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FOREWORD

z

The Home Start Fol owup Study, sponﬁ\red hyﬂthe Administration for
Children, Youth and Families (formerly the Office of Child Development), was
designed to determine the long-term impact of Home Start on program participants;
Home Start was a three-year demonstration program carried cut in sixteen locales
to demonstrate ‘alternative ways of providing Head»Start-type'comprehensive
'services for young childzen'in?their homes. “fhe program's approach was to
offer education, health, nutrition and social services to families of children
between Ehree and five years of age, and to do so in a family—oriented rather &}
‘than a strictly child-oriented way.: This meant showing parants not o;¥x\h:p tg//
improve their living conditions but also how to teach their own children, using
as materials_the everyday objects and routinesﬂof family life. Home Start was

not designed to replace Head rt, but rather to develop a viable alternative

for Head Start programs interested in expanding their services.

X
With its focus on the family, Home Start became part of the mainatrean
> h v re
» of current trends in child development, soriology, psychology and education.
»'By 1972, when Home Start was initiated a number of projects‘at the state'and

»

federal level were recognizin« the family unit as the primary learning ‘environ-
.ment and the most effective arena in which to influence social change. Homa‘
Start viewed the home as a.place where preschoolers learn criticzlly important
skills. It was Home Start's philosophy \,that by building upon existing family
strengths and by utilizing‘parents»in their role as the.first and most impor-
.>tant educators'of their own children, the quality of children's lives would be

enhanced. .




-
This was in-fact demonstrated in the/evaluation of the Home Start

Program which was conducted jointly by the High/;cope Educational Research

Foundation and Abt associates Inc. Thislevaluation provided clear evidence that

Home Start was, effeotive for both parents and chiIdren.» Few differences were

found in terms of proqram effectiveness between Home Start and Head Start,v ”

althouah ‘there werevoccasional_differencesﬂfavoring onewprogram>orwthewother;”WWW“’

.

the overall picture was one of similar effects.* Thus, at the concluaion of the

Home Start evaluation, efforts to provide a hcme-based component of Head Start

were Viewed as complementary to the basic Head Start'program.

In the late_sixties, critics had :agun to attack the effectivenes- of
Head Start, and of early education in general. They claimed that such programs

have no lasting effects--that any effects fade out within the first year or two

of formal'Séﬁooling. "These claims naVe sinoe been refuted in a national
¢ collaborative study conducted by twelve research groups for the Education
Commission of the States and the Administration for Children, Youth and Families.
‘ This%étudy** provided evidence tnat preschool programs improve the ability of
;'loé-inéome'children'tb meet the requirements of their schools.
-The earlier a;tabks were a>biow to child care°policy, however, aAa‘

they gave impetus to the divergification of Head Start and the development of

more family-oriented programs like Home Start. " By involving parents in the

* Love, J.M., Nauta, M.J.'etrai. National Home Start Evaluation: . Final
' Report--Findings and Implications. High/Scope Educational Research
Foundation and Abt Associates Inc., 1976.

**Lazar, J., Hubbell, V.R., Murray, H., Roscha, M., Royce, J. Summary:
The Persistance iof Preschool Effects. The Consortium on Developmental
‘Continuity, 1977. ‘ " ' '




cognitive development of their own children, Home Start bkoped to provide

longer-lasting interventionvand durability of gains made through thg child's
early scnool years. The degree to which this goal has been achievedxis one’of,
.. the principal ,teséaich questions the Home Start Followup Study was designed to
address. ' \. - |
.3

Report Organization:

This report presents thc results cf the Home Stgrt Followup Study
conducted by Abt Associates Inc., under subcc“ rract with the High/Scope Educational.
Resezrch Foundation. In Chapter 1 background iuformation is provided about the

> Followup Study design, including a brief description of the original Home Start
evaluaticn and its results. The next two chapters_address two key implementation
issues. Chapter,zvreports on the tracking of Home Start and Head Start :anilies
- who participated in the original evaluation; also included in this chapter are

: . . , ‘

.descriptive profiles of the Home Start Followup Study sample and a report on
sample attrition'effects. Chapter 3 describes how the comparison group for the
Followup Stud; was selected and compares the Home Start and comparison groups onidr
a number of child and family characteristics to determine group equivalency.

L3

Chapters 4 and 5 present the results of the FollowupﬂStudy: Long~-term
program effects on parents are examined in Chapter 4, followed by presentation.
of child outcomes in Chapter 5. The concluding chapter of the report discusses

implications of the Home Start Followup Study design.
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The Home Start Fol owup Study, sponé\red hyrthe Administration for
Children, Youth and Families (formerly the Office of Child Development), was
designed to determine the long-term impact of Home Start on program participants;
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&
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»
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Evaluation Design . N -

0

¥

Whereas all 16 Home Start projects participated in the evaluation,

only six were involved in the impact study (summativ° evaluation)s The

2 Y

iocation of the six impact study sites was as follows:

.
. oo v

) . B

e Alablama -- De Kalb, Jackson, Limestons, Madison and Marshall
Counties (predominately rurad);

L ) Arkansas -- Jackson, Franklin, Perry, Pope and Scott Counties

: (rural); y . :
e Kansag -- Wichita and Sedgewick County (urban); : - S
e Ohic -- c1eveland (urbanf; - ) %
. o Texag ==~ Houston and Harris County (predominantly ur q”?: ’ .
( and : v ~
’ e West Vi;ginia -~ Calboun, Doddridge, Gilmer, Jackson, Blessants, :
i Ritchie, Roane, Tylor and Wood Counties (rural). s -
For a variety of practi cal rc-.asons, the six were not randoml‘sdlected, '
although there appeared to he no ma jor differences'hetween the six impact
cites and ‘the other tem Home Stgrt projects. <
v )
¢
» . 3 ‘ - ) .
A critical feature of the evaluation design was a control (no-

: ' : - . ) S ' w - *
treatment) group and a comparison group of Head Start families against : RS
° : R » . . + o ’ ‘ ‘
whic* *o .judge Home start's impact and effectiveness. To permit the selection . )
of a control group, the six Home Start projects recruited twi~e as many ’
families as could be enrolled. An attempt was made to assign families .
randomly to Home Start, and control groups; although full random assignment

. ) e i .

ShERERLE e o .
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was not achievedt Nohethe}ess, there were virtualiy no differences between
the two groups cn entering characteriatics. "The families in the control
groﬁp were.enrolied in Home Start after they had been on the waiting list
for one year. They‘thué bqume:the Qne=-year program.group for comparisons

® of two~ versus one-year progran effects.

Families weie not randomly assigned to Head Start, and indications
» were that Head Start ¢nd H;me Start at the six sites served different
populations. In general, Heéd Start families were leds disadvantaged than
_those in th; Home Star; group. Heéﬁ Start comparison groups participated
in the evaluation at four of the six sites where theré were two-year
programs. During the final year of .the avaluation, data were also obtained

from Head Start progiams i1 the two urban sites (Kansas and Chio) which
opérated one-year programs. ’

N

An attempt was made tb’include 40 families in each group--Home

Start, control -and Head Start--at each site. Fewer than 40 families per

group were invalved in the evaluation in some projects because a large

portion of the'familigé were Spanish;speaking; non-Englicsh speaking families

were not included in tﬁe.impact studys ~ . e

« . v

*
[’ L4

v’

Data Collecgtion >

o

1 . RN ) , B Y
Data were ogkginéd at four time points to assess program impact:.
fall 1973 (pretest), spring 1974 (7 months later), fall 1974 (12 months

later) and spring 1975 (29 months ldter). The final phase of the
v n - . ‘. \ ’

* evaluation (1974~75% inciudeﬂ a compériSQn oif program impact after one B‘




and two years of program involvement, as well as a replication study of ‘the
e76month findinga involving a group of families who were recruited in 1974

to supplement the one-year program (former control) éfoup.

':S .

There was considerable attrition from the original sample at each
‘time point in the evaluation. By the spring of 1975, 42 percent of the 251

Home ‘Start c‘riil&fén ..ho had participated in’ the fall. 1973 pretest remained

- in the study; 44 percent of the 162 control group children and 43 percent

- LY
"of the 143 Head Start children were retained through the final data collec-

»~tion‘phase of the evaluation. At each test point, attrited families were

compared vith the remainingbjroup on their entering scorés. A few differ-

ences were observed on _some_} measures at different time points, but in

fgenaral sample attrition appears not to have added any serious bias to the

-

hgroup comparisons.
Impact Study Measures'

To provide a broad assessment of program effects on children and

e parents, 11 measures were selected for the impact study. Impact on children

was measured in the areas of school readiness, social-emotional development,

'physical developmsnt, nutritiony and medical care. Impact on parents was

S measured in the areas of mother/child relationship, mother as teacher, home

materials for the child -and use' .of community resources. 'I‘he 11 measures

) were.,

® Preschool Inventory (PSI)
l -

e Denver Developmental_Screehing Test (DDST)

o
%,




e Child 8-Block Task

® Schaefer Behavior Inventory (SBI)
e Pupil Observation Cheéklist (POCL)
e - High/Scope Home Environment Scale (H/S HES)
e Mother Behavior Observation Scals (MBOS)

e Parent Interview |

e Child Food Intake Questionngire

e 8-Block Sort Task //

e Height and Weight

Summafy of Evaluation Findings

Four key findings emerged from the study of the "impact” of Home

Start:

'@ On a nunber of dimensions Home Start produced significart
changes in parents compared to the control group;

e Home Start children also showed greéter gains in their
' development compared to the control group:

e There were few differences in impécts on.children and pﬁrents
. between those who participated in the program for two years
and those who partiéipated‘for only one year;

g
= B

P

4

‘@ There were few differences hetween the effects of Homelétaft
- and Head Start on parents and children.’ :

-
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The original study, then§b§rbvided clear evidence that Home\Start‘was

effective for both paren and children*.

1.2 Home Start Followup Study Overview

While the original evaluation provided information about immediately
apparent program.effects, the Home Start Folléwup Study attempted to examii.a the
durability of gains made as the result of famil;és' partiéipatiﬁn‘in the program.
In addition, the Follgwﬁp Studf was designed Fo dgtermine‘whether‘program -
duration. (one vs. two years;whad aﬂméffect on paéents and children approximate1y 

two years after the Home Start demonstration program concluded.

The policy issues and objectives of the Follownp Stuay may be
oﬁﬁlined_very simply as a setAof cpﬁparisons of certaip.outcome cr;tgf;a‘
\émong dlfferent tréatment groups. The outcome criterié wére ciosély linkgd .f
to Home Start érog?am goals;and uvbjectives, as well as- o areas measured

' during the Home Start evaluation. They were:’

-
[N - -

(1) Personal and“pérenting skills of parents; S e

. _ (2) Ease of transition to school and‘sdcial;éompetence of
i ' children; and ' :

:‘(3) ' Cognitive and social-emoticnal measures fgr éhi;dren.

a . . . 3

*Love, J.M., ﬁauta, M.J. et al., National-Home Start Evaluaﬁion: Final
Report -- Findings and Implications. High/Scope Educational Research -
Foundation and Abt Associates Inc., 1976, ’ . o T e

Hd
A

b

- 11




Basically three sets of comparisons were made durihg the Followup

Study:
¢ Home Start children and families versus a group of children
) ~and families that were eligible for Home Start but did rot
k) participate;

~
«

s

e Home Start children and families who had participated for one
year versus those who had participated for two years;

e Children and families who had participated in Home Start -
versus those who had been enrolled in Head Start.

Since ﬁhé control group of the o:iginal evalvation had entered
the program Zuring the stud&'s final year, a new comparison group had to be

-selected>fe;rospectively for participation in the Followup Study.l This

.comparison grépp was Selected from the same cl;ssrooms that QQma start_
children attended. ‘Tb_tha extent poésible, @he'cémparisoh groupﬂchildren»
‘werevmatched with the Home\Stért group, chi{g for child;.on'as ﬁany cﬁlid
" and fqmily_characterist;cs“a;ip§ésible.: Each child of the Home Start group

would thus be associated with' a comparison child in the same classroom and -

with the same educational history excépt for preschool éxperience;_;““”

A . -~

Before a ccmpariébn group could be s€lected, however, .Home Start

and Head Start participants in the}original.evalhation needed to be tracked

to their current schools. Feésibility of implementing the Followup Study to

a large extent depended on the success of the t;acking‘task. ‘The groups ' -

-

y N

\k I




had to be sufficiently large to permit a meaningful study of long-term
program impact. The issue of sample size is addressed in more detail in

the study design section (1.3) which follows.

The Followup S;ﬁdy waé conducted in two phases. Thebfirst_phase

F(July 1976 through January 1977) was for.the.purpose of determining Followup
" Study feasibility. The tracking and comparison group selection tasks were
ﬁndertaken during this pericd. This phase was followed by a one-time dﬁta
_collection during the late spring of the 1976-77 school year involving all

three groups of families.

Original plans for the Followup Study called for conducting é
descfiptive family Sludy in the event that the Followup Study was. not
d;émed feasible. The dgscrlp;ive study was designed to increase under-
standing of how»participation in a family support program is seen by

families themselves. A small exp.oratory field test of this study was

conducted during the first phase of the study, irvolving two interviews
with nine families in Arkansas and Kansas. The interview explored in
‘greaﬁer depth topics covered in the Fqllowup“Sthdy parent intérview.

. Deécrip;ive information obtained. during this fisld test are presented in

Chapter 4 along with findings from the parent study. , . o .
1.3 ‘ Followup Study Design
By the end of the original Home Start evaluation there was no ¢

control group. The families which had served that function_dufgng the

first year of the study became part of the_one-year Home start group.

13 f




It was necessary, therefore, to recruit a comparison group for the Followup
Study.  In eech classroom where ,a Home Start child was found, an attempt
was made to match him or her with another child who had no (or very little)
preschool experience but whose family had approximately the same income and
years of education for the mother. If several candidates passed this
screeninge<the chiid mos: closeiy matched on age, sex end race (in thst

order of priority) was selected.

The relacionship between the groups in the original evaluaticn
and the groups in the Followup Study is shown in Figure 1-1. HMS2 and HMS1
denote the two- and one-ieér Hcme Start groups, which were pooled in

Followup Study analyses éomparing Home Start with comparison group (COMP)
and-Head Start (HDS) families. Because so few Head Start families were

\
successfully tracked, it was necessary to pool the one- and two—year\Head

Start groups in the Followup~ Study.

| The ex post facto reeruitment’of the comparison group unfortunetely
precluded the possibility of establishing a true experimantal design for
the FolIowup Study. . Inability to capitalize on data from the'originel
evaluation, in fact, resulted in what;éampbelliand Stén;ef (1963) call a e

pre-experimental design. Figure 1-2 represents this design, which they

o] H
2%
L
A T

e

a . .

IR A1

Figure 1- 2

N

The “Static Group cOmparison“ Design of the Followup
tudy (Campbell and Stanley, 1963) )

: - - R - —_— . S




Figure 1-1

Relationship of Groups in the Original Home Start
Evaluation to Groups in the Followup Study

ORIGINAL EVALUATION . FOLLOWUP STUDY
Data Fall Spring Fall SPring Spring
Collection 1973 1974 1974 1975 1977
TWO-YEAR HOME START -t T HMS2*
e o (N= 95)
‘ <
. | [CBNERSL'GEOEPZ-J,->0NE-¥EAR ms |~~~ [ ms1 ]
S TTEmET s NEW HOME START | _ - _ _ _ |_(N=103)
l'rwo-nARuzmsrm ' 1T T T T [ wmpse
) | ONE-YEAR HDS el _(N=ey» -}
) . . ‘ ) - —_— o 1 . coMprax
. - . : R . | (n=138)

7

- *One- and Two-year Home Start’ groups were pooled for some analyses
in the Followup Study. . , E—

*#*0ne~ and two—year Head Start groups were pooled in all Folloﬂup Study
v Studj analyses in order to achieve an adequate sample size.

*?*The Followup Study comparison group was sampled ex post facto by -
attampting to match children/families to Home Start children/families
within each classroom where the Home Start child was tracked.. In 62

' cases it was not possihle to achieve a satisfactory match.

O3




call "The Static-Group Comparison.! The HomeZStart Erogram is represented

by "X," while data collection is represented'by "0, The line segarating
grouns 1 and 2 (corresponding to the HMS and COMP groups, respectively) |
indicates nonrandom selection. The shortcomings of such a. desicn, which

was unavoidable in the Followup Study, are summarized well by Campbell and T

3

Stanlevy (1963, Pe 12):

In marked contrast with the "true" experiment [there are] no
formal means of certifying that the groups would have been
equivalent had it not been for the X. This absence, indicated in
the diagram by the dashed lines separating the two groups, )

. j provides the next factor needing control, i.e., selection. If
01 and’o2 differ, this difference could well have come about

through the differential .récruitment of persons making up the
groups: the groups might have differed anyway, without the
occurrence of Xe « o o

Matching on background characteristics other than 0 is
usually ineffective and misleading, particularly in those instances
in which the person in the "experimental group” have sought out
.exposure to the X. : .

