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FOREWORD

Purpose and Organization

The purpose of the National Home Start Evaluation is to

assess the impact of the program on enrolled parents and child-

ren. The data presented in this volume were collected during
the spring of 1974 to descrike services being provided to
families and to determine the extent to which projects are
meeting the Naticnal Home Start Guidelines. 1In addition, the
data were used for a preliminary cost-effectiveness analysis
presented in a separate volume. )

One focus of the repor* is the examination of selected
program~wide implementation feakures that seem especially
important for future use in planning and operating home-based
alternatives to Head Start. This analysis is presented pri-
marily to assist Head Start projects in their efforts to
implement home-based options as part of the Innovation and
Improvement Program.

The Program Analysis volume is divided into five chapters.
The first chapter serves as an executive summary of the most
important findings of the report. The second, Methodology:
Data Collection and Analysis, discusses the spring data
collection effort in detail. The last three chapters con-
centrate on the three major Hofe Start program dimensions:

e Home Start Families and Staff, which presents
general characteristics of the projects, such
as the stability of both staff and families,
population characteristics and staff/family
match in terms of ethnicity, age and education-
al background.

® The Program, which describes both Home Start staff
time use and home visitor supervision.

e Services to Families, which examines the actual
home visit and referral services provided for
participant families.

While @ach chapter emphasizes the findings and issues presented
in the Executive Summary, details also are given on the ration-
ale for addressing these areas, the methodologies for collecting
data and other related findings which give a more complete
picture of the Home Start Progran.

7
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Background

In the Spring of 1972 fifteen Home Start projects began
operation, and a sixteenth project began a year later. The
primary focus of Home Start, as stated in the Home Start Guide-
lines, has been to "enhance the quality of children's lives by
building upon existing family strengths and utilize parents as
the major educators of their own children." To accomplish
these goals, each project has been funded for about $100,000
per year to provide Head Start type comprehensive services to
approximately eighty families with at least one child between.
the ages of three and five.

In the most recent quarter Home Start served 1150 families
and 1443 focal children. The average focal parent is 31 years
old, has four children, has not graduated from high school,
and does not work outside the home. A totai of 179 staff
members, of which 114 are home visitors, serve the 1150 families.
The average project employs a director, seven or eight home
visitors, and one to three specialists who assist home visitors
in familiarizing participant parents with available community
resources. A home visitor usually is older than the mothers
she serves, is a mother herself, and has completed high school
and some college. She is from the same community as the families
sh¢ serves and is of the same ethnic background. Once a week
she¢ -isits each of her families for nearly an hour and a half.
The content of the visit is primarily child-oriented and includes
both school readiness for the child and educating the parent
about the child.

Previous Reports

From March 1972 to March 1973 projects were involved pri-
marily in making the program operational; documentation of the
initial planning and implementation stages is found in descrip-
tive case studies written about each of the local projects
{(Interim Report 1). The first Program Analysis volume (Interim
Report II) showed that most projects had reached a satisfactory
operational level. At that time, there was some concern that
the number of tasks that the home visitors were expected to
perform was not commensurate with their low salaries and limited
training. It was also suggested that more systematic and con-
centrated approaches to soliciting community involvement be
initiated.

buring the second year, data collection and analysis
focused on two implementation issues: the actual dynamics of
the home visit and the spending patterns of projects. The
analysis of home visits pointed out strengths in the child
treatment and in the social atmosphere which was created. How-~
ever, there was concern about the adequacy of the parent treat-
ment. A major recommendation of Interim Report III was that

8
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the national office see$ to strengthen the home visit's focus
on the parent as the pPrimary educator of the child by provid-
ing technical assistance in training and supervision.

In Interim Report IV a marked increase was noted in the
amount of parent involvement. The home visit was found to be
adequate, provided that some Home Start activities were main-
tained by the parent between weekly visits.

This report continues to examine services to families

as specified in the Home Start Guidelines. In addition project

stability and success in matching staff with family are pre-
sented, as are staff time-use and home visitor supervision.

The results of the summative evaluation and the cost-effective-
ness analysis are reported in separate volumes.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Major findings about Home Start-family and staff charac-
teristics, the Home Start prograr and services to families are
presented here for easy access by national program administra-
tors. Following the finding in each section is a list of
Future Issues which should be addressed in the next phase of
the Home Start evaluations. The sections also include a re-
view Oof the data sources which support the listed findings.

In order to provide a framework for reviewing the fin-
dings listed below, the relevant sections of the National
Home Start Program Objectives are included here: They are:

e To involve parents directly in the educational
development of their children;

e To help strerngthen in pare-~ts their capacity
for facilitating the general development of
their own children;

e To demonstrate methods of delivering compre-
hensive Head Start type services to children
and parents ... for whom a center~based opera=-
tion is nct feasible.

Home Start FPamilies and Staff

Data used in identifying the following findings and fu-
ture issues came from the Home Start Information System, the
Home Visitor Background Questionnaire and the Parént Inter-
view, which is a part of the Summative Measurement Battery.
Information about programs was collected from all sixteen
sites; the one~to-one home visitor/parent match data were
obtained from the six summative sites only.

Major Findings

® Length of Program. At present Home Start is a
program serving families for a one~ rather than
a two-year period. Over 60% of Home Start
families left the program during the second

L
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quarter of Year II, ending September 30, 1973.
Only about one-fourth of the families who were
in the program at the end of the quarter
ending June 30, 1974 had been errolled for
over one year. As there are no recommendations
in the National Home Start Guidelines about

the length of family enrollment, local projects
may be following the Head Start model to deter-
mine the length of family enrollment based on
the availability of public kindergarten.

Length of Program Year. Home Start projects on
the average serve families for the duration of
the school year, rather than a full twelve-month
period. This is because (a) families want their
children to be out of the program for the summer
months: (b) Home Start staffs need to spend time
recruiting new families; or (c) projects close
down partially or completely during this period.

Staff Size. Rural projects on the average have
larger staffs than urban sites and serve a
larger number of families. 1In addition to
having more home visitors, rural sites also
have more specialists. The home visitor case-
load, however, is essentially the same in urban
and rural communities.

Staff/Family Ethnicity Match. The ethnicity
match between home visitors and focal children
is extremely high, although some projects could
make minimal changes in the ethnic composition
of their staffs as future staff attrition
allows. This match is in accordance with the
National Home Start Guidelines which specifically
state that local staffs should be sensitive to
the cultural ethnic backgrounds of participant
families. Overall, about 40% of both Home Start
families and staff are members of minority
groups.

Staff and Family Stability. Stability of staff
employment 1s remarkably high for thke local
Home Start projects, while stability of family
enrollment is relatively low. On the average
about one fifth of the currently-enrolled
families leave the program each quarter, while
only one eighth of Home Start staff have left
over the entire seven-quarter period.
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Future Issues

® Determining Program Length. Since there are no
National Guidelines relating to program length,
Home Start may be viewed as a one-year program,
a two~year program, or one which varies according
to the availability of community kindergartens.
Information needs to be collected regarding the
availability of kindertarten programs in the
Home Start communities to determine whether Home
Start is following the Head Start guidelines
for serving families for one~ or two-year periods.
An analysis of the summative data should be con-
ducted to determine the impact that the project
has on families during their second year of par-
ticipation.

® Relationships Between Family and Staff Turnover.
Family turnover patterns should be further studied
to determine whether high staff turnover is. in
any way related to family turnover. An analysis
also should be conducted to assess the impact
of stable project leadership on both family en-
rollment and staff employment stability. Since
family turnover is so high and staff turnover
is relatively low, other factors may be crucial
in families' decisions to leave the program.
Staff turnover, however, may have a significant
effect on family terminations.

The Program

This section describes the shape of the Home Start pro-
jects by defining how project staff members divide their
work~weeks among various kinds of tasks. Information suppor-
ting the following findings and future issues was derived
from the Director/Specialist Time-Use and Home Visitor Time~
Use Questionnaires which were administered at all sixteen
sites.

® Home Visitor - Family Contact. In-home contact
between home visitors and families is the prin-
cipal method by which children and parents are
affected by the Home Start program. Home visi-
tors spend about 20 hours a week in home visits,
working with an average caselnad of 12 families.
They spend an additional eleven hours per week
in family support activities such as home visit
preparation, referrals, parent meetings and
follow-up.

e In-Home Monitoring of Home Visitors. The suf-
ficiency «f the amount of in-home monitoring
of home visitors has been a topic of major concern
among national program administrators. Data in-
dicate that on the average, directors and specialists

312




accompany each home visitor on a family visit
once a mouth. In projects where in-home
monitoring is less frequent, either because

of small staff or an administrative decision,
staff members spend more time helping home
visitors prepare for their home visits either
by discussing individual families or providing
materials and idezs for the home visit.

Training - In-Home Time Tradeoff. An increase
in the amount of in-service training a home
visitor receives results in a decrease in the
amount of time spent in the home with families.
It appears that the home visitor has a rela~"
tively fixed amount of time to spend on family
contact and training and an increase in one
takes time from the other.

Specialist Time-Use. Because a specialist's
job 1s less rigidly defined than that of a
director or home visitor, there is interest
in determining how specialists spend their
time in general, and what effect their pres-
ence has on Home Start families in the project.
On the average, specialists Spend more time
with families and less time on administration
than do directors. However, because their
jobs are so individual, there is wide varia-
tion in how much time specialists actually
spend with families. Specialists in non-
summative sites reported spending a higher.
proportion of their time in direct contact
with families than those in summative sites.

Future Issues

e Types of Supervision. In response to general

concerns about in-home monitoring of home
visitors, an analysis of the various kinds of
supervision staff members give home visitors
should be performed. One alternative to in-
home monitoring is having administrative staff
provide extensive aid and discussion outside

the home, as well as actual materials and cur-
ricula for the visit. Since this model is
already used in some sites, it should be studied
carefully.

Impact of Less Training. Because of the trade-

off discusse. above between home visitor training
and in-home contact time with families, the

13
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impact of less tra;nlng on the quality of the ‘
home visit and summative outcome data needs to -
be. investigated. It may be possible to deter-

mine a range of time within the week in which -
training is most effective.

Services to Families

P
i
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_ The following conclusions were obtained primarily from
the Home Visit Observation instrument, which was completed
in the summative sites for over a hundred home visits. The
Home Start Information System, and the Record of Home Visit .
Activities are additional sources of information.
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Major Findings

® Reinforcement of Home Start Activities. 1In interim ) -
Report 1V, May 1974, it was reported that the :
Child Treatment was adequate "if one presumes that
some of these activities recur in the home between
weekly visits.™ Data collected this spring during
home visit obgservations indicate that an effort
is being made to encourage the parent to reinforce
the home visit. During most home visits observed,
there was some discussion of Home Start activities
performed since the last visit and to be addressed
before the next one.

e Home Visit Content. The content of home visits
emphasizes the educational nature of the Home
Start program. Although the home visit is pri-
marily child-oriented, two of the most common
content areas address the child's education
from different points of view: school readi-
ness for the child and educating the parent about
the child.

e Home Visit Interactions. The two major interac~
tions during a home visit are between the home
vigitor and focal parent and between the home
vigitor and the focal child. Each type of inter-
action takes place for about one-third of the
vigsit. Concern has been voiced in earlier re-~
ports that home visits were too child-oriented
and were not sufficiently involving the parent.
The current findings, however, indicate that the
home visitor interacts with the parent as much
ds with the child. In addition, the parent,
child and home visitor are involved in three-
way interactions for a significant portion of
the time. When the home visitor and child are

14
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interacting, the parent freqguently observes the
activity, a mode which is quite conducive to
learning about the needs of the child.

® Nutrition. There is little emphasis on nutrition
during the home visit. Only a very small portion
of home visit time iIs devoted to discusszng either
parent or child nutrition. _ —

Future Issues

o Effect of Home Visitor Background. Home visitor
background has been analyzed to describe -the over-
all profile of the home visitors and to provide
home visitor/parent match data. This information
should also be studied to find out if the background
of the home visitor has any effect on the content
emphasis or activity modes of the home visit.

o Bffect of Family Time in Home Start. It is pos-
sible that the shape of the home visit changes as
a family spends more time in the Home Start pro-
gram. Family enrollment data should be combined
with home vi. .t observation data to determine what
impact the length of time a family has been in the
program has on the shape of the home visit. A simi-
lar study should be made of the length of time the
home visitor has been with the family.

e Nutrition Education. As mentioned above, ther: is
currently little emphasis during the home visit
on nutrition issues. A more complete study should
be done to discover how home visitors are attempting
to help parents provide better nutrition for their
fami}*es, what the successes and failings of these
meth>ds are and what alternative means might be
provided to accomplish the goal of improving
the nutrition practices of Home Start families.

15

Bty R
foty .

: R 3 3 ¥
R

{\,,\ ».
Al

Lo e
Bl AR

S

S RN A

s Lera v



"}; R, o

METHODOLOGY: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

In the spring of 1974 a major effort was undertaken to

obtain the data needed for this volume. Included in

this effort were the design of data collection instruments,
the training of persons for site visits and instrument. .-
administration, the collection of data from sixteen Home
Start projects, data reduction and a computerized analysis
of the data using both statistical packages and custom-
written programs. The major objectives of the data’
collection effort were: .

Data

e To obtain information about project changes in
dies

order to update the project case stu - with
particular emphasis on project successes with
families and problems the projects encountered
during the past year. Case 8Studies can bel
found in a separate volume of this report.

To study selected program-wide implementation
issues, such as project stability, y. enroll-
ment, staff organization, utilization of time by
home visitors and other staff, -supervision of home
visitors, home visitor backgrcund and characteris-
tics and match data about home visitor and focal
parent age, educational background and ethnicity.

To assess the adequacy of the Parent/Child treat-
ment, both during the home visit, in terms of
content, interactions and activities and between
home visits, in terms of continued parental support
of activities and utilization of community resources.

To collect information about actual Ero%ect
expenditures for the past eight months (CCtober
through May), considering both U. . Office of
Child Development grants and levered resources.
Information regarding costs ars reported in the
Cost Effectiveness Analysis volume.

Collection Instruments

four

Information for this vclume was obtained primarily from
data collection instruments: the Home Visit

16
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Ohservation Instrument, the Reccord of Home Visit Activities, Eﬁg
the Home Visitor Background Questionnaire, and the Staff e
Time-Use Questionnaire. To collect infoimation about the Ry
dynamics of the home visit, on-site personnel accompanied EE
each home visitor in the six summaiive sites on visits with 2l
up 'to three randomly selected-families. -The observers - oee

-

- v .
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R A
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recorded major characteristics of tne visit, such as the person '
the homa visitor interacted with most often, the activities

h

[

conducted, the materials used, the content of activities and fﬁﬁ
the duration of the visit. Information also was collected to . <
determine wiletiter parents conduct activities suggested by the '$§
home visitor with their children between home visits. Pre- = ¢ %
vious program analysis reports stated that the home visit 4
treatment was adequate provided that .tke focal parent rein- %
forced the Home Start activities between home visits. -To ‘3§
verify the relaztive accuracy of the Home Visit Observation "

Data, home visitors were asked to keep records of home visit
activities on three home visits to each family involved in the
summative evaluation.

In the six summative sites, data on home visitor
effectiveness also were c¢ollected to determine whether perceived
effectiveness by supervisors had an effect on parent and child
outcomes or changed the nature of the parent/child treatment
in the home visit. An attempt also was made to link perceived
effectiveness to such home visitor background characteristics
as previous employment experience or educational background.
Since no relationships were found among perceived effective-
ness, home visitor background, parent and child outcomes or
parent/child treatment, no data will ke presented on this
topic in the report.

In addition to the information collected during the site
visits, data from the Home Start Information System also were
used to describe changes in the overall program staff, families
and services over cumulative tnree-month intervals. Th= Infor-
mation System contains data on Loth summative and non-summative
sites on a project level.

Pigure II-1 shows the instruments that were used during
the spring data collection effort. It states the general pur-
pose of each instrument and indicates the sites in which the
instrument was administered: summatisre, non-summative and
llead Start. Copies of the instruments can be found in the
volume entitled Program Analysis: Instruments. A brief
discussion of data quallty and problem areas with each of the
instruments used during the spring is in Appendix A of this
report.
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e

Purposs

Rams visitor Followup
Itecviowe (2} -

Parent Followp Interviews (2}

Marretive informastion regarding project changes, "exolting® project slwmenta and
sffores that are maXing s Jiflerence wers obtained, Ysing these instromepta. The
Directar slso identified and discussed two faxlly success stories, Home Visitoers
than wvere asked to describe thy success story, Parents Also were intexviewd
about thely inwoivessnr in Moma Start and the project’s ispact.

Data wore used to updata the project case studies.,

g3 00 o5 Mde

o
i

Instrumenta were dasigned to collact information regarding i d parsonnal and
non-personhel resources, PaYroll dats {lncluding fringe benefire and travel
a].lmm;l.ly and tontractor/conmltant services for the sight~aomth peried Oct.

Data wore collected in gyder to determine oo focal child, focal
chlldren (0-5 ¥re.} and fanilY for the Mti.t:t y”mfﬂ- on the h;.sh of w::inu
and Sollare levered in the communicy. The data Alec were used in en thalysle of
& line-item and functicnal budget for the pcosram. Specific peyroll infaymarion
wamlmo used to detaraine the cost of providiry certain types of services

L | M

R T N RS T R T

Thexe usticnnaires were used to dstermine how Homs Visivoxe, Directors and
Specieiista spent thelr time during the last week (or WM)'M e tm. L
thelr time on the average. )

Daty ware used to Setamine the mount of time spent in direct serv
and in other indirect service aress. iose to tuntlies

Bead Start projects were Intarviewed ragerding the project's annuel budget,
maber of full- 3nd part-time staff, number of children enrolled, average daily
artandancs, and cther specific information regarding center opérations. Data
wers used to dateruing the par-child cost in Head Stare,

)

The instrument ves dsalgned to obtain s renking of Home Visitors in terms of thelr
affectivenses in aighe differant areas. 7The dats were apalyied to derarmine 1t
mgoiwd sflfectiveness had any impact on child and parent outcomss.

l visitor Supervasor
O

fome Visitors Provided information regarding thelr age, nusber and sge of
children, educarional background, previous job sxperiences, soclo-econcsic
index, length of time vith the projsct, and nomber of fanilies served.

Dats wers used in the demographics section of the report in anglyring Home
Yisltor Kffactiveness. diffarences In family trestsant Portems. varlstione
in salaries &M to.dotarmine the match betwesn Home Vieitor and family a9,
athnicity, and educarion.

BackgF:
latayed)
I
l :
T % g wisie Actly
(self-pdminlstered)

Records of Hose Visit sctivitiss were coMpleted on three vizies to sech of
the Home Start test familles, On the tecord, Hame Vieitors indlceta the
amoynt of time spent durlng the visit on five types of child sctivities and
six parent sctivities. Home Visitors alsc pecordsd informarion regerding
referrels, amount of PreParation time Pfor tha visit, the extent of focel
parent Involvemant, locatlon of the wisit, and 1f anyons scoccapanied the
Bome visitor and for what purposs.

The pecord was designed to chtain informatian Tedarding the vime-use Pattern
for Home Visitors vhile they are In the home, These time-use data supplessnt
Howe Yislt Ghasrvation Dats snd wvers uged to study Yaristions in femlly ereac-
ment, bo detetmine the cost of dellvering specific services, and to iink in=
home timg-use Pattsens to c¢hild and femlly outccmas,

. t visie Observarl

A waxisum of thepe famiiles por Gome Yisltor were randomly selected to be
obeerved on & teguier hom: vieir. The Instrusent was desigred to derermine
saioF interacticn Potternss the asount of time spent on verious child and
parent activities, and to PFoduce evidoncs of home visie concimiley.
instrument also provides dara on the locerion of the wisir, behavicr patterns
of tho thyeo major perticipante In ehe visit, Planned activivias and marerisls
ussd. ‘Ihe data wore used in snaiyscs of tive-use pattorne, varlations In
treatment, cost of dellvering specific services snd to sgaln iink in-home
tineruss petterns to child and CamilY cutcomss, such the sasc es the Recond
of tewd Yiele Activicles. *
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Site Vvisit staff

Much of the data presented in this volume were collected

during site visits to all sixteen Rome Start projects. In~ 1

cludgd was information about:

¢ case studies

® actual project expenditures and levered resources
* staff_time use
¢ Head Start
® home visitor effectiveness
e home visitor background
The site visits were conducted by twelve experienced field
staff members, most of whom had previously visited Home
Start projects. Nine were Abt Associates employeesl, and 2
three were from the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation.

