gf time,apaila,ble,' the Full-Year—

? ﬁ;ummor diffBrences were not as-great as might ve expectec, except for the
“r . o ' e ' '
]

1igh ncL{vity z'étp of Lhe Sumnmer CAA program staffs, There were no reliable' . .
Y : . ] . . k'!b. ’ .

L X




_differences for

/

, Llie LEA pi:'ogxu'm

dud LEA stafls,

CAA s talfs we re

o . ‘
o

staffs,

»

For the.

Summer programs,

LN

~

,.

Al

4

4

v e

N,

o

in.teh out of 13 comparisons,

- _ , .
reported “more likely ‘Lo initiate a- given activity

the Full-Year programs betweeh rates of initiation"fo‘r CAA

the «

e

{han were -

...-._-V._-._.

programs,

K}

. - ©
aclivities in children's literattre,

-

-'fami.ly life and plauning,

. language duvclopmuint,‘ and Center po'ii'cy ‘and curriculum planning, -

grap had-little celteet in shaYing garent choice of activities.
. “ K 2 .
tended Lo

evenls

*

In qnmmarv, it would qeem as if the agency operuting the \Flead Start pro—

iitia
: !

and nutrition. The

-

te programs in child development,
- . . [

]

Center PGCs

.

“speech ;and

Cinitiate were child growth and détvelopment programs and health educa'tion '
t J . . . L te . ) .

The Summer CAA staffs,were, in dddition, more lil_cezl'y to initiate

healtn education R sOc ial

: TABLE 10. PARENT AND ST_AFF INITIAI‘ION OF DE.J?CTED -
e . PARENT DEVELOPMENT. ACTIVITIES! "\
. , Lo . . c A
. ' - . Full- Year 1967~ 1968 - Summer 1968 »
- ~ . Center PGC '>Staff *+ Center PGC Staff |
N - LEA CAp LEA CAA * LEAZ CAA  LEA -CAMW
1. Child Development ' 35%% 29% 43% . 45% 26% 27% 41% 50%
2, Classroom Observation 20 13 29 , 26 157723 20 35
3, Children's -Literature 9 .- 8 - -14- 16 5 .0 - 13 ~ 20
4. Health Education | 29 24 |, 32 33  26. 24 30 43
5. Family Planning’ - 19 15 18 15 .l 12v 11?2 16
6. Language Developneit 11 7 22 21 .~ —~10 8. 15 22
1. Nutrition o ‘22, 23 ..27 28 . 25. .21 29 32
2. Clothing . T 18 21 15, 15 14 11 9 7
5, Emp loymént 16 12 14- 14 .4 10 -6 9
7. Communlt.v Ru-.ouu.u. ‘21 .19, 21 21 14 18 19 ° 23
B. §ocial Events 31 30 26« 291 19 26 25 - 31
C. Fund Raising 17 .22 5 11. 2 5 1., 3
D. Policy and Progran ) o
© . Planning 9 10 20 21 13 15 15, T 29
’ SRR
: 1.. 15% or more Centers indicating one or more meetings, | ¢
‘ .~ : K3
..\ As Table ﬁ) shows, the activities the stafl. persennel were ‘likely to

rate ol stall initiated programs was higher for CAA

-

-

-

-

L]

.y




e . . ; . N . -

than for. LEA Summer programs. but: for the Full-Year programs, there were . °’ T ’

relat'ive‘ly few differences. The oontent of thé' staff-sponsored actlvlty 1n Ty S

.
.- . - te - v ” . . f

~ both Full: Yeax and Summex programs closely resembled t\he d1str1butlons for . .e
ﬂ [ . L ¢ 7
the CentmGC 5. The LEA/CAA dlfferences may appear 1ess compelllng on ¢

-

. 1nspection of Lhe Lables than t.he overall s1m11ar1 tle On the other ham‘i‘\)

* " Yo

the questionnaire mny perm1L us to see through a glass darkly : , ' - b
greater d'ift'erences in the role .of parents- and staff in "@AA and LEA operated T

Head Starts,

s \, ) ] N

Training Programs fo;»—i?arcnts:' Few of Lhe sample Certers p:‘.‘t;s'ided ' oo .

" courses such as literacy and vocational training., Pre-service and in-service . .- Lo

' [ : : : o

’ v . . . ) ’ e ’, . .
training for - paréents were reported by abcut 22% of tae Centers. There were,
. : : . ) o c : : :

' - : ) e
no reliable CAA/LEA differences. - ¢ S 7 .o >

t

_ TABLE }1. PERCENT, OF CENTERS OFFERING TRAINING comzsns e, n

'/\H . ‘ AND COUNSELING TO PARENTS - : o = N
. - . . , . b . . ‘f T
Full-Year 1967-1966& Summer -1968 : o .

LEA CAA LEA : CAA : T \aJ

Training Courses _ . , ' l - . S
1. Literacy . S 13% | 119 49, 49, .
_.2‘ 'Vocat.mual . o \ 8, ) — 3 + 3 P
3. Pre-service ‘o 20, 16 22 24 _ ,
4. In-service . R 2 . 23 ©220 21 R

[}
. v
-

Counseling (contacl with ope or more families) : _ S e T )
1. Educational/Vocational 38 © 30° - 26 24 o A o

. Family Counseling ang Referxals - 58 42 38 40 T
Secial Service and Referrals 58 £53. 53 46 SN

2
3.
',

rFl &

¢ v . : : A N . ) ! ‘ -,

. 'J’arent Counsel ing! Parent counsel-ing on educaticnal' vocational,

-

. ber sonal and soual sex'vm(. problems was 1epoxted by ahout 30% of the Centers., X
' . . N o ‘

As Table 11 llldlbi’tLGS{ Full -Year programs were sllghtfy more likely than the .

Summer programs to offer Yhese servites, In all of thé th.ree comparisons for
. . . . ' . \ ) : .u . iy '. RPN .

the Full-Year sample, LEA operated programs ‘were somewhat more Jlikely to - 8 i -®
R .o . : LY v- : :




-~

report some parent service: educational cbﬁnseling was offered by 38% of the
‘LEAlopechedAp}ograms as contrasted to 30% of the CAh brégrahs, family : .

counseling by 58% of the LEA-operated pfograms as contrasted to 42% of the . L.
: " o . ,

CAA programs and social servicé counseling by 58% of the LEA-operated programs =~

as contrasted with 53%”offthe CAA-bperaLed programs. The differences although

continuing to jndicapé greater LEA service were less marked in the Summer’ .

B

"programs. hr ' B . ) .

Parent Paid and Volunteger Participation: The number of Centers

- ’

reporting that one or more barents served as staff memhers in a variety of
\ v . ‘ c '. _ R » . R R - .
positions, both paid and volunteer, may provide some index of both parent

: ! ) P ' . . N ’ hd
involvement and Center outreach.. Considering first voluntéers, as Table 12

’

indicates, virtually no Cénter reported any parents serving as fuLI;time' '

L] . . ’

volunteers in any capécit .’ Parents_were most likely to volunteer as
: ~an) ty e ; y .

" e, . o . . .
TABLE 12. PERCENT OF CENTERS REPORTING SUME PARENTAL .
’ INVOLVEMENT ON VOL!NTEER :STAFF '
. , _ . -
° L Full-Year 1967-1968 Summer 1968  — ’
. ’ -t "Full-Time Part-Time Ffull-Time - Part-Time
o Position ' LEA CAA LEA CAA LEA CAA LEA CAA
1. Teacher Aide 8% - 10%  43%  41% . 0% 12%  41% " 31% .
+ 2. Health Aide . 2 r 8. 5 2 2 10 11 .
: 3. Social Service Aide ) 1 7 5 ;0 2 8 5 '
4. Nutrition Aide 1 0 6 6 1 2 7 6
. 5. Cook 2 2 7 13 3 .5 8. 13
6. Bus Driver 3 3 11 9 4 1 8 10 _ )
" 7. Trip Aide 2 3 29 33 6 "7 34 35 .
* 8. Equipment Maintenance, 0 1 14° 18 0 1 6 10
] 9. Clerical .. -0 1 4 6 3 -0, 7 4
10. Custodial 1 o 3 3 I 3 -1
11. Launderer 1 0 4 11 0 4] 2 1
12, Babysitter, - o 1 1 3 S | 9 9 .

"." 1. In 1966-67, about 26% of all paid staff members were Head Start
parents. The percénts reported. here are for Centers reporting one or more
s parents’participating in a’given capacity. :

- : —

. . .’



. . ¥ ’

- A Y Lt .
part-time teacher aides and as t.ransportatiq;p and .trip aides, For the Summer
- o : ) . BN : ’ o .
programs, LEA Centers reported a saomewhat higher proportion than CAA Centers

-of some parents Isérv_ing as volunteer part-time teacher aides (41% vs 31%);

- . . . )

the-differences on the other 12 staff .categories were: slight, For the ~/

/ v

~ Full-Year samples, the CAA Centers were somewhat. nmor2 1ikely than LEA Centers

-

: ] . . . <.
to report some parents serving (part-time) as cooks, as transportation and ]
trip aides, and as launderers. ) i o i

[y
.

Ay Table 13 shows, Centers were more likeI} to report some paid

‘ - N

full-time employment of parents as teacher 'zii'de_s. than any other category.

»There were no reliable differences in parent employment for the Full-Year

. “or Summer programs between CAA and LEA operated Head Starts, although for

TABLE 13. PERCENT OF CENTERS REPORTING SOME PARENTAL INVCLVEMENT- AS PAID STAFF!.

* Full-Year 1967-1968 . Summer 1968 . -

Full~-Time Part-Time Full-Time  Part-Time .
Position . X LEA CAA 'LEA ~CAA LEA CAA- LEA CAA.
Teacher Aide 33% 40% ‘16% 18% .. 48% 51% 8%  10%
Health Aide 4 47 .4 3 8 .5 2. 5
Social Service Aide 9 11 5 5 13 11 3 5.
Nutrition Aide 2 4 0 .2 4 1o '3 2 °
Cook: Food Preparation 6 © 14 5 10 2 "13 5 7-
Bus.Driver a4 3 5 7 12 14 4 5
Equipment Maintenance 3 4 3 4 5 2 2 5 2
Clerical - 0o 2 4 3 4 5 © 2 2 ..
Custodial ~ 0 0 1 1 2 .2 0 2
Laundorer -~ 1 1 0 0 2070 0 0
Babysitter 1 3 0 1 U 0 0 2

1. Centers indicatin’g one or more parents employecd in a giben position:

. \
N . .
-

SSY)

the Full-Year programs, CAA operated Centers were somewhut_mor'.é llké_ly to employ
Head Start p'a'rents as full-time teacher aides and- as cooks. .-

Home Visits: Virt:ually all of the Full-Yea# and Summer CAA and LEA

-~

programs reported that teachers made some home visits, Teacher aides, social

LY

workors, social worker aides were almikel_y to have made home visits. For
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. ° . ) . 4

. N . A

the Full-Year liead Starts, more CAA operated programs reported teachers made
’ . . . . \

.
. . N

home visils while more LEA operated programs feported.social workers made
A N ’ e .

home v1siLs (61% Vs 48%). All othem'differences were not reliable,

1

-The. xeported average number of visits per family per month tgnded to

be higher for CAA than for LEA operated programs; 54% of the CAA Full-Year

N . . - . ’ . .
programs reported an average of .twice a™month or more often vs 44% for
LEAs, and 54% of the CAA Summer programs reported an average -of two or more.

visits pef family per Since the CAA parents were

e

month vs 46% for LEAs,
more likely to-live in rural areas, which might be exbected to be less

accessible in some ways than urban areaé, this may suggest greater effort

with regards Lo in-Luu—homu'uontacL by.CAA operated programs. .
: . -

Parent-Teacher Classroom Contacts;
. I . - - .