A final confounded variable for‘the present list can be .
experimental mortality, or the production of 0 02 differences

in groups due tc the differential drop-out af persons from the
’ groups. - Thus, even if . . . the two groups had once been identical -
they might differ now not because of any change on the part of
individual members, but rather because of the selective. drop-out
. 4 of persons from one of the groups. . -

o

. B . k] . ’ ] - . -
In addition to selection and "mortality" (attrition), Campbell and Stanley

cite maturational. differences in the two groups and the interaction of

-

'selection and maturation as other possible threats to the internal validity

of such a design. Threats to external validity arise prihcipally irom the

potential interaction between selection and treatment. .




Clearly, the risks in using a post hoc comparison: group in the

Followup Study were suhetantial. Yet there was no other choice, since the
original control group had heen ahsorhed into the program. 1In order to
cope with the possibility that the groups to be comparec (Hha vs.. COMP,
HMS vs. HDS, HMS1 vs. HMS2) would differ with respect to heckground variables,
such as socioceconomic status or post-test perfoinance in the originalj @

) evaluation, analysis of covariance was'planned as the'principal statistical
method. ' Yet this plan, too, ran into difficulty. Before discussing this

problem, however (in Section 1.5), we will first review the measures used

in the Fono'wup Study. '

1.4 Followup Study Measures

Seven measures were selected for the Home Start Followup>Stuay to

" determine the long-term impact of the Home Start prog—am on parents and

children. These measures were selected in consultation with a National
Review Panel and officials from the Adminjstration for Children, Youth and

Families.' Four of the measures were standardized tests for children. two'

_were questionnaires to be completed by the children's teachers, and the

. B ¢

-last was a personal interview with parents. The two teacher questionnaries'

aiwere de1eted from the measurement bettery when. it hecame evident that

s

~office of Management and Budget clearance could not he obtaincd until the
‘suhsequent_school year. " If retiosrective data had been ohtained,_the
'.reliatility of teacher'reports would have.been suspect at test. It is -
unfortunate thatrteacher data could not be collected for.the Followup
Studv, since this\:;uldfhave provided information about the child's school

adjustment, as well as\:;But\his/heriinterest-and eagerness to participate
s - . : ) i . . o




in classroom aétivities. In'éddition, data wouldlhave been_obtaihed about

the child's rank in class and absences from school. Tie school Juestionnaires
would also have shed light on the teacher's knowledge of the cﬁild's‘
participatidn in Head Start or Ho;e Start--essential data in evaluating -the

valiidity of teacher reports.

Y
a

Child Measures

Three domains were identified as relevant to the long-term impéct
“of the Home Start prog-am or. children during their first years of formal

J schooling.f They were: academic achievement, social'adjustment to the

‘school setting, and child health. Academic achievément was measured by the

Mathematics and Reading Rezognition subtests of the nationally standardized

-

Peabody Individual Achievement Test. School adjustment was measured e

indirectly by three tests:

o

e In the Purdue Social Attitude Scale for the Primary Grades,
-~ the child expresses his/her feelings about being in different
social situations (depicted in cartoons) and the feelings of
_others-in the cartoons by selecting one of five cartoon faces -
showing different degrees of happiness and displeasure.

e The Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Interview asks
+the child such questions as "What makes Mother happy?" and
"What makes the teacher angry?" Items are scored in.terus of
whether the reinforcements originate with the child (e.g.,
. "“"When I bring her flowers") or from some other, external
s , -source (e.g., "When the sun is shining”). The construct
: measured is one aspect of- the broader domain usually referred
. to as locus of -ontrol.’ o

’

. ®
i
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® The Preschool Interpersonal Problem~Solving Test asks the
child fcr. solutions to problems of an interpersonal nature,
such as obtaining a toy from a child who is already playing
with it. The score used in this study was the number of .
qualitatively different solutions generated in response to )
‘seven problems. Despite the fact that the test was developed
for use with preschool children, this scoring procedure
proved appropriate for the older children in the Followup
Study. 2 ‘ e

o

The results of.psychbméﬁric‘analyses of the child tests are summarized in

Chapter 5 -and presented in greatergdetail in Appendix A. « '
. } o

Generail health status of the!chilq was assesSéd through the .

Parent Ihtervieﬁ, which ‘also addressed certain aspects of school adjustment

.

and achievement. These are discussed in Chapter 4.

Parent Measu:_:es

I The Home Start Followup Study parant interview prcvided an o,

assessment of the impact of Home Start on parents. In addition, information
on SES and other family characteristics was obtained fo determine group

comparability.- These data also were used as covaricbles in the child

Lo .

study.

The parent interview cgllécted‘data on six parent outcome variables.

_They were:

@ Parent's knowledge and use of communit§ resources;

Parent participation in the community%
e Parent attitudes toward school; ‘ ' .

» - ~
o

’ . T : i : 19 .
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e Parent involvement with schoci; .

e Parent child—rearing practices, attitudes towards children and
parent-child interaction; and

o Parental knowledge'regatding their own and their child's
health.

The variables selected for the Parent Interview represent dimensions
<P -
of parent competerce, from the parent's ability to utilize the resources

available to the family in a’ crisis to her ahilLty to understand and meet

-

her child's needs. Descriptions of these parent outcome domains are

preSented in Chapter 4, along with findings from the parent study.
1.5 ~ Analytic Aggroacn\
/

As staied préviously, it was planned that analysis of covariance
;ANQOVA) would be used to assess the long-serm inpact of the Home Start
Program on childrzen. As it turned out, however, an_important assumpsionu
regarding ANCOVA was not dpheld, and.this posed seriouaﬂoostacles for:tho
asséssmen; of program impact. In order to prasenn this si;uation ciearly, ,
a brief-overview of the analysis of covariance~is providedrhero,.ﬁsing

a single covariable (suoh;as mother's education) and a single outcome ' o

- measure (such as mathematics achievement) as-an example.*

= - *Phig discussion will not address the problem .of hias in estimating treatment
effects when the covariable is fallible. The reader is referred to Campbell
and Boruch (1975) and Crombach et al. (1977) for a discussion of this important
issue. '




ANCOVA is’a useful analytic techniqus for increasing the power of
statistical tests of group differences. It capitalizes on the relatiomship

(covariance) between the outcome variazbles of orincipal ‘interest and . o
. ) ) a Vo

background variables which provide'information abcut the groups being -

evaluated. Such covariables might consist of socio-eoonomic status,

.

pretreatment test scores, or anything else which helps predict performance
S on the outcome measures. Since some of the variation in cutcome scores is
attributable to variation in backgroind or pretreatment status, ANCOVA

increases statlstical rower by using thisvrelationship,to reduce the.

unexplained.varianee in outcomes when testing for group differences.

.

In applylng this technique, however, it is important that the
groups be equivalent with respect to the covarlables. In essence, tnis v .
simply means that the groups should have been thecsame prior to agplication
of the experimental treatment in one of them. If this is‘the case and

there is no “cross-fertilization" during the experiment, then the subseQuent

' ‘status of the control groups (which did not receive the treatment) can be

taken as a measure of what would havefhappenea to the experimental group had
aa - ) N

it too not received the treatmento That is, the postexperimenta- status

3

. of the control group forms the basis of the null hypothesis.

N ’
v 0

The method by which familj:es are assigend to groups is the most
important determinant of pretreatment eduivalence. Optimally, the experimental

and control groups would be established through random assxgnment, and the

distributlon of covariables such as mother s eaucatlon would be’ the same in =

a »
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. capitalize on the relationship Letweer mother's education and tnhe child's

>

each group. = Moreover, the relationship between mother's education and
child's achievenment in mathemati=s would be the same in both groups-—=i.e., -
the regression lines would be parallel.’ This'latter céndition is called

homogeneity of regression and is an especially important assumption
12 .

~

undeflying ANCOVA. Figure 1-3 illustrates the analysis of covariznce urder

these conditions. As in any test of between-group differences (zovariance
or- otherwise), the estimated treatment effect is the vertical distance

@ ) N . N '..: -
between the regression lines, Since there is no difference irn mother's

’ ®

' education between the groups, the distance between the lines is simply the

unadjusted difference ‘in math achievement between the groups (Y -Y ).
The purpose in using ANCOVA in these circumstances, therefore, is not to

correct for nonequivalence in background status between the‘groups,‘but tc

achievement in mathematics.‘ As mentioned earlier, this is what‘makes

ANCOVA more powerful thzan simple analysis of yariance under: the corditions

~ -

illustrated in Figure 1-3. - /// |

[y

.there is concern that the experimental and control groups will not be

5 e

equivalent with resp@ct to all background variables which might be related

to the outcome measures used in the study. In research design, this - is a
~

}‘well-known problem referred to as that of the nonequivalent control group.

. o
M &

. Despitegthe attempt tc match comparison families to Home Start families in

-

v each'classroom, the. Followup Study. fell victim to ghis predicament. As

-

When, as in the Follouup Study, random - v suven is -not pOSSLble,V‘




Figure 1-3

'“5$71 _ a Illuetration bf Covariance Analysis Under Homogeneity
B o of Regression and Equivalence of Covariable Means*

- (Outcome) T
iih_‘fA>m\;' ' Y S
- .‘ ) ” /
. ' , S
. . E :
J ’ .
: X' (Covariable)
. . o ot
5 -
\ '-'( - : 7. \
‘..»’ (‘ i
€ ’ < - v.
o ) . . R .- ) i - . Lo . - ‘ . ’ \
é S *l end c, the groupo to bo compered, do not differ with rospect to their means
.7 - on the covariate or the slopes of: their regrassion lines. The distance: be:neen

,‘the ‘regression linos/ia the same at. any point along the oovgriahlo axis and is -

. equal to the unadjuotod difference in group means on the outcome variable (Y - Y,
":JCovnziance anelylinﬂi ‘not roquired for, adjustment of gtoup means, although
reess the powor ot tho analysis by reducing the .error va;iencaﬁ////




documented later,mthe comparison group score higher on the average than the
Home Start group on educaticn, income, rated health of the child, and '

several other variables which are related to the child test scores.

Figure 1-4 illustrates ANCOVA in the nonequivalent control group

situation. The nonequivalence of the groups with respect to mother's education

(o
. The estimated treatment effect, as in Figure 1-3, is the-

is illustrated by the’ distributions beneath the regression lines, in which X

is not equal to xE

verticalndistance between the regression lines, but 'this distance row represents
)

'a mean difference in math achievement which hac been adjusted for the difference
in education. Note, in fact, that the line for the experimental group is above
that for theLcOntrol groups This indicatee'a potentially significant positive
“treatﬁentﬁfffect; déé@ite’the fact that the'unadjﬁsted*math achievement\ﬁean in
the control group (Y ) is higher than that for the experimental group (Y )e

.

Fiqure 1.4, therefore, illustrates a situation in which the correction for

nonequivalence would actually reverse the direction of. the difference'between‘

 the groups.
- Note that the assumption of homOgenetty of regression is met in
Figure 4-4--the regressian 1ines are parallel. The importance of this,<‘

assunption iieazin the fact that the distance between the regression_lines

is the same no matter where along the X axis it is measured. The magnitude -

vy
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. ) Figure 1-4

- Illustration of Covariance Analysis Under Homogeneity =~ —
of Regression, Lut Nonequivalence of Covariable Means* .

(Out tcome)
Y

ad

Cb..u—.—--.-- - e

<

b

X (Covariable)

- s o on on e en s on s @

.
¢
{
i
1
[
i
{
i

@
L}

" *E and C differ in their means on the covariable, but not in the slopes cf their
regression lines. X is the covariable mean for the pooled groupc. . The arrow-
head-to-~arxow~head distance estimating the treatment effect is the same
'at any point alonq the covariable axis but is not equal to the difference in
group means on the outcome measure (Y i )e In fact Y ~ Y¥_ is

~ negativﬁ ‘while the treatment effect Es posicive; correcgion gor nonequiva-
'lence reverses the direction of the mean difference in this illustration.
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and direction of the eStimated treatment effect does not 3epend (within the

»

—mriﬁgé studied) on the level of mother's education. =~~~ T T

This is not the case for the situatioﬁs'in Figure:1-5f in which
nqnparallel regression lines indicatg.heterogeneity ofvregression, Situation
(B), moreover, illustrates nonequivale.it group mé;ns for mother's education,

| as well. It can be seen that both the magniﬁudeﬂand directicn of the
diétance between the reé:ession lines .depends on the réference-point chosen
for the covariabl;. One would poﬁ be justified, however,'in'chooéing EQQA

an arbitrary point in order to draw So-called "fenta;ivé" or "suggestive"

conclusions about group differences. The reason is nét merely that such a

. procedure is unduly érbitrary,'bﬁt that the difference in rejression slﬁpgg

»

could itself have beer an effect of trgatment. If so, one would be as
interested in the rotation of the expefim;ntal.grqﬁp's regression line as
in its el;vat;on--in both cases relative to the position of the line had

the group never received the -experimental treétment._

If group assignment was not randem, ﬁowevér,'then héterogéneiéy
, of regfession thoroughly frﬁstrates the hope of determining freatment
effetﬁs_because the status of\the'comﬁarison éroup»éanQOt be assumed ﬁo
represgntbwhat would have happened to th§ exper;men;al group had it not
received the treatment. Ord;pari.\y,'the fegression line fc;r the ccﬁpa;i;on .
group is taken as the regreséion lin?~under ﬁhe nul; hypothesis, but this

is précisely what is open to question when heterogeneity of regression and

nonequivalence of covariate means are detected. The researcher knows

26




Figure 1-5

ol Illustration—of—Covariance—ﬂna%ysis—UnderAHetefegeaeicyuw——_hm;_____
. of Regression (A and B) and Nonequivalence of 00variable Means (B only)*

e

B I . | (B)

(Outcome) -° : v : (Ou:comé)
Y T RESE o Y : !

n I
.x |
: |

(Covariable — r
' |
]

(Covariih

¥

¢

*E and C differ with respect to the slopes of their regression lines and (in B)

. with respect to their means on the covariable. There is no single, constant
treatment effect; the magnitude and direction of the estimated effect depends
on the reference: point chosen for ti.2 covariable. Furthermore, the possibility
that the difference in ‘slope could itself be a treatment effect renders the
assessment of program impact indeterminate, as explained in the text..

Voo

°
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only that the slopes are different for the two groups, but has little

basis for speculating.what the slope would be under the nuli hvpothesis.

It could be steepe# than that of the ontrol group, shallower, or the -

- same. In order o make 4 reasoned estimate, one would have to consider not

only the nature of the covariable and the outcome variable, but also the
potential difference between the populations which the experimental and .
control qroups represent. Wwhen assignment to these groups has not been

random, the uncertainties in developing such a rationaleyare considerable.

The reason why this is an_esper- ‘v'severe problen in analysis
of covariance is that the estimated treatment effs.:t, which would>behthe
distance between the lines at some arbitrarily chosen point on the covariate
. axis, depends upon the choice of slope. This is illustrated by the . three
-situations in Figure 1-6. In situation (A), the comparison group 8 line
has merely been extrapolated to cover the same distribution of covariate
values exhibited in the exper.mental group- The arrow represents an K
‘ estimated treatment effect conditioned on an explicit value for the
covariable--in this case, the median for the experimental group. In | .
situation (B), a shallower slope has been hypothesized and the treatment o
effect estimated for the same conditional value is smaller than in (A)e In

situation (c), a steeper slope is hypothesized and the estimated effect is

larger. Moreover, these differences in estimating treatment effects have not

28
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s Figure 1-6

Estimgted Conditional Treatment Effect for Three Regression
Slopes Conceivable under the Null Hypothesis* f

@) o L (B)

T

(c)

T

T

k!

*In Situation (A), the hypothsized slope is that for the comparison group. 1In
Situation (B) it is shallower than in (A), yielding a smaller estimated treatment
eftect, while in (C) it is steeper, yielding a larger estimateq;effect.i




_____Aaddressed the ssues of (1) the elevation of the regression line under thes

null hypothes*s and (2) “the arbitrariness in conditioning estimation on
9 . '

v

one covariate value as opposed to another.

" Analyses of child outcomes are presented in Chapter 5, along with details

In essence,ptherefore, the problem posed by heterogeneity of

regression and nonequivaience is that of uncertainty regarding the covariable

' model under the aull hypothesis. . Several competing hypotheses are conceivable,

varying in their theoretical plausiﬁility and attractiveness to the policy
maker. In a post hcc research desicn, rswever, these hypotheses can

neither be proven nor aisproven; and treatment'effects cannot be determined

statistically.

Such is the predicament in which the Followup Study found itself.
For each of the five test of child outcomes,- heterogeneity of regression
was detected‘between the Home Start ard comparison groups‘and'between“the

Home Start and Head Start groups. Outcome analyses for thesé'contrasts,

: therefore) were limited to descriptive'comparisons. Only the one-year vs.

' two-year Home Start groups escaped the heterogeneity problem, so that only

for this comparison was the assessment'of treatment differences possible.*

of the analyses investigating'the hbterogeneity and nonehuivalence problem.
»First, however, Chzpter 2 will address the ‘tracking of the o:iginal:evaluation
sample and‘results of sample.attrition anaiyses. .The selection of a
.Followup Study comparison group will be discussed in Chapter 3, and results

of the parent outcome analyses are presented in Chapter 4.