FPield visits to summative sites lasted approximately 4-1/2 days
while the non-summative site visits took only 3-1/2 days.

Training
Field staff were trained in the administration of the
site visit instruments in a two-day training session which -

was held in Cambridge, Massachusetts. No training was provided
for the Home Visitor Background Questionnaire and the Record

of Home Visit Activities since both instruments were self-
administered by home visitors. To ensure that the Record of
Home Visit Activities was completed systematically in all six
summative sites, Home Start Project Directors were asked to

train their staffs, using materials prepared by Abt Associates,
Inc -

FPield staff also were not trained in the Home Visit
Observation Instrument since the data were obtained by on-site
community interviewers responsible for summative data collection.
liome Visit Observation Instrument training was an integral part
of a six-day training session for on-site community interviewers
which was held in Clinton, Michigan. Approximately two days of
training were devoted to the Instrument. Training teciiniques
used included observation and scoring of video-taped home
visits and rehearsed scenarios.

loavid Bullis, Robert Pein, Peter Fellenz, Ezra Gottheil, Carol

Haflinger-Harris, Kathy Xearins-Hewett, Marrit Nauta, Wesley
Profit, Lorrie Stuart

2Dennis Deloria, Leigh Goedinghaus, John Love
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Data Reduction and Analysis

: o
Because of the magnitude of thé data which were collected

and the complexity of the computations which were made, the

analysis required for this report vould. not have been performed

without substantial” computer support. Therefore, data from

the instruments were coded at Abt Associates and were trans~

lated to a machine~readable format through keypunching.

Both processes were carefully monitored to reduce the amount

- of error. <Coding was spot-checked for accuracy throughout and

» all keypunching was verified. Two computer facilities were

s used to perform analysis: the CDC 6400 at the Smithsonian

Astrophysical Observatory (SAO} in Cambridge, Massachugetts, by

o and the IBM 360/67 at the University of Michigan. To compute

. the relative amounts of time spent from information recorded

in the Home Visit Observation and Staff Time-Use Instruments,

special programs were written using Fortran IV, In addition,

many crosstabs, frequency counts and regressions were run

using either the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences b

(SPSS} at SAO, or the Michigan Interactive Data Analysis System i

(MIDAS) at the University of Michigan. It should.be noted, L

however, that even though the analyses are fiimerically , )

accurate, the -varied processes which are reported in this

volume cannot be easily quantified. Hence, the figures which

are presented should be interpreted as giving only a general

description of the Home Start program, and not as a statistice

ally accurate statement,

gk .".za.:
R}

a2 R T

o

%

T
LR AT T

Terminology

In this report, project refers to the individual sites,
while program refers to the National Home Start Program. -Focal
parent ang focal child are those members of the enrolled family
who participate in the home visit. Most often the focal parent
is the mother who is at home and not working. While the family
may contain several children, there is always one child who is
the focus of the treatment and who is’'therefore considered the
focal child. At times in this volume we have omitted the term
focal and used just parent or child.

For referencing purposes, figure applies to those charts -
which are located within the body of the chapter; a figure

usually appears directly after the page on which it is first
mentioned., Tables are in a separate section located at the end
of the volume.
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= HOME START FAMILIES AND STAFF L
- | b
ﬂ Introduction c - ;;:I
. hThe purpose of this chapter is to provide the reader }%%
: with an overview of the size and shape of the Home Start CLg
- Program so that subsequert chapters on the Program and 'jﬁ
< Services to Families, as well as the Cost-Effectiveness }%5
f{ Analysis volume can be placed in tlieir proper context. The B
% chapter has been divided into three sections: O
;_ (1) Home Start Profile, which discusses family ﬁ%
5 and focal child enrollment and staff employ-~ =
: ment. The purpose of these analyses.is to '%
assess the extent to which projects are ;g

o . meeting the National Home Start guidelines i
and to determine program stability in terms <

of family and staff turnover. This section "t

also raises questions to be addressed in i

future analyses as to whether Home Start 1

" should bhe viewed as a one~ or two-year :

program. -

(2) Focal Parent and Home Visitor Characteristics,
which cites major differences in age, formal
schooling, etc. and provides a context for
the subsequent discussion regarding ethnicity
and age match between the major service pro-
viders and the service recipients.

(3) Match Data for Focal Parents and Home Visitors.,

which compares data on ethnicity to determine

whether staff were recruited with a sensitivity

to the cultural background and needs of participant .
families. -

Information about focal parent characteristics and one-to
‘one match data are presented in this chapter for the six summative
sites only. Whenever possible, a comparison is made between the
summative and non-summative sites. The primary reason for this
comparison is that the focal parent/family information used in e
these analyses was obtained only from a randomly selected num- |
ber of families in the six summative sites and in some ways does =
not permit any generalizations to the National Home Start Program
level. The non-summative data presented are based primarily on
the Home Start Information System Reports which only provide an
"overall" profile with no data on individual families or staff.

21
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Data Sources

Information about home visitors and staff was obtained
from the Quarterly Home Start Information System Report and from :
the Home Visitor Background Questionnaire which was completed by e
all home visitors. Focal parent data were obtained from the Y

” Quarterly Information System Report and the Parsnt Interview T
which is part of the Summative Measurement Battery. :

Home Start Profile i

Figure II1I-1, the "Home Start Profile At a Glance," pre~ )
sents information about the major participants for the entire Sy

ot Home Start Program: staff, home visitors, families and children. g
- In the table, data from the most recent Home Start Information !
System reporting period (quarter ending June 30, 1974) are com=- £
pared with data from the four previous quarters. &

There is a high degree of stability in the sixteen pro-
grams. For all participants, the maximum difference in totals and
averages is 23%. These differences can be attributed to-an in-
crease in family and focal child enrollment during the last two

" reporting periods of Year II (quarters ending 12/31/74 and 3/31/74.
The maximum difference in the six summative sites was 25% and in
nor-summative projects 20%. Overall, the average number. of focal
children is higher for the siX summative sites than for non-sum-~
mative sites (93 vs. 77). 1

On the average, rural projects2 serve a hicher number of N
families (86 vs. 69) than-urban projects and have larger staffs .
(13 vs. 9). The difference in staff gize is primarily the result .
of the overall lower wages which are paid to home visitors in N
rural areas, enabling projects in these areas to hire additional :
specialist or administrative staff.3 It is interesting to note
that although rural projects employ a slightly higher number of - o:
home visitors, the home visitor family caseload is essentially the E
gsame for urban and rural projects.

1In the determination of the average number of focal children in

the six summative sites, West Virginia data was excluded because

of the unusually high number of focal children the project enrolls
with support from a supplemental grant. At-A~Glance Profiles are R
presented for both Summative and Non-Summative sites in Tables
I7I~1 and IXI=-2. $

et d

21n the analysis of regional variation, the following project -
- clusters were used. Urban: California, Kansas, and Ohio. Rural: - -~
Alabama, Arkansas, North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas-TMC, Utah and 3
West Virginia. The remaining six projects cannet be considered '
truly urban or rural because they serve both urban and rural

families or because they are atypical projects in other ways.
3See Figure 1V~-3 for the number and types of director/specialists
amployed by each of the projects.
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L Figure III~1 3
? HOME START PROFILE Most Recent Previcus Quarters
g‘ AT<A-GLANCE 3 S SR S : 5 - ) :}‘;Q
o Year IIX Year II Year I1 YEar I Yoar IT5 -~ . Foxioum.. 4
4 SPRING 1974 Quarter I Quarter IV Juarter IIX Quarter IT Cuarter I Sifference ix
16 SITES {6/30/74) (3/33/74) (12/31/73) (9/36/73) (6/30/74) .ﬁ .
- # of Total Staff 179 189 189 185 3176 7 :
3 Average 11.2 _1l.8 _11.8 11.6 12.6 | 11 @
" Range --—-;‘:;5_--“--- ) 8-17 - 9:16 ---“-“-“8-:{5-“-"“_%-d“-ﬁ.——]._? ----- T - »‘
# of Home Visitors 114 114 o 116 111 104 10 ”"
Average 7.3 7.2 7.3 6.9 7.4 7 e,
Range TS VIR S P T B T =10 a-10 o
# of Families 1,150 1,274 1,232 1,106 1,042 18 f
average 12 R T T
Range 38-135 _58-143 51-149 26-157 47~ 98 * .._..M____.__ﬂ_:'.%:
# of Families/ 10.1 11.2 10.6 10.0 10.0 ‘ 11 %
Home Visitor S e e i e i ) >
Range 6-20 8-15 © 9-15 6~16 8-16 .}L :
# of Pocal Children 1,443 1,639 1,502 1,330 1.2_@15_‘___________;__ ._____g_s_q__m'éj
Average %0 _ T T T . T T SO TR
Renge 51-206 { 62-256 53-234 27-222 48-143 ,
# of ¢hildren {0-5) 2,220 2,452 j 2,366 2,099 2,008 f___‘_ 8
L e ne 0 o1s3 o dae G M hoda3 M
L ' e0-206 | . 92256 ' 83-234 | 51222 }66-167 B o
£ of Children (0-13) 3,381 3,599 L 3,473 3,077 2,952 18 )
N - o aw ogws 4 ar | e e M
: ~, 131-585 ...: |i143--'.r31 ‘: 146-651 §1aa:f11 L ‘__ilfc_i:l}_z_g___w“

o 2 3 AR, 1]

IText Provided by ERIC

1 % data reported for this Quarter
from Texas-TMC and Arizona; data

from previous Quarter uged to avoid

2 No data reported for this Quarter from Texas=THS;

daca fzem previous Quarter used to avoid serious distortion.

3

" Theda for Califarndia.nat-included in this Ouareer. L
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Figure 1I1-2 presents the enrollment of both families and
focal children for the sixteen Home Start programs. Four projects
had reached or exceeded the enrollment requirement of 80 families
at the end of the last quarterly reporting period. Five .sites had
an enrollment ranging from 66 to 77 families, while Nevada and
Houston, Texas show the lowest enrollment figures with less than 50
families. Massachusetts, North Carolina and Alaska previcusly
received special permission to serve fewer than 80 families. One
project, Alaska, doubled enrollment since the last report.

.'—.

wt
E
)

v
e
o b

S
Wi, it

There was a 12% decrease in the number of families en-
rolled in the program since the last guarterly reporting period.
The major reason for this drop in family enrollment was that a
large percentage of focal children left the Home Start program
at the end of May or in early June prior to entering kinder=-
garten or first grade in September, 1974. This suggests that the
Home Start program year is parallel to the regular achool Yyear
and serves families for less than twelve months. Many projects
use the summer months for recruiting new families, while a few
curtail program operations or close down completey during thlg
period.
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As indicated above, one of the major reasons for families .
leaving the. project was that the focal child reached kindergarten
or first grade age. This was especially true in Houston, Texas

ith almost half of the families leaving for this reason and in
Nevada which reported that 18% of the focal children were ready
for kindergarten or first grade. A substantial increase in family
enrollment is expected during the quarter ending September 30,
1974, unless projects are planning to serve fewer families in
anticipation of the conclusion of the Home Start Demonstration
Program in June of 1975.

S .
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aAs Table III-3 (second column from the right) shows,
family turnover is highest during the second quarter of the Home
Start program year {July 1 through September 30). During this
period, 65% of the families enrolled in urban projects and 60%
-of the rural families left the program. 1In only three projects,
family turnover totaled less than 50%; three had a turnover of
from 50 to 59%;seven from 60 to 69%; and two projects from 70 to
82%. This suggests.that Home Start is currently a program serving
families for_ a one- rather than a two-year period. The finding
is supported by data reported in the Information System which show
that about one fourth of the families enrolled at the end of the
quarter ending June 30, 1974 had been program participants--for
over one yvyear. Thé range among projects is between 8% and 55%
It should be noted, however, that of all families who left the
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1Arizona and Texas~TMC are not included in this discussion because
of insufficient data.
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FIGURE 1IX-2

FAMILY AND FOCAL CHILD ENROLLMENT

Quarter Ending June L0, 1974 ——
2 - . - -
o : Focal Children
F’ o = m == == ¢ Family Enrollment
E,:I‘-_‘ Arkansa - e m e mm An e A ey s am em e oam o e= flg 96_]
-
F:‘ﬁ Kansas - e s mm e mmoam oam mm an e am DO® Fs-!
ST 2 .
-t -
EA ] ¢ ..
:‘ “ -
westva - AR e ew A S SR e A A SRE M gvE SRR EY ML A Em Em EP EE Wy W e 135. e o

w4,

S ke [FEm= =S =5 i
: o
Arizonalf m = — = — = = — = 67 & 84 ] “a
[ o) catifomia [T === === === eTe L | a
-j":':'} Mass. === = — == -~ 5%57] ‘ . ~
‘% Nevada (L —— = = —=—== 48e51} ‘
g New York - o wr = = w mm mwm —— - 80O 99—] \ - :
H_é No.Carolinal — — — — = < = = <« 53 ¢ ' :ﬁ
e S N XY LI TS| o W
Texas-TMCl | = = — == w0 = = = m wr = = m e = = = = =1026 115} ?
: &
’ Utah e R e R £ KX 28 | - ,,Z.
\ A
T T ¥ ' ' ] L ' ! ] V v (L LI
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150::{
1 Figures presented here were reported for previous quarter.
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project during the quarter ending June 30 {182)1, 39% had been
enrolled in the project from 1. .ionths to 2 years.

N T

o

i

An examination of the National Home Start Guidelines shows
N that the National Office did not specify to local projects whether
P . families were to be served for a one- or two Year period. Those ten
nT projects which were not involved in the summative evaluation are
presumed to have followed the Head Start model for family enroll-. .
e ment.2 Head Start projects serve families for sither a one- or
a two-year period depending on the presence f{and availability)
k of public kindergarten projects in those communities., Although
7 no information is presently available on the presence of public
- kindergartsh projects in the sixteen Home Start locations, this __.
issue will be studied further in subsequent reports to determine
whether projects located in communities with no kindergarten tendLl
to serve families for longer periods of time.

e Program Stability

As Figure III-1 shows, the overall program profile
has remained relatively stable over the last five Quarters.
Stability of family enrollment and staff employment varied
considerably, however, from project to project. The following
discussion focuses on these two issues in more detail.

e Family Turnover

An analysis of previous information system reports for
Quarter III of Year I through Quarter I of Year I1I, .covering
the period 12/31/72 through §/30/74, shows that an average of
13 families or 18% of the total number of families served, leave
each of the projects every quarter.

Although the quarterly turnover rate 1s the same for rural
and urban projects (12), urban projects terminate a higher per-
centage of their families (1%9% vs. 15% in rural gites). This is
the result of an overall higher average enrollment in rural sites.
Family turnover in summative and non~summative sites differs only
slightly (18% vs. 19¢). An analysis aleo will be conducted to
determine the impact the program has on summative families during
the second year as compared with the first year they were program
participants.

lhrizona and Texas-TMC data were not included here since no
quarterly reports were received on time for these two projects.

2'I'he six summative projects were not able to follow these re~

cruiting guidelines because of the evaluation design which
specified the amount of time families had t¢ be enrolled in the
project.

3The number of families that left the Texas-TMC Project were not
included in this analysis because of insufficient data.
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"Major reasons why families leave the project as reported
in the quarterly Information System reports are: (1) child
entering kindergarten or first grade (31%), (2) moving from
service area (25%), and (3) other {23%). Other reasons noted
were: parent was dissatisfied with the project or disinterested
(11%); parent became employed or increased@ income above Home
Start guidelines (8%); and family illness (1%)}. The porcent
distributions for the ‘termination categories are approximately
the same for urban and rural projects.

. Pamily turnover i, each of the Home_Start projects is "
presented in Table III-3, which shows the average number of fam- i
ilies that left the program each quarter and the percent of families’ﬂ

that left the pProdram calculated from total familv enrollment.
Also shown 1s an adjusted turnover figure which averages family

turnover for all quarters except the second quarter of year II, -
in which most of the turnover occurs. The adjusted turnover
figures indicate what happens in an average quarter during the
school year. The last two columns on the right hand side of the
page present the turnover figures for Quarter II, Year II and the
adjusted quarterly range. ’

® Staff Terminations

In contrast with the findings presented in the previous
section, Home Start projects are remarkably stable in terms of
staff employment, with overall staff turnover for fifteen projects
totaling only 12%, or an average of 9 for each project over the
seven-quarter period. Rural sites show a slightly higher staff
turnover than urban sites (13% as compared with 12%), and on the
average, terminate more staff members since the staff is larger.
Staff turnover for each of the Home Start projects is presented
in Table III-4.

Focal Parent and Home Visitor Characteristics

Presented here are brief profiles of the program recipients,
the focal parents, and the major service providers, the home
visitors. The profile data are followed by a discussion about the
educational background of focal parents and home visitors. The
information is presented to provide a context for subsequent dis-
cussions regarding ethnicity.

lNo information included for Texas-TMZ because of insufficient

data.

2 . ° . .
Data was obtained from the High/Scope Educationail Research
Foundation Parent Interview collected in the Spring of 1974.
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® Focal Parent

In the spring of 1974, 192 focal parents were interviewed R
at the six summative sites. It was determined that the average R
focal parent is 31 years old, has four children, and has completed u,~§§
tenth grade. Only one quarter of the parents had completed high
school, 1% had completed ‘exactly one year intollege and 2% had
completed two or more years in college. About one of every five
focal parents were working at the time they were interviewed.
No important differences in family characteristics were found
between urban and rural sites or between*summative ‘and non-
summative projects. - s

- ® The i.ome visitorl

The "average" home visitor is a 34 year 'old female and
has been with the Home Start project for 17 months. She serves
an average of 12 families who are wisited once a week. The
ho?e visitor caseloads range from 8 in West Virginia to 15 in
Arizona, o

Two thirds of the home visitors were employed prior to
joining the Home Start project, primarily holding jobs in.- some
way related to their work as home visitors. Although only 12%
had a position working with children before they became home .
visitors, 80% have a family of their owh. About oneé: fourth of
the home visitors have children between the ages of. 0 and 'S5.

As is shown in Figure III-3, the Home Vislitor Profile; '6% of the
home visitors worked with parents as Parent Coordinators for -
such programs as Head Start, or as wWelfare or Social Service

Ajdq:.i Another 15% worked in positions related to health and
nutrition. LA
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: The average home visitor had completed high school and

spe.at some time in college. Only 14% did not complete high
. school; 6% are college graduates; and another 6% hold graduate
degrees. At the time of the interview almost half of the home
visitors were continuing their education by attending classes-or-
courses which were not part of the Home Start in-gervice training
program., This is in response to the National Home Start Guide-
lines which encourage local projects to provide career develop-
ment opportunities for staff in terms of training and upward
mobility.
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‘a total of 111 home visitors completed the Backgrounc Question= e

naire; or 97% of the total number of home visitors em.loyed in _é
the program on June 30, 1974, T
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FIGURE III-4

HOME VISITOR/PARENT EDUCATION PROFILE

6 Summative Sites Spring 1974
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® Home Visitor/Focal Parent Education

o Figure I11I-4 shows that, as anticipated, most home
visitors received more educational training than focal parents.
While a number of home visitors have backgrounds similar to
those of the families they serve, overall they received more
training than fogal parents, both in terms of formal schooling
and courses provided as part of the pre-~ and in-service training
and career development programs. 77% of the families are served
by home visitors who have received more education than the focal
parent while only 10% of the families are served by less-
educated home Yisitors. Table IT1-5,which shows an overall
education profile for the entire program,supports the findings
that home visitors are generally more educated than the families
they serve.