The data in the previous sections

‘were

reponrted by Parent Coordinatorsg or by Center Directors., Classroom
- . o [
. o
teachers also were asked to reeord parent-teacher activities, As Table 14

- uf‘

indicapes, virLuully all teachers reported one or more censultations initiated

I3

by the teacher at the o

N

parents' home,

.
v

TABLE 14.

°

CONSULTATIONS ABOUT INDIVIDUAL CHILDREN INITIATED
BY PARENTS AND TEACHERS

Percent of Classes Reporting One or More Contacts

Full-Ycar 1967-1968

Locale

'Summeg 1968

Most at-home conferences were teacher

o

O

initiated

;- at-center’ con-

Initiator LEA CAA ILEA CAA
~ Teacher Homie - 77%  83% 79%  91%
+ Teacher Celter : 83 76 74 65
Parent Howe . 36 - 35 25 27 «
Parent - Center 72 .. 69 87 - 66
; - 4 ) > .

sultations Qeré_more likely to .be parent initiated than at-home conferences,

.

-which may underscore the- 1mportanee of ‘parent v151ts to th Center as an

% . < ' l :
. ~ i
~ . . . Voot . [
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opportunity ftor parcent initration of confuneHCQS'rcgardiné children. CAA

. . .. . . ..

L ,Ceﬁters. both for Summer and Full-Year programs,'wqre mdréflikely than LEAM

programs to report one or more teacher initiated consultations at the ™

i

parents' home; LEA Centers were,more likely than CAA operfated.Centers to

3

report teacher iniliated consultdtions at the Center.

,

- Fhere were no rcliable CAA/LEA differences in the number of teachers

’ : - N \ * | . . . ! . . -
reporting no.contacts with individual families: 18% of Full-Year and 13%
no-< . _ bt ok . _ : ,

- .. . . . - <

of Summer tcachers reported- no cqutacts. .
. . ' ) o - . s
-Mos't teachers reported that parents—both fathers and mothers-—'
d ) ’ : : . - * . 1 ' * . L ® :
participated at least octaskonally in the classroon activities. Participation
- ) . . . ? ) . ‘. o

-

wits reported higher for.FuLl-Yedr than for,Summer ﬁrograms,.and Qép{m thers '

-~

; than for‘fathursf LEA operated .programs, both Sunmer ardnEull-Year, were -
re parents were "frequently active."
- o : : .

more likely Lo report tlrat one or mo

\ . ¢

‘¢ ' < " .This may reflect the greater number of LEA urban families, 'and the smaller
. ' s ' 4 o o, .
. . ) , : , . ) . :
o ' number of LEA work'ing mothers and parents employed a4s teacher aides; it could
; : o . : . ron n

r .
1 B

D . o ) N .
be a:iso interpreted -to indicate grdater success on the part of LEA programs
0 : A . (W . .
. in developing attitudes foster{ng parent involvement in the classroom. Further
(ig analyses would be needed to check out the variance due to the‘first_threef'

e o ’ !

possibilities. ST . .
” L4

. <

of thu d[LurnuLives‘listcdd bringing the chiid to and from schoqi
4. . l Wt A .

/? .« Apprared to be Lthe most regular_contact petweén the school and the family.

. : . . . . )
(particulariys the mother) with "staying to wdtch or help in class,' and "going

‘with the child on medical or dental visits"

the next most frequent-activities.

. R - -

- g v e 1 e s

ok : Most t€achers indicated that the principal reasons for nonparticipétioﬁ |
' of: parents, were work during class hours (91%) and lack of bgbysitters-for .
; , small children in the home (é?%). Lack of tfgnsportapion was the third mést ’

o o v 0
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Lrequently given peason, affecting Summcr parents move than Full-Year parents ”
HN . ' ) T

'
i

.

A

and CAA purunts more than LEA parents.  Lack of interest was cited by about-
46% ol the Full-Year teachers and 35%;0[ the Summer teachers. . ’

- .
XA

Staffihgfvatfqrns: According ‘to the ggjdelg?es, llead Start prograﬁs

must adopt personnel pblicies which-will guarantee ‘employment of duélified
. i ) . : . Y .

personnel, foster obportunities tor cmployment of noﬁ-professibnals, establish

.career development systems including adequate training, provide a sound system

N

of compensation, provide objective review of staff grievances, ‘and stress the

.*
B

)

use of volunteers in meaningful reles. Staff qualification requirements
; - ) ¢ . .
’, . . s . ) - . 4 '
should allow maximun [lexibility for stressing abilities, achievements and.
At E . ‘I‘ . ] N - :
. pq}untTal as well as (ormal training. The Policy Manual furthermore provides
e © S . : . . <
recommenditions’ of minimum staffing ‘patterns considered necessary to support - .
’ . -

- -

\ - t

o /o . , ' A
the gull comprehensive program, and describe the qualificpfions and duties AR

a : . X ST .
of each position. | _ : . N

/
/
;

B / . . - . ’ N
7/ ftrom the responsc by Center (sitc)_directors and~staff m=mbérs whether or -

3 ~ Data are not available on all of these criteria, nor can one tell

‘.

/. - ' .
/ not 'the services required are generally provided by ail programs. On-site

.-

) 2

responsibility-of day-to-day operat ion appearshlo,rest on the/ teachers and

teacher aides. Tuis mny.be bartly due to the [fact that the majority of

“centers” sampled had only one or two classes, and thus "centers’' might be
cxpected to shq{u professional personnel at the program ievel to provide
5 . e v . S . .
psychological, medicul, nutritional, and social worker ‘sdrvices. This is,
however, an inference, as no direct:information is available on -program o
: - ' ¢ ") '
- level staff or scrvices available on-site through shared personnel.

@ Center directors listed thé number 6f full-time or parf-tim& staff members
involved with-Center activities., Most Centers had al least'oneé or more : ' ‘

.
-

- . . ! . v .
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- groups; on the other hand, there is no evidence regarding the qualifications

. ©
¢ o

Since the CAA ceiters were not less likely to report. that the functions,

“may be that the CAA operated Centers are more likely Lo use personnel in -

personal as contrasted with academic qualifications, or a systematic hiring

. were more likely to report one or more non-professional staff members such .
Lt . . .

-
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_administrators, teachers, nurses, social workers and physicians involved

i - . Il v .

on a sufficiently regular basis Lo be reported as staff for tha® Center.

Few of the -Centers fcpovtud»qnc ov more stalt members who
. : . .

wefe psychologiéts, speech therapists, physiciaiis, ‘dentisls, nutritionists
. . . a v v a .
or consultants. In general, the Summer programs were more likely than
" . . ° .
Full-Year Centers to report pr9fessionul staff availability,

o

LEA/CAA

\ . . . . - 4

differenccs werce tew for the Summer programs and more pronounced. for the

Full-Year proéfams}'CAA operated Head Starts were less likely to report;
Y -9 : : . )

administrators Y69% vs 78%), teachers with "degrees,' nuises, social

0 » . . F ‘ ' S
v o . . N ‘ . ‘. . : :
workers, psychologists, counselors, speech therapists and nutritionists.

. Cf .. : . R
were the designuated responsibility ol' some staff member,. one interpretation
- . .

“srofessionnl' roles who-do not have the specific college or professjonal P
b , ge :

Iy ..

.
- .

. \ . -
training for the pogitions they hold. On the one hand, this could indicate ¢

greater flexibility for the Full-Year CAAs than for the othfr three program

for the positions or the' factors which might have jnf}uénced'this decision—

~

anilability and interest of qualified persunﬁcl, differential emphases on . S

“

’ ' ’ . ' oy ' }
policy that favored diversity of formal backgrounds. e o s

As mighl be uxpuclcd, the CAA operated_progrums, thh Sumﬁer and Fuli-Year; T

~

_ . . . ' . N o -
as social service aides (54% vs 48%) and cooks (54% vs 50%). The non- o

professional staff patterns may reflect thé much greuter Likelihood of LEA

’
.

operated programs to be housed in schools and to use school facilities (and J -

presumably personnel) for such program components as nutrition (LEAs tend.

LT

,“;A__*~*_;__d__;;__ﬁ----------lIlllIilll;llilI-IIllllllllll.l.ll.illlll



to use schdol.cafeterias) and transportation (LEAsluse school 5uses).

u

. & : ‘ o : . .
While utik}zation of available resources is encouraged, the guidelines
. also suggest that where feasible; employment opportun:ties be created for
. . . . . b or., .
\ low-income personncl, e v o ,' J"ay

41 o The Staff Members: _While no data are available on thé'exact'number

) . .
i - \

of Full-Year and Summer Staff members, those most likely to have returned '

-

the questionnaire may have been the staff members present at Centers ».

i\ % (sités)‘on a regular pasis,uas'the.forms were sent directly to the Center . : -

S - . ol s * 0 . o .\ Vo
Directors, mot to Program Direclors, or delegate:-agencies. Thus, the data

L may reflect more accurately_the staffing,pnttcnns-gt,the Centers themselves, .

rather than pérSOnncl and sérvices shéred among sites at the proéram level .’
. A Center 'is defingd as a physical locdtion, or site, hay?ng_one or mdre
Head Start classes., - Though the yénge of classes pgr Center fof{the four : e f.
K i o sampleélwasbfrom one ciass_to more tﬁan 30 classes, mosﬁ‘CehLersftehded to
) bé sﬁallf.twofblasses pér.benter for Fuli-YearlLEA ahd C4A programs, and
' . . -~

. R . - .

o

< four classes per Cen;er<t6r‘Summer LEA and .CAA programs.

}; ' " staff Membqr Status Within Programs: There were statisﬁiéélly

; . » rcliable.differcncoé betwedén LEA and CAA Full-Year{bf@grams'in overall
Y . .. s . oy '. .

. distiibution af staff mc¢bcrs. ,LEAs tended -to employ more p}ofessionals, - _ >

"> while CAAw reported a greater concentration of personnel in semi- and
N _ o . - N '
non-proféssional positions. According to the Policy,Manual, two-thirds -

_ .of 'Head Start positions can be filled by ndn-professionals. By this ' St

eriterion,” the Full-Year LEA programs were about-t0% ovefstaffed with
Lt © : ‘ * "
- professionals.

i = 4

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




e
A

5
R R R G

.
pracan gt R ey -

o
";3;.*}:“?.&‘ D

S e ey o, 8 T BT TR 0T

s v e = St et e Ao 8T

2 R T S A BT TR A PR, S S8 e e et o £
M .

/

" pution of staff members in the Educational/ﬁsyéhologic&}/Socihl sphere.

~had significantly morc;cooks/qhau(feurs/maiﬁtenance'workers~than did..LEAs
. clerks than did CAAs in Full-Year program§ (16% vs 6%),; in Summer the

'hnd'nonrbpdfcséronﬁl positions, while ,CAA programs tend to report more
H el -~ , .