*Heterogeneity with respect to the child outcomes so clearly established
the noncomparability of the Home Start and comparison groups and the Home
Start and Head Start groups that parent outdomes, too, were limited to
descriptive analyses. ] s
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Chapter II

a

FOLLOWUP STUDY SAMPLE |

»
-
R
e

.ciently large to conduct a meaningful long-term impact study. Small semple'

',zj

‘'The feasibility of conducting a Home Start Followup Study depénded to

'a large extent on the number of former Home Start evaluation families who could

be successfully track%g. Sample sizes for the Followup Studly had to be suffi-

size, and the resulting lack of statistical power, make sound group comparisons

very difficuit. Althougnvstatistical power. can be enhanced throuyn :h. use of

complex analytic techniques, it is preferred that the groups be kept as large as

possible.

‘During the final data collection phase of the original Home Start

| evaluation which concluded in the spring of 1975, sample sizes were extremely

small. Since more than a year had elapsed between the conclusion of the Home
Stert demonstration program and the startup of the Followup Study, attrition was
expected to reduce even further the number of subjects in the Followup Study
groups. ".- ' ‘ . o : ' S ——— m

LY

S c;féfﬁI?%tSEking of’fAmilfés was therefore'essential for.the Followup

Study. This wes perticularly the case since not all of the Home: Start families

in the original study received the same téegtment. Some perticipated in Home

o

Start for one. year, while others had been enrol\ed for two. -,

~ ¥

RE oY |

o
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In the sectionsithat follow, the tracking process and its results are
described. Next background infgpmation is provided about the Home Stgrt and
Head Start families and children who participated in the Followup Study. The
¢ . last section of this chapter addresses issues relating to the'representatifeness‘ .
of thennome Start Followup Study sample.‘ Sample,attrition effects are examined
in this section by comparing the characteristlcs and outcomes for the attrited
Home Start families with those for the Followup Study aroup. The chapter
concludes with a discussion about Followup Study generalizability--that is, the h
.extant to which findings from the Followup Study can be applied to other Home

N

Start families who did not participate.

2.1 Family Tracking

At the conclusion of the Home Start evaluation in the spr.ag of 1973,
the sample consisted of 249 Home Start'and 121 Head ¥ ezt familias. Samples
ranged in size from a low of 25 Home Start families in Texas to a high of 57‘in
West Virginia. The Kansas and Ohio programs also had sample sizes with fewer

than 40 subjects. L B N " .

- The Head Start comparison group was even sn.?ler-at the end or the .

‘ evaluation, with sample sizes ranging from 11 iz Arkansas to 30 in both Kansas
and OChio. These tyo urban sites represented the.only'one-year head Start
programs inhthe sample. Head Start families did not enter_the.evaluation in

‘these two sites until the fall of 1974. This resulted in lower sample'attrition*

—

than was incurred in sites with two-year Head Start programs,.

Since an entire~year had elapsed between the conclusion of. the Home

Start demonstration program and the startup of the Home Start Followup Study,

»
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o :
it was expected that there wowuld be corisiderable further attrition from the #

sample of 249 Home Start and 121 Head Start families. Attrition during the
course of fhe Home Stai;.evaluation had been alarmingly high; o§ér a two-yea#

’ period,-almost half the samble (49%) dropéed_ogt of the stﬁdy.* Based on these-
figures, attrigion from the Followup Study Qampie was gstimated to fe;ch at

| leést 25 percent. -

-

Since sample sizes at the conclusion of the qriginalwevaluation were

‘Wi ”Smail,”it was degided to tféck'familiéé who hﬁd'particiﬁaiédjihiﬁhéﬂéQQIﬁiéigﬁ—_“~‘
) - j . i
in the fall of 1974 (T3) but not innthe'sﬁring of 1975 (T4) aiong with the
spring of 1975 sample;r This incfeased'the :rackiné Samp}e by 4° perc?nt for }he
Home Start gioup.and 38 bercent;f@r the Heqd Start group. Table 2-1 shows the

a .

distribution of the tracking sample for each of the six “Home start sites.

Searm

... _'Table 2-=1
> Tracking Sample
. N Home Start T Head Start - . Total

Alabama , 67 19 e
< Arkansas 67 . ' 18 85

Kansas . 55 ' 39 o 94

Ohio B - e2 . , - 45 ‘ 107

Texas 43 » . 24 . L 67

West Virginia 76 o E 2 98

TOTAL 370 167 537

*Love, J.M., Nauta, M.J., et al. Home Start Evaluation Stud§,=1nterim Report

VII: 20-Month Program Analysis and Findings. High/Scope Educational
Research Foundation and Abt Associates Inc., 1976, p. 200.

- . - .
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)
Slightly less than half of the Home Start families (43%) had been

enrolled in the program for two years. The remaining group had received Home

Start.progrqm ssrvices for only cne year. Of this group of oneiyeér fagiliés,

’ébout half Qéré pait of the f;rst-year controi é;oup befqre entering;;he i.rogram,
The other.fagilies were recruited during the summer of ;974 to supplement tq? |

. evaluation sample aﬁd cbmpensaté for sample attrition which occﬁrfed during the
first year. The one- and two-year Head Start samples’ were about equal in ° | 0

éize. ’

*

Several procedures were used t? track families for the Home Start

1

Followup Study. Shortly after the project was funded, letters were sent to all
fall 1974 and spring 1975 participants in the Home Scart evaluation. The letter
informed families about plans for the Féllowup Study and requested information

I ' : : _ )
e school the Home Start child attended and the child's current grade.

about t
After a period of four weeks, a followup letter was sent to parents who had net

yet reisponded to the request for school and grade information. An incentive

In adaigion,*aomersgart agq dead start programé-at the six sites which
had perved ‘the Qample families were asked to assist i the tracking task.
Former, home visitors_and other pfojecf staff"in several sites had maintained
con?act with families after thé-demonst#ation program ended and offéted to make
’pefs;nal visits tbnﬁBn-responding fhmilies} Staff were given a smali stipend to

cover transportation costs for each family ﬁhéy were able to track. This

\
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approach was effective only in ¢ "tes that were funded as Home Start Training

~ . o\

.Centers (Arkansas and West Virginia) or had on-going home-based programs. o

]
o

With the assistance of local programs, 76 percent of the Home start
: families could be tracked successfully to the‘children's current schccl. Oply a
:very small groué of Home Start families (13%) 4id not respond to the school “
survey and repeated attempts to obtain information.- Another-a percent of the
Home Start families could not be»tracked because thef had moved away from the
program's service area cr had left”nc forwardiAg addrese.‘ fhe recainder of the “
families (2%) indicated that they did not wish to participate in the Home 'Start,w

Folloﬁup tudy. -
Tracking atteméts were considerably less"euccessgul for the Head~Start >

13

group, with a rate of only 64 percent. Non-respocée for this group was i9

percent. Another 15 percent of the families ‘had moved and could not be located,

>

~.and one percent refused to participateo

a
3

As is shown in Table 2-2,‘attempts to track families were mast

Y

successful in the tliree rural proorams (Alabama, Arkansas and West Virginia).

&

-argely the result of tke support local’ project s:aff provided in locating

- families.




Table 2-2

‘o : Tracking Results S '

(Percents)
Home Start ' Head Start . Total
Alabama | | & 63 79
‘Arkansas 88 2 85
"Kansas . - 64 54 60
. i'ohi_o o ‘ 65 53 ' - 60 y )
. Vrexas. - 56 79 64 :
| West Virginia I I - 82 . 88
.u;z site Average - 76 , ° 64 - ' ?2

o At the conclusion of the school lutvey, the rolhowuo Study eemple conaiatcd of
i

282 Bone Start end 107 Kead Stert femiliee. The -chool ourvey infornetion was.

.

u-od to mnko nrrcngumcnto with lpcel .chools for the seloction of a comperison ‘

o

‘i graup consilting of claolnetes of the Homo Start children. Thie taak is des-

cribed in detcil in_Chepter 3.

4

Y L - .

: Prior to stertup of data collection in the cpring of 1977,:Hcmn Start

3

and nned Stert familiec were recontected ebout their participation in the

rollowup 8tudy. In-the six months thet had elepsed between the time of the-

-

initial echool ourvey end rollowup Study data collection, some sample attritiqn
occurred, as hed been cxpectea.‘ About three-fourths of the Home Start families
(71&) that had bcen succeesfully trecked egreed to perticipete in ‘the Followup

Stndy end were still using the same echoole for their children. Attrition

.

Teh~f ranch tron.a lcw of 21 percent in Texes to a high of 42 percent in Ohio for the '

e

Bcnn Stert leﬂple. Attrition wea considerebly higher for the Heed Start group,

avereqing 57 percent for ell eix sites. It_wes higheatvin\mexas (68%) and
] ‘ ) ' . : '\':‘_ ol .
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lowest in Arkansas (36%). Sample attritior could have heen reduced substan-
tially 'had it been pos:iblé to collect Followup Study data in the fall of 1976
rather than:the fcllowing spring. This was not feasible because study instru-

ments required clearance by the Office of Managehené and Budget, a process which

‘usually takes at least three months.

Overall attrition frpm ghe fall 1974 and spring‘197S samples totailed
46 percent for the Home Start group and 72 Qgrcent for the Head Start group.
Although attrition was high'for both groups, the Home.Start group with 199
'faﬁilies wag,conside?gd largé encugh for a meaningful sﬁudy 9f long-term
program effeacts. Thevﬂead Start group was much gmallet'with‘only 46 families.
' Nevértheleés, this group was retained in the Folloﬁup Study, based on.the
‘fationaie that Hoqe Start-Head Start compﬁrisons can»produce potehtially ugseful
findings about long-term pro%ram impacét It was deemed impor;ant to aasess
Qhethefldifferences exist betwee§ the two'groups of whether the groups are

comparhble‘on parent and child 6ﬁtcdmes. The lutter finding would support the

,hypotbesis that the two[prpgrags have -the same impact>bn participanté. Some
analyses, however, such as attrition studies, were. not carried out on the Head

Start group due to small sample size.

Tablé 2-3‘éhpws the- distribution of the qug Start.aﬁd Head Start
T'ﬁollowu; Stud§ samples in egch:of ﬁhe.six'siﬁes. Approximately tﬁé—th;fds (68#).
of'theyﬁomg Start families came tfom tpe thrge predominah;iy rﬁral programs | |
(Aldpama, Ark*nsgs'apd Weat Virginia). -Tpe Heads£3rt\§:Tple was more evehly
digtribuﬁed hgro;g ru;i;'ﬁna ﬁrbﬁn programs. Most of the.;imi;ies in the

1




Followup Study sample (823%) had been part of the spring 1975 Home Start evalua~
ticn sample. Attempts to increase the Followup Study sample by tracking the
. fall 1974 families along with others thus had yielded only marginal results.
Table 2-3

Followup Study Sample

Home Start ' » Head Start , Total

Alabama 42 7 49
Arkansas _ 43 8 51
Kansas 21 8 29
Ohio | ' " 23 8 31
Texas 19 6 25
West Vipginiz . 51 9 60

| TOTAL . 199 ’ 46 245
2.2 Characteristics of Followup Study Childien

~ .
)

A?but'half of the Home Start fahilies served by the six:impﬁct stgdy
"sites.wer; hdn-white. Uzban programs served a predominantly minority ésbula-
tion, while most rural prégram recipients were white. 1In contrast,,onlf _
one-th%rd of'thg Home. Start children~1n the'Followup Study samplev(54%) were
noﬁ-white, resulting from an uneven sahple distribution across urban and‘rurgl
sites. The éthnic background of the aeéd;Start‘childreh in thé Fol;owup Study .
'saﬁp;e was ahout evenly divided bétween white and non-white (51%) because of a

better sample distribution across sites.
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The children's mean age on March 1 was 7.1l years for both croupe.
Home Start children ranged in age from 5 0 to 8.9 years. The age span was
somewhat smaller for the Head Start group, with ages ranging from 6.3 to 8.2
years. The median age was the same as the mean for both groups. An examination
of the ages o; the two }roups of children by school grade shows no age differ-
_ences among the two groups that are statistically significant; in fact, the
means By grade are almost identical for the two groups. '
About one-fourth of the Home Start and Head Start children wefie first
borns. Almost all of theichildren had'other eiblings. In ﬁhe Home Start“group,

only 11 out of a sample of 199 were the only child; the percentage was slightly

higher for the Head Start group (15%, or 7 out of & sample of 46).

Preschool. Experience '

-

[y

All of the Followup sample children had participated in either one or :};
[‘two yﬂars of Home Start or Head Start prior to entering echool. -Table~2~4.v |
shows that the one- and two-yearknome Start groupe were almpst eqnal in‘eire}
The uneven distribution of Head start familiee acrose the one-. apd two~year |

groups. reflects the fact that two-thirde of the programe enrolled families for, ];3

- Y
o twn years. Only Kansas and-Ohio served Head Start families for a period of one

b

~ year.




Table 2-4

3

‘Participation in Home/Head Start

(Percents)
One Year =~ Two Years
Home Start 52.0 | ) 48.0
Head Start , - 37.2 ' 62.8

‘A small group otlpome Stert children had been incolvedéin éreschool
;brograme other rhah Home Start. Perticipetioe in other preecﬁool programr was
considerebly higher for Head Sstart children, as is illustrated in Table’ 2-5. -
Group differencee were not found to be stetietically significant, however. b

Higher participation in other preschool by Head start children was lergely due'

to the fact that elmost half of the Head Stert mothere (46\) were working,

primarily at full-time joos, and had enrolled their.children in progreme other; Sy

then Bead stert in order to meat their child care neede.. rhere were coneider- - if

ably tewer workinq mothers in the Home Stert groqp; lese than a third. (31!) hed ’

2

jobs. (Group difterencee in terms of work etatue of mothere were not aiqnifi-

cent,'probably due to a small N for the Head Start group.l '

) Table 2-5
- Participation in Other Preschool
(Percents)
Home Start - - Head 3tart
N | o 162 | 32
Nursery School ' S 3. o ' L 3.1
Day Care : , 4.3 : 12.5
Other Preschool - : ' . 9.3 ‘ ' < 2047

41
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,1Altogether} Home Start children had received an average of 16.6 months
A3 . .

of preschool (including Home Start), with a standard deviation of 13.845. Head
” Start children had beJn involved in preschool programs for a longer period of

time, averaging 22.5 months (s. D. = 21, 338). The median for both grqups yas

considere?ly lower‘than the meen--l2.4 months for Home Start and 18.0 for 'the

Head Startvgroup. - fhe dlfference‘in means was found toibe statistically signfican1

at the .05 level of probability (F = 4.023).

-

School Entry and Grade

e

About threé-fourths of the Home Start childreﬁ:were.either in first
grade (50%) or second grade (24%) at the time they participated in the Home
Start Follownp Study. Most of the Head Start children (82%) were in first

grade. Grade infornationvfor the tﬁo.groupe of children is presented'in Table.

2-60
Table 2-6
Child Grade N
< " (Percents) - T o
. - . ¢
Home Start -  Head start - :
N | 199 H . a4e
-Kindergarten ‘ 7 13.6 T 4.5
' First Grade | 49.7 . 81.8 ’
Second Grade 23.6 o 11.4
| ‘Third Grade - | 13.1 ' . 2.3

) 0ver Half of the Home Start chitdren (57%) started their schooling in

¥

kindergarten. For the Head Start group, this was the case for 64 percent -of the

: )

children. At the time the eample children entered school, few kindergarten

¢




programs were in operation in two of the six states, Alabama and Arkansas; most

children in these states started as first-gradersf

2.3 . Family Characteristics

Total househdld size for the Homefétartigfoué averagéd'SQ? members,ri'
wi§ﬁ a Qtandard deviation of 2.19. Households fanged in Qize from 2 to 16
‘people‘for this group. Heaq,Sta;t families wér; somewhat smalier in size;
averaging S.O“mgmbers, with a sﬁandard deviﬁtidn‘of 1.87. Medi&n.househgld size ~
was smaller for boéh groups:than the meqﬁ (5.3 andh4.9'members resp;étively‘for ‘
the Home Start and Head Start groups). Group, differences were found to Séf' |
Qtapistically significant‘at the .04 level (F= 4.256). In 1l percent of the
© Home sﬁaﬁt.an; 13 pefcent of‘thé head’Start fayiiies,'relatiﬁes Suéh as grand-

parents, aunts or uncles were considered pari of the household.

-

More than half of the Home Start children (58%) came from two-parent |
~ families. _For the Head Start gréup, this was the c;sé for only. 40 percent of
the children. These differences also were gtatistically significant at the

.04 1eve1 (x2=4.o§s).

In terms of location of family residence, a significantly higher

.