Home Visitor/Focal Parent Match

e Ethnicity

The National Home Start Guidelines specifically state that
local staffs should be sensitive to the cultural background and
needs of pa:ticipant families. To determine the extent to which
local projects are trying to achieve a cultural/ethnic match be-

tween home visitors and families, three types of ethnic match — . -

data are presented here. Figure III-5 shows the ethnicity pro-
file of focal children and staff (including both home visitors
and other staff) for the entire ‘Home Start program. This is
followed by a discussion of match data on a project-by-project
basis using family-staff ratio figures regarding ethnicity. The
information presented in Figure III-6 is based on the Home Start
Information System report for the quarter ending June 30, 1974.
To confirm the project by project ethnic match findings, one-to-
one match data are presented for home visitors and families who
were involved in the summative evaluation. The one-to-one match
data provide only limited information about the six summative
projects.1 The figures presented in this section are based on the
ethnicity of focal children, which is assumed to be the same as
the focal parent.

Figure II1I-5 shows the ethnicity of focal children and
staff for the entire Home Start program. 41% of the focal child-
ren and 37% of the staff are members of minority groups.

lEthnic data was obtained only for families involved in the
summative evaluation. A random sample of families were selected
for participation, excluding most Spanish surname families who
did not speak sufficient English to participate in the summative

evaluation.

2Et‘nnic data presented here includes data from pPrevious guarterly
Information System reports for Arizona and Texas-TMC.
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FIGURE III-5

ETHNICITY FOCAL CHILDREN-STAFF
ALL SIXTEEN PROJECT

6/30 1974
2% Other

7% American indian

16% Black: -

Staff

Focal Child

Figure III-6 shows ethnic match data for the summative
and non-summative sites. Match data on a project-by=-project
basis are presented in Table III-6 to illustrate the extent to
which the National Home Start program and local projecte are
sensitive to the cultural backgrounds of the families they serve.
Match data are based on the quarterly Home Start Information
System and were computed as follows. The first two columns show
the child enrollment and the total staff as of 6/30 1974. The
third column, staff “"match", is calculated by multiplying the
number of children in each ethnic group by.the staff/focal child
ratio and rounding off to the nearest whole number {since any
adjustments would require changing one or more staff members).
The boxed number in the fourth column is the alsolute change that
would be required to achieve a match.

In the summative sites a change in the ethnic composition
of six staff members (11%) would produce a perfect one-to-one
match. Five of the sixteen Home Start projects show a perfect
match in terms of the ethnic composition of staff and families.
It should be noted, however, that three of the five projects
serve families of one ethnicity only.
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FIGURE III-6 ' e

STAFF/FOCAL CHILD ETHNIC MATCH: -f

SUMMATIVE VS. NON-SUMMATIVE SITES .

6/30 1974

Staff e

Focal Staff Change

Children Current ~ “Match® to Match =

._' :a‘

el

x; Six Summative Sites ~
S Subtotal:
%3 Cauc. 410 40 39
i Black 201 23 21
N Mex~Amer. 43 5 7
%T- Puerto . _
e Rican 17 - 1l 2
K Amer. Ind. 1l 0 - 0

' Other 1l - 0 0

673 69 69

Rt

R L

Ten Non-Summative Sités

S Subtotal:
o Cauc. 443 72 68
S Black 40 5 4
> Alaskan 20 2 3
o Amer. Ind. 88 12 12
e Mex~Amer. 152 16 20
[+ Polynesian 9 1 1
B Oriental 7 2 1
Y Other 11 0 1
;‘ : 770 110 110 12 E
o Total: '
[ Cauc. 853 112 107 +5
N Black 241 28 25 +3
: Mex-Amer. 195 21 27 -6
o Amer. Ind. 89 12 12 0
. Alaskan 20 2 3 -1
5 Puerto
5 Rican 17 1 2
& Folynesian 9 1 1
B Oriental 7 2 1

Other 12 -~ Q 1

1,443 179 179
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T e also be considered. A perfect match during one

e e o —— ©

While project directors might consider changing t™e
overall ethnic composition of their staffs when replacing cur-
rent staff or hiring additional staff, there are several fac-
tors which constrain projects from achieving a perfect ethnic
match between staff and families based on family-staff ratios.

(1) The primary reason for an imbalance in ethnic
match 1s that home visitors are assigned to
serve enrolled families in a certain geographic
area. Since families are recruited on the basis
of need, rather than ethnicity, an ethnic im-
balance ig likely to occur unless home visitors
start serving -families scattered throughout the
area. This would be impractical because of the
transportation costs involved and the increased
time required for transportation. The amount of
direct services to families then would be de~-
creased and meaningful parent involvement in
the project would be more difficult.

(2) The relatively high turnover of families in
each of the local Home Start projects should

quarter may chdiigé completely as new families
are recruited.

Since the Information System data present only a partially
accurate picture of ethnic match, information will be collec~
ted during subsequent site visits about the ethnicity of all
families in each home visitor caseload.

this information will be used to determine whether the
home visitor has the same ethnic background as the majority of
the families she serves. This is suggested as an appropriate
guideline for staff/family ethnic match.

Figure III-7 presents the one-to-one match between home
visitors .and focal children in the six summative sites. Also
shown 1s the percentage of Caucasian families served by a mi-
nority home visitor and the percentage of minority focal children
who are visited by a Caucasian or other minority home visitor.

On the right-hand side of the graph, an ethnicity profile for
the six sites 1s presented for home visitors and focal children
who were involved in the summative evaluation only.

There igs a high ethnic match (85%) between home visitors
and summative focal children in the six summative projects, rang-
ing from 61% to 100%. Kansas shows the lowest one-to-one match of
all six projects, although the overall ethnic profile of all
focal parents and home visitors is fairly balanced. The primary
reasons for this match imbalance were pointed out in previous
discussions.
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Figure I11=-7

HOME VISITORS/POCAL CHILDREN ETHNIC MATCH

1 The ethnic profile prasented here for focal children is not representative of all the chidrven served by these projects. This fs primarily
caused by the elimmation of Spanigh=surname families who do not speak sufficient English to enable them to participate in the summative
evaluation.
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; 6 Summative Sites Spring 1974
5 Caucasian | Minority | Minority - o ETENIC PROFILE
f Families | Pamllies | Families T D -
o LY Served by ] Served by Served by - T - .
& Une-to-One! minority | Caucasiar Other Minority|[ _Caucasian Black Mexican American
Site Match H.V. H.V. H.V. Poc. Child, #.V: Foc. childJ H.V. Ifoc. child)
S .
- | Alabama 75% 3 2 - 504 598 508 3ls
JN Arkansas 90% 108 . - 97% 87 3% 13s
2% :
.- | xansas 61% 25% 14y - 508 39% 463 548 r 78 -~ -
ohio 978 - - 3% 254 254 69% 728 3 3 "3, - -
Texas - 854 - - 15% - - . 568 708 a4 308 - - .
Hougtop :
W. Virginia 100% == - - 1008 1o0% - - - - = -
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S - In general the ethnic match ig

¥ E extremely good for home Nt

%&. visitors and focal children throughout the HamegStart’program. B

B In fact, Home Start shows as much or more sensitivity to the ?ﬁﬂ

3 cultural/ethnic backgrounds and needs of families as other .

xS human service programs in the country.  ﬁ§§

2 ‘ i

i

- e
Summary of Findings T IR “Q'ﬁ%f?g

&_ A summary of the major findings and issues for future - _:

v study that have been identified in this chapter are presented here: -:oa

; e Only one-fourth of the Home- Start préjects'hrez .

: meeting the enrollment requirement o - famllies.,

g This Is primarily the result of a large mumber of

< families leaving the program during the quarter

ending” June 30 because the focal child was enter-
ing kindergarten or first grade in the fall, Aan

; increase in family enroliment is expected during . s
. subsequent quarters. . e
e Home Start projects on the average serve fam- B

ilies for the duration of the school year, ?g

rather than a full twelve-month period. This RS

Is because (a) families want thelr children to ;B

be out of the program for the summer months; ;§

(b) Home Start staffs need to spend time
recruiting new families; or (c) projects close
down partially or completely during this period.

§oad,

e Data show that Home Start is a program serving

familles for a one~ rather than a two-year
riod. Only about one-fourth of the families who

wﬁo Jeft the program during the quarter ending
June 30 had been in the program for over a year.
This may be the result of local projects fol-
lowing the Head Start model for determining the
length of family enrollment based on the avail-
ability of public kindergarten in those com=~
munities,

o Stability of staff employment is remarkably
high for the local Home Start projects, while
stability of family enrollment is low,
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® Rural projects on the average have larger gtaffs )
Ehan those in urban sites and gserve a larger number ?
of families. The home visitor caseload, however, 3

. 1s essentially the same in urban and rural com-
munities. 2
e The ethnicity match between home visitors and 3
focal children is extremely high, although some 2
programs could make slight changes in the ethnic i
composition of their staffs as future staff ,QE
attrition allowed. o
H
e The educational profile of home visitors and f$
focal parents shows that home visitors received -2
more training - only a small percent of the gﬁ
tamilies are served by home visitors with less 2
education than the focal parent. 5
Iy
Future Issues »@

3wt A LG
3 Lep

¢ Information.needs to be collected regarding .
the availability of kindergarten programs in &
the Home Start communities to determine whether N
Home Start is following the Head Start guide- :
lines for serving families for one- or two-year
periods. An analysis of the summative data
also should be conducted to determine the im-
pact that the project has on families during
their gsecond year of participation.

e Family turnover patterns should be studied
further to determine whether high staff turn~
3 over is in any way related to family turnover.
Ananalysis also should be conducted to assess
the impact of stableproject leadership on both
family enrollment and staff employment stability.

® Additional data regarding the ethnic match of
home visitors and families in their caseload need
to be collected to determine the extent to which
projects are achieving ethnic match.

® An analysis should be conducted to determiné

whether younger home visitors have a different
impact on families than those who are older or

the same age as focal parents.
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IV,

THE PROGRAM i

Introduction

This chapter is concerned primarily with the average weekly
time use reported by the project dzrector, specialists and home
visitors. 1In each case, a general picture of how the staff mem-
bers spend their time is presented, followed by a discussion of
variations at the site or individual level. The discussion will
focus on the following aspects of staff time use:

® Who takes the major responsibility for admin-
istration of the project? .

e What effect does the number of staff members L%
- have on time-use patterns? )

e What 1s the impact of specialists on the direct 5
services provided to families? g

e What is the impact of specialists on the home é
visits in their projects?

¢ How much in~home monitoring of home visitors
are staff mempers providing and are other
types of home visitor supervision being sub-
stituted?

e What is the effect of increased home visitor

training on the amount of time home visitors
spend with families?

Staff Time Use: Preliasinaries

Before presenting the findings of the time use data analy-
sis, it is important to point out certain problams which exist
with the data collection.

Staff menmbers were asked to record the number of hours
in their average work week, as well as the number of hours they

"spent per week on various tasks such as financial planning,

parent meetings, etc. The sum of the time spent on tasks seldom
equalled the number of hours in an average work week. One rea-
son for this discrepancy is the difficulty irherent in self-esti-
mates of time spent on job tasks -~ especially when no week is
really "typical.” Another reason for the discrepancy is that some
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"clear when director time-use is viewed at the Home Start level.

tasks occur not weekly, but monthly, or even during one concen- s
trated period during the year {such.as recruitment). In order to
obtdain & ¢onmplete picture of how stafs members spend-their ti it
the hours spent on these tasks was divided by the appropriate = 33
number of weeks and considered on-a. weekly basis. Yot

The figures presented in this section include both the PR
number of hours in an average-work-week and the total of all . -k
time spent on job tasks. Percentages were calculated on the baSls
of the total task time, rather than the work-week time. :

Project staff have been dlvided.into three main groups —_E«]a
directors, specialists, and home visitors. The director gT¥oup - -
also includes assistant directors; specialists include nutri~. &
tionists, nurses, and other health workers, education speciallsts.*;;
home visitor supervisors, psychdlogists and social sexrvice E
coordinators.

Director Timé-Use: Overall Profile 3i

The function of the director as adnministrator becomes E?

Directors on the average spend close to half their time on I
administrative duties, which include financial planning, e¢nrolling G
families, public relations, obtaining donated resources, etc. In
addition, there are “wo categories, family support and staff i
training, on which each of the directors spends close to 20% of
the time. Training staff includes both preparation for and atten-
dance at staff training sessions; family support includes aiding
home visitors in planning home visits, referrals, parent meetings
and driving time to meetings and referrals. About half of the
time spent in family support is us~d to help home visitors pre-
pare home visits. In-home contact and staff supervision each
account for only about 5% of the directors' time.

Table IV-1 (page 85) shows the average percentage dis-
tribution of time across these five categories for all 16 sites,
including separate averages for summative and non-summative sites,
as well as overall averages. Also included are hours worked per
week as reported in the Time-Use Questionnaire and hours per week
as calculated by summing the five time-~use categories. Figure IV-l
shows graphically the average time percentage distribution con-
tained in the last line of Table IV-l.

specialist Time-Use: Overall Profile

The overall profile of a specialist's week differs from
that of a director primarily in two of the five time~use cate-
gories. In-home contact takes up considerably more time, account-
ing for 16% of a specialist's time, on the average. The extra
time spent working directly with families comes primarily from
the administrative category, which decreases from about half for
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DIRESTOR _
TIME-USE :

, 48.7% = 22.6 houns
Administrative snd
Other

5:2% = 24 howrs
In-home Contact
557 o
i ]
2 5.1% = 24 houns
3 Staff Supervision .
SPECIALIST 36.3% = 13.6 hours _;
TIME-USE Administrative and "
21.6% = 8.0 houns
Statf Training ]
- 16.3% = 6.0 hours :
¥ ) inhome Contact «,
4.4% = 1.6 houns
21.4% =79 hours
Stff Supervision Family Su : ;
DEFINITION OF CATEGORIES )
Administration and Other:  Enrofiment, finance, public refations, obtaining ievered recources
preparing svslustions, planning and attending conferences
In‘ome Contact: Direct rarvices to famities s
= Family Support: Helping boma visitors prepare visits, referrals, meetings with parents
driving families to referrals or mestinge
Staff Supervision: Accompenylng home visitors on visits to supervise
Statf Training: Prepacing snd attending staff training sessions
{ ERIC 43 '
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%ﬁi directors to just over a third for apaclalists. This heavier
i emphasis on direct service to families is ekpected from :

= speclalists, who _have specific. ak111sﬁandwknnnlaﬁqaminwﬁnﬁﬁiw__,‘
such as health, nutrition and education which can be directly
T imparted to the participant families. Although theé percentage
of time spent on family support (referrals; parent meetings,
helping home visitors prepare visits) by directors and spec-
. jalists is comparable, specialists spend. fewer, hours working
o with home visitoxs to prepare hame.visits and ‘more on .
referrals and parent- meetings. ” 'l:g’

_same format as Table Iv-1l for direCtOrs. v
pie-charts of both director and specialist tima-use overall and
illustrates the similarities and dlfferences in haw these thf“
classes of staff use their time. ‘ o --f

While approximately six hours per week are spent in dirgct
family contact, many specialists spend a larger portion of their ;
time performing tasks which mnke the home vigitors more effective e
in their contact with families. ' This includes such jobs as N
researching, ordering and organizing materials for home visitors
to take with them, maintaining resource files, developing IEE
educational curricula and preparing materials for gtaff training ':-
meetings. 1In addition, specialists often spend a considerable
emnunt of time making referrals and keeping and reviewing records
of the Home Start families and children.
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Director Time-Use:; vyariations Across Sites

There is & wide range among sites in percentage of time
spent in two categories: administration and family support;
all other categories are falrly constant across sites. i
The percentage of directors' time spent in administration is
highest in 2labama {(over 60%) and lowest in Kansas (25%),
Family support occupies almost no time in Texas-Houston but
takes up over half of the director®s time in Kansas. Figure IV-2,
which lists the sites in descending order according to time spent
on administration and ascending order according to time spent on
family support, suggests that a decrease in administrative time
usually corresponds to an increase in family support time, 1In
all sites above the horizontal line, directors spend more than
half their time on administration and less than one guarter of
their time on family support. Below the line the situation
is reversed. The number of directors per site also is included
in the table.

Some of thege variations can be accounted for by the

number of staff members employed at each site., In both Texas-—
TMC and Kansas, where administrative time is lowest and family
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PERCENT OF TIME SPENT ]
ON ADMINISTRATION AND FAMILY SUPPORT L
In Descending Order of In Ascending Order of -
$ Time Spent on Administration % Time Spent on Family Support ng
% Number % L ';ﬁ%
Adminis. of Site Family i
& Other Directors Support !
%Alabama ' 65.0 1 Texas (HOuston) 3.4
. Ohio 62.0 2 Arkansas 5.4
fTexas {Houston) 60.8 1 Arizona 8.0
rNorth Carolina 60.0 1 North Carolina 8.2 =
Tennessee . 59.4 e 1 ohio : 17.3 @;
' Arkansas 56.0 2 Tennessee 18.8 Si
New York 5¢.8 2 Alabama 20.0 2
Arizona 52.8 1 New York 23.3 ) f%
West Virginia 47.2 2 California 27.2 'q;
Utah 42.8 1 Texas TMC 27.2 j%
California 42.2 2 West Virginia 27.3 E
Alaska 41.3 3 Massachusetts 27.6 ;
Massachusetts 41.1 1 Utah 30.3 4
Nevada 36.6 2 Nevada 31.1 'é
Texas TMC 33.2 1 Alaska 33.9 |
Kansas 23.3 1 Kansas 56.2
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support time comparatively high (especially Kansas, where it is
over 50%), there is only one staff member ~~ a director -- who
must perform-all the administrative duties. In both sites, the
director apparently decides to spend less time in administration
and more in more family-oriented activities -~ family support or
in-home contact. L ‘

Specialist Time-Use: Variations Across Sites

Twelve of the sixteen sites have at least one staff member
who is a specialist in some field such as nutrition, health or
education. The numher of specialists per site ranges .from none '
(4 sites) to 6 (Arkansas). The most common type of specialist
is a medical person, usually a nurse; 8 of the 16 gites employ
such a specialist. Seven sites have either an educational
specialist or educational aide, while three have nutritionists.
Figure IV-3 shows the presence of different types of specialists
by site.

Note that of the three urban sites ~- California, Kansas,
and Ohio -- only California has a specialist, Except for
Texas~TMC and West Virginia, rural sites have two or more
specialists =-- ranging as high as five in Utah and six in
2rkansas.

Some of the specialists did not spend a full work~week on
Home Start, and many were shared with Head Start. Table IV-3
1ists the number of hours each specialist reported working per
week, as well as a site total of "specialist hours" and a site
total of "director and specialist hours," Arkansas, as well as
having the highest number of specialists, has the greatest
number of specialist hours -~ 146 per week.-- and the largest
number of director and specialist hours ~- 221 per week. The
lowest number of director/specialist staff hours is in Kansas,
with 40 per week:; the effect of this on the director's time-~use
was discussed above.

There is more variability in the specialists' time-use
than in that of the directors. Time spent on in-home contact,
for example, varied from almost none in Arkansas ‘(also
the site with the most specialists) to one~third in North
Carolina; percentage of time spent on administration ranged from
half in Arkansas to under a fifth in Alaska. These variations
do not seem to be correlated with the number of specialists, the
number of specialist hours or the total number of staff hours.