. 9. et e et o A TR et o g e RS g S N
N R

l . ' » . ¢
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.,

\\ .
TABLE 15. DPERCENT OF STAFF MEMBERS IN PROFESSIONAL,-SEMI-PROFESSIONAL, -
: AND NON-PROFESS10NAL POSITIONS |

i posTTIONS ) B
- Full-Year 1967-1968 - Summer 1968
R - LEA__ CAA “LEA ' CMA

-

Professional ' . L A3%. f34% . 38% 38% ¢
.Semi-Professional : S a7 35 34 31
Non-Professional _ R 3L 28 26 30

7

Within.the professional category, there was a small hut significant
. L] .

o A -
difference between Full:Yearﬁ%ﬁh and CAA programs in the overall distri-

<

LEAs had a.greater concentration of administrators and tcachers. than did -

CAAs. ln'éddition, the yat;q>offadministrators to teachers was higher '’

s

for LEA Eﬂ?” for CAA Fﬁll;Year programs: one. to four or five vs one to 'six.

Within the somi-professional categoryfih Full-Year brograms, CAAs repbrted
. ) . 1
signiricnntly more teacher aides thn did LEAs (80%'VS.7L%); in Summer’

e

. N . ‘k r, v N ) b . . ‘
programs, the difference was smaller, . ’ . '

- ' . . . o \"\_
A breakdown of the non-professional category indicates that CAAs . »

’ A

in both Full-Year pvogvams‘(54% vs 42%)., And Summer programs (42% vs 35%) .
» - .. ) 7 ) g' ] ’9 ) < ) .
LEAS, in contrast, had a significantly higher proportion of secretar}es/

)

[] "

difference (8% vs 5%) was not signifitant. LEA prograMs Léna on the whole
. . i . ) .

S , : .

to report relatively mord administralive personnel in both professi%?al\‘, ‘
. o , )
b

Jdirect serviee" . personnel, .

. -
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* Staffing Patterns at Centers: No specific information as to the .
. ' - . . o .. ; . . ’ . ’ .. v . . ' ) b
distribution of staff members relative to children and families served :
S i o o : ~
The Policy Manial guideligejé' (which . .

.

. is available at the program level,
are ql_iiie,'f;lexible) indicéting maximum 8nd minimum numbers of staff

- members pe_‘i total number of children are at the program level,'” Many,

t_v'p‘es' of ‘staff mgmbers are not required to be present at Centers (on . : _
. b : ' Toe - s Yo - t. . . - . . . [ >
site), but rather to provide their services to the barget community on' " '
- : o ' R o o

a regular basis, at the program level, : oL ; . LB

The two sta-ff members whosc presence on site' was r,équi-red on L R
. . ’ : [ !

~ day-to-day basis are the teacher and t-eaqhe'rhaide'l The data do /npt ‘4

‘indicate, however, that one teacher was 'emp;oyed for .each class in 100%

. ) .

of the Centers. It is impossible to determine whether this: reflects . I

A N

reportingfem:ox's, doubl_é sessions (twé classrooms) handled by‘ one te'acl.xer',.
_or _actuél ;each.ez' shortages. By this crite‘rion,‘ clagses also a.p"peared,'
to be-wunderstatfed in terms of 'te'acher, aides, .- Thoi_'xg.h ‘the-Policy Mé.huai_l' .

spec.fies that each class should have one paid and one .volunéeér tqacher»' .

"aide, statf data t’ofms' returned for both'LEA ‘an,d'CAA_programsv,yielded an BRI

:aVerage of only one teaclier ‘aide per class. It is possible that some
) . \ - - .

staff members who reported 'themselyes as "other" semi- or non-professiondl

'

personnel functioned in fact as teacher aides, or that some teacher aides S
N . N ’ ) B 1} [ ' ." N
served more thah one class or were présent on less than a daily’basis.

' “virtually no other types of professional or _sem.‘.-p'r_pfiessionalj R

~ . . ¢ . . . -
staff members were reported present on a per class or per Center basis. \. '

-
.

hough LEA programs were slig_htly better staffed with f)x"ofessional
- Educational/Psychological/Social peréonnel" than-were CAAs,’ the only

. . [+
g . K
I8




. specialists (outside of.teachers) present at- 20% or more of the Centers
5 1 _ . Y , .

. . . ' . . P
. ‘ . - !

in botn‘Fulerear,and Summer LEA and CAA programs-were administrators S e

e : e <y o N

e . a ’ ¢

- : L
and social workers. e - ) . / - _ .
: - a® . B f" B k . < .
o ‘ . /- : . . <

TABLE /16, PERCENT OF CENTERS' REPOR,'I‘ING ONE OR MORElADMINISTRATORS SOCIAL"
e L. . WORKERS, AND.SOCIAL ShRVICE AIDES)
“ ' ﬁ // . ..
S : : - / i
e e - o o FullﬁYear 1967-1968 */ Summer 1968% .’ .
T Y 7T U TTTIEA CAA . LEA CAA A R

C W Administrators’ N o Lo 45% Cofs1e . - 78% T2 . . L

" Social Workers 7 R . 26 Sl . ! 52 59° : . .
Soc il ng-y,u-o Ajdes T N £ gyt Bl .62

* . . i. - ) : Sy

[

ot 4. *Thu higher percentages in gummer may. refleet. the larger size of 7 o)
: gel ey ! ' size _ R

Summer Centers. . P .o /! , :

S o N N ; foA ' - o\

. . . .
- L. Ly B ; . - . ™t

The disgbibution of‘semi-professionai educatiohal/ﬁéychological/ s
.- . . ] ' [ N » .-
\ : : oo .o 1 o <
fsocial pursonnel (otUcr than teacher, aldes) bv Center 1nd1cates that CAAb LR -
. had somewhat more bOCldl sexv1ce aideb than did LEA@ (?3% Vs 30% in Full— .

» J "‘ " . o E. .

l - L
' Year, aud 62% vs 51% in Summer programs). " This finding may .be. of soile . - < ~‘ e
- . . x co ’ U . ' * CoL - “h . .
- impértance, because it is unlikely that ‘social service ijdes were shared’ .
N . , . . ] . . . . 4' ) Qe . B . . . ‘

_among Centers.. ,
. ) L e, e : , . e ] )
° “. A per Center distribution of profess}onal and semi-professional

’ . . Q P . . % - o

,Mcdiéal/Dq%tul stalft members may not yiéld a }dliableupicture of'éqtual
B ] ’ o . Y72 '] -‘ ,‘ ) . R ~
services rendered, pccause it is likely that total Medical/Dental services - - .

were contracted out by some programs. With the cexception:of nurses,- no
) : T,

- . i

s types of Medical/Dental personnel were reported. al more than 18% of Full-

Year, or 20% ol Summer, Centers. ., .

LA In the case of the non-professional staff, both Full-Year and

a 4 -

" ,.Summer CAA programs and Summer LEA programs averaged more than one cook -

b




| . . .
P . ‘
! . . B

chauffeur or maintengnce worker per-Center. At least one- secretary or
: . . - o T

_clerk was present at 15-37% of all Centers. . ‘ . . . .
e T .0 ' - * o , . ,uﬁr.

Fuhction of Staff Members as Directoré'dr Coordinators: The, , -

Policv Manual specifies that at the program level additionhl or regular v -;

. stnff members are Lo serve‘as dlrecfbrs of the Chlld Developmenb Program,
. . - . nd .
Education’ Progxnm, Medical (and Dental) Semvices, Nursing, Nutrition,

Psveho;oglcnl bexvices, and Career DeveIopment and’ Training, and as -

coordinators of Vqlunteere-ahd of farent_Activities. Lt was not expected . /

—~ .

(hut each function Would-necessarilv be carried oul by a different in—'
. * i’
s divfdun&1or on:a full time basis, but rather that some sgtaff member would

~, .
©

be designated Lo perfoxm each functgpﬁ

’
. -

\. ' . : . . { ot ‘
TABLE 17. PERCENT OF CENTERS REPORTING STAFF MEMBERS FUNCT1ONING AS . A
- i DIRECTORS AND COORDINATORS ’
e . . .
e _‘Full—?ear 1967-1968 Summer 1967*
LEA CAA: . . LEA CAA

.

Directorb uf

Child Development Pxogram a " 829 100% 100% 100% - o "
‘Ed.scation Program . ' 100 ‘86 . 100 100 .
Medical SoTviceH - 24 24 . _'43 47 :
Dental Services ' 17 18 . 34 - 34

30 36 .70 55

Social Servige . S
Nursing . e ) ’ . 15 .14 . 33 30 >
| Psychological Services 16 10 : 27 21
Nutrition : 27 37 - . 53 53 .
Carecor. Duvolopmunt & TrainTng ‘ 26 . 20 ' -2 11
! - Other . _ . N % ;.f§l . 64 L 96 100

Coordinator of -

Volunteors . .58 . 63 . " g 100
~ Parent Activltic : o 13 ) 86l‘ 94 100
\WOther N S . . B33 *"- 38 ~ . . 58° 80
’ v ) I ' : l I — . l . . . .
*Here again, percentages may be higher in " Summer programs beceuee ) .

" of the larger size of Summer programs. : L : S




"As Table 17 SllQWS?, the only tunctions performed at more.than 50%

Jof all Centers are Dixféctor of the.Cnild Development Pngr_am and the .

Education Program. and Coordinator _of Voluntcers and. of Parent Activities. . . , . .
N ?_‘ -‘ ‘/‘ \ . . . . o .Y v - ’ v o \

For the Full-Year programs,” CAA opcrulcd Centers reported significantly | - .

C e M - " o A . ) L4 ._' ) .. .
mord on-site statf members-serving as dircetor of the Child Development o

[y

rogram, -of the Nutrition program, of "Other' programs, and as coordinator
prog ! g :

.of Parent Activitics, .Full-Year LEA programs reported significantly more -

‘directors of the Educalion program and of Psychologicai Services at .