"percentage of Head Start families (81%) lived in a town or citwy. OVer\ﬁalf of

the Ho@e Start faﬁilies (52%) resided in more rural areas at least 2 1/2 miles

fron the nearest town. This differénce was statistically significant_(p-(.001,y

~

xza 13.192). About. half of the Home Start and Head Start families were -

homeowners.
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‘A large percentage of the families had access to a car, either their
own or onerthey could horrow when necessary. This was theecase for 76 percent
of the Home Start and 82 percent of,the Head Start families. Most Head start
families (91%) also had a telephone at home, compared with only 69vpercent of
the Home Start group. Statistically significant differencee were found only in
terms of*availabiliti'of a'telephone, favoring the head start group (p=. 004:~

2-8 185). These group differences confirm findings of the original Home

-y

- iStart evaluation which showed that the Home Start group lived in more isolated

circumstances~than the Head start comparison group. Chapter 4, on Parent Meas- :7*

- o P

‘ures, explores the i88ue of family isolation in greater depth.

Family Income and Employment L - N

About two-thirds of the Followup Study families reported that one or. -j;
more members of the houeehold were employed and helped to” support the . family.,
Unemployment was 30 psrcent for the Home Start group and 36 percent for Head

Start':anilies. _These-differences'were not statistically signi!icant.

Ce , ' 'Household income from all sources was approximately the same for the . :

P

two groups, as is shown in Table 2.7. Families received average annual inoomes‘,gi
of ilightly over $5,000 -($5,100 for HMS and $5,238 for HDS), or a median income

'of from $4 001 to $6, 000. Family ‘incomes for both groups ranged from,under v

PR

&4,000 to over $16,000 per year; the mode for income was under $4,000, Per

capita income was slightly lower for the Home Start group. Group differences

werernot'found to’be~etatilticaliy rignificant.




Table 2-7

Family Income?*

Home Start  Head Start F p Summary .
!Current Total !'amily R ' . '
Income (N) o \\/194 v 44 »
Mean = . | 2,545 2,619 0.062 .803 NS
S.D. | | 1.764 . l.840 . -
"~ Median - 2.000 2.012 - -
Family Incomem T™wO. , _ C .o
Years Ago (N) - 194 } 44 _ . .
Mean : 1.970 - 2.136 0.545 .461 NS
s.D. - © 1.201 1.622 “
Median ' ‘1.674 1.591
i/ Per Capita Income A
(N) ‘ - 192 4“u o :
Mean 0,521 0,597  0.936 334 NS
SeD. 0.454 0.482 v - 7

Median 0,334 0.435

' About*haif of the Home Start families (48%) 'repo-'z_'ted income from one -
.'job and »22 percent from two j<'>bs.' For the Head Start gro_up,‘ 41 percent had
one income and -“22 pefcent rece__ived income from 'tm': jobs. 1In about or}e-third
~of the Home étaft families (315),_ mothers were working. Mother employment was
somewhat higher for ﬁhe Head Sta-rt grou;}, _with 46 percent reporf.ing their were.

b ) ~

- working, mostly at fu],l-tim‘e jobs.

_*Figures were computed using the following income categories: (1) under $4,000;
(2) $4,001 to $6, 000) (3) $6, 001 to $6,000; (4) $8,001 to $l0, 000) (5) $10,001 "
to $l4 000) (6) $14,001 to $16, 000) (7) over $16,000."
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- mothers was 10.01 years, with a standard deviation of 2.09. Head Start mothers

| L
Nine percen: of the Home Start mothers reported that their jobs h\g
providad the'only family income ffom~;mployment. Th;.incidence.of mothers
éroQiding sole support for the family was twice as'high for the Hea& Star; gidﬁs'
(205). This group difference was found to be statistically significant at the
«06 level (x2-3.694)._ This can be attriﬁufgd to the fact tﬁat there wefe mofztu‘
;ingle-parent families among the Head Start group than among Home Start families..
To supplement family income, several families used some form of'pﬁblic
agsistance s..h as Medicaid, welfare, food stamps or public housing. Public
assiﬁtance was uaéé by 58 péréent of the Home'sfart Shd 62 percent of the Head
Start families. While usage was higher for the Head Start group, these differences
were not found tp be statistically Qignificant. .Table 2-8 shows usé of differ~-_
" ent forms of puhliéiaSsistﬁncé By‘the t;b groups of £amiiiea. o ‘°m‘
Table 2-8

Use of Public Assistance

_J\\—j/ (Percents). | x

Home Start Head Start
Welfare " -  33.5 - 42.2
Medicaid o ‘ 29.4 - 35,6
- Pood Stamps B 46.1 40.0 .

.Educational Attainment

The average number of yéarséof education cdmﬁlgted by Home Start
rated slightly higher in terms of educational attainment, with 11.18 years of
schooling‘(s.D. = 2§41)._ Only one-third of the Home-Start.motﬁers (34%) com-

~ pleted high school or went beyond. This proportion was much larger (55.4%)1fo:

- | | 7 46
e 90



*
Head Stﬁrt mothets. The relatively low educational aﬁtainmenﬁ of the Hbme Start
mothers is reflected in the fact thgt 27.8 percent received only.an eighth grade
educa;ion or less; this was the case for 6.6 percent of Head Start mothers.

3

Table 2-9 provides informaticn about the highest grade of school mothers in: the

two groups.éompléted.i

Table 2-9

Mother's Educatlon
(Percents)

Home Start

Head Start

N | 194 as
" Less than 8th Grade 10.8 4.4
Grade School (8th Grade) 17.0 2.2
\Some High School = ' 38.1 25.8
High School Graduate 29.4 e
Some College . 4.6 4.4
College Graduate 0.0 2.2
0.0 4.4

Graduate School

Iﬁ\gddition to reporting on the highest grade of school completed,
mothers.were';;ked if they had received any other kind of,training.‘ Fifteen
percent of the HQQg‘Start iand 24 percent 6f the Head start mothers indicated
that they had. o&éf\one-tnird of the families aia not specify what type of
training they had rq?é;ved. Ahéng those wﬁo did so sgec{ff, Home Start mothers
had attended (in rank p;dgr) business school, college cl#sqpé, or ﬁeéhﬂicdl
’sphool or participated in\sajob trainirg program. Aggng”éhe Head Start mothers, -
'£echnicalbschool and job tr;igiﬁg-ranked highest. At the time the Foliowup =
sfudy toék place, a small humbé:\of families (5% for Home Start.and 7% for the

Head Start group) were énfolled ihktraining programs.

-~




The educational attainment of other wage earners in the family was
- lover than the mother's for the Home Start’group. It was'slightly.higher
. for other wage earnefe in ﬁead Start, as is noted in Table 2-10. .
Table 2-10
Edueational Attainment

of :
Mothers and Other Wage Earner

Home Start Head Start . E P Summary
Mother's Education
N . 194 ' 4s ‘ : .
Mean - 10.005 11.178 10.8645 .00l HMSCHDS
SOD. ‘ - 20090 CoL 20405 1 .
Median B 10.293  11.625
Education of Other - »
Wage Earner (N) : 115 20
Mean - 9,313  11.850 12,869 .00l . HMSCHDS
SeDs 3.059 1.872 ' ]

Median . 9.636 ) 12.000

significant group differences also were found when the higheet
education of two wage earnere (ox mother and wage earner) were camputed for
the two groups of families. aome Start families, with»a mean educational
-
adttainment of 10.5 yeare, rated lower than Home Start families, with ll 4 yeare
' of formal_schoeling. Standard deviations for the two groups were 2.1 (HMS) and jf
2.5 kHDS). Differences were statistically significant at the .01 level of

 probability (F=6.695.

kY

a8




@

The foreqoinq discussion clearly shows that the two groups_ere in

some reepecte non-compereble. In terms of child characteristics, significant

group differences were detected on two verieblee: 2t icitz, with the Bead
Start group having higher minority representetion (p-.06), and length of pre- b//

school ggperience, favoring the Head Stert group (p-.05). ' 7
‘ : o
. _4 . . . N - 1 . . //,/

On veriebles which determine the eocio-economic etgﬁue of femiliee .

(income and edncetion), comperebility of the two group was mixed. Significentwf
/ ~

~ o
group differencee were found in texms of edacet;oﬁ/i etteinment, with the Head. v;

L

‘Start*éronp rating higher \p-<"01). Family end per capite income, on the other‘f
hand, were comparable for the two/groups.

e

The groups differed on a number of'other femily cherecteristicei“"”‘fﬁ

1

‘totel household size (HMS>HDS, P=.04), single-parent etatue (HMS(HDS, p-.04),~

sole support of the family (HMS<HDS, p-.OG), family locetion, with a 1arger’
percentaqe of the Head Start femiliee residing in a- town or city (p-< 01), end

evailability of a telephone (8MS<HDS, p=<. 01).

~
.

1, PR

These group differencee mendete ceutioms interpretetion of the find- &
inqs which are presented in subsequent chepters of this report. In eddition; it;
should agair. be noted that stetisticel power to detect group differences is

.extremely low given the small sample size of the Heed Start group.

[P




2.4 Sample Attrition Effects

The next question to be addressed is the extent to which the group
of Home Start families who participated in the Followup study are comparable
to the original Home Start evaluation families who did not. This addreasas
the queation of the ganeralizability of the Home Start Followup Study results.
'If attrition or followup is selectively rel ted to any characteristics of tha
initial Hom2 Start Evalua-_an sample, this eﬁfactively limits the generaliz-
ability of Followup Study'results to the population ol Home Start partioipantl
reprecented hy tha Followup Study aample (which in turn, is but a subpopulation i
" of that ropreaanted by tha initial evaluation saqple). If, on tha other hand,i
attrition {or followup) appears to be random, or unzalated to any important ;
cnaracteristics of tne initial evaluation sample, the-Folloyup 3t dy'raaultl _

' could bekgenoralized to'the‘population rerresented by the 1nitialfevaluation

sample.

Saloctiva attrition did occur, as is demonatratad in tha attrition‘ hRe
taats vhich aﬁe prediented below. . L o -
" Methods and Apptroach S -

: o, f . - *. . -

Raaaarchers, in the abaangg/of any conaidoration; of'atatistioal
power, have a tendency to use a vary small alpha levai in an attampt to make
statistical tasts fail. simply put, the cost of wrongly rajacting a null

{hypothaaia is typically aanumad to be high, go the likalihood of wronqu

‘rajacting it is typically set vary‘low (at p's of «01 orc.os or possibly .10).
. . o) "
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o

In the case of'attrition, however, the cost of failing to reject an incorrect
hypothesis may be high (a Type II error), risking the possibility that tests of
program effects are contaminated by ﬂelective attrition or followup. In the

absence of power considerations, therefore, it wra deemed reasonable to relax

8

attrition test criteria by considering alpha levels of .15 or perhaps even .20.%

o
. i

When testing mora. than One. variable,zor using multiple variables in

-

testing essuntially one hypothesis, typical univariate testing procedures are

-

lnapprOpriate.'* Frequently, for instance, multiple measures of outcomes are
‘used, without discriminating between them in formulating tests for evaluating
a program's performance (e.g., fine and gross motor skill tasks, school readi-
: ness tests, as behavioral inventory, and an observation checklist). That is,
' fhe finding of 'significant effects“ on any one will be treated as sufficient

‘ *aqse ‘for xejecting the null hypothesis.

3

”

There are esgsentially two approaches to undertaking multivariate
: inferential tests. One is to develop truly multivariate tests (e.gm MANOVA,- -

, Hotellings 8. T:Q This approach ‘is often neglected, due to assumptions that -

may be thought untenable, lack of appropriate computer software, and/or

A JET TN

' % The use of such alpha levels increases the risk of a Type T error (When the
5. hypothesis. is| true but rejected) with odds ranging from l-in-7 to 1l-in-5.

**This is stated without proof: most multivariate tests address thts - problem.

" For illuetration: ten tests each ‘done at the .05 level actually permit a 40
percent’ chance of wrongly rejecting the null hypothesis; each done at the .10 -
level, there is a 65 percent chance; with 20 tests,geach at the .05 level, one

" har a 64,psrcent chance of wrongly re;ecting the null hypothesis; with 20 such
tests at the .lo level the likelihood of error reaches 88 percent. ‘ .

-
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difficulties in interpreting the results of such global tests., The second
' approach is to control the probability of wrongly’rejecting individual‘

- (univariate) hypotheses such that the overall (multiple, simultaneous) Type I
error rate is controlled appropriately. The latter approach is used in
examining attrition effects for the Home Start Followup Study. All p-values

‘.(orlgattained significance" values) reported in this section are simultaneous,

joint,ior multiple test‘values,hrather~than univariate values.

£

‘

v For multiple or simultaneous testing situations, delineation of
‘apprOpriate sets or groups of variables is not immediately evident. In the

-

‘case of attrition, for instance, one might treat all tests as testa of one '

A3

- ;w null hypothesis. ‘This procedure might be viewed as too general or broad.
. N . 1

Instead, variable domains (e.g. child outcomes, SES, and home environment)

- N i
- - N

' f\each,might be,considered separately. . : . - SN

e v . . N

n : N : - “ : ! . e

In’ a study where longitudinal data have been collected, there is the

additional problem of choosing the most appropriate time point at - which testa
kv .
- ought to be done. Prima facie, baseline data provide an appropriate time K

point for sample attrition tests. In a study which assesses long-term program :

Y

Yl

*Let 'a’' be thé overall (simultaneous) probability of making a Type I error,
‘a*' be the probability for 4An individual test, and 'k' be the number of tests
done. When these tests aﬁe independent, the following relationship holds:
‘ a=1-+« (1~ a*)
: Given either a or a*, the other can be calculated for varioua values of ke
When the k tests are not independent (and in most social science applications,
they will not be-independent), the mathematical .relationship abova offers a
ceiling to the actual y obtaired’ simultaneous probability of making a Type I
error. In the absenc__of a truly multivariate test, this is still aqequate for.
most hypothepis teating applications since it errs in the conservatire direction




effects, however, “exit scores"--data coilected’npon completion of the progreh
f~-mey be more appropriate for Followup Study attrition tests, based on the
-argument that the "starting” semple ought to consist of only those children

and families who completed the program. - ;

| | selection Wf an appropriate time point for attrition tests was

. further complicated %y the use 6f a delayed entry (cne yeer) group of femilies. f‘.
AAttrition ‘tests could be conducted seperetely for eech entry-point group of
families, elthough this would reduce semple size and result in a loss of
statist cal power. An elternative strategy that was used for this study wes

" to ignore the point: of entry distinction when testing for differences in means

of the attrited and reteined groups of Home Start femilies.

Twe setscof ettrition teste were conducted. The first was the moet
consexrvative test, covering a11 variables at all time points for which they C
were eyeilableo Using this criterion, 220 univariate tests of the null °,‘
:hypothesisrwere undertekenl Anotherﬁset of tests,grouped neriahies py.domein .
(chilad ceste, 8~Block measures, cenographi*s, SES, “home environment, and
Afemilies reported use of particuler social services),‘testing for aelective

k attrition within domaina. These tests also considered ell aveilable variables .

1

at all time points.
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Results of~Segple Attrition Tests'

The most stringent test of ‘attrition effects (i.e., simultaneous tests
over 220 variables) was rejected quite soundly., About 68 percent of the Home
Scart fnm BEF-T ] who attrited from the Followup Study sample lived in urban ereas,
‘whereas only 43% of the Followup Study participants did (p Lo 001) * Home:Starti
.femilies in the”Followup Study sample-heve proportionetely fewer users of
‘welfare and Mediceid as of fall 1973 (p=.024 and .043 resnectively), and of
Medicaid as of spring 1974 (p-.Olb).

In terms of outcomes for children, the Home Start Follownp Study
sample scored highex on different tests than dia children who hed ettrited from
the eample. In the fall of 1973 end spring 1974 testings, a lenguege skille

" test (DDST) oro;ided the greatest contrast (p=,118, +060), whereas in the fell
‘,Aof 1974 scores on the Preschool Inventory (PSI{ showed & difference (p-.OO?).

In the spring 197§ 'exit scores," attrited children ecored ‘lowet .on an inventory

Q)

of task orientation as well as on the PSI (p=.092, .149). S :_.'yf

-~
- s
-

In the second series of tests, using varieble domeine, the null ettri- -' :
tion hypothesis must eleo be rejected for those verieblee mentioned above. It

' ehould be noted, that the tests within domains were less stringent and conser- - :

.vative. . , . T

-

IR
-
-

7

*Data from the originel eveluetion were used on the family locetion variable
, rather than data from the Followup Study Parent Interview. This explairs the
discrepency of figuree prelented in Sections 2 3 ané 2.4 on this variable.
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‘ Among der:d a hic verieblee, the éontreet in percentage of :emilies_
living in eniurben-erea was again sigmificent (p<.0Gl}. SES differences were
elso existent; with the Some Start Followup Study sample scoring:higher on a
'univereal coVeriete"(p-.Oszi. In’ the use of services, mdre of the ettrited
” eemple rﬁported ueing welfare and Medicaid'es of fell 1973, and Mediceid as of

spring 1974 (p=.008, .014, and .003 respectively).