The presence or absence of particular specialists seems to
have no impact on the content of the home visit, as reported
in the Record of Home Visit Activities. For example, of the
six summative sites, Kansas is highest in percentage of time
spent on health and nutrition (both parent and child) and has
no specialists at all. Alabama and Arkansas, which follow
closely behind, both employ nutritionists and Arkansas also has
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Summativy Sites

Alabama
Arkansas
Kansas

Ohiop

lexas (Houston)
West Virginia

Nonrbummative Sites

FIGURE V-3

PRESENCE AND TYPES OF SPECIALISTS BY SITE
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Alaska
Arizona
California
Massachusetts
Nevada

New York
North Carolina
Tennessee
Texas (TMC)
Utah

Educ. B.V.

pir. Bduc. Aide Health Nutrition Super.

<1 2 1

2 2 1 i 2

1

2 1 A

1 1

2 1

3 1 2 ' 3
1l- 2 2
2 - 0
1 1
2 1 1 3
2 0
1 1 2
1 1 1 1 3
1 0
1 1 1 1 5
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a health specialist. Educational specialists similarly appear
to have no consistent impact on time spent on educational areas
such as school readiness and teaching the parent to educate

the child.

There is a significant difference in specialist time-~use )
between summative and non-summative sites. In an effort to S
ascertain how much specialists were actually providing families i
with concrete information and aid, time spent on in~home contact, .
making referrals and driving families to referral appointments
were combined. This category showed much heavier use in non~ L
summative Sites than in summative sites: in non-summative sites,
specialists epent about a third of their time on the average on X
family service compared to half that (about 1/6) in summative
sites. Some of this extra time apparently came from staff
supervision, which was generally lower in non-summative sites.
Figure IV~4 shows direct family service time for specialists
in all sites.

Of all Home Start jobs, the position of specialist is
most individual, since each specialist has different responsi- :
bilities. For example, one educational specialist spends no )
time in direct contact with families and almost none with K
home visitors. Her time is spent primarily in curriculum !
design. On the other hand, one health specialist spends over .
half her time in direct contact with families and another sixth
making referrais; an educational aide sgpends hzlf her time working
directly with families. Still other specialists =~ especially
home visitor supervisors -= reach families by helping home
visitors prepare their home visits for over a quarter of their
time. Because of these wide variations, no generalizations
about specialists can be made even at the site level.

Monitoring of Home Visits

An issue which has been of special concern to the national
program director in the Office of Child Development has been lack |
of evidence that regular supervision in the home is being provided |
for home visitors. The Director/Specialist Time Use Questionnaire
provided specific self-report information regarding: (1) the
amount of time per week directors or specialists normally spend
accompanying home visitors to the home for purposes of supervision, ,
and (2) the number of home visitors that were supervised each week.
In both summative and non-summative projects, Directors/Specialists
report that the average home visitor is supervised once a month.
These figures are based on the total number of Home Visitors that
are supervised weekly. No information was obtained to determine
whether the amount of supervision provided differed significantly
. from home visitor to home visitor. It might, for example: be
poseible that home visitors who recently joined the Hoie Start
prcject staff receive more frequent supervision than others who
have heen with the project for longer periods of time.
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SPECIALIST TIME USE - WEEKLY BASIS
"DIRECT FAMILY SERVICE TIME"

a -

MR fidl B i
MR R R R
PR
-
}{'&"

': Direct Contact + Referral Time + Referral Drxve Time‘ L
- § 16 sites Hours Percent
; per of
| Summative Week Total
i Alabama » 9,7 .23
i Arkansas 1.4 5
| Kansas - - - - !
Ohio 4.3 11
Texas-Houston 8.6 " 19 . ji
West Virginia 4.9 16 ?j
) Average ;g
Summative Site 5.8 15 B
Non-Summative ';
Alaska 10.2 42 . é
Arizona 8.1 15
California - - - -
Massachusetts 10 28
Nevada 4.2 18
New York - - - -
North Carolina 29.6 49
Tennessee 11.4 28
Texas TMC - - - -
E Utah 4.8 24
: Average
| Non-Summative 11.2 29
All Sites
, \ Average 8.9 23
5 00
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There is wide variation in the aTount of supervzslon pnov
vided at each of the fifteen projects.l Figure IV=5 shows the -
frequency of supervision of each home visitor reported by the .
fifteen projdcts. The column on the far right of the figure o
shows a wide v-riation in the total amount of tima\that is
spent weekly by all staff on Supervision . LN

Data obtained from the Record of Home Vlsit Rctlvltles,,
which was completed by ‘home visitors following visits to
families involved in the summative evaluation, indicate -
overall agreement with these.findings.- In fact, in five of
the projects home visitors repor% they are- accompanied more .,
frequently on home visits than Director/Spacialists’ indidaﬁe :
No accurate information is available,: fromfthe Recoxrd, howevpn,_hwl
to show how frequently home visitors weére accompanied on: the . .wfw
home visit for supervision purposes. Home visitors in Houston; -
Texas repoTted that they had not ‘been accompanied at all on any’ 5%
of the visits (68) on which Records of Homé Visit Activities.. _:-JE%
were completed, while Director/Specialists indicate’ that - oo v
supervision is being provided once a month. This. discrepancy ;%%
is easily explained by the fact that Home Visit hctivity Recorda S
were only obtained for a sample of home visits, and the data;’ »tuﬁg
therefore, may give a slightly distorted picture of the situationf 73
if the home visits recorded were atypical. , ”}}

In-home monitoring of home visits is only one way in which
staff can supervise home visitors. Another is to help them 23
prepare materials for their home visits or discuss the family
situation. 1In Xansas, where home visitors are accompanied on b
home visits for supervision purposes only once a year, the '
director spends over half of her time providing such aid to
home visitors. In Arkansas, Arizona and Tennessee, on the other
hand, where in-hqme monitoring is most frequent, relatively
little time is spent helping home visitors prepare visits -~ less
than three hours a week per project staff member. Future o
analysis will consider further the various modes of supervision.

Home Visitor Time Use Profile

The home visitors in each of the sixteen projects are the
major providers of services to families, with the home visit
being the primary service delivery mechanism. In addition to
providing in-home services, home visitors are a major link
between the family and agencies in the community which provide
a variety of family services. Other services which the home
visitor provides include transportation for families to and
from both parent meetings and appointments.

lhlaska data were not included in this analysis because it was
not clear from staff responses whether or not they accompanied
home visitors for supervision purposes.

o1
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FIGURE TV.» §
MONITORING OF EOME VISITORS®
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Reportédf"
# of Hours 3J
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Project n supervision
ALABRMA l - X 2 2
ARKANSAS X : 24

KANSAS? : X -

ORIO p:4 7
TEXAS~-HOUSTON X ) 10

WEST VIRGINIA X 3

ARIZONA X . 36
CALIFORNIA X 0.25
MASSACHUSETTS X 1l

NEVADA X 2

NEW YORK b ¢ 1

NORTH CAROLINA® X 2
TENNESSEE b ¢ 11
TEXAS-TMC X 4

UTAH X 2

TOTAL PROGRAM 3 3 4 2 2 1l 8

:
1

A number of the Directors and Specialists interviewed indicated that
they would like to increase the amount of Home visitor supervision.
No data is included here for Alaska because it was not clear from
staff responses whether or not they accompanied the home visitors

for supervision purposes.

2Home vigitors in Kansas are supervised on a yearly basis. The low
amount of supervision provided is primarily the result of a recent
change in directorship and the total lack of other administrative or
specialist staff associated with the program. Texas-TMC is the only
other project with only one administrative staff member.

3This number is based only on time data from the director. Twp
specialists on the project also report spending large amounts of time
accompanying home visitors, but it is not clear if this is for super-
vision or not, so the times are not included. If, in fact, the
specialigsts are monitoring home visitors, the supervision rate would be
twice a week.

P
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3 Presented in this section is a general profile of how

g home visitors spend their time. For analysis purposes, the
home visitor week is divided into five major task areas:
travel, in-home, family support, training and other activities.
In addition to showing the time distributions for those major
task areas, some findings are reported here on specific home
visitor activities.

Since so much of the home visitor's time is spent in
the home with families (41%), z more detailed profile of in-
home time is presented in Chapter V: The Home Visit, wnich
shows how the home visitor allocates her time among a number
of specific parent and child content areas.

The Time Use data show that home visitors report that
their work week averages 45 hours, ranging from 35 hours in
Alaska to 56 hours in Tennessee. The average time per week .
worked as reported in the Home Visitor Background Question- o
naire is slightly lower (by 4 hours) th- 1 that reported in '
the Time Use data. In the six summat . sites for wpich Time
Use Data is available on all home visi.ors, the difference
amounts to only one hour.

The ple graph in Figure IV-6 shows how Home Visitors
on the average spend their time in the five major task areas.
Home Visitor Time Use profiles for each of the sixteen pro-
jects are presented in Table IV-4.

Y
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FIGURE IV~6

HOME VISITOR TIME USE
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Time spent with Families
in the home 41% 19 hours

R AL

Time spent in Family Support

Services, such as home visit

preparation time, time spent

on referrals, follow-up,

parent meetings, and driving

families to meetings and

referrals 25% 11 hours

Time spent in Training, inclugd- .
ing driving time to and from “
training conferences 18% 8 hours

Time spent on Other Activi~

ties, including the recruit- |
ment of families, public rela- :
tions, volunteer recruitment '
and training, and time spent

obtaining in~kind or levered .
resources for the project 93 4 hours N

Time spent on Travel {o and
from the homes of families 7% 3 hours

T —

100% 45 hours

o4
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Home Visitors report that their caseload consists of
12 families and that they make an average of 11 home visits
per week, iwdicating that each week one family per home visitor
was not visited. In general when a home visit was missed, the
family was not at home os had other commitments at the time
the home visgit was scheduled.

An average of 19 hours is spent weekly by each home
visitor on home visits, or 1.6 hours per family. Table IV-5
shows the average hours spent per week in the home and the
average number of hours spent per family for each of the gix-
teen projects. An additional 11 hours per week is spent provid-
ing support serv.ces to all of the families. Time spent on
specific family suppcsct activities is presented in Pigure IV-7.

FIGURE IV~-7

FAMILY SUPPORT SERVICES

18% (2 hours)
referrals

18% (2 hours)
homa visis
follow up

27% (3 hours}
Parent Meotings

Home visit preparation time cunsists primarily of plan-
ning activities and obtaining or preparing materials for the
home visit. Included in the cacegory "Parent Meetings" is all
time spent by home visitors arranging and/or attending parent
meetings and time spent providing transportation for families
to facilitate their attendance. Follow-up time with families
consists of time spent in between visits to remind the family
about meetings and/or appointments or to check back with
families regarding specific items introduced during the home
visit. Referral time includes the time spent making arrange-
ments with service agencies and providing transportation to
and from appointments. 5
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Vvariations Among Sites

N
. "
The overall profile of the home visitor's week does not -%

differ for urban and rural sites. The time use_profile is the
same for all five task areas, including travel.l In the six
summative sites, home. visitors on the average spend slightly
more time with families than in non~-summative sites although the
difference is not significant.

. There is a strong relationship between the percentage of
time spent on in-home family services and the percentage of
time spent on staff training, As the in-home services time
increases, the time spent on staff training decreases propor-
tionately. In subsequent Evaluation Reports, an attempt will
be made to determire whether a decrease in the amount of staff
training provided has an impact on the gquality of the home
vigit and whether it affects summative evaluation child and
parent outcomes.

- Summary of Findings

This chapter has presented both overall profiles and
individual variations in time-ugse for directors, specialists
and home visitors. The following emerge as important points: ey

¢ Home visitors spend about 20 hours a week .
working with an average caseload of 12 families, g
They spend an additional eleven hours per week in
familv support activities such as home visit pre-
paration, refe:rals, parent meetings and follow-up.

S 4 An increase in the amount of in-sexrvice
training a home visitor receives results in a
decrease in amount of time spent in the home
with families. 't appears the home visitor ;
has a relatively fixed amount of time to -
spend on family contact and training and an

increase in one takes time from the other.

e Directors vad specialists accompany home
visitors on family wvisits for supervision once a
month, on the average. In projects where in-
home monitoring is leas freguent, either because
of small staff or administrator's decision,
staff members spend more time helping home
visitors prepare for their home visits either
by liscussing individual families or providing
materials and ideas for the home visit. -

1It had beer anticipated that home visitors in rural projects
would spend a greater portion of their time on travel than
those in urban projects. 56
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® Although directors are the prime administra~
tors of Home Start programs, specialists also
take on a large administrative load.

5 e The administrative staff have at least minimal
-~ and in many cases considerable =-- direct

! contact with families. when only one director/
“ specialist staff member is present in an entire
R ' project, she/he assumes greater reBPOnslbillty
iy for family support actzvities. thus decreasing
@ the percentage of time spent on administration.

v e On the average, Specialists spe—~d more time with
L families than do directors. . However, because

= the jobs are so individual, there is wide varia-
o tion in how much time specialists actually spend
with families,

® Specialists in non-summative sites reported spend- 2
ing a higher proportion of their time in direct A
contact with families than those in summative sites.

® Rural sites employ more specialists and adminis- .ﬁ
- trative staff, on the average, than urban sites. K

® The presence of specialists appears to have no
effect on the content of home visits in the
project.

Future Issues

. ® Speclialist Time Use Data need to be reconsidered

to determine if specialists are performing T
administrative tasks which could better be done

by directors, leaving them free to spend more

time on issues related directly to their specialty.

e An analysis should be conducted of the various
ways in which staff members supervise home
visitors to determine the effects of different
combinations of in~home monitoring and aid in
preparing home visits,

e The impact of less training on the quality of the
home visit and summative outcome data needs to be
investigated to determine a range of time per week
in which training is most effective.
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SERVICES TO FAMILIES

The Home Start program is designed to demonstrate alter-
native ways of providing Head Start type comprehensive ser-
vices to families that either cannot or do not want a center
based pre-school program. The primary objective of Home Start
is to involve parents directly in the educational and general
development of their children through the home visit, a regu-
larly scheduled period during which a trained home visitor
meets in the home with both the focal parent and the focal
child. By meeting with the family on a regular basis, the 1
home visitor is able not only to help the parent in becoming N
a better educator of and provider for the child, but also to K
identify those community resources which the family might utie o
lize and to assist the family in obtaining the requisite ser-
vices.
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This section of the report examines the home visit in
order to answer two basic questions:

e What happens during the average home visit
in terms of

- Interactions between the home visitor,
the focal parent, and the focal child

L A Y SRy

. '.‘-Q" LY

- Parent and child content areas which are
emphasized during the visit (school
readiness, health and nutrition, etc.) .

- Activity modes which take place (tells, -
does, listens, ignores, etc.) =

- Tone of the home visit (alert, confident,
defensive, etc.) 3

e What services are provided to families as a .o
“r¥esult of the home visit? 3

A detailed analysis of the home visit process is presented
first. Information about special services which are provided
outside the home visit then is reported. Finally, some general
conclusions about Home Start pProgram support of sexvices are
made.

Data Sources

Data on home visit interactions, activities, and content
were obtained from the Home Visit Observation Instrument, which

28
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was recorded for 110 families in the six summative s@tgs by'
trained observers who accompanied home visitors on visits with
those families. The reliability of the observers had been
tested during the course of data collection (see Appendix B),
and the observers had previously visited the families te become
generally acquainted. When the home visitor was asked "Do you
think my being along on this visit affected the way you, the

_parent, or the child behaved?",81% responded *no®. In addition

estimates of time spent in nine primary child and parent con-
tent areas were made in the Record of Home Visit Activities by
home visitors following three successive visits with each
summative family. Figure V-1 illustrates the correspondence
of results from both data sources; the primary difference be-
tween the two instruments is that observers reported a greater
emphasis on s<hool readiness and less emphasis o~ health and
nutrition than did hrme visitors.l The overall patterns, how-
ever, are quite similar and suggest that both methods of data
collection are accurate for the purposes of describing the
major “shape®" and content of a home visit.

It should be noted that the description of the home visit
which was presented in Interim Report IV was based on the fre-
quency of interaction Patterns, content areas and activity
modes. For this report observers noted the length of each
activity recorded during the home visit. This time then was
assigned to the interaction patterns, modes and contehts of‘
activities, thus giving a more accurate picture of the dynamics
of the home visit.

Information on referrals which were initiated QUring the
home visit was reported for the six summative sites in both
the Record of Home Visit Activities and the Home Visit Obser-
vation Instrument; data on referrals initiated and accomp1+shed
at all 16 sites were obtained from the Home Start Information
System. Additional information about pProject support of
referral service delivery is available from the Home Visitor
and Director/Specialist Time Use Questionnaires, which rgcord
the typical weekly schedule of each staff member, including
time sSpent both on referrals and on in-home services.

The Home Visit

Preiiminary Concepts

The following description of the home visit reports gen-
eral findings at the Home Start national program level and at
the local site level for each of the six summative sites.

Basic interaction patterns, content areas and activity modes
are described first and are followed by a description of par~
ticipant attitudes and behavicr. The data then are examined

1It is reasonable to suggest that because the home visit
observers are also summative testers, home visitors probably do
spend more time on school readiness when observed.
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HOME VISIT CONTENT AREAS
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to determine the overall dynamics of the home visit: who is 'E
doing what, with whom, and why. In addition, to preserve the

richness of variation between home visitors, major findings E
about interaction patterns and content of home visits are in- A
cluded for each home visitor in Tables v-12 to Vv-18. P

buring the home visit numerous combinations of activity, -[
content and participants are possible. To simplify the descrip- %

tion of a home visit, four child and five parent c¢ontent areas Rk
have been identified: _ B |
e Child content “fﬁy

Oy

- School. readiness, including basic concepts, “_§%
language, music, knowledge about the environ- . e

ment, and some fine motor skills gg.

- Physical development, including gross motor ‘%

and fine motor skills 2

<

- Health and nutrition

ki

K,
R Tty

i

- Soclal-emotional development
® Parent Content

~ Bducating the parent about the needs of the
child

- Health and nutrition
- General parent education

- Social services, including employment, legal
services and welfare

~ Parental concerns, including socializing and
interpersonal problems

In addition, four interaction patterns and five activity modes
are reported:

® Interactions

Home visitor with focal child

Home visitor with focal parent

Focal parent with focal child

- Home visitor with focal parent and
focal child
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@ Activities

- Involved activities (telling, explaining,
showing, doing, praising, blaming)

- School~oriented activities (reading,
8inging) Py

-~ Inquisitive activities (askingr
- Passive activities (listens, watches)
- Uninvolved activities (ignoring)

An example of the Home Visit Observation Instrument, from
which these data were obtained, is shown in the volume Program

Analysis: 1Instruments (page 126).

The Typical Visit

Most home visits occur once a week and last nearly an hour
and a half. During this time observers recorded nearly ten
activities which, on the average, lasted for seven minutes.

The discrepancy between the visit length as reported by home
visitors both in the Record of Home Visit Activity (83 min.)
and to the observer (87 min.) and the total length of observed
activity time (67 min.) suggests that nearly 20 minutes are
spent arriving for and departing from the visit.

Before arriving at the home, the home visitor usually had
spent nearly half an hour preparing for the visit, and in over
three quarters of the activities which took place during-the
visit, the home visitor had brought child activity materials
with her. In over half the visits the home visitor recorded
that the parent participated all of the time while in the re-
maining visits the parent participated half or some of the
time. When asked why various content areas were being pre-
sented during the visit, the home visitor indicated primarily
two reasons for addressing child content areas:

~ the child likes to do it; e.g., he wants
to learn his colors

- the child needs to do it; e.g., he has
trouble. with his colors and needs to
learn these things for school.,
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The parent content areas, however, were not addressed for
any special reason. In order to estimate the extent to which
parents continue to educate the child between home visits, the
observers recorded any mantion of activities done since the ;ast
visit and of activities to be undertaken before the next visit.
The-results suggest that home visitors emghasize continuing--
home visit activities. In 60% of the visits observed, there
was reference to things the mother had done since the last
visit, and in nearly %0% of the visits there was a discussion
of thinge to be done before the next visit.