: ' : . . v - ' :
© Centers. - For SummersHead Start, s-ignjfi'cunLJy more LEA Centers had a

, -

ditectorr of Carcoer Development and Training, while more CAA Cen ters had a

dircetgr of "Other” prograx‘ns,\and coordinators of Volunteers, Parent

~Activities, and of "Other' programs. *° o . p -
4 T : v W )’

T ducational Bankground: ~In Full-=Year but not is Summer programs,

LEA staff members had had mo'rg: formal schooling and haa attained higher '
‘levels or degrees than'CAA staff members.
S o ,

. TABL+ 18, HIGHEST LEVEL OF FORMAL SCHOOLING COMPLETED AND HIGHEST DEGREE
"RECEIVED BY S’I‘AFF_MEMBERS: PERCENT OF .SAMPLE REPORT(NG EACH LEyEL

@ -

. -  Full-Year 1967-1968 - . - Summer 1968
B - LEA CAA ' LEA CAA

e . i g . N

Highes! Level Attended o . i} L o :
None or Elementary (grades 1-8 7% AS% '16%  19% L
High Schiool (grades 9-12) . © 38 - a8 - v . 36 =36 : S
College or ‘more - 53 35 ©44: 41 e
! : . .. o - o e o ’ - . y -
Highest Doegree Receldved, . N N .. - - .
Elemcntary (grade 8) . °. 15% .. 26% , 23% - 22% - 7.
. High School ;e o gl 47 . . . 28 .29 e
Bachelor's of othuoer degree 42 - 22 - . 40 KY f




.
A . -

For Full-Year prograus, 43% of. the LEA staff; .as compar\eg_i with

@ gt ’ ’ ‘ . 0 . . .
. 8 24% of tho CAA staff, had completed Bachelor's or higher degrees., Since .
15% of the'Full -Year LEA ‘staff and 34% of the Full-Year $AA staff -
o F ) ' / . ‘ E : o ' ’
;- ‘ _tlwmsclves ‘as professional personnel, roughly 2% of LEA & 10% of CAA - ST
. . B N ¢ : Lo : [
3 : . . ’ . - ' ) . & . '
Ftlll‘-'z}feax' staff members seem to have filled L‘)rgfessional positions for .
i . .
which they wgre nol formally trained. .
i Co - - J : _
L, . . 1 . i ® .
i o " The fact thal mone LEAs. than CAAs had formally trained personnel .
4 .}: . . . . . . - : ),
A X o . . ) . .
¢ in professional positions does not negessarily mean that CAAs provided , N S
¥ . ; ) : .' . . . T )
', low quality programs or deviated from the intent of Head Start staff ,
o "policy. The Policy Manual states, "OEO does nol require compl&tipn of ' -
. . C e ) . : N i e
. b degrees or certilicates as a condition of professional employment,"'and
i A S . . , .
: " . . ’ . LN L ot i}
; Nearly two-thirds of the jobs in Head Start progrums” ave potentially ,
} available for non-professionals.” However, the Manual also states that o
§ . .» : . . PR * - ’ . . . {
R - M. ... unusual cirdumstances or néeed should fiot be used -to condone hiring
SRR R Lo D -
: : " of lesser qualificd persons when better candidates are available," Since - = - Lo
N . ’ < . ' ) . . o, .' . > ) _‘ .
the prreentage of professional personnel (especially teachers) required- ’ S, ’
) v to mect certification specifications varies from one  jurisdiction to
. ‘ . another, . the quality of staff cmployed by CAA and LEA programs. cannot be
e meaning tully evaluated without more data on speeil,lc\j:\hlring practices, . -
t local conditions, and other factors relative to employé}.ént standards s ., -
' well as information on stafft effectiveuess Ry several different criteria -
' ’ . ". ' : ‘ ) o
within the program. - On- the whole, the avail.able data indicate Lthal: LEA . / / R
’ o . programs were morce ‘likely to be sﬁ-affcq with persons having higher degrees,, ! M
N . . - ‘ . . X ' . . . . . v ‘ .;; ‘
| . while CAA staff were'more likely to have been selected for other reasons. e
2 A A M . . H
_' ® ! &,
. . . - i . - . o R ’ . . ‘. . )
\)‘ . 4 . . . . / - ' ~ ) : ' N o
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“ . - .
v Prior Training of Professional und Semi-Professional Educat ional/ :
5 . ' ’ \‘ . . . : '
} . l‘svcholugical/So‘cml Personnel s A bignliu,antly hlghex propoltlon of the
P o v ”
3 bull Yc.u LEA Lduk&tlonal/Pbychologu_al/Social staff \55% vs 37% for CAAS)
3 - * .
‘ lnd t.lkun degree-or lc.n Lgd cducat ion or home L‘(,Ollomlu‘ courses '1L a collegg
r a .
i '_or.un tversily . In Summer the difl’cruncc was nol signiiicant (53% vs 51%).
3 v . .o . .. ) \ . ‘_
$ . . . oL L v 4 .
‘ E -~ r . Thee speeilic undergraduate téaining of staff {ors whom the question was ° ‘
; crdlevant was not peliably difterent, however, for LEAand CAA programs,
7. .‘
| -~ . TABRE 19, MAJOR FthD* AND PRACTICL 'l‘LACI{lNG EXPERIENCE OF PROFESSIONAL
E ) AND SEMI-PROFESSIONAL I:.DUCATIONAL/PSYCHO JO(JICAL/SOCIAL PERSONNEL
| _IN ORDER OF DESIRABILITY ACCORDING TO THE PILICY "MANUAL
T Full-Year 1967 -1968 " Summer 1968
LEA  CAA .. ____LEA * CAA
| ‘Majob kD or education; practice _ .
teaching with preschoolers . v 33% 35% . 249 26%
[ Major in ECD or l‘:vluiucntary kd; no : .
} practice-teaching with preschoolers 43 qu 56 51
’xv . . . ] L v . ‘ \ .
» . Major in Eome Ec¢., Sccondary kd. . } _
e or other kd.: no |nacL1c¢. Leachlng _ e :
b _with s nesuhoolc . S , .24 25 - 19 23 '
i N . . . . . . °
L k B : T hd L] a
o - *Not neccs'saril_v a Bacheloy's degrec. 3
E The Mantal indicates that wmajor in carly child cle‘v‘elopmen't (ECD) with
| . supervised pz‘c'schor}l practice teaching experience -is the.most desirable 5
. : - . ’ , e » . A o
prep atxon for l{c.ld Start Leath(.,l s, In this instance, the failure” to B ]
v s . N . [ . . . . . : o - K
' C : - . _ 3 ¢
& find ‘Signif‘lcanL l.ldA/CA‘A d}iffc-ren‘qscs desp itc oLherv sta{fi-ng pattern
¥ . . .
4 : - . i L
' ldlvcx guucu. may suggu'-l. t:hnt if - the foxmally trained pestnnel are’ hlred ) _ ’
at ull. the mlmplu (,AAq‘ and LLAH were equallv able tQ, attract well qua11f1ed T
) v - . Lt ) ~n
% . 5 P . b ’ ’ <« . 3
4 staff and equally l.lkgly to ‘scleut;’thu bes tvamong_ what pei'SQllllGl were o e
“ ‘ . ) - . . ‘ . ‘ c E . ' . . \‘ . \’ p .
5. . K . LA . P B R - : . i ST
available, . ) S ‘ R ‘ Ry : N
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‘Age: 'The median statf mumbex? in both LEA and CAA Full-Year programs

was 37 ycars old; in Summer the median staff member was 31 yéars old.

For Full-Year ;)i'ogx‘ams CAAs had a small but significantly greater number

of. yvounger staff members (16-21 years old) while LEAs had significantly

more vlder stafl mewmbers (34 and above) .

P
a

—— et
. v

. ) '
kacial/sthnic Mix: CAAs employed a higbor propertion of Negroes -
bl Lk g . \ -

« and a smaller proportion of Caucasians than did LEAs in both Full-Year

¢Loand Summert proprims . In cach of the four mijor 'brograms, the largest °

ecthnic component of “all other” stalf was Mexican Americans,
'TAli[;E 20.. RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF STAFF: PERCENT OF STAFF MEMBERS
' ny SELF"'RE_PORTED JETHNIC GROUP -

T
3

, Full-Yoar 1867-1968 _ Sunmer 1068
T LEA CAA _ T LEA___ CAA .
SN - :
Cauc_asian Cother than Mexican . i
American o1t Puerto Rican) Su%h 33% " 16% 45%
Negro - ' e T 260, 46 ~ .30 39

- . \ . - ’

ALL other - ‘ 13 12 15 7

status (}l;yid/vollxlntéex'): 0f thosu reporting, 88-90% of all Full-
year staff and 81-85% of all Summer staff were paid e‘m;')loy'cesf A higher

percentage of voluntegers than paid personnel may, howevetr, not have

.completed Lhé'quus‘t. x'onnuiru,. There were no LEA/CAA differences on this _

° item, ’
. s . Y . -, ‘ 4
‘ ) L Hours. Worked per Wedk: O those! reporting-a largcr proportion T
(] BN et S . .
%

\(‘u‘bouL 5.%) of Pull-Yeary than Summer staff ‘(abou_t 25%) worked more than

J33 howrs per woeek., There was no reliable difference between LEAs and

d . s

CAAs in overall distribution of hours worked per. week. L




- community members Lo serve as staff .,

.

N

Rcside;w‘c: 61‘ those reporting, a significantly higher Proportion

.

of the CAA than the LEA staff members lived in the community in Whi.ch.th\.\ey

worked (73% vs:60% for Full-Year, and 76% vs 629% for Summer programs) .

¢

o,

This it would appear that CAAs may hz_a-ve done a better .job in recruitjing -

Length of Heod Start Employmént: Full-Year LEAs were more likely

® ., D o ] ) e

than CAAs to hire stall members with previous Head Start experience: - '
\ . . , :

(S : ‘ .
4.4% of the Full-Year LEA staff and 35% of the CAA staff has had more

* than one year ol Head Start experience. There were no reliable CAA/LEA
L} ! ’ . . .
+ ) PR I

differences in previous flead Start experience foy the Summer progranms? -

51-53% had had three months or Yess at time of report. .

v ' [ ' b '
* It isditficult to interpret these data without “more information
. . . N - . -

" on local employment conditians, Full-Year CAAs nltliyv'ha\'/e had a greater
4 . .

[ 4 s .
turnover in staf{ members’ than did LEAs. If so, this might indicate that
o . . \

= 3 .

LEAs did 2 'better job of training and apgrading ‘their personnel, mov ing

-~

’

thew from lower Lo higher positions wi thin site. on the other and, it

is possible thal LEAs were less likely than CAAs to make extensive -

4 . . . -

treeruitment elforts cach year within the communities they served (thus
reducing turnover duce to mobility), or that CAA personnel moved from on-

site positions to other jobs, possibly at the progi'am level, . !

A\

Al tendance at Head Start Train ing Progi*ams: Head Start programs

.are wow required to offer pre-service and in-scervice training to all staff

T mombetrs. c Until recoently, the wmiversity<sponsored training sessions were :
intended mainly tor teachers and teacher aides. While teachers and teacher

_aides comprised only 50% of all Full-Year stalt, amere 10% of all gtaff
reported attendance at Lthese right-week sessions. In contrast, & larger

\\

- IN
. '

\.\"‘\. o \
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*propection of Summcr stalf and signilicantly more CAA personnel, (43%

vs :n"}:.'ru.- LEA) atlended one of the l‘iv;:-day university-sponsored
p.re-sprvice u-'a;ning scgsions. intended for all' Sum'mcr staff,

The bcrconlage of svtaff members who reporl.ed"a‘u»tending in'—lseriricel i
L}'L\ipﬂig .au.iiv‘it.i.c:.-‘; was substantially higher al though ﬁt is not clea'r

whe ther cach QObcr ‘participated "in at least one type ¢f activity or if

. .
a .

“about 35% of the staff did not attend any in-cervice-activity. A reliably-
" g o _

3

higher propox-'l.ion of LEA staff members repox'.ted attenﬁlé}nce at in-service -

lectlures, movices, and demonstrations in Full-Year and, Summer programs;

at teaching guidance in Summer; and at univex"sity—-based adult education . ’

; ctourses in Full-Year programs. By these reports, CAAs tended to provi:ﬂe
B N

i; - . : ' N : ) ' .
proe-service training Lo more statl members, while LEAs provided in-service

training Lo more staft members . ’ ’ -

[}
- . : b

TABLE 21 . PERCENT OF STAFF. MEMBERS WHO RECEI1VED IN-SERVICE TRAINING

Full-Year 1967-1248 Summer 1968
. LEA  CAA LEA" " CAA L C.