Tests of children showed the Followup Study lample scoring higher on e,

[\

| lnumber of tests’ et a number of testing points- lenguege skills at fall 1973,
ﬁ pring 1974, end fall 1974 (p-.ozo, .010, end .041); Preechool Inventory at fall fi
1974 and spring 1975 (p-.OOl, «026); end -a nehavioral inventory of tesk oriente-":
tion at spring 1975 (p=. 016). 1In terms >f home environment, Followup Study
-femilies ehowed more books in the home as of spring 1975 and a lower 'mothers 8 ~,1

involvement“ score as of spring 1974 (p'.037, «131).

Summaryfend Conclusions

It is evident from thisvdiscussion and the statietics preSented in-
Table 2. ll that urban families are disproportionately missing from the Followup |
sample, and thet those who perticipated in the Followup Study differ in a number
toﬁlother ways from:families who attrited. These differences_can'be summarized

" as follows:
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TAbl. 2=11

Home Start Sample Attrition Results

. ’ ) HbmeVStarﬁ Followup a b
.Attrited Grogg o Study Sample . p1 P,
x sd n i x sd. n e
Dzubshepqics (22) | g
% Urban P73 628 .468 261  .428- .497 138 <,001  <.001
100 . { . |
_‘§§§ . u , S _
"Univ. Cowa®® ©  <.283  2.10 } 233 v.gzsA 2012 134 .48 .052
| USE OF SERVICES (72)
Welfare F73 .49 500 : 25§' . +303 ;f;461 142 .024 ,603
Medic. F73 307 :4sgh 257 140 1348 43 . 043 o1
Medic. S74 330 471 176 4135 ;343v' 1. .0 .010 ©..003
" cILo TESTS (36) '_'~ S o .
sB1-10 75 18.91 4.36 128 20048 3.71 165 .092'
DLANG;. 73 '25;37" a.13 245 - 2§.sd'fﬁ.1oﬁ }37 e
| brame  s74 28012 442 172 29.80 3,94 133 | :_.660 o
DG P74 28.94 4.2 70 30028 d.os 182 - v 227
. PSI r7§ 7. 13.40  5.65 153 16,07 é.go" 164 © .007
PSI s75 18.45  5.87 ;}e" 20277 5.97 150 .49 ' )
_HOME_ENVIRONMENT (32) o ; o - _ ~‘5ff
NBOOKS - §15 3475 1.;2 o128 422 128 165 207 .03}, .
MO.INV. S74° 10.67 2,43 174 9.96 2.33 140 620 .131
;a.j over Zzo,gesta
b. over tests withiq domains - "

c. this isva'one-tige~§ointébnly . re
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L 3 Pollowup Study children<scored higher on cognitive tests (PSI’ and
Denver Language).

e Followup Study familiés tended to have more books at home.

.. ® The group of families that participated in the Followup Study had
e prOportionately fewer users of welfare and Medicaid.

s

® Only one indicator of possible SES differences were found on a
*universal covariate”.

B

-® No significant differences between the groups were found on 8-Block,'
_health status, and child characteristics (age, height, and weight). .

©
hx

: Two issues must be considered in attempting to}understand the poten-
tial importance of selective attrition for analysis purposes. -The first, and
most'commonly addressed, is that of ‘bias in any estimates of outcomes or |
'effects.- The second is that of generalizability of findings. “aking the
latter first, it is clear that the disprOportionate representation of rural

- families in the Followup study sample limits the generalizahility ‘of any
..Followup Study findings.' their applicability to more urban samples of Home

HiStart families simply cannot be demonstrated. On'the‘other hand, it is also not

possible to prove their non-applicability.

With respect to the biasing issue, however, the impact oflthe selec-
‘tive followup is not clear. In_the Home Start FoIlowup Study, selective ”
. followup of‘familiesfwas evident; hOwever, the comparison group was matched to
0 -~ -the extent possible post hoc. Since there was notinitial comparison group, it
is impossible to assess tne eXtent of bias--if any--in impact measures deriving

from Home Start contrasts with the comparison group in the Followup Study.
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CHAPTER III

'EOMPARISON GROUP SELECTION

'
-

{
\

One of the main objectives of the Followup Study was to determine.

whether children who participated in Home Start had an easier transition and -
. ‘ : e :

‘sohieveﬁ greeter social competency in school than a group of éhildren without
formal preschool experience. Theporiginel control. group of the Home_Stertg

evaluation could not be used for purposes’of this exsminstion, since the families

-

Jv'hsd entered the program after one year in the control group. It was thgfg!g;g/’/,,

necessary to select a new comparison group that was as similaruas possible to

the: Home Start group. Similarity in terms of socioeconomic stetusswes an
important selection criterion beceuse measured - differences in outcomes between

" the groups could not otherwise be ruedily attributed to the Home Stert progrem.

S 3 .- i " =

Vo N

" In the plsnning"steges of the~project, it-wes decided thet study

objectives could best be echieved by selecting a comparison group from the ssme

clessrooms the Home start children ettended. Thus, the two groups of children

e e .-

would heve been exposed to the seme school experience, end group differences

coule more easily be ettributed to the Home Start program rether than to

153

differences in elementary school experience. The ‘approach of using clsssrooms

L

" ,with Home Start children for comperison group selection purposes elso incressed
the likelihood of obtsining groups thet were compereble in“terms of socio-

economic status, since children in the same clessroom frequently share similar

backgrounds.

G;EB | ,;’_fkiwg u"ﬁt
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The sections that follow addrsss various aspects of the c0mparison

group selection task. First, the process that was used to select the copparison
: ' ‘ i

group for the Followip Study is described. Next, child and family charqcter-

istics of the Home Start and comparison groups are presented. This is followsd

_ by a detailed discussion about ths extent to which the two groups are c?mpar- l} -

@2

able. 'l ' ' - : S . o

‘ ?.kfc COmgarisop Group Sslection Pfocess ,‘ \" . f . .'..{

: . /
. ‘ S f

group classmates of Home Start children.

4 ca
’

A

: site staloggght

A number of site development activities were undertaken in order to
gain the cooperation of schools with Home start'children. First, study plans
and instruments needed to be reviswed and approved by the COmmittee on Evalua-

tion and Information Systems (CEIS). CEIS, a national groupsconsisting of
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Arepresentativgs of state Departments of Edunation, was formed in 1972 to regulate

s the flow of requests for data and to provlde some control over data collection

.

activities involving schools and/or schoql,personnel. CEIS support is critical

in terms of gaining cooperation'from local schools.

4

Qiiginal data colleceion plans calle& for local school innolvement in -

four study tasks: " ' ’ -

i

3 !

1.

2,

3.

4.

4 o

identification of classrooms with Home Start children;

<"

distribution of letters, parent permission forms an® family -

. background questionnaires to all pupils in target classrooms for
_comparison group selection purposes (direct contact with parents

was not feasible because of provisions in the Privacy Act which
prohibit schools from supplying information about pupi.s withqgt
parent consent); ) . . o

[N

collection of child data on school premises; and

)

é°m§19tion~9f'teacher ratings on Home Start ard comparison group
children. _ : _ .. L o

~

F,

The CEIS review, which took place in the Fall of 1976, resulted in some minor .

modifications in data collectidn plans for the study. CEI§ recdmmended that

school cooperation be obtained in two stages. ' First, schools would be asked to

asgist in tasks 1 and 2, rela;ing'to the selectionlof_a comparison- groups Once,_.

a conpariSOn child had been chosen for the Followup Study, *chools would be

~asked to approve- plans for she collection of data on target childxen.

N
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Following QEIS review‘shd spproval of study.plshs; contsct was made by
the ACYF Project Officer snd AAI  Study Director with sdocstion~CGmmissioners and -
CEIS Coordihators "in the six states that wsre involved in the Followup stndy.
- . State gpprovsl for the study wss obtained for'sll six sites.’ SOme state depert-
ments went beyond . spprovsl ‘of study plans and provided a high level of support
in study implementstion.' They msde oﬂtact with local school districts on the

study's behalf and requested.school cooperation. ' - .' o

Local School P%r;ticipation 7 ’ , - N\

. The last step in the site derelopment process was to make cOntsct Vith

local school districts and schools. This wss done by letter with a followup \\ <

telephone ‘call by key study staff.  In a few cases, on-site visits were required -

8 obtain school district cooperstion.

rn

obtsining cooperation from local schools.end‘school districts wss by Z?ﬁ
far the most time-consaﬁing site development task Peceusé of the large;nuober of?%
schools involved. A total of 54 school districts and l43 schools were asked to::
assist with study implehentstion. The number of school districts rsnged from
two. in Ohio to 20 in Arkansas. In terms of schools, Texas had the smalJest

-~

number (10) and West Virginia the largest (41). . o
Over two-thirds of the 143 schools (69%) agreed to participate in the
initial stages of Followup dy implementation, involving the identification of

target classrcoms and the distribution of perent letters. Eighteeh percent of




the schools refused. to become involved in the study. Some school principals
felt it would require'too much time on the part of teachers and interfere with

regular classroom activities; others feared that parents might be offended by

-

the questionnaire which accompanied the letter, requesting information about the
socio-economic status of the family. Another 13 percent of the schools did not

participate for other reasons. In a few cases, the child had moved and was no

T

longer enrolled in,the school.

£
\

As is shown in Table 3-1, efforts to obtain school cooPeratien were

*" least successful in Texas, - where seven of out ten schools refused to participate )
'in the study and one was excluded fcx other Teasons. The highest ratas of ’ !
\school participation were obtained in Ohio (19 of 21) and in West Virainia (32
of 41). This high level of coOperation in these two gsites was largely the

\

‘ result of strong state Department of Education support for the Followup Study.
Table -3-1
Level ofSSchool Participation

" L : : - . West

: Alabama Arkansas Kansas Ohio Texags Virginia 1Total
_ Number of School . R - » ' - -
© Districts 8 20 7 2 7 1w 54
Number of Schools . 21 24 26 21 10 4l 143.
Refusals 3 6 5 1 7. 4 26
Number of Schools | ) ' " )
Excluded for ' C " : ' .
Other reasons 4 "2 5 1 1 -5 18 .
Number Participating " , - o
Schools 14 P 16 l6é - 19 2 32 - (99%)°
- « 62




’ %
Due to lack of school coooeration, thare were 40 Home Start children

(20% of the total’ sample of 199) for whom no comparison grrip child couid be
selected. This was the case for 15 Home Start children in Texas, 7 in Arkansas,
Kansas and West Virginia,'for 3 in Alabama and 1l in Obio.' Even though no
comparison group children could be selected for these 40 children, the decision
was made to include them in the Followup Study in order to provide as comprehen-
»isive a descriptive picture as possible of the Home Start families who were

successfully located.

Identification of Target Clagsrooms

Once schools had agreed to assist with study implementation, AAI staff -
in each of the ‘'six Home Start communities visited, each of the schools and met 0o
with school personnel. The meetings were designed to identify classrooms with
-y Home Start children, to rcster these target classrooms, and to distribute parent |
‘ letters. Special information packets were distributed at the meeting to’ acquaint

school personnel and teachers with study objectives and data collection plans.

. Parent Survey

The parent. survey was designed to obtain parental permissions from
all classmates of Home Start children, as well as information about the child
and about the socio-econcmic status cf the families. A brief questionnaire was

developed forlthe parent survey which elicited such information as the age, sex,
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ethnicit ¢ birth order, and preschool experience (of the child). Information
also was obtained about the education and employment of perents, single- vs.

two-parent family status, total household size, and annual income.

ES

A number of items were included in the questionnaire which provided
information about the socio-economic status of the family at the time Home start .
:parents had entered the program. These retrospective questions were added in

order to avoid matching the two groups on. variables that might have been affécted

E

by the Home Start prograx. For example, since Home Start referred parents !or
job training and helped them find employment, it is possible that the program™
may have affected the eéonomic status of the: family. If Home Start parents
were found to be better off than they were ‘when the program began, then matching
on current income would be misleading in that it would obscure group differ- .
ences and gains that were made. ‘It was recognized, however,'that reliablé‘

‘retrospective data about socio-economic ‘statis would be’difficult to-obtain;in a -

w

survey conducted by mail. .
- The family background questionnaire was distributed not only to

potential comparison group families, but also to the Home Start and Head Start

group in order to’ upcate - baseline e _information that was obtained duvring the .

‘course of the original evaluation. Reliability of retrospective SES data .

could not be checked since no baseline income data existed for the two study L

groups.‘ o




T ke

. - Response to Parent Survey

childran, 80, that difforant outcomos could ba hypothuized for the two groupa.

| N SQloction Criteria

Data tron tha family background questionnaire formed the basis for

aelccting a conparioon group that was matched on as many variablos as pou:l.bla

to thc h‘ Start group. : sinco it was unlixely that a parfact match could bo
ohta:lmd in most clacaroona, prioritiaa had to be established for variables on’
\vhich tho ,,two groupa should be, matched. 'rha most important criterion f.or

&

calocting compariaon group childran was doomed to. be non-participation in a

prcschool prograui. ;l:t waa onantial that thaao childran‘a axperioncaa during

thoir pruchool ycara contrast as much as poaaibla with thoaa or the aome Start

@

Naxt, tan:l.l;!.ei wora natchod on locio-econonic statua (por capita incono and

~th

nothor'o aducation) and finally {to tha axtent possible) on ch.ud charactaria-

tj.cs ‘“"h as age, lox: athnicity and hirth ordar. R ‘7 Y

v \.\ ) »‘f‘ig v 2 - . .. . ’_
O . \ . R . /

[
a

w0

RN . . . . Y

| ' 'l'ha msponso rate -to tha paront survay was - axtramaly low, avaraging
only 28 parcant of all pupils in target clasaroom. In an attampt to increaaa

tbo ovara‘ll rocponsa rata, followup parent surveys were conducted in seVeral '_

Fal " A__ Y LN

tarqotxcl 'aroons ¢ yieldj.ng only marginal results. Unfortunately. no in-parson

i

followup was feaa:l.bla s:l.nca paront names and ad‘!rassaa could not bo obtainad

trolu tha mhbols. Paranta wora asked to contact AAI on-site staff if thay had

any quactions about the ltudy \or the family background quastionnaire.

SR LEN . . " . - B
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As noted in Table 3-2, the response rate ranged from a low of 23

percent in Kansas to a high of 40 percent in Texas. (It s* ue noted,
however, that only a very small number dfaschools participat: in the parent

survey in the Texas site.) Of the 956 parents whO're3ponﬁed to the pafent

the six sites combined.

Table 3-2

A

Response to Parent|Survey.

Total # . Reésponse . Pa eni

Pupils . Rate (%) Refusals* (\)._ 

Alabama | . T : 28 o
_, Arkansas . . - 706 | 32% .| 36
Kansas L s [ 27% -~ 308
""" ohio’ . ses | PO / 138
Texas B 77 | 40% | 358
égéﬁ'Virginia : 88 | .gg! 29%
B | TOTAL 3,422 \ b 288 | . 308

~s ot

hildren (72%) had in

-

became evident that most .of the: potential comparison group

‘icipated«in a preschool pxogram., This\ranged fro? a low of 64 percent

fact

7 o




cf the children in West virginialschools to Bé percent in Ohio. 1In some class-
rooms, there was a total absence of children without formal preschool experience.
In these'cases,lthe child with the least involvement,in a preschool~program was
chosen, such as summer Head Start or short-term day care. As-noted in the

next section, approximately onefthird of the comparison group children who
'participated in the Followup study had attended some preschool-program, thouch

the median length of attendance was only 3 months.

. The comparison group consisted of l37 children. No comparison
u _group child could be selected for 62 Home Start children, or 29 percent of the
total Home Start sample.. In 4? cases (as noted earlier), this was due. to
refusals on the‘partbof schools to'participate in‘the‘Home Start Followup Stugy.'i
inr the remaining 22 Home»Start children,.no ccmparison child cculd be salectedl",
because of non-response to the parent sarvey or non-availability of children
with no: or only minimal preschool experience. This was a problem in three sites

L

5}=—Alabama,'hrkansas and Ohio.
hll,anal;ses,qfichild outccmes’and some parent interview analysesvoﬁi
schoolfrelated variables required.a paired Home Star*~comparij.son group'sample in;
'order to keep school experience unconfounded.l The'paired sample consis’s of l4I
;Home Start children and 137 comparison group children. (The Home Start qroup is
slightly larger than the comparison group because there were four classrooms in

which two Home Start children were paired with a single comparison child.)

- Table 3-3 shows the distribution of families in this paired sanple by site.
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Table 3-3

Paired Samples by Site

. Comparigon
Home Start . Group -
Alabama o - 34 : 31
Arkansas o 30 29
Kenses : 14 ' 14
Ohio 16 . 15
Texas. - 4 i | , 4
. West Virginia _43 ' ‘ ' | _44
CTOTAL 141 | o 137 e

3.2 Group Comparability

‘Several characteristica of the paired sample of Home Start end compertt
ison group children were examined to determine the extent to which the two -
groups are comperable. The sections that follow describe key child and femily =
charecteristice of the two groups and highlight group differencea that were

found to be statisticelly significant at the .01 level of probability.