Interaction Patterns

The interaction patterns which occur between home visit
participants can be viewed in two ways:

® Person-to~person (home visitor with
focal parents, etc.) .

e Dominant/non-dominant {(home visitor
in charge, etc.)

Figure V-2 illustrates the four primary person-to<person
interactions which were observed between home vigit participants
in the six summative sites. The home visitor-focal parent-and -
home visitor-focal child interactions each occurred for about
one~-third of the home visit time, and the focal parent-focal
child interaction occurred less than 20% of the time. The
pattern differs only in Texas~Houston, where the focal parent-
focal child interaction took place far more often than the home
visitor-focal parent interaction. The fact that the home visitor
divides her time equally between the focal parent and the focal
child replicates the results reported in Interim Report IV, which

noted that home visitor-focal parent and home visitor-focal child

interactions occurred with the same frequency. This suggests
that, as recommended in the Home Start Guidelines, home visitors
continue to focus on the parent as well as on the child.

Figure V-3 shows dominance patterns for each of the
summative sites. In four of the sites~-Alabama, Arkansas,
Ohio and West Virginia-- the home visitor is dominant more
than half the time. In Kansas, however, all three participants
are equally dominant , and in Texas-Houston the focal child is
dominant more than any other person. The fact that the focal
parent is less likely to be dominant does not imply that she
is less involved in the home visit, but rather that she is less
apt to take charge of an activity during the visit.
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FIGURE V-3
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Content of the Home Visit

Both the home visitor and the observer recorded informa-
tion about time spent in various content areas in the six
summative sites. Figure V-4 presents the results from the
two instruments on a site™by site basis. An analysis of the
information in the table indicates that Home Start is a pro-
gram which emphasizes both educating the child and educutin
the parent about the child. Across all sites the most dominant
child content areas are school readiness and physical develop-
ment, which consists primarily of fine motor skills such as
cutting and pasting, and the most frequently cited pareat con-
tent area is educating the parent about the child. An examin-
ation of the data for each of the six sites shows that the
school~oriented child content areas are consistently emphasized
in Arkansas, Kansas and Texas, while in Alabama, Chio, and
West Virginia more time is spent on parental concerns than on
educating the parent about the child. Although health and
nutrition are second for time spent in Alabhama and West
virginia and third in the remaining sites, it should be noted i
that teaching the parent about nutrition, an area which is -
emphasized in the Guidelines, is addressed only % of the time
across all sites. )

Figure v-5 and V-6 presents the actual percentages of time
spent in child and parent content areas as recorded on the Home
visit Observation Instrument. Averaged across all sites,
more than half of the recorded activities emphasized child con-

. tent, while one third were parent-oriented. Child content
ranged from 51% in Arkansas and Kansas to 90% in Texas-Houston.
It is interesting to note that the Texas site, which has the
highest proportion of child content areas, i1s typified by home
visits in which the child is the dominant person, and most of
the interactions between participants include the child.

Home “isit Activities

various activity modes which were recorded by the obser-
ver for the three varticipants in the home visit are illus-
trated in Figure v-7. It i8 evident that the home visitor and -
the focal child are more actively involved than is the focal v
parent. The focal child, however, is far more likely to ig- -
nore or be uninvolved in the activity and is less likaly to
ask than are the adult participants. On the other hand, the
focal child tells, evplains, does, etc. more than either the
home visitor or the focal parent == not an unexpected finding
for a pre-schooler. The most frequent activity mode for the
focal parent is listening or watching. It is evident that the
parent is a less active participant in the home visit, but she
may be learning by observing the activities of the home visitor
and child and by listening to the home visitor.
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7%

16%

2%

2%

3%

19%

5%

21%

1%

0%

5%

308 398 | 18
43 21% 3%
22% 258 ] 33%
2% 1% 0%
1% 3% 3%
3% 08 | 28

Spent on Child Cont

7%

. 25%

1%

2%

2%

it Areas

70




]
-~

Educating Parent
About Child

Health

Nutrition

Parent Education

Social Services

Parental Concerns

Other

$§§? éﬁgﬁ
v &
6% 22% 17% 8% 5% 2% 10%
5% 5% 43 5% 2% 2% 3%
10% 7% 43 0% 0% 3% 4%
0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% 13 5% 0% 0% 0% 1%
10% 5% 7% | 10% 0% | 24% 12%
5% 33 2% | 10% 0% 3% 3%

Site Comparison - % Time Spent onr Parent Content Areas
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FIGURE V-7

Home Visitor Focal Child Focal Parent
Activity Time(min.) % Time(min.) & ~Time(min.) %

Tell/Explain 32 51% 32.6 56% 22.1 36%
Read/Sing 3 43 .9 2% 1.6 3%
Ask 11 17% 1.8 3% 6.2 10%
Listen/Watch 17 27% 12.5 21% 27.8 45%
Ignore/Uninvolved 1 1% 10.4 18% 4.5 7%
Total Time 63.2 58.3 62.2

Tables V-1 to V-5 present activity data for each of the six
summative sites by dominance or non~dominance of the participants
-ag-recoxded by an observer. Tables V-1 to V-3 sum time

across participants, while Tables V-4 and V-5 report dominant/
non-dominant time for each participant. For all six sites,

the primary mode is active and the secondary mode is passive.

The ranges within each mode are remarkably stable, suggesting
that the mix of activities is fairly constant from site to site.
It is also apparent from the tables that, as one might expect,
the dominant person was active. It is interesting to note though
that the person who was perceived as non-dominant was actively
involved cver 40% of the time.

-

Tone of the Home Visit

After a home visit had been obsz2rved, the behavior and
attitudes of the home visitor, the focal parent and the focal
child were ranked on a continuum from one to seven. In general,
the home visitor was observed to be more sociable, more confident
and more involved than the focal parent, but the two were
equally casuval and agreeable. The focal child was as involved
as the focal parent byt was somewhat more active. For the most
part, the only neutral behaviors noted were those of the focal
child, who was neither calm nor excited and neither guiet nor
talkative. It is evident that home visitors have a clearer
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perception of their role and are more likely to behave in a
decisive, positive manner, but that both the focal parent and
the focal child respond to the visit with generally positive
attitudes and behavior.

The Overall Visit

In order to construct a coherent picture of the home
visit, the above three descriptors -- activities, interaction
patterns and content areas -- must be examined together. 1In
addition, it is necessary to look at a description of the
activities of the three participants in a home visit. The
answers to questions such as, "What is the parent doing while
the child is asking questions?" form an important basis for
the following description.

The data reveal a marked split in the pattern of home
visits. One part of the home visit focuses primarily on the
Parent and is composed of focal parent-home visitor interactions.
The other distinct portion of the home visit involves the
child, who is interacting with either the home visitor or the
focal parent. The two portions of the home visit differ in
content and activity, as the following discussion makes clear.

Focus on the Parent

Home wisitor-focal parent interactions comprise
approximately one~thir2 of the visit.l  As Figure V-8 shows,
the home visitor spends over two-thirds of this time telling
or explaining and the parent spends equal amounts of time
telling/explaining and listening/watching, as well as a smaller
portion asking questions. The child is not very involved
in this portion of the home visit. Almost half of the time
the child ignores or is uninvolved; another quarter of the

time (s)he listens or watches.

lln this section, three-way interactions are considered under
both dominant interaction pairs; home visitor to focal child
and focal parent is considered as both home visitor to focal

child and home visitor to focal parent.

2Fiqures V-8 through v-10 are not comparable to similar

charts in the Interim Report IV. The tables there were based on
frequency of occurrence of various activities; the present
tables report the length of each activity, and percentages are
based on the total time reported for the home visit.
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FIGURE V-8

HOME VISITOR — FOCAL PARENT INTERACTIONS

The Home Visitor. ... While the Parent....

-Listens / Watches
47%

Tells / Explains
69%

Tells / Explains
45%

Reads / Sings

10%
Total: 24 minutes* Total: 24 minutes*
And The Child....
Ignores / Uninvolved
46%
Asks 4% 12
Listens / Tells /
Watches Explains
25% 25%
Total: 20 minutes*
And the Content Is.......
Child Parent
School Readiness 9% a Educating Parent About Child 18%
Physical Development 10% Health and Nutrition 16%
Health and Nutrition 2% Parent Education 1%
Emotional Development 6% Employment 4%
Subtotal 27% Parental Concerns 35%
Subtotal 74%
TOTAL: 25 minutes*

" Discrepancim due ta incomplete reporting on Home Vislt Oh'?'vg,yon instrument
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The subject matter of the discussion between home
visitor and focal parent is largely drawn from parent content
areas. Interpersonal and other general concerns take up about
half the time, while teaching the parent to educate the child
and parent health and nutrition each take about 15%. All
together, parent content areas take up about three~quarters
of the time when parent and home visitor are interacting.

This is in marked contrast to the heavy emphasis on child
content which can be seen in the other four interaction
patterns.

Focus on the Child

The other two~thirds of the home visit is concerned
primarily with the child and his/her needs and is composed
of focal child-home visitor and focal child-focal parent
interactions. The reason for considering these two inter-
action categorles together is that most of the time the
third person is 1nteract1ng with the child as well.
Approximately two-thirds of the time that the focal child
and home visitor are interacting, the focal parent is interacting
with the child, and in over 80% of focal child-focal parent
interactions, the home visitor's attention is also turned toward
the child. This tendency for home visitor and focal parent to
focus simultaneously on the child is supported by the fact
that over 60% of the three~way interactions are ones in which
the child is dominant.

Focal parent-focal child interactions occur for about
one-fifth of the home visit time, while home visitor-focal’
child irteractions take place nearly half of the time. A
general plcture of what happens in a home visit when these
interactions are dominant is shown in Figures v-9 and V-10. One
of the most noticeable differences between the child-focused and
parent-focused sections is the emphasis on child content.

Over 75% of the time spent in interactions which include the
focal child involves child content areas. In both interactions
the most highly emphasized content areas are school readiness
and physical development, in that order.

When the home visit is focused on the child the "ignore/
uninvolved” time for other participants drops considerably.
The parent is seen as uninvolved in about 15% of the home
visitor-focal child interactions as compared with 50% for the
child in home visitor-focal parent interactions. Not unexpectedly,
the home visitor rarely is uninvolved in -an activity.

Another indication of the child's involvement and importance
in the home visit is his tendency to perform actively even when
not perceived as dominant. During home visitor-child inter-
actions in which the home visitor is dominant, the child
tells/explains/does nearly two-thirds of the time and in similar
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FIGURE V-9
FOCAL PARENT — FOCAL CHILD INTERACTIONS

The Parent.... . While the Child....

Tells / Explains

Talis/ Explains
74%

ignores / Uninvolved 1% ignores / Uninvotved 1%

Total: 15 minutes Total: 15 minutes
And the Home Visitor....

Listens / Watches
59%

Telis / Explains
23%

ignores / Uninvolved

3%
Reads / Sings
2%
Total: 15 minutes
And the Content is....
Child Parent
Schoot Readiness 42% Educating the Parent About Child 11%
Physical Development 26% Health anc Nutrition 4%
Health and Nutrition 5% Parent Education 0%
Emotional Development _ 4% Employment 1%
Subtotal 77% Parent Concerns 7%
Subtotal 23%
TOTAL: 15 minutes '
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The Home Visitor....

Tolls / Explains
45%

Reads /

FIGURE V-~10

HOME VISITOR — FOCAL CHILD INTERACTIONS

While the Child....

Tells / Explains
75%

R v,
o ,xa*;:gi
4"-.

3]

Sings 6% -
Asks 2% -
Asks Listens / Reads /
24% Watches Sings 2%
26%
lgnores /
Uninvolved
4% .
Total: 35 minutes* Total; 30 minttes*
And the Parent....
Listens / Watches
55%
Tells / Explains
25%
Asks
5%
Reads /
Sings 3%
Ignores / Uninvolved 14%
Total: 29 minutes*
And the Content....
Child Parent
School Readiness 35% Educating the Parent About Child 6%
Physical Development 30% Health and Nutrition 3%
Health and Nutrition 5% Parent Education 0%
Emotional Development 8% Employment 1%
Sybtotal 78% Paraental Concerns 11%
7 8 Subtotal 21%
TOTAL: 31 mintrtes*

O
E MC Discrepincios due to incompiete report

IToxt Provided by ERI

ing on Home Viit Observation instrument
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parent-child interactions, is active over half of the time.
When the child is dominant, 90% of his time is spent activeliy
achieving, often with both home visitor and focal parent
simultaneously. Tables V-6 to v-11 show time breakdowns for
interaction Patterns taking dominance into account,

Although the child's health and nutrition is not a
highly emphasized content area, it should be noted that it is
highest for the interaction pattern in which the home visitor
is dominant to the child. This seems to indicate that the
home visitor is the initiator in discussions of child health
and nutrition and often sneaks directly to theg <hild about
these topics.

In general, when the home visit focuses on the child all
participants are consistently involved, with more emphasis on

the child and child content areas, partictularly school
readiness. The child himself is active during much of this
period, spending the majority of time telling and explaining
in marked contrast to his lack of involvement in the parent-
focused portion of the home visit.

Variations in Pattern

Tables V-12 to V-18 display dominance, interaction patterns
and content areas for each home visitor within the six sites
and overall site comparisons. Just as the results for the
entire Home Start program can be seen as the combination of
sometimes widely varying results from six individual sites, so
too can the results for each of the six sites be Seen as the
aggregate of many individuals {(home visitors). In some instances
the home visitors within a particular site are as variable as
the sites, Careful examination of these tables will convince
the reader that Home Start is not a monolithic, unvarying t- :at-
ment; rather, it depends to a great extent on the actions c.
dozens of Home Visitors, each of whom is unique.

The circles in each line point out the most fregquent domi-
nant person, interaction pattern, child content arca and parent
content area. A home visitor also is designated as parent- or
child-oriented based on the time spent on parent vs. child
content. The last line reportg the overall patterns within a
site. Table V-18 combines all the site totals and, in
addition, displays totals for the entire program.

It should be noted that in four out of the six summative
sites, the home visitor is dominant most often; in three of
these four, the home visitor-focal parent interaction pattern
occurs most frequently, and child content, especially school
readiness, takes up much of the time. Texas-Houston 18 most
consistently child-oriented with the child dominant within a
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home visitor-focal child interaction. Child content consumes
over three-quarters of the time, a figure considerably higher
than the other sites. Xansas shows very closely distributed
dominance times, but, although the child is dominant slightly
more often, the rest of the pattern indicates heavy emphasis
on the parent and especially on parent content areas.

Special Services

In addition to the direct services which are provided
during the home visit, other special services may be initiated
by the Home Visitor as a result of the home visit. These
services consist primarily of referrals to locally available
agencies for varying kinds of public¢ assistance such as
Medicaid or family counseling and the use of in-home specialists
who are available through the Home Start program. This section
will examine special services to determine:

¢ the primary areas in which referrals are made;
¢ the recipients of referrals;
¢ program success in accomplishing referrals;

¢ the extent to which program specialists provide
services directly to families;

¢ the extent to which home visitors support referrals
outside the home visit.

The primary source for data about the number, types and
recipients of referrals is the Information System, which
records all referrals made and received for both.summative and
non-summative sites. The figures presented in this report are
for the last quarter, April 1 to June 30, 1974. Additional
information about referrals initiated during the home visit is
available in the Record of Home Visit Activity and in the Home
Visit Observation Instrument. Reports from the Information
System and Stafi Time Use Questionnaires are used to indicate
the extent to which programs support referral services and
provide specialists for in-home services. Program results are
reported for all sixteen sites, on a summative/non-summative
basis.

Referral Content Areas

In order to compare types of referrals across all data
sources, three primary content areas have been identified:
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e Health and Nutrition;
® Education;
e Psychological/Social services.

Figure V-1llindicates subject areas of referrals made and
received as reported through the Information System. Averaged
across all sites, 58% of the referrals made were for health

and nutrition, while 37% concerned psychological/social services

There are interesting differences, however, between summativy
and non~summative sites: an the summative sites, for example,
37¢ of all referrals made are for psychological/social services
versus 21% in the non-summative sites, and in the non-summative
sites 25% of the referrals are for educational purposes, .
primarily for the focal parent, versus 5% in the summative sites.
When averages for the six summative sites are compared with the
figures for the 42 referrals which were initiated while the
home visit was being observed, the referral pattern remains
quite stable: 57% of the observed referrals concerned health
and nutrition, 29% concerned psychological/social services, and
14% were for educational needs. Similarly, 49% of the 111
referrals recorded in the Record of Home Visit Activity were
for health and nutrition, 14% were for education, and 38% were
for psychological/social needs. This suggests that both
instruments recorded referrals fairly reliably.

Referral Recipients

Figure V-12 provides information about referral recipients
by types of referral made and service received as recorded by
the Information System. The data indicate that more than half
of all referrals (57%) are made for the focal child, over a
third (35%) are for the focal parent, and only 8% are for
other family members. Figures for referrals received, however,
show that the focal child is the recipient of 62% of the
referrals. The focal parent receives 4% fewer referrals, and
other family members receive 1% less when compared with referrals
made. A comparison of the figures for summative and non~summative
sites indicates that a higher percentage of referrals is made for
the focal child in the summative sites (62% vs. 51%) and for the
focal parent in non-summative sites (42% vs. 30%).

Examination of the data for referral recipient by type of
referral shows that focal child referrals are primarily for
health and nutrition (77%), while for the focal parent the most
frequent type of referral concerned psychological/social needs.
For the summative sites 96% of the referrals made were received,
compared with 71% in the non-summative sites.
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FIGURE V-11

Subject Areas of Successful Referrals by Site

Alabama
Arkansas
Kansas

OChio
Texas—~Houston
West Virginia

Total

Alaska
Arizona
California
Massachusetts
Nevada

New York

North Carolina
Tennessee
Texas~TMC
Ltah

Total

6 Summative Sites

Health/

Nutrition Education Psych/Social Total
58 7 51 116
69 3 14 86
75 4 74 153
52 17 2 71
93 15 45 153

573 37 397 1007

709 83 583 1586
(58%) (5%) (37%) (100%)
10 Non-Summative Sites

Healith/

Nutrition Bducation Psych/Social Total
43 86 6 135
36 3 17 56
30 7 78 115

152 1 8 16l
100 6 32 138
86 30 20 136
53 0 8 61
27 1 7 35
499 134 176 837
(63%) {16%) (21%) (100%)
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FIGURE V-1~

Referral Recipients by Type of Referral

Health /
Nutrition

Education

Psych /Social

Health /
Nutrition

Education

Psych /Social

6 Summative Sites

Focal Child Focal Parent Other Total
693/69% 198/44% 29/23% 920/58%
47/5% 28/6% 8 83/5%
265/26% 228/50% 90/71% 583/37%
1005 454 127 1586
{63%) {29%) {8%) {100%)
10 Non-Summative
Focal Child Focal Parent Other Total
430/86% 61/21% 36/71% 527/63%
18/4% 110/39% 6/12% 134/16%
53/11% 114/40% 9/18% 176/21%
501 285 51 837
{60%) {34%) {6%) {100%)
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The summative sites show a remarkably consistent trade-off
pattern between referrals made and received (a result of the
high percentage of completion), while in the non-summative
sites referrals are more likely to be received for health

and nutrition than for education and by the focal child than
by the focal parent.

The Information System also provides data on the number
of referrals made and received per family. Thes2 figures, to-
gether with the ratio of referrals received to referrals male,
are displayed for each site in Figure V-l13. The average number
of referrals received per family is slightly higher among the
six summative sites (2.8 vs. 2.2), and the overall 96% referral
completion rate for summative sites is consistent with the
nicher completion ratic ;er family which is shown for the
' summative sites. The =itio of referrals received to
referrals made per family ranges from 1.00 in Ohio and Cali-
fornia to .37 in North Carolina. It should be noted that four
of the non-summative site (North Carolina, Utah, Massachusetts
and Nevada) have ratios which are significantly lower than the
ratios reported for the summative sites.