) ' : .
Lectures, movices, demonstratjons . . /
on child 1,evel< o _ © 65% 62% ' 48%  44% - T

[

. Guidance on teaching prcschoolcx.'s. 49 49 - 29 . 23

Adult education courses at B
nearby University* 20 13 -3 2. = {

.

- &

.
1)

*¥Such courses were mox'u"‘gcccssible in \\}inter than in summer. J

A . o °
.

-

. Annual-Fdhily Income:  CAA personnel reported considerably lower

family incomes  than did LEA st.aff members for both Full-Year and Summer - ' -

progranms, . . ’ .
N .

l
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j v ' , ] . : . / | ; /!
} _ TABLE 22, TOTAL FAMILY, jico'mm OF STAFF MEM}LRS‘ St /
. ) C : . Fujl-Year 1967-1968/ Summer -1968 |
e - L . - / LEA  caA -7 LEA  CAA ,
. , v : - ” ) 0y ./' R « . B . B
/ : C$2,999 or less e 16% 20% / 19% 249,
‘ i : $3,000-1,999 . . v 20 24 /. . 17 20
; : C$5.000-7,999 /. 23 20 22 . 23
% . $8,000- or wore ' f],_ , B //20 ' o 30 23 . /
! . . . i T . . / . . ‘ -
‘ . At e ot 3 | —— —— ——— ~ . 0 .
t ] 4 . / R 3 G i ] T .
: For Full-Year programs, 27% of the LEA staff as compared with .13% of the
S - . _ ¢ .- v : . |
; CAA staff reported tamily -incomes of over $10,000;this difference was -
g ¢ - . N . .
: . . < 7 : St .
Yo not as great -in Summer programs (21% vs 15%) . Though 'these figures repre-
‘ « S / ’ : . o
f ., sent familx. as opposdd to Head Siart sLaff,meMber‘earnings. Lhey_dovseem'
! " “parallel to differences between LEA and CAA staff member status patterns. | o
) _ - s - ~ C
L g ' CAAs tend Lo employ more .staff who afc'economically disadvantaged in terws
of ceducaiion, fumiljuiucomc, résidenge in the Head Start (iow'income)
. . , s . ‘ ;
nc;ghborhood. and ptevious paid employment. _ . . T 0
‘ Foveign Laﬁguage Proficiency: Significaﬁtly more CAA than LEA .
SN

Stal't members (83% vs 77% in Full-Year phograms, and 83% vs 76% in Summer.

'

ﬁrograms)?spokc ounly English, whilcd considerably more LEA staff members

“reported both knowing and usiug Spnﬁikh with Head Start children (13% in- '“:
vFull—thr and 14% in Summer'programS)‘yhan did CAA staff members (about .‘ \ oL
: ' - ! T

\

6%) . A comparison ol thesc figufés wiQh data on the number and di'stribution -

~of English and’ for non-English spedkjng chiidfen at Centers indicates that,\

most probubly. the majority of the non-English speaking children: had.- o '\

O ! oo

47, reguladr contaet wath bi-lingual staff mémbers! These data’might ‘indicate - K

that, in compliance with the Policy Manual guidelines, both LEAs and CAAs . |
attempted to. recruit bi-lingual staff wembers where there was a need for, | .

+

t hem, ' . '

f
i

43
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i , " Previous Paid -and Voluhteeq_gwperiehce Relevant to Head Start

~

Employment: Fifteen to 30 percent of all staff members reported six or °

: o N ; o S .
more months of prior paid and/or volunteecr experience working with pre-

schoolers, groups of low-income children, or with other low-income s

' .

individuals and families. InAall cutegories, LEA staff{ members had

significantly more paid experience than did CAA personnel;, while CAA " - ' _ . !

o g TG S e T N R

L ' staff members had significantly more voluntary experience with groups v
of low-income children and with low-income individuals and families.

~,
P

° T ‘ . Fuc}rilicng Virtually all..Summer Hcad Start prsgrams,‘both CAA ¢

and LEA operated, were focatgd.in schools;: the ﬁajorjty (69%) of LEA

ot e 5

3 .. operated and some (19%) QAA operatéd Full—Year preograms were also
~located in schoo}é; CAA operaéed Full-Year p&ograms were more likely

to be housed in churches or other, neighborhood facilities:

’ B ’ co . .
¢ The location of the Center, both in terms of specific housing and general |
2 ‘ L ’

. . A . . ,-’
arca (rurc!/urban) would be expected Lo have spme impact on the facilities

avigi ible. In gehurul, however, Lherc wenc.fewer'LEA/CAA‘dffferences

than migh( be expected. .Virtually all programs, FuIl—Year and Summer,'

.

P g LEA and CAA, reported having as wuch as or more than the minimum 35 square

. ' teet "per child of indoor space and 75 squarc feGL of outdoor space. The _ s . |

-

,CAA Full-Year programs werc less likely than the others to have a-great -

deal more Lhnﬁ‘}pu minimum;- the LEA ﬁrogrnms; both, Full—year‘and Summer,
were likoly to huvg.a'grgét dea} méré than the minimum indoor spacé. This . . B
vmuy’rcfléét‘Lhé‘luét'tﬁat thé pﬁbli; s:hoal ;léSSxogms'ana bfayéf6uhds' i ¢

. P . ‘ . ) ‘ . L "
.usbd by the LEA programs werc likely to have been constructed-ﬁo.bé used

N Tt A BRI T ey i,

Tt o

. S R .
for a larger number of children than the:church and othgr facilities used

e~

by CAA programs. ' - ° - S

P R e e T
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Most Centers reported ground ‘level outside play areas with sun and shade, "
/ . R g .
/ . ' - .
More Sufmer than Full-Year programs reported open fields; more LEA than

CAA prdgrams were said to have fenced-in play space and more_(4§%.vs.18%)

reported the surface of the plry area Was blacktop. For the Full-Year

" programs, CAA children were more likely to have dirt or sand play surfaces

. available.

.

“1n lisijpg the eqhipment avéilable. virtually. all Center:\(QO% or more)

repbrtud hncing'pdcking boxes and large'pluy ¢quipment, hOUSekéébing equipl
P . -2 . ) - [} .

ment, dolls, fingerpaints, crayons and- chalk, balls, toy cars, boals and

trucks, puzzles, pegboards, and phonographs. Almost}as frequent (80%-90%)

were slides and jungle g§ms,vwheel toys such as bicycles, dramatic’ play

¢

clothes, puppets and musical iﬁstrqments. About 66%-80% of.tzg programs .

.

~ reported swings, sandboxes (which were not universal), pets, waterplay
. ; . ) =

5 .

cquipment, flash cards, tape recorders and movie or slide projectors, .In

.

general, the varicty of standard equipment available suggests that most

.

clasyes had some access to materials considered important for preschool

. developwent.  The data do not indicate what additional materials were

imuﬁgvisud by the teachers and parents nor the ways in which what was
- . ] ' :

nvailable might have bueen utilized.

n ~ -

Comsﬁﬁison ot CAA und 1LEA p?ograms indicated that there.werc relatiJély few

différences for equipment available, alghougn CAA.programs'were more iikely
to febort swings.und qther moving equibmentt(e.g.: gée-saws) while Lgﬁ
prégrams were;;oru iikely to report.equiphent suéh as flaéh cards, - tape
. . ‘ , .
rbcorders‘anﬁ'movies_and slide projectops.‘ (For example, 62% of the LEA

-
* . .

;-
i
3
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FullFYear'Centers reported use of tape recorders as contrastéd to onfy

6 M

'44% of the CAA operated Centers:.). What diﬁferences there weie indicated
that more resources were available to the LEA Centers, but the 'differences

were not as great as might have been expected on the basis of Centex’

3

‘locationf ’
' e * . . . '
In considering facilities in additjon to classroom equipment, for

the Summer progrums, LEA operated Centers were more likely to have a

parents' room and a first aid room while CAA opetrated Centers were more

b a

likéiy to report a kitchen. For the Full-Ycur‘programs, CAA Centers were

more likely than LEA Centers to report a kitchen (8l% vs 62%) and a
parents’' room (35% vs 28%) .= Since,LEA programs were more likely to be
B i - : . s - . '
housed 'in schools and to use school cafeterias, site characteristics

.

rather than program policy may be reflected in these data. The higher

. ' 5 ,
_proportion of parents' rooms availablo for Summer programs by .the same

line ol ruﬁsoning may reflect the greater avaifability of space in the
' &

scheals during the summer more .than Center choice.

Virtually all of the Centers reported books were available in the class-
. hi} - ) .

rooii. Relatively few programs reported Hooks in a central location,- for

lakfng home, or other Lakclhopc équipmcnt. Move LEA (97%) than CAA (88%)

Full-Year Centers reported books in the classrooq;.mbre CAA (60%) than
.LEA (49%) Summer Cuntpfs repoftcd that a pubijc library was nearby.
. /s .

Curriculunm: (According to Head Start policy, Clenters develop their
~~ oWn pfograms within general guidelines describing sound educational'

principles lor youug childrcn: ‘The label attached to the program is.

~considered to be less important than the attitudes of the staff that

Ve

cncotirage exploration, trust, and close interpersonal relationships, and




o
the b;-é‘adth of experiejxce thﬁt', ‘with proper direct'ion of the chi'.fld"s
att’encien. can broaden the child's perspective. and freedom in contact ing

' tﬁhis'. world. éuestiocnairee are not 4sensi'tive ways of indexing teacher
dtﬁitudes sdch as belief .in.'theﬁchild's potentia_l for graowth. The
ql_;csticlxnailx-c did attempt fo obtvain.'some g‘eneral iridi"cat.ors of program
cmphasis,_ which shciild be- cpnside.réd as generalié:‘cpre‘ssions' rather »fha_h
as sclid i‘nl‘orm‘ul.iqn ‘on c'lnss_room activities. l |

Accord.tng to the Center Dircctors, cnvironmental enrichment was "

~

the. genm'ni descriptor most appropriate to the curricula; relatively few

prc’gx'd-ms 4wcx'e descxzipéd by o.ther rubri'cs‘. \The Summer programs sho'ﬁed
few CAA/LEA diffex-exlccs; ali:hough CAA4Directors tended to be sligctl;
'“more likely to check descriptors such’ as structured drill and responsive G
onvironmcnt; For the ull Year progrth CAA Directors were more likely
Lo describe the class as group day care and less likely to describe the '
~classes as 'responsivc cnvironment" and "envi‘ronmental enrichment."
Tho curviculum emphasis, according to the’ Directors, was about
evenly dian'lbuled in all areas but -one, Ovcr 75% of all cfla.sees were
described as emphasizing sensory motor deveIOpmen't, language develocment,

social skills, concc'pt dévelopment, sclf-cstecm development and motivational

dcvclopmcnt. while ubout 50% of all Directors rcported one or more classes

v’ N
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with academic skil.ls emphases.l -There. were no reliable JLEA/CAA differ-

ences, in these proportions, although LEA Full-Year programs tended to

. . ks .- , . . ) . .
be more likely to report sensory motor, language, concept, and self-~esteem
. . v - . . ‘ ) . -
emphases

[
< . B - .