Child‘Chgrecteristics'

In terms of child characteristics, the two groupe were conpared on

age, ethnicity and preschool experience and were found to be comparable on ege

and ethnicity. These findings are summarized in Table 3-4.




‘o

* Table 3=5.

- - |  Table 3-4

Child Age and Ethnicity

. Compariso:n .
Home sStart __Group E R Summnary
Child Age (N) ‘120 135
Mean . .- 7.135 7.105 0.093 . ,760 NS
s.D. Cle.711 . 0.832 |
Median = 7.160 - 7.034
" “Ethnicity (N) 133 - 16
White (%) . 69.9 8.4 1.913 (x°).167 w8
NQn-White (%) ) 30.1 ° 2106

As intended by the study design, there were significant group differencel

in the children s preschool experience. The objective of selecting a comparison

‘group with no eubstantial preschool experience was achieved to a lerge extent: _.v?

over two~thirds of the comparison. group children (69&) had not attended preschool

prior,to entering public school and those-who attended did so for a median time

of only 3‘months. Group éifferences in p:eschool attendance are suﬁharized in.
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Preschool Attendance
Children with Pre-
. school (N)
(%)
Participation in:

e Head Start, ﬁome
'~ start, Day Care
or Nursery s§ﬁool

()
(%)

e Other Preschool (N)
(s)
Length of Preschool
Experience (months) .

e Those Attending (N)

Mean

Se.D.

Median o
® Tbt;llPaired Saﬁple

™) e
Mean
. SeDe

Table 3-5

'BomeA
start

121
100.0

119
100.0

119
7.6

119
14.882

11.781

12.200

121-
14.636

70

2.270¢  115.847

Preschool Experience

Group F P
137
31.4 120.454(X2) <.001
¢
137

19.7 155.265(X%) <.001
133

15.0  2.751(x?)

43

6.930 16.107 <.001

.9.080

I

3.000

137
<.001
6.502

9

.097 -

Summary

HMS>COMP

HMS>COMP

HMS>COMP -

HMS>COMP -




Family Characteristics

The paired groups were also compared on a number 3£’variables in order
to determine comparability in terms of socio—econcmic status and other family
characteristics. As noted earlier, the attempt to ensure comparability by
matching o} hackground variables was seriously hampered by non-response to the
parent survey and the availability of oly a small group of children with no or
only minimal preschool experience.- As a result, the groups were in ‘most respects
non-comparable, . which seriously complicated the analysis of child outcomes. The

results of these ccmparability analyses and the consequent complications are

addressed in Chapter S.

It is not clear. however, whether a more comparable comparison group
could have been found in target classrooms if overall response tc the parent
survey had been better. It is possible, for example, as Home Staxt program staff
indicated during the _Course of the original Home Start evaluation, that the Home. .
Start children came from families with lower socio-econcmic status than their
classmates who served as potential.comparison group children. "Another hypothe-
Asis is that families similar in terms of SES to the Home Start group took

.advantage of their. eligihility'for Home Start or_Head Start and enrolled their(
‘ child in ore of these programs,'thus rendering unenrolled families inherently
noncomparable., . . )
“ SOcio-economic status of families was determined by examining income
.and educational attainment variables. Income variables included current income,
family earnings two years previous (when Home Start families had entered the

Jprogram). and per capita income. .In terms of educational,attainment, the two

.

‘o
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groups were compared on mother’s education and the higyhest level of education
attéined by the mother or another wage earner in the fami;y. Significaht group
differences were found“on all SES:variqbles, with the Home Start group scoring
lower than ﬁhé comparison group; As noted in Table 3-6, comparison group
families had average incomes almost twice that of Home Start families. The gap'
was even wider iii terms of median income. The incoﬁe differential.vas smaller
two years previous to the.interview, but income was still significantly higher
fog the.comparison grdup. Since total household size fdf the two groups was
comparable, statistically significdnt‘group differences wer also found in per
capita inéome. \ Q\\\\‘

Table 3-6 -

Family Income?*

Home ‘Comparison
¢ ~ Start Group F P Summary
Current Family Income
(N) . 136 134 |
‘Mean - 2.435 ' 4.602  68.372 <.001 HMS<COMP
S.D. ' 1.761 2.488 | o
. Median A 1.998  4.828
Income Two Years Ago
Y | 138 - 137 |
Mean ‘ : 1,913 3.934  82.507 <.001 ° HMS<COMP
S.Da 1310 2,260
» _ Median ' 1.620 3.531 h
< " per Capita Income (Current)
) (N) | 134 : 134
Mean o 0.508 0.968  48.160 <.001 HMS<COMP
S.D. . - 0.481  0.598 ‘

‘Median 0.335 1.000

Ve

*Figures Qere comput;d'uqinggthe following income categories: . (1) under $4,000;
(2) $4,001 to $6,000; (3) 36,001 to $8,000; (4) $8,001 to $10,000; (5) $10,001
to _$;L4,000)’(6) $14,001 to $16,000; (7) over $16,000. “ S

. o - ~ @
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Statistically significant differences were also found in terms of all

f .
educational attainment variables, as shown in Table 3-=7 below.

-

Table 3-7

Educational Attainment

°  Home Comparison
Start Group -
Mother's Education (Years) -
® : 16 134
* Mean - 9.949 11.674
SD. 2.161 1.770
Median - 10.289 11.853
Highest Education (of
Mother or Other Wage
Earner in Years)
w . 136 138
Mean _ 10.294 12.252
' 8.D. : 2,087 2,076
 Median 10.804 12.025

'Summari

E R
51.665 <.0C1 HMS<COMP

59.922  <.001  HMS<COMP

The two groups of families were also compared bn,a number of other

family characteristics, including single-parent status, employment, total

household size, ard use-of public assistance. As shown in Table 3-8, statisti-

cally ‘significant differences were detected on most of these family characteris-

tics, favoring the comparison group.

g
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Table 3-8

Other Famiiy Characteristics

 Home Comparison
Start _Group . E R « Summary
Number of Incomes* _ “
(N) 132 131 .
No Incc ~ (%) © 34.8 °.2 - <001 26,512  HMS>COMP
One Income (%) , 42.4 58.0
Two Incomes (%) 22.7 32.8
Employment of ,
\ TMothers (N) A 135 135 _
% Working 31.1 © 4l1.5 - .100 2,707 . NS
Sole Support of - ' : .
Family (N) 141 137 * . _
. L 7.8 8.0 - .879  0.023 NS
Use of someirorm of . : | °
Public Assistance {N) - 141 137 . o
% : 59.6 27.6 - <001 28.460  HMS>COMP
Medicaid Use (N) ., 136 134 | L
a 3000 1.2 - 002 13.619 = HMS>COMP
_Welfare Use (N) - 136 138 L
% o - 35.2 ‘4.2 - <.001 -15.018 mas>coup
Food Stamp Use (N) =~ 134 134 A L
v | 46.3  17.2 - <.001 24.879  HMS>COMP |
Two-Parent Eamiiies :
m | 1 135 - _ L
(s) o o 58.4 | 74.8 - - .006 7,514 _\mas{conéj:-{%
Total-Household Size |
(N) . 136 135
Mean = ’ . 5.618 5.237 2,537 .12 @ - . . N§ _
s.D: " 2,238 1.649 ' |
Median : 5.088 5.091 °

[

. *This denotes, income from employment
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Subsample Sm/ le Attrition Effects

s

'Attritioﬁ‘analyses similar to tnose presented in the previous chliapter
(section 2. 3) were undertaken on the subsample of Home start families who were
'pert -of the paired eamp]e. The results of attrition tests on this subsample are
not suhstentielly different from those reported on the full Home Start Followup
Study, elthough they are somewhet weaker in parc beceuse the samples are
smaller. Fewer significant differences between the paired Home Start subssnale.
and c:t i* 2 Start families were detected.* The most conservative test,
'again, rejects the null attrition_hypotheeis on the urban/rural livinf contrast -
(p-;001)f There were no SES differences in evidence; although propcrtiwnetelj
more attrited families used welfare and Medicaid as of fall 1973 (p-.077, .1401,
Slight differences were also found in children 8 tests, with peired Home Start
sample children scoring higher on the fell 1974 languege skille teat end the
spring 1975 Preschool Inventory (p-.190, .163). Home-environment variables
also yielded differences, with the paired Home Start subsample coming from:
homes with more books ag of spring 1975, and lower mother's inVOlvement scores
in spring 1974 (p=.118, .108). The results of the ettrition tests on this

subsemplejere presented in Table 3~9. -

::’ ©  *Home Start femilies for whom no comperison group could be selucted but who
- perticipated in the Followup Study were excluded from these attrition analyses.

&
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Table 3-9

Subsample Sample Attrition Results

Total Group : Subsgggle'

a b
x sd n x sd n B, B
Demographics (22) )
% Urban F73 678  .468 261 .385 .490 >8 <.001 <.001
Use of
Services (72)
Welfare F73 .496  .500 256 <300 .461 80 . W216 .077
Medic. F73 2307  .462 257 .136 . .345 81 2370 .140
- child Tests (36) | -
DLANG - F74 28.94 4.21 170" 30.26 4.13 1,02  .725 _ .190
PSI s75 18.45 5.87 128 ' 20.60 5.79 & 663  .163
Home Environment {32)
NBooks §75 ~  3.75 1.32. 128 4.24 1.37 95 .537  .118 ..
Mo. Inv. S74  10.67 2.43 174 9.77 2.40 78 . .496  .108 B

a. over 220 testai ‘

b. over tests within domains

3
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ANALYSES OF PARENT OUTCOMES

The parent study was designed to determine whether the Home Start
.program had a positive long-tern impect on perents. It wes hypothesized
that the services the program provided to families End'its emphaeis on the
parent as educator would be refiected in parent behaviors, attitudes and

activities two years after progrim conclusion.

Parent data were collected through one-hour interviews with'ali'
three groups of families who participated in the:Followup Study--Home

Stert,_comparison and ﬁeed_Start.v Data were obtained on six outcome

eom;ins vnich represent cimensione of parent competence that might have
'_oeen affected by their participation in the Home Start program. Parent
competencies that were examined ranged from the parent's ability to utilize
‘the resources available to'the family in a crisis to her ability to understand
and meet her chiid's needs. - |

o - N,

The first two parent o&tcome domains that were addressed in the‘\
interview concerned-parent attitudes toward and in;olvement with schooll;
The remaining four domains attempted to obtain long-term impact data in |
A terms of parent-child interactions, maternal and child ‘health, parental
knowledge and use of community resources, and parent participation in thev

RN

community. . Each of the domains is,ciosely related to overall goals of -the

~—

. ‘Home Start program and services that were provided to program participants.*

~1'Respon.ses to items in the parent interview and item diqtributions are
presented Ain. Appendix B. - :




'In order.to obtain a broader insight into what progran partici-
pation meant tq;families as well as parent perceptions-of long-term'program
effecta, a series of 1n-depth interviews were conducted with nine families
in Arkansas-and Kansas. These interview constituted a small pilot study |
designed to ontain.descriptive information about Home Start families. The
nine Zfamilies wocre chosen for this pilot study to represent high and low
levels o£ involvement in program activities. This was determined frcm Home - . <
Visitor records .collected during the original evaluation which provided A
_information about the number and length of home visits and‘participation in
parent meetings and activities. Thephigh and low participation.groups in

the two sites were matched to the extent possible on‘other family charac-

teristics, such as age of mother, birth order of child, and so on.

Long-term impact of,tné'aome,Start procraonn parents could only :
be determined bx.ccmparing_aome-Start families witn a group similar in
- socio~-economic status (SES) and other family cnaracteristics. As was
discussed at length in Chapter 3, the Followup Study ended np with non-
:equivaient groups--the Home Start group had a.significantly lower SES than
vthe comparison group. .bomparison~§roup families had a mean‘per_capita
* income almost twice as highqas the Home Start group, and the notner had

more years of education. WSOme significant group differences also were

&

detected between the Home Start and Head Start groups (as noted in Chapter -
2), in terms of child ethnicity, lenqth of preschool experience, educational
- attainmerit’ of the nother and family location. The Home start and Head

o

Start groups were found to be comparable on family income, however.

Y
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It 15 difficult-to meke meaningful comparisons in terms of parent
N

1
| E
éccmee when the two groups ere not equivalent end coverieble models are

h

5

found to be heteroqenoue. Thie iseue was .addressed in Chapter 1, end is

explored £urther in Chepter 5. The non-equivelency and heterogeneity of

s o

coveriehle mode)e could,produce potentielly misleedinq findings ebout the

preeence or ebeence of long-term progrem effecte oﬂ‘perente. Meny of the

\f]

ontcomes exenined in the perent !tudy are presumed to be intluenced ' \
9

; eifongly hy sxs. uother a educetipn, for exemple, hee been found to :

’”

correlete hithy with the expectations perents hold for their children. lt

ie theretore not eurprieing thet e‘eignificent qroup difference wes detected

R R

'">i _ on thie perent cutcome/déhein between the Home Stert and cumperieon group

Dt

- ) B
2w '%

eiane cne-wey enalysee of verience.- It would be misleedlng to conclude‘_‘

e e ‘

i thee Hane Stert did nct help to reiee pexent expectetione fot their \
chlldren'e egncetion, although thie ie whet tne group coupﬂrizone would

eugqeet. Another exemple ot a potentielly nialeeding grcup ccmpexieon
. ; ‘< .
o would be higher utilizetion ot public eeeietence progreme, ench es food
£ a :

etence. nediceid end uelfere, by che Start temilies.‘ Thie uny eimply

v PRaY

reﬂleot the £ect thet a lerger percentage of Hcme Stert temiliee meet '

‘,‘h{f eligibility teguiremente for theee publim aseietenoe progrene then ie the

;,, s, .
N - oo

ceee £om the conpexieqn group. _{

Soo €

‘S‘ 4

PO - .
Tt

Beceuee the groupe were not equivalent, coverieble models were

A, M »

ey tound to be heterogenoue, end the" resulting potentiel for reaching misleeding

'.'3., o\ Ty o

ccnclueioﬁe. the decieicn‘wee mede to iimit perent outctme enelysee to

”f;eimple desc:lptive ccmperieone.‘¢Simileriaies and - differences hetween the

. S
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. groups on the six parent outcome domains can be wriefly summarized as

by
>

follows. One-way analyses of variance showed that the comparison and -Home
Start groups ranked the same on several parent outcome domains, including

parent attitudes toward school, -maternal and child health,|and parental
" knowledge of commmunity resources. In terms of dental care, the Home Start

‘group was favored; a smaller percentage of the Home Start #hildren had

|
i

never been to a dentist than was the case for the comparison grouﬁu On
' parent involvement with school (ingluding expectations for their children's
. | \ :

education), parent-child interaction;(especially in termsfof the percentage _
of parents that read with or toftheir»child); and involvement in community -
organizations>fincluding their use of public assistance'pLograms). the\
comparison/group was favored. - o -: “ \
| / ‘ o N

/

f’ _ These findings are difficult to interpret because of group
non-equivalency on a number of family background characteristics. The A

p comparisons fail to provide clear evidence about long-tsrm impact of Home '
Start on parents. Neither is there evidencc to suggest that the program ‘{

T <
<

! . was ineffective in terms of the six parent outcome domains that were the 2
. : y
focus of khe parent study. Despife group differenccs in terms of SES, the‘

1K

two groups ranked the same on a numbex of outcome domains for parents.

: oy

TN
-Intuitivelx tiis impiies that Rome Start families may to Some extent have %
. . . l
‘overcoms une income: gap, . and that they are managing their lives in much thel

‘gsame way as tamilies who are considerably better oft. If this assumpcion .

iis correct, Home Start. undouhtedly played an importantlpart in that. .’




Comparisons between Home Start and Head Start families show the
groups to be comparable in cerms of parent outcomes. This suggests that
_ the two programs produced similar long-term program effects for parents.
This hypothesis unfortunatelg cannot be tested due to heterogeneity of .
covariable modelsband the small size of the Head Start group,vresulting in

lack of statistical power with which to detect group differences.

' There are a number of questions relating to former Home Start

families that remain unanswered in these descrtptive group comparisons. It
o .

-is useful to know, for example, whether families are relatively healthy, ) .

interested in their children 8 education, and in contact with others who .

p:ovide support, friendship or assistance after two’'years out of the

program. Has the program helped families change their methods or expand'

their resources for cOping with current problems or future ones? In otherv

words, - are the former Home Start families able to function more successfully’

now than upon entryvinto the ‘program? - These and'related.guestions are ., o j:

explored‘in the sections (4.1 through 4.6) that follow, clustered around ol

the~six.parent domains.: i ‘

It is evident‘both from the in-depth and regular parent interviews

1 ) ~ .. ,, )

in Home~Start. Different parents wanted differe'"’ ngs for'themselves;

e

their childrea and their fam L ies when they entered,the program three or




Y
)

" while others hopeé that p&rent rneetings and activities would help reduce

>

+  feelings of isolation which they wéte cbpihg with. Most,; however, became

. : ' }
involved out of a concern for their children and a desire to give them a

"head start" in ;chool.

s

In the.interviews, parents talked about their involvement in the

2

'progra@. Several df the families who were interviewed more than once’ .
talked explicitly about changes that occurred as a result of their involve-
ment in Ho@e'Start. They said their "lives are better" and were emphatic

. about the program's helping role. Among the reports of lasting change
were: solutions to family problems; imptovéﬁgntélin the quality of family
relationéﬁips, inéiudihg beéter (aﬁd froquently moref'time spent with the
chiidrenz job training and employment; financial stability; and a'more

“posigive“'outlook on life. Other families, ontthe other hand, did not
3

feel that they had benefitted from their,involvement in the program or .
LT . . ///

R

found it difficult to talk about change or associaté'changg,yith/ﬁféafhm

-partiéipation. ! ' ! R .