Data from th- Home Visitor Time Use Questionnaire indicate
the extent to whici. home visitors follow-up on and suppcrt
referral services. This support 1s rendered primarily in two
ways: making appointments for families and driving families
to the appointmenis. In bcth summative and non-summative sites
home visitors spent approximately 2.3 hours per week (5.5%}) in
these two referral support categories. The Director/Specialist
Time Use Data show that, across all sites, specialists spent
2.7 hours per week (30 5%) on referral services outside of the
home. I{ such services as giving information and materials to
families and screening for child gisabilities are included,
spec1allsts spend an average of 9 hours per week on special
services.

Summaxy of Findings

Although the home visit is a unique and varying experience,

certain patterns emerge in an overall analysis. Among the
most important findings are that:

# The content of the home visit is primarily
child-oriented, but includes both school readi-
ness for the child and educating the parent abrut
the child.

® There is little emphasis on nutrition during the
home visit.
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FIGURE V-13

Average Number of Referrals per Family:
Fourth Quarter 1974

6 Summative Sites

Made Received Ratio
Alabama 1.5 1.4 .90
Arkansas 1.2 1.1 .83
Kansas 2.6 2.3 .89
Ohio 2.0 2.0 1.00
Texas-Houston 4.4 4.0 .92
West Virginia 7.5 7.5 -1.00
Avg. 3.1 2.9

10 Non-Summative Sites

Made Received Ratio
Alaska 2.9 2.5 .88
Arizona - - -
California .8 .8 1.00
Massachusetts 2.8 2.2 .78
Nevada 4.2 3.3 .80
New York 1.8 1.7 .96
North Carolina 6.9 2.6 .37
Tennessee 4.4 4.0 92
Texas-TMC —— — -
Utah .0 5 .76
Avy. 3.0 2.2
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® The two major interactions are between the
home visitor and focal parent and the home
visitor and focal child. Each interaction
consumes about one~-third of the visit.

® The focal parent is rarely uninvolved in the
home visit, but she freguently listens to
or watches the home visitor and the focal
child, a mode which is guite conducive to
learning.

® The focal child is usually actively involved,
but when the home visitor and focal parent are
interacting, the focal child is uninvolved half
the time.

® The focal child is the primary recipient of
referral services.

® More referrals are made for health than for any
otner area.

These findings suggest that the Home Start Program's
Objectives, which are

e To involve parents directly in the educatinnal
development of their children;

® To help strengthen in parents their capacity
for facilitating the general developmeant of
their own children;

® To demonstrate methods of delivering comprehensive
Head Start type services to children and parents
. » .for whom a center-based option is not feasible

are, for the most part, being met.

It is not possible at this time to specify or describe
an "ideal"” home visit, or even to make recommendations for
changing it. Though the home visit still focuses on the child,
it is not clear that more active parent involvement would in fact
produce more positive results. Since child nutrition remains an
important objective, it would appear that more time should be
spent or it, but it is difficult to say how much more and at
the expense of what. Since the home visit does indeed mest the
Program Objectives, it must be viewed as more than adequate as it

exists.




Future Issues

® Does

the background of the home visitor affect

. e content emphasis of the home visit?

¢ What impact does the length of time the family
has been in the program have on the home wvisit?

® Does

the length Oof time the home visitor has

been with the family affect the home visit?

# How are home visitors helping parents to
provide better nutrition for their families?
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TABLE TI1I-1
tost ecent Previous Quarters
AT-A-GLANCE TG _' " T i 2 -
6-Summative Sites Year III Year II Year II Year IC Year 11 Maximum
6/30/74 Quarter I Quarte: IV Quarter 111 Quarter II Cuarter I Difference
{6/30/74} {3/31/74; (12/31/73) (4/30/73) (6/30/73) %
# of 1':tal Staff 9 71 70 69 67 &
hverage ] u.s __ 1 yp__...wn.s8_ ¢+ 12 O | I 3 5 S N * 2 2N z
 Range 8-14 9-14 i 914 9-14 6-13
£ of Heme Yisi ors 49 45 45 46 ] 44 10
|
R 8.1 1S 4 __1.5 7.7 —— 3 2
_Range 6~14 6-10 B 6-10 6-10 4-10
# of Families 477 543 537 500 457 16
Average 8 > S B 90 _____. 83T L6
Range 38-135 74-143 | 68-14% 58-157 47~ 98
# of Familigs/
Hone Visitor [ o7 12.1 1.9 11 20.4 20
-“J —— - [ A e —— v ——— —— — s el B e -, o - — . ——
= Range 6-14 11-14 10-15 8-16 9-14
# of Focal Children 673 800 721 642 597 25
Average R S 122 _____ 133 120 107 w0 25
Raf‘-‘l"«‘ 60-206 93-256 83-234 78-222 66-143 !
4 o Children (G-5) 937 1,137 1,092 1,011 900 21
Average [ 2%6 g feo2eo L s L 168 e =
range 86-275 141-364 128-338 121-322 97-205
e . e — — . — :
# of cunildren (0-1B) 1,828 2,218 2,133 2,029 1,818 18
Averags p_____305 370 _.3ss. ____|___.338 ___bo....33  _____ 18
Range 131-585 246-731 ' 209-651 208-411 189-429 : 90
89
1) No data reported for this Quarter 2} ne oddnta copovod tor this Quarre:r Yol rexas-THC;
from Arirona and Tekas-TMC: data daca l't'orn previous Quarter used to avord serious distortion.
::irgoﬁze;iggirg:;ter used to avoid 3) patz for california not included in this Quarter
.EKC--—-G--—---u--u-nu
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TABLE III-2 ﬂf:ﬁ%w
AT-A~GLANCE Mogst Recent Previous Quarters o
10 No;;igzmative Year IIX = Year Il Year II Year II Year II !iaximum {
i | el || Smet | St | W | S |
# of Total staff 110 118 119 116 109 8 1
Average 11 _ 11.8 12 11.6 12.1
Range 7-15 8-17 9-16 8-18 10-17
# of Home visitors 65 69 A1 71 65 60 16
Average — 6.5 7.0 Y 'Y SR SO 6.5 6,7 8
Range 2-11 4-11 4-11 3=10 5-9
# of Pamilies 673 731 695 606 585 20
Average 67 73 70 __61 65 16
Range 48-102 58-102 51-102 26- 79 47— 719
# of Families/ 10.3 10.6 9.8 9 9.8 15
Home visitor e _
Range 8-20 8-15 7-15 6-15 6-16
# of Focal Children 770 839 1 781 688 668 20
Average ——__r7 - 84 78 69 L 18
Range 51-115 62-il5 53~110 27- 87 48-101
# o% Children (0-5) 1,283 1,315 1,274 1,088 1,108 17 |
| Average 128 132 127 109 123 17
Range 65-186 9z-186 84-187 51-3165 100-167
# of Children (0-18) 2,444 2,462 2,381 2,066 2,052 I 17
Average - 244 246 238 207 228 1 10
Range | 136-452 143-~452 146-446 | 138-362 160-333 __}_
1) No data reported for this Quarter 2 ggtza;:aiegzti:ugoguzl;izrgzzigeiofzzgigez‘z-igﬁ’distortion.
from Arizona and Texas-TMC: data
from previous Quarter used to avoid 3) pata for california not included in this Quarter
serious distortion. 92
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TABLE IITI-3: AVERAGE QUARTERLY FAMILY TURNQVER v
{Quarters III - Year I through Quarter I - Year III} X
Average % Turnover . 3 Turnover Adjusted
Quarterly Based On Adjusted During Quarterly
Site Turnover Family Enrollment Turnover otr . If - yr.IX Range
ALABAMA 10 11.7% 5.3% 51.2% 0% - 8.2%
ALaskKa 12 24.8% 16.9% 72.3% 6.7% ~ 33.3%
ARIZONR 7 9.7% 5.5% ‘31.3% l.4% = 9.7%
ARKANSAS 11 14.0% 5.6% 66.2% 0% - 12.4%
CALIFORNIA 9 19.8% 13.1% 100.0% 0% — 22.2%
KANSAS 14 19.0% 15.3s 40.0%2 8.3% ~ 34.0%
MASSACHUSETTS 10 16.7% 9.0% 6l.7% 0% - 19.7%
NEVADA 20 31.8% 28.9% 50.0% 14.7% - 43.8%
NEW YORK 16 22.7% 12.6% 8l.1% 1.3% - 43.8%
‘; NORTH CAROLINA 11 17.8% 9.7% 65.5% 0% - 30.0%
OHIO 12 18.7% 11.0% 62.3% 0% - 32.0%
TENNESSEE 12 15.0% 7.1% 60.8% 5.1% ~ 9.2%
TEXAS ~ HOUSTON 19 26.6% 19.1% 66.3% 5.0% - 56.6%
TEXAS - me’ - - -- - -
UTAH 3 12.8% 5.6% 60.6% 1.3% - 17.3%
WEST VIRGINIA 24 18.1% 14.0% 53.1% 6.4% - 18.3%
TOTAL PROGRAM 13 18.2% - 11.5% 59.0% -—
lThe figures presented in this column exclude the seasonal high termination period (Summer) to
show a more accurate picture of average quarterly attrition.
2'I'he figure reported here is for the lst Quarter of year II since terminations took place in an 94
’ 93 earlier guarter in Kansas than elsewhere.
Q 3No information is reported for Texas-TMC because of insufficjent data.




TABLE III-4: STAFF TURNOVER BY SITE

{Quarters III -~ Year I through Quarter I - Year IIT}

Total Staff Turnover ? Quarterly
Sites for 7 Quarter Period Staff Turnover Range
ALABAMA 9 10.8% 0% - 18.2%
ALASKA 13 17.8% Oy ~ 41.7%
ARIZONMA S 6.8% 0% ~ 20.0%
ARKANSAS 4 4.3% 0% - 7.7%
CALIFORNIA 2 4.3% 0% - 11.1%
KANSAS 8 12.7% 0% - 40.0%
MASSACHUSETTS 4 6.2% 0% - 12.5%
NEVADA 21 20.4% 0% -~ 43.8%
NEW YORK 15 21.9% 0% ~ 41.7%
NORTH CAROLINA 12 15.0% 0% - 43.8%
OHIO 6.3% 0% - 18.1%
TENNESSEE 6 7.9% 0% - 36.4%
TEXAS - HOUSTON 15 17.9% 0% - 40.0%
TEXAS -~ TMC -— - —-—
UTAH 12 2.9% 0% - 17.6%
WEST VIRGINIA 7 2.1% 0% - 23.1%
TOTAL PROGRAM 1391 11.8% ——

lTotal terminations for 7-guarter period or an average of 9.3 per project.
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? TABLE IITI~5: EDUCATION MATCH - POCAL PARENTS/HOME VISITORS
E June 30, 1974
Grades 0~12 High School Some College Coll.ge Graduate
Graduate {Incl. Assoc. Degree)
Fp H.V. FP H.V. PP H.V. _ Fp H.V.
Alabama 67.3% -~ 26.0% 16.7% 4.8% 66.7% -~ % 16.7%
Alaska 37.0 50.0 46.3 25.0 13.0 25.0 - -
Arkansas 81.9 - 16.90 12.5 - 87.5 —_— -
California 74.7 - 15.7 - 6.0 S0.0 . 3.6 50.0
Kansas 58.0 20.0 24.6 20.0 14.5 60.0 - -
Massachusetts 34.6 - 5¢.0 50.0 15.4 -— - 5¢.0
Nevada 44.9 14.3 34.7 28.6 20.4 57.1 fiad -
I "
e New York 81.2 14.3 18.8 28.6 - 28.6 - 28.6 f
North Carolina 77.4 - 15.1 100.0 7.5 ~-— e -
ohio 85.2 40.0 13.6 40.0 1.1 20.0 - -
Tanr. ssee 87.4 — 11.1 20.0 Q.7 8g.0 - -
Texas-Houston 71.1  33.3 13.2 50.0 | 5.3 16.7 -— -
Texas—-TMC - 11.1 - 33.3 - 55.6 - - e :
o an e s bt P L ki
Utah 44,3 - 32.9 14.3 16.5 57.1 6.3 28.6
96 W. Virginia 99.3  26.7 0.7  33.3 -- 26.7 -~ . 6.7 97 -




TABLE IIL~6 Q
STAFF/FOCAL CHILD ETHNIC MATCH BY SITE. ;
6/30 1974 ;
A
¥
Staff 4
Focal Staff Change
Six Summative Sites Children Current "Match" to Match g
Alabama Cauc. 60 6 5 -1 .é
Black 75 5 6 +1 .'f:i’
135 11 11 2 é
Arkansas Cauc. 91 13 14 -1 E
Black 3 1 0 -1 4
Mex-Amer. 1 0 0 0 .
Amer. Ind. 1 0 0 0 }
94 14 14 2 A
Kansas Cauc. 41 4 4 0 i
Black 38 3 4 +1 Ny
Mex-Amer. 6 1 0 -1
85 8 8 2
Ohrio———Cater— - 12 3 2 -1
Black 6l 7 7 0
Puerto -
Rican 17 1 2 +1
Other 1 0 0 0
91 2
Texas~H Black 24 7 4 -3
Mex-Amer. 36 4 7 +3
60 11 11 6
West Va. Cauc. 206 14 14 0
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Staff

Focal Staff Change
Ten Non-fummative Sites Children current "Match" +0 Match
Alask'. Cauc. 31 4 4 0
Black 4 1l 0 +1
Alaskan 20 2 3 -1
Other 1 ['] [\] 0
56 7 7 2
Zrizona Am. Ind. 80 12 12 0
Calif. Cauc. 24 3 3 0
Black ‘ 24 1 2 -1
Mex-Amer. 23 2 2 0
Am. Ind. 1 0 0 0
Polynesian 9 1 1 0
Oriental 6 2 1 +1
Other 2 '] ¢ 0
89 9 9 2
Mass. Cauc. 57 9 9 0
Nevada Cauc. 35 7 7 0
Black 5 3 1 +2
Mex~-Amer. 4 0 1 -1
Am. Ind. 2 0 0 0
Polynesian 0 0 0 0
Oriental 0 0 0 0
Other 5 0 1 -1
51 10 10 -~ - 4
New York Cauc. 92 11 11 0
Black 3 0 0 0
Qther 3 0 0 0
Am. Ind. 1 . _0 _0 0
. 99 11 11 0
No. Carolina
Cauc. sl 11 11 0
Am. Ind. 2 0 0 0
53 11 11 v}
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Tenn.

Texas/TMC

Utah

Cauc.
Black

Cauc.
Mex-Amer.

Cauc.

amer. Ind.

Oriental
Mex-Amer.

Staff
Focal . staff Change
Children Current "Match" to Match

85 11 10 +1
] 0 1 ot 3
89 11 11 2
1l 1 0 +1
114 u 15 -1
1i5 15 15 2
67 15 13 +2
2 0 0 0
1 0 0 0
11 9 2 -2
81 15 15 -2
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TABLE IV-1

DIRECTOR TIME USE ~ WEEKLY BASIS

16 Sites Work- % % 3 % L
Week Job Task In~Home Family Staff Staff Admin.
Summative Hours || Hours Contact Suprort Super. Training and Ot
Alabama 40 40.1 4 20 5 6 65
Arkansas | 25.5 24.7 6 5 18 14 56
Kansas 40 55.1 5 S6 0 15 23
Ohio 48 45.5 4 17 2 14 62
Texas- S
Houston 40 44.0 8 3 4 24 61
west Va. 47.5 59 27 7 12 Yy
Average _ ;
Surmative | 40.2 44.7 6 21 6 14 52
Sites
Ron~
Summative
Alaska 27 20.8 3 34 2 20 41
Arizona S5 100.1 1 8 8 30 53
California| 46.7 51.29 0 27 2 28 40
Mass. 39 35.3 6 28 3 23 41
Nevada 32.5 30.5 13 31 0 14 37
New York 37 44,2 23 31 16 S&
No.Caroling 47 54.9 6 8 9 18 60
Tennessee 45.5 69.0 19 S 15 59
Texas—TMC B0 55.1 10 27 7 22 33
Utah 29 21.8 1l 30 1 25 43
Average .
Non- 41-9 48.2 5 24 4 21 47
Summative
All Sites
Average 41.2 46.9 5 23 5 18 49
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TABLE IV-2

SPECIALIST TIME USE-WEEKLY BASIS

SR

16 Sites work- % % % % 3
Week Job Task In-Home Family staff Staff Admirn.
Summative Hours Hours Contact Support Super. Training and Other
Alabama 40 42.9 23 31 0 6 41
Arkansas 24.4 26.5 2 20 .9 21 48
Kansas NO SPECIALISTS
 Ohio 40 40.6 9 27 12 34 18
 Texas- 40 46.5 13 17 6 32 42
Houston - .
i
West Va. 38.5 30.0 10 16 7 23 34
Averagel
Summative
Non—
Summative
Alaska 32.7 24.3 32 18 0 34 1€
Arizona 43 55.2 10 25 8 18 40
California NO SPECIALISTS
New York NC SPECIALISTS
No.Caroling 34 60.5 32 28 9 29
Tennessee 34.7 40.5 27 5 6 16 46
Texas~TMC NO S fEC IALISTS
Utah 20.6 19.7 18 23 2 29 28
Averagel 32.5 37.0 20 21 3 29 28
Non—
Summative
All sites | 34.2 37.1 16 21 5 21 36
Averagel

1Averages taken only across sites which have at least one specialist.
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Summative Sites
Alabama
Arkansas

Kansas

Ohio

Texas - Houston
West virginia

. Non~Summative Sites

Alaska

Arizona
California
Massachusetts
Nevada

New ¥c¢

North _rolina
Tennessee
Texas ~ TMC
Utzh

103

DIRECTOR/SPECIALIST STAFF HOURS PER WEEK

TABLE IV-3

BRI
Tt

ey *@v\;‘%%&,_ ¥

Dirqf
Soec. Edue. Bduc. Spec. Spec.

Spec. Spec. Total Total

H.v. H.V. EBEduc. Edue. Soc.

ni:;__nizL__n1z;_§nEgx_§n2g:__a;Qg__A1Q9_ﬂg12£=§§§§b__u_§x;_2§29h;__§r- Sex.

40 40 40 40

33 18 25 21 27 14 35

40 .

41 55 40

40 40 40 40

50 45 38

48 13 20 41 16 40

55 42 44

47 46

39 40

45 20 27 24 16

37 37

47 . 28 40

45 40 40 24

60

29 24 14 3l 25

24

120
146
0
40
120
38

97

86

40
67

68
104

lo3

160
221

40
136
160
133

178
141
93
79
132
14
115
149
60
132

104
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TABLE IV-4

-

HOME VISITOR TIME USE -SPRING 1974

Average ) LY LY Y 'Y ! 'Y LY T T
Hours Time Time Tims on Tine Tine T Time
Worked Y in in Travel 2 on on on
Per Week Home Family Support |to Famllies™ | Training | Other |[Total Travel
Alabama 519 (43.2) 508 213 74 5% 74 12% !
Alaska 35,3 (37.4) 54 19 9 10 8 15
Arizona 52,9 (s51,0) 35 27 2 23 7 11
Arkansas  {|35.1 (41.0) a3 25 8 12 12. 18 ' |
-1 california |[[50.8 (47.3) . 35. 25 5 26 o .o !
Kansas 43.3  (41.0) 40 25 8 20 8 .17 , |
Mass. 51.8 (44.5) a1 30 7 17 5 14 o !
Nevada 48,7 (43.8) 39 28 $ 20 ’8: 12
& Wew York 41.5 (36.0) 45 17 5 21 13 8
N. Carolina ||46.0 (40.0) 43 22 8 23 [ T 12
Chio 3’7.0 (32.1} 30 22 ] 18 15 14
Tennessee 55.7 {41.3) 42 19 ‘8 18 15 - 5
Tx.~- Houston|[40.6 (40.0) 39 22 6 25 1a 13
Texas - TMC.[|40.1 { ".8) 38 23 7 23. - g 13
Ueah 38.7 (47.4) 28 - 39 7 20 & .2
W, Virginia {{50.86 (40.8) 33 3 8 15 9 21
AVERAGE || 45.0 (42.0) a1y 25% 7% 18% % 12%

1Reported in this column are both the total hours home visitors accounted for in the time
categories and the total hours the home visitors said they worked last week (presented in parentheses).