This might suggest that the .LEA operated Fuli-Year programs were ) -
. ] . . : . : ) ’
more likely than CAA programs to have goals articulated in the language 1
N : . - ] ’ .
- of the qtigs\t;.jom'mii'e. Some writers have suggested that ore-planned . .
M . ° . o . W

programs s tructured to develop such skills as' language, basic mathematical

and spatial concepts are more likely to enhance botlh cognitive and sdcial-

‘ 1 ! t ' - ) N . N 3 s l ' . " '
cmotignal development than programs with considerable peer interaction, -

-

enrichment through ficld trips, dramatic play, and in general;, a less . ‘

. . . @ .
\ . < . .

packaged pre-academic program. Studics now underwday should provide more

“ . N . . 8-
dofinitive information on-this issue than is currently available. It is
interesting in the context of these disi:ussions to note tl}at \LEA operated
) . . " : ' ' ’ c o G'

'lluad-smrts were not reported to be more stercotypically pre-academic and

CAA Nead Starts were not repotrted to be more sterevotypically oriented to S

< o )
N\ @

1. The extent ‘Lo which these might reflect what is actually happen-
*ing in the classroom: cannot be stated from available data, There is some :
suggestion, however, of a correspondence between these Center directors'
reports and the reports of observers for anothey sample. . For the 1967-68
national cvaluation sample of full- year classes, observers’ who were fre-
quently in the classroom were asked fo rate program emphases. The observers , _
found considerable v1dence of activities likely to promote language develop- . . -~
ment (74% of classes were rated ‘as some or more)., social development (83%
some or more), concept: development (76% some or more), and the development ’
of self-esteem; Conslstent with this survey of the Center Directors, train-
ing in academic skills (e, g., readmg readiness, begmnlng arithmetic) were ,
less likely to be Obbt_lved a8 a ‘strong program emphasis, 61% of all observed .
classes, however, had at; l(.ast some acdtivity dnected to Tthis .end.

*
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) . tindividual‘-thldre‘n and for the class, is as central to child devel‘oprf?ent

o

‘immediate envirgnment, broadening his

s

[

: ) i « . <. ) : ’ )
. greater LEA recognition of the classes in their programs M all of the

list of articulated emphases and objéctives; perhaps LEA Directors are
. o e . * : 4 : . . . , !
‘more tccustomed Lo labelling

“

class curriculum emphases by these terms -
) o .

N :

-

or the LEA teachers may have
more clearly than the CAA Leachers. -From sone points of view, dif- .

" ferentidtion of the developmental status and appropriate gpals for
< s : : - -

. . . e , . N N

as specific léchniques. From another point of view, the list- repx;%sents
’ A -, ]

an educat ional

establishment's 'point of view of -significant approaches,

.
v

and "llxd_\'{. be inschsitive to otheyg emphases (e.gd. » parent-school relation-
J . s . [ .

s'hips) or innovative approaches ‘that weré-.not mehningfully-described .
. . ‘ . , : ; . :

i

by the altefnatives o_f‘rcrcd Lg the Centcr-Di_qucL\D_rs. Further, probably

site obgervdtional,

f .

studies 'would be needed to resolve this possibly
central question. N : ‘ A ST

ot

- Field Trips: According to.the guidelines, "Field trips should be

‘planned for the 'ptil'pose of broadening the child's knowledge of "his own

) ) E ' : .
cultural experiences and broadening.
his horizons about the world in which he Mives."

1 \

Most Centér Di rectors

art iculu‘t.cd- these approaclies and objectives °

»)

o




. in which he lives; cultural events such as‘qhildrén's plays and musical

_to report visits to libraries, farms, industries, waterfronts, and visits

"food, (b) .that parent$ be engaged where"possiblc_ as cooks and helpers, and o

While data are nol available on all these criteria, the report‘s from the .\

-
-

.

reported field trips which‘mi'ght be expected to broaden the child’s

. S ) & : .
knowledge of his immediate environment and his horizone about the world

.
- .

productions, while lcsskfrequen,t, were report‘ed by about 25% of all Centers. ‘

For the Summer programi. CAA cCenters were more likely than LEA Centers

.

u

from the community ieaders and tradesmen to the Center. For the Full-Year

programs, LEA Centers were more likely to report visits to museums, libraries;

and. zoos. In general, the LEA Fullﬂ?ear Centers appear to offer a greater ' e

varijety of experi'e.nces through field trips than did the CAA operated Centers,
while the most active programs of all four were the CAQ, operated Summer

Head Starts o ) . ,

Nutrition Progran; Acéoi‘ding to the guidelines, a inidmorning snack

and a lunclieon meal, preferably hot, are of great benefit to the child. A

quiet, in‘:timatq sctti;lg with adults sérving and eating with the children,
_ < . A _

such as the classroom which also may be expected to have tables dnd chairs

-

of the right height,‘ is. preferred. [The guidelines also recommend (a) that : -

provision Be'made to provic‘i‘e_instruc ion in the purchase and preparatidn of-

(¢) tfmt a qualified nutri'tioqisy be reéponsible for determining the menus

B

and supervising food preparation. A . ,

. ’

‘Center Dii'ectors indicate that about 20% of the children received a hot

. . . . ' . . ]
breakfast, nbout 75% a snack, almost 100% lunch and about 50% an afternoon

+

snack. CAA operated Summer programs tended to. be \nore likely to serve a

hot lunch; CAA opcrhtcd Full'-Year. programs tended to be more likely to

50 - - L
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snack:.

)

serve a hot breakfast, and LEA Centers, a hot

® Cooks were most likely to.be responsible for meng";')’ianﬁ'ing;- howevér, almost - W)

as many of the Centers reported that a putrition-isf~' (30%) or. a nutritidﬂﬁl
" - . - ok : )

consul tant (30%) -paéticipated in menu planning. For both 'Summer 'an'd’-

- )

' . v . . . " , . . . - : :
Full-Year programs, CAA Centers were more likely to report participation

. o

- in mcnu-pl:inuing by the cooks. Since more Full-Year LEA programs used the - .

‘. - ) . - . . .
school cafeteria, the 37% vs 49% difference .in cook participation may indicate
that school sL‘aI‘lf typically selected and prephred_the children's food. .
. o L _ , - .
T . e ,
. However, for the Summer programs, about 62% of both LEA and,CAA Operated - S
\ . ® : . ' . :

Centers’ reported eating in the cafeteria,’ and 52%' vs 72%, respectively,
L A o . C T
reported cook participation in menu and food service planning. This may

indicate a policy difference in the extent to which paraprofessionals were’
”~ . . .

i
P

involved in making '"professional” decisions, .rather than housing-dictated -
. . S i , ! o
. 4 . . . . .
convenience. = .
. i . i * i W LA

e In the majority of programs food was prepared on site, However, in both oL
. - ~ ’ ‘

o - .

Full-Year and Sumn'x’ecr programs, CAA operated Centers were more likely than
, e tl N
LEA operated Centers to report on-site preparation (70% vs '58% and ‘83% vs

7-1%‘ respectively).

5

® Acvording to the Cent_ei' Di i‘chon's; more, CAA. than LEA Full-Year. operated .

gx'ograms served food in the classes for the Full-Year proglrams; the majbrity

- . B

*of .the Summer programs used school cafeterias, ‘ - -

1

® Most proi;rams reported that ?'c,hildrer’x participated in setting the table and

cleaning up.- CAA Full-Year programs w}lere rﬁore likely than LEA programs to
report child participation in setting the table aﬁd in serving food.

THus-.the CAA and LEA 'prbgrams were cqually -likely to involve,
the childrey’ in Llw'cleuﬁ-up chore while CAA programs were more likely to

L w—
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prov_ifie an.og'pcé}'tunity for children to pa-raticipate in the_ n'uxjturant aspects
of.'t'oodbprepar‘é‘t_gioh and service.
| 'I’he'lmajox'it‘v (about 75%). of all Centers- prm{ided child-s}ze chéir_s :
alld_'tgbles for men‘ls. iy WI}ethér child si‘/zg or adult? s'::Lz_e, virtually evéry
Center i‘ppOrLed ‘Lhu teachers ate wirt;ﬁ the childggn, ‘Scme psycllologists r_eceh.tly~
. havg ;«t1°e;,-;sed the importénce for low—incomé chilXdren of meals. and of this- -
._kin.c:l. of meal—éct t;'ixig for bot.hv cgguitivé and afféc_tive: de'vel/opmeqt . It
would ﬁppea;' from f.his sample that _Héad Start ha.-; long been brc;v_idiné what ;
has currently been n-comnwn_d.ed;

_ Mobiiizing Community ‘Resources ; According to the guidelines, "The

- suceess of Head Stai;t in;“. the long run depgnds' on the support of the ge",:néral :
E'ommunit';y, Many agencies\‘, organizations and associat'ions have been providing
sux'\{'icés whic;h are vital. tO:Clli}d Development Ce'nter\s ‘e [these] organ-~
"izations can and ShO;lld provid'e_‘ services basic to the program.. . |
) Mob~ili'z_ut, ion of counmmxnﬂty resources i'{\:olv‘es‘ more tflén'agen_cies and groups. .
.Indi'\'idha\:l's_. ‘COU;lxl.t he’a'vil“v as a community re;‘ource oL 'jo_urn_h"list, lawyerb_,‘_;‘.;‘."i
bank'er." ad,vert:isir)g man, each has a con,trib'ution to makf.- to the p-rdg'ram.‘.':_\.. .

Involve them all in Project Head Start."

g to the reports of Center dirccetors, Head Start has . reached

‘o?ix-t to 'Commimities, utilizing résogrces where availablg and éenlist ix';g the |
coaperation of ox'igani'fzati_ons and ihdivig;luals,'witl;in the co.mmunit;y. _
e The majgrit_v (over 90%) c;'f Centers are located in the‘ne'ighbo;ho:ods fron;
\:Vhich ﬁl&q childmnt come. Virtually all of thé Summer.programs were lo.c‘ated
in :?choo.ls\; abo.ut-..?O% of the LEA Fuil—Year programs Wgre locétea in schools .

. 3 S B
whilg about 53% of the CAA programs were quartered in chu

W

rches or community




.

e Of the programs that were not operated by LEAs] the Summer CAAs rpportéd

extepsive hse of school Servipes through use of buildihgs, 6fficés and
L ' teache:S. The Full-Year CAA Erograms;:whife less likely to use ;he scgooisb
\i\ physical facilities, ;e}e“eduglly l§kely.to:énlist the support of con-
\ " ' o o :
N\ sultgnts;from.the scgool system, and also reported cooperation with .teachers,

.

administrative personnel and school program coordinators. o8
. . . » N 2

(Vg
.