By

Parent views about their particiiation in the program are reported

£

s

- in-SeqtionA».‘i. il\‘Infor’matio‘n is presented on both the Home Start and Head
_Sﬁgrt/éféués, giﬁcéuitvprovides interest{ng.cohtrgsts which are.;elqted to
1:dif£eréhces’in prograﬁ eméhasis.‘ In’éhis section, familiesttalﬁ'aSOut
/;ariouS’éompdnents qf\thé“é;ogram'and fﬁé”extqnt to which‘tﬁey fel;wghere

had bgéh enough opportunities for- learning or participation. Also reported

=

v . - ) .
- are their views about the length of time families should remain in the -

i
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program. The chapter (Seétion 4.8) éonclhdes with a comparison of® the one-

and two-year Home Start gri?ps o@ sélected variables to determine the
extént to which program duration effects pérent outcomes. No differenqhé

between the two groups were detected in the original evaluation study.

rd . . ‘ . . [

4.1 Parent Expectations and Attitudes Toward Schodl

”.
. That poor “‘children weuld be better prepared cogniﬁively and socially. -
for school through Home Start was an important assumption of the progfamb _sqt -
was the assumption that parents who becan involvedxdirect;yrin their children's

educational developmeht du;ipg(preschébl years would remaiﬁqiﬂbé;ved in their

pfggggss/in‘séﬁaéilv Furthgrpoée, it was thought that paxticiﬁgtion in a§me
Start would imp&ct.on parents' att;fudesvtoﬁﬁrds and rel;tiohship with the
school. Important factors in the parents’vattitﬁde toward school are: the

" value they;plac? on education, the aspirations théy hold.fq? their child?én,
their awaféhéss éf their child's educational needs ahé their perceptidn of the

school's receptivity to their .ideas.

. Parents' attitudes toward school can reinforce or countérac§\§§e
in-school learning process. Parents' expectations, attitudes and values in turn

influence their children's own expectations, attitudes and-values. A mother's

~

high aspirations for her child and pressure on him fo:oschool'achievement

" influence his motivatibh Eo,succeed as well as hisfictual gp@}bvement (Rosén and

D'Andrade, 1559; Bing, 1963).




"Thesg and related topics are explored in the sections that. follow.

Pare#tvﬁgpectﬁtiénQ
Most Home Sﬁhrt parentsqiad high expectations for the educat;oﬁ

of their children. Almost allA(QS%) indicated that they wanted their

. .éﬁildren to finish high school of éo beyond h;gh school-to college or
vodagional training. When asked how far in actuality they thought their
chiidreniwgzid progress in school, parents lowered their expectati;ns
somewhat. Nevertheless, ;s shown°in Tablevi-l; a large percentage of tﬁe _
Hoye Stért parents (89%3 contiﬁued to have confid;nge that their_children
would go far in school. Some parents, howevér, did not speculate about(how1'
far their children would go‘in school or indicated thﬁt it depended on a
nu@ber-of ﬁ;ctors. TheirAréluctance to specify alpirticular lggel of
 éx§ected educational attainment.i; reflected by'a.drophin the number of

‘respondents to this question.

Table 4-1
Parental Expectations . : ST R
for . o ' g
. Child Education
(Percents)
How Far Do You How Far Will
. Want Child ‘to Go? Child Go?
N i . 3 195 : 177
Finish Grade School ~ ’ . 0.5 . S 2.8 . |
Finish Some High School 1.5 845
: : e .
Finish Bigh Schoel = 569} 68.49 oo
. maxe-vocational Training 1.0 P 97.9 4.5 »88.7 |
| Go t. College .= . 17.4 8.5 | |
~ Finish College . 20.5 . 4 54; S
. L7 g

Go to raduate School ) 2.1




Parental expectations for their children thus exceeded their own
achievements in school. (As noted in Chapter 2, Home Start mothers had received
an average of only ten years of formal schooling;) This finding provides

evidence that parents Believe children need a good education in order to get

ahead.

Most parents gave positive reasons for the expectations they held for
" their children's educational achievement. They mentioned high selfsmotivation“

on the part of the child or the fact that the child has abilities and likes ' 5

school as reasons for their high expectations. Some parents witb lower expecta-
tions felt'helpless to change "the way things are", meaning that they woulo not

able to afford a good education, that the childfwoqld_marry at a young ege, N
or would drop out of school to go to work to help support the family. B . N\

-

In eddition to expecting their children to go far in school, most

Home Start mothers ga;e their children high ratings for their performance
inlschool:' 40 percent reported that their children were doing very_well in
| school at the time of‘the interview and 41 percent as doing well. .Seventeen

percent of the children received fair and 3 percent poor ratings on school

performance from their mothers. Expectations on how well the children . wwé~/“*“”

i e

would do in school in the future were somewhat”lower than those reported

~_for. corrent‘performance in séhool. Forty-two percent of the mothers

thought their children would do well or very well in schocl and 55 percent °

only fairly well. Poor‘ratings were given for’3 percent of the children.

. . ‘ ' _ ' "85




“1->arent Attitudes and Satisfaction
s
The value that parents place on education was not only assessed
through data on parenfal expectations for their children' s education. Parents -
| also were asked to talk about school receptivity to their ideas and what is done
‘at home to hdlp the child with school work to get a better understanding of how

parents view school.

"In order to determine the extent to which-parents feel they can change ,

things at. school, they were first asked whether anything had gone wrong at

school during the past year. Forty—-nine of the 187 Home Start mothers respondede

to this question affirmatively. Thirty-two of these_mothersv(§5%) had attemptedﬁ

to get the problem reiolved and twenty-eight (87.5%) reported that they.had

succeeded in making changes. This was attributed mostly to school responsive- -

ness and cooperation. A small group of parents expressedﬁthe'belief, however.y
_ that nothing could change the schools.

[
Schnﬂl attieudes“of parents are often influenced by their level of

e e

// ) ’
satisfaction with various aspects of school. 1In terms of the child's progress

SN in school, over half of the Home Start mothers (60%) indicated they were ex=
tremely satisfied. About one-third (34%) were fairly satisfied and 6 percent
eigreased dissatisfaction. This dissatisfaction often was attributed to the factg?

: that the child was a slow learner or. not applying him/herself to school. “Some “f
. \ P ”5:‘

parents Blamed their dissatisfaction, howé%er, on shortcomings of the school.

Quotes trom the in-depth interviews {conducted as part of the family descriptive‘ :

L} .

] o
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study pilot test) are illustrative of ‘aspects of the school some parents

‘were dissatisfied with. "The schools here are the worst in history --

something ought to be done about them, but it's hcrd", one mother in Kansas
commented. Another mother complained that the children in one teacher's
class were all reading below grade level. "They i&ren“t doing anything at

[

grade level."

Parent satisfaction with schoo% was also neasured by examining
parent ratingsiof teachers and assessing the extent to whicn there is
cbngruence between value and discipline styles of éarents and teachers.
Most Home Start parents rate& their children's teachers as either zxcellent
(31%) or good (48%). Nine perccnt of the mothere reporécd that their

child's teacher was not very good; the remaining 14 percent said (S)he'wnsw

all right as a teacher.

In response to qnestions about value and diecipline:styles, a
fair amount of congruence was reporfed; Over haif (58§) cf the parente
reported that tne children were dealt with in the same fashion at school
and at hcme. Of the 42 parents who commented on style differences, eleven

(26%) viewed them as negative eftributes of the teacher ana nine (21%) as

positive traits. Thnvremaining group of families expresse& no opinione

_ about the different way the children are being dealt with at schoola Most

Btylae differences concerned strictness ox permissivaness on the part of the

teacher. ‘ - e
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Child Reaction to School '

If Home Start has been successful in helping parents to take an

active role in the education of their children, this should be reflected

1] [y
o

not only in parent expectations and attitudes towards school but also in
the child's'reaction~to starting school. It was assumed that children
would approach school with eagerngli?resulting from the educational
"stimulationrpropided in regular visits to the home hywprogramsstaff and the
teaching'hy parents that occurred at home. | | |

Most Home Start parents (Bls)‘descrihed their childrenAas having -
been very eager to go to school at the conclnsion”of the Home start program
and seemed éery pleased with snch eagerness.. Only 7 percent of-the mothers
reported that their children didn't want to’ go to school or didn't carn one
way orx the other. Eagerness diminished somewhat after the child entered

- school- In spite of the small decrease in eagerness reported .by mothers atl

the time of the interview, a large percentage of the children (70%) were

<

e still going to school with eagerness., . . o S o=

In the in-depth interviews, some mothers attributed this -decrease to

the fact that their children were somewhat bored or impatient with kindergarten

or first grade. One parent mentioned that her child had learned more in Home

, :
kindergarten; another suggested that both Hcme-'f

Start than in her whole yearh
gtart and her independent acti; ies with the child had nade kihdergarten
unnecessary. _Sbt.allﬁfamiliesiin the in-depth family study agreed on"this
point. however. One mother in Arkaneas:reported‘that“the teacherfshexpectationsi

-for her child were too high. "When they sent my little boy home~fromwhis-ﬁirst'{




[}

day of kindergarten_withla note saying he had to learn to write his name,
tc know his éélors by the next day,:I didn't know wh#t to‘tbink. Home
Start said they (the program) wbul&n't?téach kids how to read or write
because that was for the school." After tﬁlking to the teacher, she finally

agreed that she was asking too much. "I don't know what would have'h$§penéd

if I hadn't talked to her", the ﬁbfher concluded. It illustrates that some.

families have a high level of involvement in their child's &ducation and

are willing to address their concerns with officials at school.

The in-depth iﬁtetviaws 5156 showed that gﬁrents had different
1dea§ about what ghildreﬁ should léarn befor; entering school. This also
was evident.ih the parent‘interview in which parenﬁs were askéd which
things were most an& least impo}taht in their“view, as shown in Table'4—2;‘

'Figure 4-2
Parent Views 6n'Things

- | Children Should Learn
: ' " Before School Entry

(percents) -
Moét'Igggrtant - Least Important

e NW _ ~ ' 186" . s - 180

Things for School _ v o

" (Academics) : _ : 36.6 15.6

Get Along and be Able I N . 16.1

to Share — :
Be less shy o ‘ 9.7 ; - 54.4
Self-control - . 17.2. | t 13.9

*The N's for these two questioﬁé are d;fferent.” The incidence of miss;n§

data or don't know responses was higher on the least important question.

3 LN -




Nineteen percent éf the mothers refértgd that there were other
things they felt their children sﬁculd know before stafting schqol.’lThese _,'
were, in rank order, name and address, academics, ethics, independence,
social ad‘ustment and for non-English speaking families learning to

understand English.

4.2 . Parent Involvement with School

Closely related to the pafept's attitude toward school is»h;r
involyementwwith the chilq's school. bParent ;nvolvément in . school activities .
help to continue the process_begun by Home étart of alerting thé‘parengéto
the child's educational needs gﬁd will, at the same’time; foster épogeration

r;between home‘and school. Another manifestatioh of paréﬁt i#§qlvemant in>
the eduéational process_ia the time speht by tﬁs pareng*w;tp her Ehﬂid in

<

- school-related activities. at home. This section examines the quantity of

.parent-school interaction, based on parent‘selfmiéﬁ&fta.

School Contact? L B

-

A large percentage of the Home Start parents (87%)-had.ﬁeen iﬁ cbntact -
with the child‘s teacher oxr othar Schooi personnel durinq the. 1976-77 schon*

_yeax (when the Followup Study tqqk:plch). Almoat\all of the 169 parents who ,gl"

e

.*Data about: school contaﬂt reportad in this section reflect combined 7
o _responses to Questions 47 and 48. RQSponaes are therefare different than B
those reported in Appendix B. . . . e




1

héd been in contact wi;h school (94%). had meﬁ with the child's teacher.
.About half of the parents (53%) !ndicated they wentkto‘school for a speciai
reason == primarily to talk about academic problemé ofkthe child or the
child*s behaQ;or in the classroom. Otlicr visits wgre'fgr reqular parent-
vteacher qénferences. When askgd who initiated the meeting at school, 30
percent fepbrted‘that the confaét_was at their oﬁn initiative; 25 percent .
had meetings at school at the teacher's request. - It is not clear who
afranged or requesﬁed school meetings for the rémaining qéﬁup of families;
parents simpif coﬁldn't-:eé;ll.
. , - , | .

Parents had met with teachers and/or other school personnel>an
averageVPf g.l times during the sch0017yedr, with a standard deviation of
5.7. Discussions with tégqhéés focusedvmostly onAthings.learned.i; school;:‘

1 - 3

v ) : : _ . h .
child behavior, books or toys: that would benefit the child and teaching

style.

Almost half of the Home Start mothers (48%) reported that they

had been in contact withrothér school personnel. Seventy percent of the
'tqese,94,mcthers had met with the principal. .Another four families went

~ even higher up and addressed‘ﬁheir concerns to the superinﬁendept of
schools. ‘ o i
; .
o ; | — ) . '
Contact with schools was not limited to meetings with school pergonnel

- for a substantial pottidh of%the'parents; Forty-two percent had m&de vigits to . '
‘ the“éhild's;claSSroom_duting the year. .Over half of the parents (60%) iridicated ‘

that the school welcomed clagsroom visits by parents; 30 percent reported that - ...




hE
.

schools regerd such vielts as OK and 5 percent said they are discouraged from
visiting the clessroom or that they are not welcomed. The remeining families.

did not comment on how the school viewed parent involvement .in the classroom.

Ten parents reported that they were working at the child's—schogl either as a

volunteer or for pay.

- Only a small percentage of;the Home Start famlliesL(ZSQ)‘w?cé

members of the local PTA. Reasons for their low level of participscion are .

2

not apparent from the parent'interviews.

- ’ \
. A ) T 3

‘Help with School-Related Activities

. Parent involvement with their children on school-related eceivities B
wes'high. Approximately two-thirds of the mothers (64%) reported thet
":ciV'someone at home assisted the child with school work. They helped with

: readinq and spelling words, end went over school papers to help explein ~ ﬁf.,

what the child did wrong or well. -~ A large percenteg& 6£ parents (64!) ; S

4:; -

indicated they helped the child with school woxk in otﬁer waye. They telked

e their children dbout get*ing atong with Pﬁ‘rs. As noted th the eubeequent E.}

~ e

section on perent-child interaction, most perents read to Eheir children, knew

what kindp ‘. books their children liked to read, and could~telk about their ;[‘

- |

’;;}l children e .eading habits. - ”_l? .7.‘_h1'_:_-‘:“:"$__; vfﬂf‘jh;'f . w;

4.3 ﬁ'Parent4Child'lntersctioh'end:ﬂoneizﬁwirohment;'

b Y

One of the p incipgl goals of- Eome Stert was to help petehts to _H7;.“

T

"devexop and expand their Tols as. their children'e most influentl&l edué‘tors. s-fhixi




Furthermore, Home Start helped parents to create a ﬁ%me environment which

prov1des the child with stimulation and encouragement conducive to learning

end to<the child'sﬁsocial andhemotional development. Or;;inal evaluation -
m~f1ndings “showedthat - the“program*was successful 'in achieving these goals. - - .

(This evidence was particularly strong after seven months of participation )

in the program.) The Followup Study was designed to determine the extent

of parent-child interaction two years after the children entered school.

The information presented below is based on self-reports rather than on

direct observations of parent-child interaction in the home.

Parent-Child Interaction

A large percentage of the Home Start parents’reported a high level
. of interaction with their children. Ninety percent indicated that they read
to or with the’child. In most Home Start families (83% of the total group),

the child was being read to at least once a week. ln nany.homes, thiethﬂ

' occurred more frequently--38 percent of the children Qere reportedfbeing
read to several time; a week; for 29 percent this vae an'eyeryday event.
. - . . . .
Children‘were'read to most frequently by their mothers (69%).and
older siblings (42%). ~Fathers were reported to read to 8 percent of the
children.v Most of the parents indicated that they knew their children s
reading habits and the kind of hooks they liked‘to read. Most c;"dren ‘
~(97%) were/reported to 1ook‘at a book or magazihe at home. About two-thirds
" of the children (64%) read by themselves everyday: 20 percent several times

a waek.'
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children. Most mothers (85%) reported that someone talks to the child v

 Parents also were asked about verbal interaction with their

ahout his or her‘day or about what happened at school. The child talked

most gréquently to the mothers (in ~77% of the h “és) or with" older“siblings. e

et
.’
s

Most discussions with the child centered on school and other children.