4
)
[l{icﬂs 2'I‘z:‘.-;m'e:i. to and from the home for home visit purposes only. 106
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AVERAGE NUMBER O: HOURS SPENT IN HOME VISITS WITH.‘FAMILIES

TABLE IV-5

WEEKLY AVERAGE | WEEKLY AVERAGE
% OF HOURS 4 OF HOURS
ON HOME VISITS PER FAMILY

ALABAMA 30.8 2.3
ARKANSAS 15.1 1.5
KANSAS 17.2 1.4
OHIO 14.7 1.3
TEXAS-HOUSTON 15.3 1.4

WEST VIRGINIA 19 2.4
SUMMATIVE SITE

AVERAGE 18.7 1.7

ALASKA 19 1.2
ARIZONA 18.4 1.0
CALIFORNIA 18 1.5
MASSACHUSETTS 21 2.1
NEVADA 19 1.8

NEW YORK 11.5 1.6
TENNESSEE 20 1.6
TEXAS-THC 24 1.5

UTAH 15.3 1.6
NON-SUMMATIVE

SITE AVERAGE 16.6 1.4
ALL SIXTEEN

PROJECTS 17.7 1.6

107 - -
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TABLE V-1

¥ite Comparison -~ % Time ‘Spent on Various Activity Modes

Tell/Explain/Do
Read/Sing

Ask

Listen/Watch
Ignore/Uninvolved

Other

08

bDominant

e ?§¥ @
74% 77% 75% 69% 73% 75%
10% 12% 7% 10% 3% 7%
12% 6% 16% 18% 16% 13%
3% 4% 8% 2% 8% 5%
0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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-2 i . : : ‘ L Ex
A ‘ Site Comparison - § Time Spent on Various Activity Mades : T

Non-Dominant | . .
bt ] . ._:""f;
Lf

Tell/Explain /Do 32% 27% 40% 31% 34% 35% 33%

eg

Read/Sing 1% 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1%
aAsk 10% 4% 8% 7% 20% 7% 9%
Listen/Watch 45% 57% 32% 56% 39% 42% 44%

Ignore/Uninvolved 12% 11% 17% 5% - 7% 16% 12%

Other 0% 0% 03 0% 0% 0% 03 : N
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™ TABLE V~4 Dominant Dominant Dominant Dominant Dominant
———=rahk == _—e =
Time  Percent ! Time Percent |Time  Percent [Time Percent |Time Parcent | Time Percant
Pell/Explain/Do 15,02 29.88 { 13.11 26 & | 9,45 16.7¢] 23.24 a8} 14.00 28,20} 7.54 138
Read/Sing £.25 8. 4% .33 I8 [ 0.67 1.3 4.84 a.2s 0.0 oV 1,87 3.2%
3 ask 5.34 10. 6% 0.0 1.8% | 0.58 os] 1.98 3.5% 0.0 os ] 1.62 2.8 "~
3 Listen/Watch 0.63 1.7 | o0.89 os | 0.0 os] o0.38 .68 .71 n| 017 11
- tynore/Uninvolved 0.0 o 0.0 o | o0 ov] o0.25 1) 0.44 .88 ] 0.0 o0 -
3 —— — ’ = —
l@l&sr_ _OR10
Tell/Explain/Do 16.49 28.8% | 16.58 25.6¢ §13.22 20.68] 25.8 S1.6% 8.10 16.4% | 6.05 12,38
; Read/Sing 0.84 1.0 3.22 5 8| 0,42 58] 0.0 0% 0.0 - os] 1.29 2% 8, ‘
ask 1.66 2.6% 0.83 1.3% | 3.81 5.9¢3 4.86 9.8% 0.0 o | 2.14 4.3% h
. Listen/Watch 0.0 ) 1.33 2.1s | 32.83 6 s 0.52 1.1% 0.489 1 s| 0.48 18
tgnore/Uninvolved i 0.0 o 0.0 os | 0.0 0 % 0.0 0 0.0 os| o.0 1]
3 =
TEXAS~HOUSTON WEST VIRGINIA
' ” Tell/Explain/po 6.5 14 s § 20.11 43,38 | 5.47 11.8%] 41.50 39,8 20,87 19.9% | 13.97 13.4%
' - Read/8ing 1.78 3.88 0.50 1.1s | 2.42 5.2 1.30 1.2% 0.19 2% | 1.38 1.3
I Ask 2.81 6 v 0.28 .68 | 5.45 1n.76f 14,84 ° 14.3 0.94 v | 0.43 1
.' Listen/Watch 0.0 o 0.75 1.68 | 0.33 J28f 6.58 ' “-6.30; 0.0 os| 1.58 1.5% - o
) t9nore/Uninvolved 0.0 o8 0.0 ov | 0.0 os 0.25 .28 0.56 .58 | 0.0 0%
114 TIME SPENT ON ACTIVITIRS FOR DOMINANT MODE ' 115
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Time Percent Time Percent | Time Percent § Time Percent
; ':l‘ell/Explain/Do 6.08 6.3% | 13.33  13.7% { 11.33 11.6% | 10.89 5.6%.,,__,“10.94 9.88 | 8.37
* Read/Sing 0.33 3% | 0.67 T os | 0.42 4% 0.13 as | 101
s Bsk a.86 5.8 | 1.00 1.8 ] 409 a2 |- 167 1.as 0.92 8% | 1.63
'::_'_ Listen/Watch 12,75  13.1% § 10.03  10.3s | 20.78  21.4% | 14.50 12.8% 14.94 13.2¢ | 34.69
‘, Ignore/Uninvolved 0.92 .9% 8.11 g.48 | 2.72 2.88 | 0.21 2% 12.10 10.7% 0.67
] — ‘ —
? XANSAS T T o
Tell/Explain/Do 23,92  19.5% | 10.36 g.5¢ | 14.95 12.2% | 4.3  4.5¢ 17.09 17.5% 8.95
Read/Sing 2.81 2.3% 0.0 os | o.0 0% | 0.0 (1] 0.0 0% 0.0
Ask 2.75 2.3% 5.50 ~  4.5% | 1.95 1.6% | 4.52  4.6% 0.0 o8 1.86
'; Listen/Watch 13.94  11.4% 4.50 3.7% | 20.84 17.08 | 9.66 10.0% | 16.61 17.1 28.00
E'j; Igno;:e/Uninvolved .17 1% | 14.72 12,08 | 5.39 4.4% | 0.G 0% 5.33 5.4 1.00  1.0%
2
* TEXAS-HOUSTON WEST VIRGINIA M”
Tell/Explain/Lo 6.00 6.6% 15.78 17.2% 9,22 10.1% | 12.76 6.2% 35.00 17.0% 23.83 11.6%
;j- ~ Read/Sing 0.0 0% 0.11 A8 | 0.0 0% | 0.0 0% 0.10 .18 0.69 .38
" sk 8.47 9.3% 0.0 os { 9.86 10.9% | o.40 a.68 | 0.69 3% 4.16  2.0%
IListen/Watch 21.95 24.0% 4.33 4.7% 9.11 10.0% | 20.44 10.0% | 19.13 9,3% 46.95 22.8%
Ignore./Uninvolved 0.0 0% 4.28 4.7 | 2.28 2.5% } 1.06 .5% | 16.55 .18 | 1472 7.2 _
§: TIME SPENT ON ACTIVITIES FOR Nonnomm MODE 1 1 Zsf
eilo. . - ' B - et R S T O N -4
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TABLE V-6

Home Visitor Dominant Interacting With Focal Parent

Activities Home Visitor Activity Focal Parent Activity Focal Child Activity
Tell/Explain/Do 84% 29% 28%
Read/Sing 5% 0% 0%
Ask 7% 6% 2%
Listen/Watch 43 65% 27%
Ignore/Uninvolved 0% 0% . 4%
Total time = 16 mins, Total time = 16 mins, Total time = 14 mins.*

Child Content

School Readiness 9%
Physical Development 123
Health and Nutrition 2%
Emotional Development 6%
Subtotal 29%

Content Areas

Parent Content

Educating the Parent About the Child
Health and Nutrition

Parent Education
Social Services

Parental Concerns

Subtotal
Total time = 16 mins.

*Discrepancy due to incomplete reporting on Home Visit Observation Instrument.

20%
los
1y
3%
32%

72 %
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TABLE V-7 .
Home Visitor Dominant Interacting With Focal Child (:{,“ E o
Activities Home Visitor Activity Focal Parent Activity Focal Child Activity -
Tell/Explain/Do 46% - 22% . 65%
Read/Sing 8% 1% 1%
Y
Ask ) 21% 4% 2
Y 31s
Listen/Watck 26% 58
: . 15% . 2%
Ignore/Uninvolved 0% _ . '
Total time = 2lmins. Total time =16 gins. Total time = 16 mins.*
Content Areas
Child Content . Parent Content
School Rezdiness 36% . Pducating the Parent About the child
Pnysical Development . 26% - Health and Nutrition
Health and Nutrition L Parent Education ‘,}l
Emotional Development 8% Social Services 1% l|
12% -
Parental Concerns '_4
77‘ L E
Sukstotal Subtotal 23% !
Total time =17 mins. :

*Discrepancy due to incomplete reporting on Home Visit Observation Instrument.




TABLE V-R

Focal Child Dominant Interacting with Home Visitor

}, Activities Home Visitor Activity Focal Parent Activity Focal Child Activity
Tell/Exzlain/Do 43% - ?B% 88%
Read/sing 8% 0% 4%
Ask 28% 8% 2% 5
Listen/Watch 25% 50% 5% N
o Ignore/Uninvolved 0% 13% _ 1%

Total time =13 mins., Tota! time =13 mins. Total time =14 ming. *

Content Areas

Child Content " Parent Content o

: -2
School Rezdiness ' 35% Educating the Parent About the Child 4% :
" ' Physical Development 35% Health and Mutrition T 3% i
o 4 -
- e Health and Nutrition 3% Parent Education ' 0% w3
Emotional Developrent o Social Services 1 .

Parental Concerns 10% o

subtotal 82% Subtotal 18% ke

Total time = 14mins. ’

P

Q *Discrepancy due to incomplete reporting on Home Visit Observation Instrument. . s
- ' LoTs
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TABLE V-9 v 77 -~ R 3 :
Focal Child Dominant Interacting with Focal Parent . . oifih
rctivities Home Visitor Activity Focal Parent activity Focal Child“h&tiviéﬁ_
Tell/Explain/Do 268 - o " 908 ‘;%
Read/Sing 4% 1% 2% ‘;E
Ask . 163 - 254 ‘ 28 3
Listen/watch . - Sit 24s . Lo e
+ . . ) . -'.-‘:J:f‘w»ﬁ
Ignore/Uninvolved ™ ' 1. . g _ 1e ) e
Total time =9 mins. Total time = O'mins.  7Total time = 9 mins,* i
: < =)
PR
Content Areas ‘ '
Child Content Parcnt Content
School Readiness 372 Educating the Farent About the Child B%
Physical Development 3N Health and Nutrition - St
. . . Y .

Health and Nutrition > Parent Education 0% : 5
, 5% : _
Emotional Davelopment Social Services 13 + 8
. rE e
Parental Concerns e
%
. ny
¥
21% BE
Subtotal 79% © Subtotal '

>
4

4
~

Total time = 2 mins.

*Discrepancy due to incomplete reporting on Home Visit Cbservation Instrument.
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-y d TABLE V=10 - - C

R Focal Parent Dominant Interacting with Home Visitor
Activities Home Visitor Activity Focal Pagehf. Activity Focal Chilld' Aclt ‘vyity- -
e Tell/Explain/be 39% - % 16%

- Read/$ing 0% 0% | 0%

S Ask 7 T. 15% - 11.%”‘ .
o 54% ‘ 10% ‘ 21% <

i
=
;%

Listen/Watch .
Ignore/Uninvolved - 0% 0% R . - 52%
Total time = 8 mins. “Total time = 8 gijlns.' _ 7otal.time = 6mins.*
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Content Areas

7
w oy
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S e R e I A

Child Content Parent Content

96

School Readiness 10% Fducating the Parent About the Child 15% 7

' Physical Development 6% Health and Nutrition ' 168 e
fiealth and Nutrition 2t Parent pducation : | 2 S
Emotional Development 5% Social $grv'iées o

Parental Concerns 4ot

]

-

o .
P
£

s

. 7%
o Subtotal 23% Subtotal ]

Total time = 8 mins. By e
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Tell/Explain/Do AR
Read/Sing h 9** L
Ask © - ] . St'_‘
Listen/ﬁatch; S .","i‘ B
Ignore/Uninvolved ?ﬂ; §"f

- Total time s 6 mins.

.

Child Content

School Readiness 49%

© ‘ Physical Development 163
~3 5%
Hiealth and Nutrition ) Parent Edncation
. 3 v
Emotional Development Social- Services

Parental COncerns

- . .." Subtotal 74% Subtotal
i
g
f *Discrepancy due to incomplete reporxting on Home Visit Observation Instrument.
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APPENDIX A

SPRING DATA COLLECTION AND INSTRUMENTS

DATA QUALITY AND PROBLEMS
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Introduction

A discussion of data guality and problem areag with each
of the spring data collection inst:uméntp is presented here to
highlight factors which limited the scope of the data analyses
to some extent. ‘

Incidence of Missing Data . ' fﬂf“

There was & high incidence of missing data for each of
the instruments. Although data were obtained for all projects
regarding cost, background, and time use for all appropriate
staff, there were a number of items on which no respbnsé was

...solicited or recorded. On the Home Visit Observation Instru~

ment, data were collected on only 82.3% of the families that
were randomly selected for observation purposes. The main
reasons for the missing observation were the termination of
one home visitor from the program and the family being out of
the service area for a temporary period of time. Records of
Home Visit Activities also were not obtained from the total
sample of families. In West Virginia, more than 50% of the
Records were not obtained for data analysis.

The incidence of missing data limited the scope of several
data analyses.

Problem Areas ST

Following is a discussion of major problem areas with
some of the data collection instruments.
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® - Costs

A. Actual Expenditures and Levered Resources

One of the major problems with the cost instruments
was the lack of clarity regarding what constitutes a
"levered resource,” resulting in inconsistencies in
the data co.lected.:- Some projects, for example, re-
ported the provision of Food Stamps to families as a
levered resource, while others did not. The confusion
regarding levered resources made it difficult, if not
impogsible, for projects to keep complete and accurate
levered resources records. As a result, most of the
cost data collected are based on estimates rather than
documented levered resources.

cost data collected at the four Head Start Projects
were at best sketchy, primarily because of the size of
the projects that are involved in the evaluation.

Cost data collected by field staff were frequently
incomplete and required follow-up telephone calls to
most of the projects.

More refined decision rules regarding cost data and
more detailed collection procedures need to be de-
veloped and shared with both field staff and Projects
during the fall.
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- how much time each staff member”spent during the last .:‘f§§§

Time Use Instruments

An effort was made during the qp}ing to determine both “M;;

work period and how much time’ he/she normally spends
on various tasks. The format of the quest;onnaire
was complicated both for field staff adm;nlstering

it and for project staff. Rather than asking tka
staff to specify whether the time spent last period
was more or less than usual, and how much more or
less, it would have been better to ask how much time '
the staff member normally spends on the various tasks.

e

-
e

PROMC
\

.ﬁ
f‘ﬁ
2%
'
i
LT
2
2
A
i
Mo
2

+

In the majority of sites, staff under or over estimated :
the time they spent on the various tasks. Considering o
how difficult this estimating task is, the total time \
for all tasks combined came relatively close to the
actual hours the staff reported they worked. fThe
following is an example of how the actual hours worked
and the total of all time on the various tasks combined

P T e ]

compared with some of the projects for home wvisitors.

sl

Total Hours

Reported 51.9. 35.3 52.9 35.1 50.8 43.3
Working

Total Hours

Worked 43,2 37.4 51.0 41.0 47.3 41.0
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® Home Visitor Background

Generally, the Home Visitor Background questionnaire yielded .
useful data. Not all home visitors completed the question-~
naire consistently, however. One specific problem with the
Questionnaire was the categories used to determine the home

el

b Ty

3
-

.‘; }‘:
visitor's educational background. While the categories ﬁﬁ
used in the Questionnaire were consistent with “%g
the Home Start Information System, they were different fﬁ
from those used in the Parent Interview. | 3%

g

® Record of Home Visit Activities i%

:‘;};
One of the major problems with this self-administered in-
strument was that the time spent on various activities was f%

recorded in terms of a "range®" of minutes, rather than actwal
time. This presented problems in the analysis of the data. '
Although it is difficult for home visitors to estimate the -
exact amount of time spent on specific child and parent
activities following the home visit, an attempt will be
made during the fall to obtain more precise information.

e Home Visit Observation Instrument

Because of the complex nature of the Home Visit Observation
Instrument, some community interviewers failed to note the
time started and stopped for certain activities or did not
indicate a major mode of interaction or major content area

of the activity. This resulted in considerable loss of data.
In analyzing the Home Visit Observation data, several of the
interaction and content categories were combined. To simplify
Home Visit Observations both for collection and analysis pur-~
poses, the Instrument underwent major revisions for the fall
data collection effort, hopefully resulting in better Quality
data. Data duality of the Home Visit Observation Instrument
is reported in Appendix B.
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APPENDIX B: HOME VISIT OBSERVATION

INSTRUMENT

RELYABILITY
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Introduction

The purpose of this section is to determine inter-judge
reliability of the various observers on the Home Visit Observation
Instrument. Since no reliability data were collected prior to

the spring of 1974 field effort, no comparisons will be made here. - l”

In March of 1974, an Advisory Panel to the Home Start ’
Evaluation staff discussed the necessity of collecting 1nter-3udge
reliability data on the Home Visit Observation Instrument. )
Several methods of reliability data collection were considered
including: (a) having two observers accompany the hame vis;tor on
a home visit; (b) preparing v1deo-taped home visits and having
observers in all sites record their observations; and (e} develop-

ing home visit scenarios to be role-played, observed and recoxded ‘

by observers The latter method was selected because method (a)
could double observer effects on the home visit! and” methpd {b})
was not feasible because of time and cost constraints. A total
of five home visit scenariosiéere developed ~-~ one to be scored
at the training conference for community interviewers and the
other four to be observed at periodic intervals during the course
of the data collection effort.’ -

The home visit "scenarios" presented a number of problems
for observers. Fi#st, the home visit scenario had an element of
unreality since alfjroles {home visitor, focal parent and focal
child) were role-played by adults. Second, the home visit scen~
ario was considerably different from site to site in terms of
the length of time that was spent on various content areas and
activities. Overall, the total length of the home visit scenarios
was considerably shorter than the avera_s home visit observed in

1‘I'o insure that the observed home visit is as natural as possible,
observers are required to have made at least one or two visits
to the family prior to observing a visit. Since orly one persgon
is responsible for summative data collection for a specific
family, it would not be possible for the second observer to get
acquainted with the family prior to the observed home visit.
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euwch of the sites. Some of the activites were so short (one
minute) to make it difficult to record.

Although all of the home visit scenarios were analyzed, ;
this section will report only the results of one randomly
selected home visit (Scenario III). £

Total H-me Visit Scenario Time

-

There was some variation in the total time reported for the
home visit scenario within sites. 86% of the observers recorded .
the same amount of time for the scenario (plus or minus one m;nute):,
3% varied by 2 minutes; and 11% varied by more than 3 minutes. B
The only explanation that can be given is that some of the ob~ :
servers started to record the first activity sooner than others

or tock longer to complete the last activity.