. @ Agctive commuﬁity support of Head Start was reported by all progfams. As

.might be e&pecteg, the Full-Year programs wvere reliably moré likely to‘

o . -

report\active involvement from wmany community resources. For the Full-Year

programs,| LEA Centers seemed more likely to mobilize support in the form of

'épecches,\coverage by TV and other media, participation by youth organizations,
, o R i -

by community organizations, by professional organizations, and local:business-

- mén, The differences were in_éome instances substantial, and may indicate

\

. 0 s '
T greater community support -for LEA operatcd programs, greater success in
. 2. - hd

mobilization'of:these_resources by LEAs, or, possibly, tﬁat the urban

R

_“ locations Qf.ﬁhe LEAs offered more oppOrtunity‘to fecruit such drganizational'
supporf. There wére no reliable LEA/CAA differences on -this item for the

Sumner programs . . . ' :

-

® Whereverpossible, Head Start policy is to utilize available community
1 . . ' ) . . . ..

resources rather than duplicating gervices.  In generéi, the Centers were
making full use of whalever was available, Of 26 listed ageﬁcies, nine

1

were used by 75% or more_of the summer LEAs, 14‘bj'75% or,mdre of the . ’

. o

summer CAAs, 11 by 75%.or'more of the full-year LEé4s, and 16 by 75%

o€ the full-year CAAs: CAAs tended. to be more liyély t?hn’LEAs td repoft

1. The ‘baseline here is (available and utilizg&%~/_(a1l1ava11ab1e).

Y

4 L . N
. ) - - ¢ ‘ ’




’
) o '
utilization of available community resources. '’

e Full-Ycar CAAs were particularly active in using existing agencies &here

available for family'scrvices and for wb;k related training programs; for

example, 82% of the Full-Year CAAs but only 68% of the Full-Yecar LEAs

. reported contacts (where available) with community job training programs,

- ’

e o - There were no instances in which proportiohatcly more LEA Cenfers reported .
"reliably greatcr'utilization of existing agencies than did CAA Cepters.
® Resources nmost heavily used (90% or more) ‘by the Summer programs were public

health clinics, group recreation facilities and nutritional consultants.

The resources used where available by 90% or more of the Full-Year‘progrmns

T - * - were medical labordtories, public health centers, group recreation centers,
:. R . ) . “" : . ) . ' .-
s ) | . nutritional services and work training programs.
5 : ) - . .
‘ LY

e Purticipation ol individual members of the commumity kas,been regarded by

N 1

. ’ "Head Start as essential to developing a st¥able and effective program. According
to the guidelines, "Every Head Start program must use volunteers to the fullest

extent possible . . . College, high school and junior high school studénts .

"

make excellent volunteers. wilhout a survey of community resources,

it 1s difficult to estimate the.extent to which all availaole volunteers are

being recruited; the information on breadth of volunteers' participation
may offer sowe points of LEA/CAA comparison. As Table - 23 shows, the breadth

‘of . recruitment was greater for Summer than for Full-Year volunteers, and

greater within the community than outside. CAA Summer Head Starts were
'morc-likeiy to report recruiting colldge-age volunteers (25% vs 17%) and\'
professional volunteers .(41% vs 29%).  For the Full-Year programs, CAAs \\‘ . . :

t . " were more likely to report participation by senior high school students
. . . X P

- R < s and by profeﬁsionnls,from the ncighbortiood .. .

. - - : B A . - ) ) :
ERIC '« - A - O _ o A _ : .
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TABLE 23, . PERCENT OF CENTERS REPORTING ONE OR MORE VOLUNTEERS

. Full-Year 1967-1268  Summer 1968 ‘
Source LEA CAA " - LEA. CAA
Elementary School ’ . 20%  22% ’ 43% 49% .
Junior High School 13 16 . " 69 - 65
Senior High School : 23 .32 59 66 -
College . , : T o s
from Neighborhood 11 17 " 17 25
from Qutside 16 20 . 17 17
professionals . ’ ' ,
from Neighborhood . 17 28 29 41 .
from Outside . *o.28 23 17 19 '
Voluntarily Unemployed . .
from Neighborhood - 57 55 45 T~ 48
from Oulside ’ B 26 20 17 13 Ly,
! : ~ )
More voluntarily unemployéd» volunteers (housewives) were reported 'to-‘\ ,
have participated in the F‘u}lﬂ(ear programs than in the Summexr programs, )
) . . . ' ' . ' . - ) "
suggesting possibly greater availability of parents and housewives during
the winter when other children may be in school than in the summer, when
other children may be at home. ‘Balancing this, the Summer programs recruit - A
a substantially greater number of students.  If there is a greater likeli-~
¢
Jhood that the student volunteers will include young mepn than will the _
. X I . . ) . .
voluntarily unemployed voluriteers, then it would appear that Summer programs
offer greatex',o;;'pox't.unity for participation by men. According to the guide-
lines, "Men q’ré’pdrticularly desirable as volunteers since so many of the
children havé a limited ﬁale influence in their lives."
e More Summer than Full-Year programs reported participation by older sibs « -
. and by Youth Cbrps workers. More Full-Year programs reported participé,i:ion
by commnunity organizations. In the Summer p.rograms, CAA operated Head Starts
\ }
were more likély to report one or more Youtt} Corps volunteers, and volun-"
teers from youth organizat idns. community organizations and professional - \

1

o .A ).Aké——~“
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v, .
organhizatrons. For the Full-Year programs, more CAAs were likely to

» .
,report participation by one or more volunteers who were older sibs, VISTA
volunteers, and Youth Corps volunteers. -

- - \

e By these data. LENprograms seemed more likely.to recruit organizational
. . ,

support : through estaBlished agencies and programs, while CAA
programs were more likely to find a broader base on support of individual
’ . v . )
commitment and were more likely to utilize ‘cor'nmunitys resources, par-

ticularly in the area of job training. ' .

The Health Services Program: Children, from low-income families  \
[4 ] .

.

o .
often do not receive what is considered to be sound medical care. In

'
4

summe v 1965, over 50% of the children had not bgen- examined by a physician

during- the previous year; over 50% had never been to a dentist. With

routine examinations, incidence rates were found to be substantially

-, higher for Head Start childreh. than for economically privileged children.

In response to this need,. Head Start ﬁas directed much effort to providing

comprehensive health services through the cooperation of the American
N \
Academy .of Pediatrics. . N :

According to the guidelines, "K\'/’ery»program must correct or alleviate
all existing medical and dental problems and promote future health through

immunizations, dental t'lour.ide treatment, health education of children and

‘parents. . . ., ‘ - )

As more children have either attended previous Head Start programs,
or are younger siblings of Head Start graduates, medical status at time of

entering the program woukd be expectéd to- improve, .Th_c percent who report
having been seen by a physician or dentist has increased _st}evadily over the

past four years. This repdrt will not present data for "experienced'" and




"program new' children; the reader might; however, keep in mind'that about’

35%. of the iull—yuur nnd 42% of the eumnerisunple children had preyibuelp

attcndee Head Start, | : : ' '. o T o
| Tne medical/dental queetionnaire was usuallyfcompleted by-nqreee,

hcuith eides. teachexs and, other pereonnel rather than physicians. In

" addition, the forme were dietributed at the end of the program, so that

7reeord keeping would not have been likely to be responsive to the question-
naire reQuirements. Either the reepondent was uncertain or no intormation

was reported for about 5% to 25% of the children for almoet all of the

'

" items. The complete percent of reepenee to each item is reported in the
tables in Appendix C. Since CAA and LEA Centers varied'*n the percent.of‘ ’
"uo'information" responses from item to item for this gection, the baseline

for moet comparisone excludes the 'don't knowa.

Jlmmunization: At time of entering the eample program, leee then‘
hni( of the children for whom intormation_wue'aveilable had received full
.1mmunizntiou,tor dipthuria, pertussis and tetanus (DPT). poliomyletie}_..
smallpox o1 meusles, The chiidren onrolled in tuli-year;oAA opereted |
proérame weru lese likeiy than children enrolled in LEA progreme to'havel
received DﬁT{quallpon or neaelei:ehote; for tho eumner progreme, children
uttending CAA.eperatud Centers were more likely to heve,receiVed DPT nnd.

.ieee likely to by immunized againat polio, emellpox or measles, By tnie

index, the childron attending CAA operated programs seem to havo réceived

X

.leee satisfactory health care prior to Head Start.

At tho time of the medical report, epout 75% of the children for 7
whom ente‘wore availablo had reeeived‘full immunization[ng:inlt DPT, polia' .
amallpox and measles. There were no reiinbie‘cAA/LEA di!!ereneen'ior

i)

R S S




N,

summer .or Full-Year programs on percent protected against these diseases.
at the time of the report. This suggests that the Summer programs were
as effective as the Full-Year programs in providing “this serVice, and that,

as it were, the CAA physiéians were providing more service in response to

the greater need.

While it
information is available were immunized against these diseases, less than

100% immunizution secms less than satisfactory. About 25% of the children

L}

1

is encouraging that the majority of cNildren for whom -

were not yet fully immunized against DPT, about 30% were not immunized

against polio, about 25% were not immunized against measles, and about

35% had not received a smallbox inoculation, _The medical report does not
L v . . N
indicate why these children had not received this basic service; a further

investigation would seem appropriate,

TABLE 24.

AND FULL-YEAR CAA &

]

INITIAL AND FINAL INOCULATION STATU

4

/

S OF CHILDREN ATTENDING SUMMER
LEA OPERATED HEAD STARTS: DPT, POLIO, SMALLPOX'& MEASLES

Summer 1968

. Full-Year 1967-1968

Full jimmunization for " - LEA CAA LEA CAA
Diptheria, pertuséis, tetanus

Initial status - 61% 58% . 68% .56%
" At time of repart 76 75 78 71
Polio’ ' . .

Initial stdtus 51 50 62 54

At time of report 70 68 70 68
Smallpox A ' ' . ' ,

Ititial status 48 39 49 44 -

At time of report 66 67 62 59 .
S Y
Measles . ~ .

Initial gtatus . 54 44 93 46

At time of report ‘. ~ 79 74 70 72




-
Screening Tests: For about half of all children, screening tests

for tuberculosis, anemia, hearing problems and visual problems were reported.

The majority of children who were tested did not have positive responses.

~ The following incidénces were' feported:’

.TABLE 25, SCREENING TESTS.ADMINISTERED AND PERCENT OF
ABNORMAL CONDITIONS REPORTED FOR CHILDREN ATTENDING
LEA-AND CAA FULL-YEAR AND SUMMER HEAD START PROGRAMS

Full-Year 1967-1968  Summer 1968

LEA CAA LEA CAA '
Tuberculin © -~ Lo T ’
Test ‘administered L '53% 56% - - 51% 58%
Positive response _ ’ 2 "2 2 2
Blood test for Anemia . .
R Test administered 48 53 .o 57 " 65
Anemic condition i .12 13 - 11l LO
Hearing test oo :
Test administered ) 57 49 ~ - 66 - 69 X
Abnormal response ‘ 6 4 : - 5 5
+ - M
- Screening test for Vision v . ot
Test administered _ “ 64 58 ! 78 76
- Abnormal response . : ‘ - 8 11 9 9
while the incidencefrateSuﬂbpcar.low as percentsy in terms' of
children examined they indicate that about one child in 10 was ‘anemic, ’

that about one child in 11 had abnorwal vision, .about one child in 20 had .
. abnormal hearing responses and about oné child ih 50 had a positive response

-

to the tuberculin .test,

..Follow—ub Treatment 6f Children with Abnormal Rasponses on the

Y

‘Sereening Tests:, Aéco}ding to ithe guidelines, "Merely examining children
- without énsuring that the medical»and dental problems will be treated is

a purposeless exercise. Plans which do not assure that each child will ~ >”'




”» .

receive all necessary treatment and: preventive measures will not be funded."

oy

55

The medical examinations aré given throughout the program and:initiation

of treatment may be sched‘ied after classes close and after the forms are

. . . . , L ‘
returned: it might be expected that completion of screening, further exam-

inatién and treatment would not be 100% completed by the end of the summer
. -~ o .

2

_ ppogram'énd éarly spring ( when the full-year data are collected)..

As Tablé 26 shows, aboul 30% of the children were not yet evaluatéd

or treated at the time of the report; the summer programs had somewhat

higher percents of no action, particularly for the hearing and visual’
. I, -

prbblums‘follow—up.