Dominant Home Visit Patterns

On the Home Visit Observation Instrument, observers record
all interaction patterns that occurred during the activity and
the content of the activity. At the conclusion of the activity,
observers indicate the person who was most dominant during the
activity, the most deminant interaction pattern, and the major
focus of the activity. To d.termine inter-judge reliability
with and across projects regard.ng dominant interaction patterns,
a model was developed showing what the home visit looked like.
For example, the rajor interaction patterns were rated. If cb-
servers were in agreement with the model, each observer was
given one point. If the ranking of interaction patterns was re-
versed, observers were accorded one half point. No points were
given if the obsarver showed a totally different ranking of inter-
action patterns. Site points were totalled and divided by the
perfect ranking in order to obtain a percent of sice inter-judge
reliability.
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Table I shows an overall inter-judge reliability of 76%.
The category accounting for the lowest amount of reliability
is the Dominant Interactor. Observers were most reliable on
the Dominant Interaction Pattern (89% agreement). Observers
in Alabama and Ohio showed the lowest percent of agreement
on dominant home visit patterns.

Although the inter~judge reliability on the dominant home
visit patterns is relatively high, it is important to explain
some of the variation in observations since it highlights some
basic problems with the Home Visit Observation Instrument.

(1) Major Interactor: It is frequently very difficult
to determine the person who did most of the inter-
acting during the course of the home visit. For
example, if the home visitor and focal parent are
both actively doing things with the child, either
the home visitor or focal parent could be shown as
the most dominant interact>r. This is the primary
reason for the low inter-judge reliability in this

area, As is shown in the table, the reliability
increases .nen the interaction patterns are com-
binec (for example, home visitor to focal parent
and focal parent to home visitor), disregarding the
dominant interactor.

(2) Visit Orientation {(Child or Parent): The variation
in how visit orientation is observed and record=d
can bes* be illustrated by the following example:

~ The home visitor ~hows the mother how to do an
activity with the child and explains the purpose
of the activity. The focal parent then doeg the
activity with the child. Although it could be
said that the parent was learning throughout the
activity how to educate her child, only the time
home visitor and parent spent discussing the
activity and its purpose should be recorded as a
parent activity. The time the parent did the
activity with the child should be recorded as
child activity time. If the content of the activ-
ity is not properly noted, a variation in visit
orientatica among observer results.
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TABLE I: Inter-Judge Reliability -~ Dominant Home Visit Patterns 2
% INTER~JUDGE
ALA ARK KAN OHIO TEX W.VA RELIABILITY

FOCAL PARENT 2 2 5
DOMINANT INTERACTOR 2 2 1 583
HV-FP/FP-HV 2 5 '
DOMINANT INTERACTION 3 2 3 2 89%
VISIT ORIENTATION 3 4 1 .
(PARENT/CHILD) : 2 1 3 | 74%
SCHOOL READINESS 2 4 3 1 2 3 795
PHYS. DEVELOPMENT 2 4 3 1 2 2 743
INTERPFRSONAL 2 5 2 1 3 3 843
PROFLEMS
NUTRITION 2 4 2 1 3 3 79% 15 3
SI™E INTER-JUDGE !

RELIABILITY

71% 80% 76% 71% ©76% 76% 76% |



(3)

Major Content Area: Many of the activities in 2 home
visit have more than one focus. For example, a fine
motor activity of cutting and paating shapes and then
choosing and idéhtifying shapes and- colors’ could be
clagsified as both a fine motor (recoded for analysis

purposes as physical development, cqmbining both fine

and gross motor} and a basic concepts (recoded as school

readiness) activity. It is frequently'ektremély aif~.
ficult to decide which of the two content areas is
major. The example used in (2)'V;ait Orientation”,

accounts for most of the discrepancies in inter~judge
reliability.

A major difficulty with the Home Visit Observation In-
strument is the definition of what constitutes an act~-
ivity. In the scenario presented here, observers fre-
quently recognized a different number of activities
which decreased inter-judge reliability. For example,
if two observers regard the first two minutes of the
vigit as one activity and consider the major content
to be Emotional Development, and the third observer
records the first five minutes as one activity, with
Emotional Development and Fine Motor content noted,
the third observer may not have indicated that a sub~

stantial amount of time was spent on Emotional Develop~
ment.

154




T
\,.:ﬂ
i

e
B

T

LT

Lol o

Rt

b

! _‘
%
£
%
B

KR

Time Spent on Various Home Visit Patterns

Table 2 presents a more detailed profile of the visit,
showing that reliability decreases 'slightly when inter-judge
reliability is determined on the basis of the amount of time
that was spent on various content areas and the interaction i
patterns. A mean time for each category was used for comput- ;;i@g
ing the percent of site inter-judge reliability. If an obéervé;ﬂﬁﬁﬁ
recorded the amount of time plus or minus 2% of the mean, she£‘~
would be given one point. A two-minute range was considered)gg‘?ﬁf;
acceptable on categories with a mean of 10 minutes or less. .:- g

Sixtf-five percent of the observers are in agreement
regarding the amount of time spent on the dominant interaction
patterns and child and parent activities. The lowest agreemenﬁ
was reached on the amount of time spent on dominrant interaction ;
mode {42%). It is interesting to note that this category was %
most reliable (89%) when looking at whether or not there is ‘
agreement regarding the dominant interaction itself. Kansas
shows the lowest inter-judge reliability in time reported at
all six sites. This is primarily because one observer recorded
the visit as being 40% shorter than the other two observers.

Although inter-judge reliability for the scenario is
acceptable, an analysis was conducted of all Scenario data in
order to determine whether there were patterns of discrepancies
for the various observers. For example, if one observer con-
tinuously showed a heavier emphasis on the child in all of the
scenarios, the Home Visit Observation data could be adjusted ,
for observer bias. This analysis did not show any consistent
discrepancy patterns, unowever.



ALA ARK KAN OHIO TEXAS

TOTAL # OF OBSERVERS 3 5 3 2 3 3 19 2
<

= FP DOMINANT 2 2 1 1 2 2 538 e
- HV_FP/FP_HV 3
: DOM. INTERACTION 1 2 1 2 1 1 423 K
- ?
K VISIT ORIENTATION 1 5 1 2 3 3 79% 3

SCHOOL READINESS 3 2 2 2 2 2 “ 68% o

PHYS. DEVELOPMENT 3 3 3 2 3 1 79% B

INTERPERSONAL

PROBLEMS 2. 5 0 0 3 1 58%

NUTRITION 3 5 1 0 3 2 74%

SITE INTER-JUDGE

RELSABILITY 713 69% 43% 643 81% 57% 65%
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Home Visit Observation and Record of Home Visit Profile CompariSOn
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The Home Visit Observation data and the Record of Home Visi
Activities (completed by home visitors) were compared to determine ;
whether the two data sources showed major variations in the em~ -“?%
phasis of the home visit. As is shown in Chapter III: The Home =
Visit, Home Visit Observation data and Record of Home Visit Act-  “:
ivities data show only & minimal difference in the amount of time !

spent on the various activity content areas. -

.g-\_

Conclusions

The findings reported in Chapter III and the inter-judge
reliability of observers discussed in this section indicate that
the Home visit Observation data present a relatively accurate
picture of home visit interaction patterns and focus. Inter-
judge reliability is, however, not high enough for the data to
be used in an effort to describe and explain variationsg in child
and parent outcomes. It should be regarded primarily as des-
criptive data on the home visits.
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SCENARIO III -~ PREVISIT INTERVIEW_

II

WHEN DID YOU START WORKING WITH THIS FAMILY?
How FREQUENTLY DO YOU VISIT THF FAMILY?
HOWw LONG IS5 A USUAL VISIT WITH THIS FAMILY?

WHAT ARE YOU GOING TO DO DURING YOUR VISIT
TODAY?

WHY DID YOU CHOCOSE THESE ACTIVITIES?

DID ANYONE HELP YQU PLAN THESE ACTIVITIES?

HAVE YOU BROUGHT ANYTHING WITH YOU TO TAKE
TO THL HOME?
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In August last year
Once a week
It usually lasts one hour

We are going to play two games,
one identifying different foodwn
and colers, and the other cne
is a game where Randy can
practice cecunting and identifyr
colors.

Randy isn't eating very well,
so we will talk about different
kinds of foods and he really
needs to practice on colors any
counting.

No

Yes -~ a picture game, stringina
beads and cards and a puzzle.




. ». P%\Sé%
i, . ' 4 :":’:{ ;
é#* Home Visitor = Ms., Seal Materials needed: String, beads, STh
& cards with pictures £F
B - Focal Parent = Mrs. Warner denoting amounts of food 3
v Focal Child = Randy %
e .
I Home Visitor: (knocks at front deor. Mrs. Warner answers)
? Mrs, Warner: Hi, Mrs. Seal, How are you?
Home Visitor: Pretty good. How about you? (They walk into living room)
[ Mrs, Warner: Just fine.
. Home Visitor: And Randy?
Mrs. Warner: He's been playing with the boy next door, and should be right 5
back since I told the boys' mother what time you'’d be here, =
: Home Visitor: How's his ear? last time I was here it was hurting him, ‘é
Mrs. Warner: Oh, it's just fine. I wanted to tell you about the recipe you :
gave me. Let's go into the kitchen. (They sit at kitchen table).
What a great cake ~- and so easy. Randy even ate it ~ and he
* doesn’'t like to eat much of anything.

I'm glad you liked it.
recipes from all the Home Start mothers,
like to put in?

Home Visitor: We're trying to put together a book of

Do you have any you'd

Mrs, Warnex: Yes - a good one for inexpensive meatloaf., When are you doing

this? (Randy enters} Oh, here’s Randy.
Randys Hi!
Home Visitor: Hi, Randy. How's your friend next door? ,
Randy: Fine. 1I wanted to stay playing with him. I like him.

Home Visitor: Well, I'm glad you came home. I have some special things to

share with you. (To Mrs. Warner) ~~ By the way. we'll be trying

to collect recipes from Mothers during the next month. If you

wouldn't mind sharing it I'd love to include your meatloaf recipe
and any others you would like tc have in the book.

+

Mrs. Warner: Goed. 1°1l be thinking of some others.

a copy of the hook?

Will we he able to get

Home Visitor: Sure. We'll talk more about it next week when fou‘ve had a

cham:e to check over your recipes.
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" Home Visitor:

;' Mrg., wWarner:

" Randly:
Home Visitor:

. Randy:

Home Visitor:
Rardy:
Home Visitor:

Randy:

Mrs., Warneri

Home Visitor:

Mrs. Warner:

Randy:

Horme Visitor:

iHome Visitor (to Randy) How's your new bike?

Great. Wanna see it? TIt's in the backyard.
Sure - if it's okay with you.

Fine.
(Randy, Home Visitor and Mother go outside)

Here it is. It's blue,
Do you know how many wheels it has, Randy?

Four, I mean three. And you know what those things axe in
between the wheelsg?

I'm not really gure what they're called. What are they?
They're spokes. My Mom told me that,

Now I remember., Can you show us how you ride?

Sure. Watch. (Rapdy rides up the driveway).
(Pause - watch Randy rigdej

(to home vigitor) .. Do you know anyone I can talk to about

fixing more foods that Randy will eat. He hardly likes anything
- and I'm afraid he'll get sick. He just refuses vegetables,

and cheese and eggs. He'll eat some kinds of meat - my meatloaf,

for instance, but not many that's for sure. He's sure a good bry

otherwise, though,

I think the next Home Start meeting is supposed to deal with
meal planning. You know, though, it would be good for you to
talk to a nutritionist, She may be at the meeting, which is
Thursday night at 7:30.
By the way, I thought we'd play some games with pictures of focd

today.

I'li check and call you tomorrow,

Great, It may be gocod Zor him to talk about it.
(Randy returns)
How'd you like my riding?

You're good, especially for a new bike rider.
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Mrs, Warner:
Randy

Home Visitor:
Randy:

Mrs., Warner:

Home Visitor:
Randy:

Home Visitor:

Randy:

Mrs., Warner:

Randy:

Home Visitor:
Randy:,

Home Visitor:
Randy:

Home Visitor:
Randy:

Mrs. Warner:

Home Visitor:
Randy:

Home Visitor:

Randy:

- L]
Home Visitor:

He had help from his older sister Anne. Didn't you, Randy.

Yes, but I learned most by myself, +

{to Randy) I've got a game for you to play.

Okay. but later can I come back and ride my bike.

We'll see how late it is,

{all three go back inside to living room)
Randy, where should we sit,

Here on the floor. (all 3 sit)

Randy, here are some pictures and each one has another one that looks

just like it., Can you find two pictures that are the same?

Hmmm. (picks 2 pictures) Yea. here's two pictures of bananas.

I don't like bananas very much.

Randy, you like them sometimes, don't you?
Well; I guess ~ sometimes.

That was a good match, Can you find two more pictures that match?

Hey, here's 2 that are the same., Hamburgers (points to 2 pictures!

Good,

And two glasses of {pause) - yuk -~ milk,
pon't you like milk?

No!

He sure doesn't. Not even with peanut butter sandwiches.

Oh. Y like it, It's pretty good,

Well, then you keep it, Here's one « no - two breads., 2aAnd two

oranges. That was a good game. Any more?

Well, I thought maybe you could tell me about the colors of all the

pictures. How about this one? {points to cranges)

BEasy. They're orange,

Right! How about the hamburgers? (points to hamburgers)
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“:ﬁandy:

-Mrs, Warner:

[}

Randy:

Mrs. Warner:
Randy:
. Hoe Visitor:
Randy:

Home Visitor:

Randy:
Home Visitor:
Mrs., Warner:

Home Visitor:

Randy:

Home visitor:

——

Mis. Warner:

¥No, I don't think so.
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Sorta brown. And bananas red - (He points to bananas) no -

green, I know my colors.

Are you sure the bananas are green? {Home visitor points to
bananas}

Yes,

Randy, what's tﬁe color of your shirt (points to Randy's yellow
shirt) '

My own special yellow shirt.

Aren't the bananas the same coloxr™

Yellow for bananas.

Yes, I guess,

Good. How sbout milk. What coloyx is that?

White.

Randy, I brought anothexr game. Look (shows Randy & Mother the game).
Its stringing beads. Have you ever done that?

No. We don't have beads here.

(to Mrs. Warner) - Mrs. Warner, have you ever worked with beads?
| How does this game go?

(to Mrs. Warney) - Okay. Here are small cards of foods of different

colors and amounts, some stying, and a boxX of beads.

put on the string a picture and follow with the number of beads

Have Randy

represented by the number of pictures and the same colorx. For
example, here, lets string a picture of 3 bananas. Randy, what

coloy is this (points to banana)

I know that. It's the same color as my favorite shirt. Yellow.

Good! Yellow. And itz 3 bananas. {To Mother) So Randy strings

behind the picture .. the yellow bananas 3 yellow beads. Want to

try, Mrs. Warner? (Home visitor removes picture from string).

Sure. .0 Randy) Randy. Here's some beads of a lot of different

colors; and here's a picture of some bananas. String the banana

picture (waits for Randy to do it)
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Randy:
Mrs, Warner:
Randy:
Mrs, Warnel:
Randy:

Mrs. Warner:

Randy:

Frs. Warner:

Randy:

Mrs. Warner:

Randy:

Mrs. Warner:

Randy:

Home Visitor:

Mrs. Warner:

Randy:

Mrs. Warneg:

Randy:
Mrs. Warner:
Home Visitor:

Mrs. Warner:

Home Visitor:

Mrs, Warner:

be back in a minute,

S TN

%
-

g

{kandy strings picture and shows it to his Mother) 1Is that okay?

FPine. Now count the bhananas.

Three
What color are they,
Yellow,

Okay. Find the yellow beads and string 3 of them behind the picture

of the 3 bananas.

(Randy begins counting out yellow beads) one, two, three, (He

strings bheads) How's this?

Good, Okay, pick another card (Rardy ciiooses another)

It's apples, Red apples
How many?

{counts softly to self) Six I think,

Good. What are you going to do?

String it und find red beads.
That's good Randy.

Here are some more cards. I want to talk to Mrs. Seal now so we'll

Is that all right with you?
I want to ride my bike now.

First, string 2 more cards and the beads that go with them_ +hen you

can bike,
Lray.

(o home visitor) Let's get a cup of ccffee in the kitchen.

*ine. (both home visitorand Mrs., Warner go into kitchen)

i to stove, turns on stove) I just remembered that ['d been

v * «ng all week to ask you about chis. (gets out 2 cups, some

instant coffee and spoons). You take yours black, don't you.

{Puts coffee in cup)

How did you remember?

I don't know, but somehow I just did. Anyway, I almost forgot to
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Home Visitor:

Mrs., Warner:

Home Visiter:

tell you about Brad, you know, my husband, He's staying out late
at night with the guys and when I ask him where he*s been, he

just snaps at me., I know he doesn't like his job anymore, but we
need the money so bad, If he didn't have that job, we'd starve.
He just won't ta.k to me anymore, not just about his job problems,
or being out late, but anything., Just a bit ago we were talking
about everything together - we've only been married 4 years.

Then 1 try to get him to help me with Randy's eating problem and he
says that's my problem - and that's not true., And Randy decesn't
help 'cause he doesn't get along well with his Father. I just
don't know what to do., I'm really at a loss. ©Oh, the water'c
ready {pours it inteo cups). Any sugar?

No, while I was listening to you talk about your husband, 1 was
thinking about a friend of mine who had a problem that was almost
the same. “he talked to some pecple at the Family Counseling
Service, They asked her if both she and her hushand coculd come
in together. She at first had trouble talking her husband into
it, but finally convinced him and they talked to a fellow, X

_can't think of his name right off the top of my head. Things

_ seem much better now, The place doesn't promise miracles, but

just having a third party to talk to may be a big help. Hmmm -
good coffee (drinking coffze)

Sounds like a good place, but 1'd be pretty surprised if Brad agrced
to go. He's awfully stubrcorn,

¥You can talk to him and see how he feels about it, It may take

a bit of time to %alk him into it, Having the clinic so close is
a help. At best he can't say it's too far to go. Let me talk to
my friend aﬁd see 1f she can remember the man's name she talked
to, or if she knows anyone else there who is especsially helpful.
Let me make a note of that {she pulls a pad of paper out ¢f her
mwrse, and a pen, and writes a rnote to herself). 1'll call you,
let me see, on Saturday, if X find out his nane by then. That

way, when you talk to Brad, you'll have a hame to give him.
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Mrs, Warner:

(Randy runs in

Mrs. Warner:

Bome Visitor:

Mrs, Warner:

Home visitor:

Home Visitor:

Hume Yisitor:

Home Visitor:

Home Visitor:

Okay, I'll give it a try. I don't think he'll agree. He'll

preobably say there's no problem and that I'm making up stories
in my head., But I have to do something about this, so 1'll ask.

carrying string of beads)

{to Mother and home visitor) - Look I strung a picture of bananas,
apples, cars, houses and cats - and I strung the beads toco. It was

fun., pid I do it right?

Let's see (checks over string). Sure locks good to me. Mrs, Seal?

(hands them to home visito;)
(Locking over them) Very good, Randy. WNo mistakes!
Thanks. (Looks at Mother) Can I bike now?

Sure.

Oh, Randy, I almost forgot. I brought you a puzzlie that ynu can
use during the week. Here it is (She pulls it out of her bag and
hands it to Randy).

Oh Boy! A puzzle! Can I really use it?

Sure. Till next time I come. Juselr take care of it.

Okay .

L]

I'11 walk outside with you, Randy. I should go to visit another

family now.

I'11 walk outside too. It's so nice I can't stand to stay inside.
That's for sure. (All 3 walk to door and go outside.)

Bye, see you Thursd;y. Hopefully talk to you on Saturday.

Bye,

Yes, talk to vou on Saturday.
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