L
LY

»

TABLE 26. FOLLOW-UP MEDICAL SERVICE FOR CHILDREN'WITH ABNORMAL RESPONSE
ON INITIAL SCREENING TESTS: SUMMER AND FULL-YEAR PROGRAMS

' ~ OPERATED BY LEA AND CAA DELEGATE AGENCIES

Full-Ycar 1967-1968

Summer 1968

30

- B LEA CAA LEA CAA
Tuberculin test pdsitiven N= 30 38 . 48 32
Being screened v 10% 3% 29% - 60%
Treated | 23 32 12 3 _ .
No treatment necded 44  55° 29 32 . c T
Not evaluated or treuted, NR 23 21 29 6 o
“Anemia testeabnormal N= 113 211 228 145 —_—
* Being screened T13%  19% o 25% . 16%
Being treated 61 31 . ‘58 55
No treatment needed 12 . 26° 10 14
Not evaluated or treated, NR 15 22 7 18
. t ) , . . .
Hearing test abnormal: - N= 65 2 53 110 61 R T
Being screened . 43% 43% .. 38% 34% ’
Being treated = c 17 21 8 7 ‘ g
" No treatment nceded . . 20 9 21 /3
Not evaluated or treated, NR ' 15~ 17~ 28 53 ) S
' vision test abnormal: N= 102 . 138 218 127 , '
" Being treated . 399, 329 '23%  19% o T
No treatment needed ' 30. 38 19 16 : _
- Other - § 31 .. 58 65 ’ :
. . ) 6 . . . S o RO
... .. L R s
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While virtually no children (less\than 1%) were listed as Ucondition
requires treatment but child is not beihg treated, " for too many'éhiidren

there was no information, no evaluation reported or evaluations in progress.
- .
. , R : . 1‘3

to provide assurance that follow-up was satisfactory. There were few : _,

reliable LEA/CAA differences in treatment status for the four medical

v

. conditions-considercd, except for anemia: Suﬁmer LEA and CAA and Full-Year
LEA proérams reported that -about 60% of the children who had abnormal
responses on initial screening were being treated while about 12% were

examined and found not to need treatment., For the Full-Year CAA, programs,
twice as many children were found not to need treatment,qwhich meant only
f C ]

31% were being treated for anemia.

Such comparisons as were possible indicated that CAA progréms were some-
o what wore likely than’ LEA programs to report ‘that rccommended screening tests

had been administered while LEA Jperated programs were somewhat more likely to

record follow-up ol actual (as contrasted to scheduled) examination and treat—;

i {

ment of medical problems identified., While the sample sizes are small,
’ . "o ‘ . . ) : . .
and the percents accordipgly less reliable than for other compargsons,

the data suggest the need (a)'to explore the rcasons for the apparent delay |
! .(\\\ in providing all medical services, from screening, through inoculations and

¢ further examination to. treatment and (b),@yr a uniform data collection

system to provide more reliable information on a facet of the program that ' B

has -been given considerable prominence.

Al

Dental Services: - Most children (about 60% for full-year programs * .

.~ N ) - *
and 80% for summer programs) had received a dental examination at the time

of the medical report. Of those Qiamined, the majority had been Seen by a

Q ~dentst rather than a dental technieian or a nurse. About 58% of the .
ERIC . . 61 - , '
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children for whom information was available were found to have dental disease;
6vex' 96% of these children héd dental caries. Of the children for whon
dental prdblems were identified, the majority had had or were receiving

.

recommended dental treatment, (See Table 27.).

~ TABLE 27 . EXAMINATIONS GIVEN, CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED AND COURSE o
~ OF TREATMENT FOR CHILDREN ATTENDING SUMMER AND FULL-YEAR B
' LEA AND CAA ADMINISTERED HEAD START PROGRAMS

Full-Year 1967-1968  Summer 1968 -

LEA CAA LEA CAA
E..\aminatid,n given - ) . 60% 62% 79% 79%
Dental discase found . . 54 57 63 54
Treatment given: ' 'N= 1,027 1,195 1,921° 998 - . -
In treatment 61% 58% 59% 69% . ‘
No facility available . - to 5+ . 3 -3 7 :
Other reasons, no treatment . © 11 17 17 '8

Unknown status 23 22 22 ie

ool

¢ o

Of the children with known tfeatment status,- about 80% were reported as .
. _ 4

receiving treatment or as having completed treatment. The LEA operated
Ful'l—\'ear'progra;ns were more likely to rebort_treatment than were the CAA
Full-Year programs (83% vs 74%); for the Summer programs, CAA operated

Head Starts were more likely fhan LEA to report f;bl‘low-up (82% vs 75%) .

There were no differences in percent of children of known status receiving
L .

t |

treatment for Fl;II-Ycar an.d Summer programs.
| ‘ Prophylaxis: Reliably more children a:ttehding LEA

tllan.QAA~programs for whom information waLs available. rouFinely ~drlink

Tloﬁx*idatred water (56% vs 40% for full-year apd 48% _vs_36% 1;‘01" summer) .

1£ tl;e percent of children who had flouride ixpplied to their teeth during

the Head Start program is considered as a percent of children known npt to

62 .
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' routinely drink flouridated water, then about 40% of the ''eligible children"
are reported to have flouride application. Sliéhtly more LEA than CAA

children received this treatment, . , VA -

The dental pfogram thus appears to identify a greater percent of

. treatabie'conditions than 'does the medical _program, This is probably
xelated to the fact that while relutwely few childrén are repor nevé'i“
én sre reported,
to have seen a phvsician, even in’ the recent programs, over 30% of the
; children had not previously been examined by a dentist. The k_novm

follow-up rate appoars to be higher for dental than for medical_conditions,'

particalarly as compared to followv-up'fo'r hearing and visual problems,

- : 3 . . 3 .
-

0O

BY

'fhe medi.cal/dental data do not permit reliable comparisons'

L

6f LEA/CAA -opex'nte.d prbgr'arhs. Fewer children were examined than might be
i expected and known follow-up was less than satisfactory. There is some
evidence that this may reflect prev1ously described problems in the medical

o . .

’ records: the recent GAO r_eport found © higher rates than these Census

N

data indicate "6f examination and of treatment- for a sample of programsA
. I

oo where the GAO personnel tracé'd'doﬁn the medical records. It would appear .

4

that a more uvatematic evaluntion of the medical/dental program would be o0 b.“

appropriate. giverr the proportion of ‘the Head Start dollar that is expended - |
/

on these services and the importance ascribed the medical/dental program.

~ Some preliminary data on the impact of CAA and LEA operated programs

- - on children's dcvelopment._ + In 1966-67 and 1967—68 a nat;ional

assessment of the impact of Head Start on -the children and their families
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- cognitive and ,perceptudl-motor functions are not. as.'yet available, and the

‘close to average,

was undertaken through a network of University-based evaluation and research

Centers,

‘These data are not as yet completely analyzed, althohg‘h preliminary

findings are reported in mére de.ta"ilz -elsewhere. . The data at p’:resent a_ffo'r-d
compa'-rison' of the imp'acf of CAA and LEA operated p_rogramé on tl}e children's
écvelopnieht as indexgd by the.Stanford-Binet I1Q, the Preschool Inventory,
and the Behavior Ilnvuntpry. Repor.t of these data should not-be .construed

. - . : . ]
as Head Start endorsement of the Binet as the primary index of the impact - .
of the program; analyses of the'social-emo}'idnal data and of more detailed

Binet is simply presented as one among many other rheasui'es, one that

' -

happened to be analyzed more readily than thé other, non-standardized - o

m‘,t;easures" and was available for two consecutive years, : ' . .
£ ' . . . . TS
1 . ] X . ]

é As Table 28 shows, children in both CAA and LEA operated programs

&;. ‘ ' . ) : 1

had higher scores when test§d after about seven months in the p'trogram
than at thé time of initial testing which took place after about three - , ’ ’F‘

months (1966-67) and two mgjnths (1967-68) of Head Start experience., The

_final levels (average 1Q of 98) are close '.to” the national average (100) on

N\

the test. Analyses of the data. by week of Center.operation at time of

) ’
P

initial test show that the weeks 1-2 level for children without previous

experiem“:e, is about 86; the' gain scores repof'ted for the on-the-average _ -

late period of testing.thus are ;i-kely to underestimate total improvement ~

while the final level, which may be the criterion of most concern,- is e

3

I
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TABLE 28. AVERAGE STANFORD-BINET IQ SCORES AT INITIAL AND FINAL e
TESTING FOR SAMPLES OF CHILDREN ATTE\DING LEA AND CAA OPERATED - .
- HEAD START FULL-YEAR PROGRAMS IN 1966-1967 AND 1967-1968 : : ’ T
- -
: ’ Binet IQ
5 Age at Initial* " Final Adjusted Covariance F
N . Initial Test Mean SD Mean SD Mean’ Ratio
' 1966-1967 o : .
LEA - . 318 56 mbls. 95.1 13.5 . 98,5 13.5 97,9 L _ .
CAA T 437 60 93.1 14.8 97,8 15.6 98.5 1.15 - e
1967-1968 . o
. LEA L 276 . 91 mos. 92.0 '11.2 98,0 11.4 98.3 .,
CAA 988 ?3 ‘ 92.6 13.0 97,1 12.,7° 97.0 4,86

\
.

¢ *The 1966-67 children were initially tested after an average of three mfdnths
in the program; final tests were administered on average of four months later,
after the children had attended.Head Start for seven months. The 1967-68
children were iniftia'lly tested after an average of two months in the program; -
final tests were administered on average of six months later, after .the

children had attended Head Start for eight months,

e In both 1966-67 and 1967-68, t'hex:e were. no relﬁiable LEA/CAA differences in

.
-

B 13 -
the final IQ scores; analyses of covariance .adjusting for initial level
. . ) . ]

¢ .
“, 4

indicated a statistica'lly reliable difference in favor of tlie LEA operated
.. v, . _
prbgrgms in 1967-68 but not in 1966-67. The absoluyte magnitude of the '
. ) ~ ) . . kY

difference between the adjusted means is,°however, less than one point,;v

"in general, the data do not indicate greater gains for children- attending

LEA.opérated ﬁrograx'ns'on the Binet than for children attending CAA operated

ol >

programs .
‘@ Tlie 1966-67 data have, also been lanalnyzed for the Preschool Inventory and

for a teacher rating of children's clasdsruom behavior. Both analyses _ \

© -~-

indicated reliable initial-final gains on total scores and subscores; both

© -

"analyses indicated no Teliable main effects of LEA and CAA operated p\rograms,

) \ . ‘
except “for greater gains reported ggAA teachers for the self- confidence -

N P
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: and task orientation scales of the Behavior Inventory. Thus on the measures
’ . . L ' S Lo ' ’
used, as analyzed to date, 'there is little evidence of greater/gains for
children attending LEA operated programs as contrasted to CAA operated !
) M . o
programs., What differences there are suggest somewhat greater cognitive
improvemént for children at‘tending LEA programs and somewhat g\reafer changes
' ' R . * b .
2 for children atiending CAA operated programs on the social ‘de'velopment‘
: ' x-alt'ilng_s;_. the magnitude of the differences’ is not, however, compelling
evidence of a reliable difference in impact, . : S . .
v * I
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