Fathers were reported to spend time talking with the child by 17 percent of

the respondents.

-

Parent involvement in terms of helping the child with school work

°

or household chores the child had respongibility for also was relatively

e —

-high--64 percent assisted with schoolwork and 47 percent with household

chores. A 5-point scale was created to determine parent involvement
(either mother, father or both) on five variables (reading, help with
homework, help with household chores, outings,. and talking to the,child);

With the exception of one parent, all interacted with their .children on cne

or more activities and received a mean’ 1ating of 3 2 types of activities

they were involved with (S.D. = i,11). N ) . _ Lo

.

Provision of Stimnlation Through Play Materials and Experiences

o

‘'Parents were asked about the kinds of materials and toys available
_— -
in their homes. The availability of such material resources may relate to

a tendency on the part of families to utilize and expose the child to interesting

and edugational experiences. (Items were taken- from the Hiqh[scope Home

.o
©

Environment Scale that was used during the ~csiginal evaluation.) Home Start ———

94
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children had an average of 3.3 different types of indoor play materials (S.D.

-

1.67), such as books; put-together'toys; and dolls, cowboYs dr soldiers. Over

[N

half of the parents (54%)- reported that there were children s books available in

-

the home. Since a significantly higher percentage of parents read to their

children, it must be assumed that these books are loaned from a librarv or the

)

school for use by the children. For active outdoor play, Home Start children

had an average of 2.7 materials they could use (S.D. 1.29). Among the most -

commonly available play equipment were a bicycle or tricycle; a ball or jdmp 'c
L

rope; and a swing, slide, jungle gym or sandbox.

A number of other items in the parent interview assessed the educational
environment in thKe home. Questions were asked to determine whether children

go on optings with someone ‘in the family and watch educational television. On

the average, Home Start children watched 16 hours of television per week, with

) . R > .
a standard deviation of 10.94. About one-quarter of the mothers (27%) reported

e ¢ o e

that their children watch educational television, such as Sesame Street, Nr.
Roger's Electric Company, Captain Kangaroo or Ville Alegre. Some»of these
shows were designed for socially and economically disadvantaged chiliren.

. Most children, however, watched entertainment shows specifically geared towards

children (67%) or entertainment'presented in the early evening hours (53%).

Most Home start‘parents5§93%),reported that children are ctaken on
outings occasionally. These were mostly for shopping trips'or visits to a
park or zoo. Very few parents (3%) reported taking their child to a library

on one of these outings.

95
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bfostering'of Maturity and Independence

A”nnmber“of“qﬁestions'were“included in the”parent interview to '71j

determine parental willingness to let the child assert his or her ‘own interests

B e [ U |

and‘gradually assume appropriate responsibilities.

4 . “

° i - . . o

One measure of maturity and indepepdence is whether or not child
dresses him/herself‘and is permitted to choose his or her own clothes; As  °

xpected given the age of the Home Start children, almost all (99%) dressed’

Q

themselves without any héip- A large percentage of the children (88%) also

were reported to—choose their.own clothes.

I

In terms of responsibilities at home, 77 percent of the children o
| were assigned household chores. ~Children were responsible mostly for helping

with housewourk (68%) and»taking care of their own helongings-(62%). About

YWi-Aone-third of. ~the-childran. (36%) took. care. of animals_and pets in the ‘house. .

- AsS was noted earlier, many children !eceived help from the mother with household

chores. - ) ’ .

2

Another measurement of maturity and independence is whether children

_are permitted to go out and play with friends. 0ver-two-thirds of the'children
(70%) had friends livingfnearbys -8ixty~three percent of the children with
friznds played with them everyday;'22 percent had occasion to do sovseveral

a

times a week.

% .
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: Qrganization of Stable Eavironment

. ® . . -y

'anfinal aspect of the home environment that was examined was its

.stability{ Parents- were asked whether there had ever been an occasion when the

'%cﬁiiéfaié"éaiééw£6§"§é§ﬁiafiy'for half a 4;;§§S;ﬁorehy someone else. Over =~

half of the parents (58%) indicated that this had occurred, mostly to enable

a

the parent to go te work or during periods of ilIness in the family. A larger

[N

percentage of parents (86%) indicated that Lhey know someone who could care

for the children if necessary. In most cases, the child would be cared for by
the father (18%), grandparents (39%) or relatives (22%). About‘onb—fourth'of
the children (28%) would be left with older'siblfngs at home; for the remaining

group other child care arrangements would be made (friénds or a.haby;itter).

Parents were not aply asked abcut child care arrangements but:also,

'Y

about the length of tiwme families lived at their current~address and the

number of moves in the>last five yea;so -Home Start families had lived at the

'same address<an average of 3.8 years (S.D. = 2.5); and rad moved 1:3 times .
(SeD. ;vi.ii. about’ nalf the families (46%) reported that they own their

house, 47% rent, and 7y neither rent or own, but live with other relatives.

o

4.4  Maternal and Child Health

Studies of health care have_repeatedly shown that poor families haye'”

a high proportion of health problems and a low incidence of regular health

Sare.»'Inproved maternal and child health care, as a result, were important

'goals of the original Home Start program. During the course of the Home Start. .

jdgmonstration, Home Start children were found to have better medical and B

;'.97 o - '
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dental care>than the control children afﬁer one year of progfam participations
Home Start children had been to a doctog hore recently.;ng the:visit was more
.likely to be.for preventive ieasons; ‘Similar ﬁindihgs favorfﬂg the Héme Start
group were reporteg for dental care. Health care for mothg‘rs, on the 6t.her |

. hand, was not explored during the Briginal Home Start evaluation.

.

¢ . . -

Child Health Care - .

Two years after the program concluded, Home Start children still
appeared to-:egeivé health care on' a regular basis. fhey had la .- been to a

. doctor an a&erage of 6.7 months before. For over one-third of the children

(37%), this visit was for a medical checkup rather than for the treatment of'a
problem. The last medical chéckup for the ﬁome Startbchildren had'bccurred'
¢ ‘about eight months breviously. Some éarents-reported, howeVer, that they do

not’bothér with regular'cheCkups for their children, because they han to go

A

>to«%he doctor a couple of times a year anyway. Abhout three-fourths of the

. children (70%) had been to a doctor "in the last year.

In termé of dental care, cdnsidgrably more time had elapséd sinée.

oS

the last visit to the dentist. On the average, Home Start children had been to
a dentist 8.8 months‘bqfoté the interview. For 64 percent of the ¢hildren,
this was a dental checkup: Not all of tne Home Start children received

regular dental care, however. Slightly less than half of the children (47%)

<

had not’ seen & dentist in the pasf'year;’7 percent had never been to a

98
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In addition to obtaining information about the frequency”of medical

+

-

and dental care for children, parents were asked to rate the general health

status of their cﬁildren and to identify special health problems which they

of

felt micht affect the child's performance in school. The general health

)

status of Home Start chiadren was rated on the average as "good" by their

-parents. About one-third of the children (31%) received excellent health

©

ratings. The health of 12 percent of the children was rated as fair; none as
poor. ' i B N
. Forty-seven children (or 24% of the total sample) were reported
r having health problems that were thought to be related to their school perfor-
mance.. Among the school health problems most frequently mentioned were vision

and hearing difficulties (63%) and chronic problems (17%). Although the

-

Yo

knumber‘of children.with vision and hearing problems is relatively small, this

finding is Somewhat alarming since such problems'are often easy to remedy. As
. : ) _ 5

would be expected,_children with such health problems had been to the doctor

€

more recently than:other children. . . ' : ' o -

©

Maternal Health Care : ' : .

.o
éome Start‘mothers reported having been to_a déctor five‘months' .
preﬁiousi} on- the average, and-for a'medical.checkup in the last elght monthskft“
Most (74§Y had seenha doctor in.tpe past year. For 41 percent of the mothers.v
this visit was for preventive reasons. Seventeen percent indicated that they

.received regular treatment for chronic health problems.




"“In rating theix own health status, 35 percent-of he Hume Start __

1others reported,being in eitheﬂggood or ekcellent health. Thirty percent

-

A
rated their health as fair, and five percent as, poor. About 6ne-four*h °f the

[ome Start m\thers indicated that they have medical problems, ‘'such as anenia,

1sthma, depression ‘and nerves. Most mothers, hawever, dad’ not SPPcify what

:ype of. medica] problem they were coping with.

'articigation in Medicaid and Food sStamps

@

In order to improve the health care of Home.Start families, the

'rogram encouragedfeligible families to become eﬁrolled in Medicaid and the-
. ! ’ ! .ra N T

rSDA";food.stamp‘program. At the time of the followup'interview. 19 percent of
he Home Start families were participating in Medicaid, and almost half (46%)

‘ere receiving food stamps.

-~

«5 Parents' Knowledge and Use of Community-Resources

-

. BN P

A goal of the Home Start program was to help parents identify and
se the community resources available to them. The original Home st art
tudy found few differences in use of community resources. by the three .
roups of families who partiéipatgd in-that evaluation. This may have been .~ -
n artifact of the way this topic was explored. Parents were .given a list
£ community services (Legal Aig, Medicaid, Housing Authority, etc.) and

ere, asked whether they were using any of the services. A slightly different

pproach was used in the Home Start Followup Study whi%h asked parents where




they would go if they had a particular prublem or need for services. This

- - o — L

e T

was to determine whether famvlies could identify appropriate agenci°s and

_‘the extent to which they relied on informal networks for support.or helpe . . ...

Parents also ware”isked whether they inﬁfact-had used the gervice.

[N

(8]
.
-

.The parent interview assessed the following aspects of parent

knowledge and use of community resources:

emergenoy health

child hehavior or .developmment A S .
mental health . :

family counseling and social welfare '

employment or joE’training

legal aig =~ : o . o ‘ )

. tenants' rights or housing problems.

(-
® o 04t o o o o

educational information.

Parent responses on knowledge of community resources were classified
in essentially four categories. agencies deemed appropriate to provide st

‘\ »

-assistance or help solve the problem; other non-specified agencies; 1nform§$f
sources of support such as relatives, friends or the cfurch; and other
reeponsee. As ie.illustrated in Table 4-~3, a41arge percent of the Home .
Start famiiies were able to ideotify appropriate agencies for help on most

problems. They would rely on informal sources of support mostly for depression

or mental health problems, financial aid, and for home°repairs.

101
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- et ) o .
— - Table 4-3
’ tnowledge of Conhnunity Resources )
- e et e (percents) :
o . . nh” - | .-. _ \ ‘ . C)“
. ’ - . i A .
Appropriate .Other Relative/
N P N Agency Agency Friend Other
Emergency Health ’ A o “’ oo AR
Care 192 ~95; 3 1.0 2,1 1.6 h
Child Behavior or | : - _ .
. Development 146 73.1 . 6.8 13.0 2.1
Depression (Mental ° . » : " e
\He‘lth) 144 53.5 H.3 38.2\ 2,1
' . N o . R
Financial Aid ° 160 - 43.8 , 15.6, 29.4 1.3
.‘. L] ¢ ; . ,.
" Employment 178 8z.0 . 3.9 3.4 10.7 - -7
Legal Aid ' .« 179 " 79.3 2.2 28 7 0.6 i
' T . '
Home Repairs 115 50.4 1941 w270 3.5
Adult Education 140 77 14.3 - 8.6
M "N .
8 - .
: 0
o ° Pl
1 -
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:Actual use of community resources was high for the Home Start

group. Eighty-five percent of the families had used .resources for emergency

healﬁh care. Other problems that over half of the .amilies had " sought -help--

x

' for were financial aid (64%), employment (57%), and depression or mental

.

health problems (56%). Use of scurces to obtain information or'advice“
about child behavzor ahd development problems also was high (42%). Usage

was lowest in terms of home repairs (21%) and legal aid (24%).

o

ln addition to using various community resources to provide help;

with specific problems; a number of families participated in one or mcre .

Pﬁblié assistance Drograms. FortV~six percent of the Home Start families

did not -use any form of public assistance, however., -Food stamps were the

most commonly used public assistance program (46%), followed by welfare
(34%) and Medicaid (29%). Far fewer families were enrolled in federally-
subsidized job.training programs (9%) or were living in public\nousing -
»(14%).i On the average, Home Start Eamiliesfused 1.3 public assistance ‘

programs, with a standard deviation of 1.4. ' -,

. <
v ~ - . -

4.6 | Parent Participation in the Commmunity .. -

$

Most families are involved in a network of relationships with,‘

°

schools and commtnity agencies, with friends and organizations in the
. 5

community, ‘with extended family members, with work associates and with

other families. Many poor families, however, are cut of , not only from

- political participatior in their communities, -but from so’ial netwnrks as

well.- Informal evidence ﬁrom the case studies of Home Start families

~

' : R " SR
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conducted during the original evaluation suggests that many Home Start

families were isolated geographically or sccially when they entered the

progtam. It was Home Start's intent to hring'families in contact with

g

T~

isolation. The Followup Study explored the question of isolation as well
€ . '

as the extent to which families were active participante in°ccamunity
affairs. ‘ T N :
\ . i P K
Most of the Home Start families (98%) reported that they have
relativs that lire nearby. About two-thirds (63%) also had nearby friends
3y » .

)

and were in touch with them frequently. Home Start mothers reported

spending an average of 9.6 rours per week with people outside their immediate

family (S. D. = 13. 582). Forty-seven percent of the families also met

regalgrly with groups of people in their community. Over half <Z the Home -
Start parents (58%) indicated that they occasionally saw or talked to

parents that they used to know in the program. They met them mbstly in

town, on shopping tripé.or informal visits. Church or school meeuings also

14

provided a furum for meetings with other prcgram participants. V),/

I

e n

v
4

Home Start-families were invoLved only mlnimally in groups such

as church, PTA, Boy Scout + political organizations and otners. On the
average, Home Start fymilies belonged'to 1.2 organizations, with a standard
deviation.of'1.2.dPAbout half of the families (49%) were affiliated with a

church; 25 percent had membership in the FTA and 22 percent were invélved

Lo . » R \, .
- with the local Boy or Girl Scouts. Participation in political organizations

.
&

was even lower; only 9 familiés out of 193 (5%) repcrted being.active in
. ' : .
104
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.such groups. The low ‘level of community participation may be because Home

; Starf familieg rely more on informal networks, such as friends or relatives,
§

‘e

than on groups for companionship and stiport.

Factors that'contributed to family isolation were the location of
the family residence and the absence of a car or telephone. As was discussed
"~ in Chapter 2, over half of the Home Start families (52%) lived at least
: 2 S miles from the nearest town, 76 percent had access to a car, and 69

ﬁrmM»fpercent had a telephone ‘n their home.

Isolation thus is far less exterisive than was suggested in the

L.

original evaluation, although it is not the same for all families. The
presence of a‘car didn'‘t necessarily mean that mothers got out of the house"

much since several reported that “their husbands have the car every day at

v

work. Information from the in-depth interviews provides some evidence that
& Y

Home Start reduced family isolation to some extent. As one mother noted,
"somxcimes my Home Visitor was the only person I saw outside of my house
all week. long. . Others reporfed that they became involved with groups of

-

parents and made valuable friends.

T 47 . Parent Views;About Program Participation

[ 4

'Y N . . .
.

At the conclusion of the interview, parents;ge;e_asked_to_talk-———--

about their participation in the program in an attempt to determine how it =~ -

)1 influenced their lives and’ the way they interact with their“children. Q: .

a

-
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Sarent viess alsc were elicited about the length of time families should be
served by the program amd ways the program could be strengthered. “ince
'the Home Start and Head Start Frograms were similar in a number of ways in )
terms of services offered to families with young children, Loth grcups of
parents were asked about their views. This section reports information on
both the Home Start and Head Start groups since it provides some interesting
contrasts'which are related to differences (home- vs. centerfbased) ini

program emphasis. ' N,

All Home Start and Head‘Start parents in the Followup Stu dy were
given a list of things the program offered;families and asked which one was.
most important to them. Activities concerning the child were given the
highest ranking by both groups [62% (HMS) and 52% (HDS)].-.This is not
surprising since.the child was the orincipal focus of the two programs;

-
:although the role of parents ‘as educators received more emphasis in Home .

Start. Learning about child growth and development was viewed as most ’

important by 40 percent of the Home Start ‘and 46 percent of the Head Start

e

parents.. Differences in- procxam emphasis of the two programs are apparsnt
in'terms~of the percentage of parents who considered learning new activities'
or games to do with their child as most importanc. More Home Start (20%)

than Head Start (7%) parents viewed this .as-a valuable asset of thekprogram

(X = 3.624; p=-057). Meeting other parents and making friends rankéd

,second In importance for the Head Start (25%) and third for the Home Start-

group (15%).
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When asked what aspects of the programs were 1east importrant, the
two groups of parents cited the same items in the same order. Getting out
of the housge for trips, meetings or workshops was>viewed‘as least important
[22% (HMS) and 30% (HDS)]. Having someore to talk to or help with ideas or
problems was rated second by both grours [18% (HMS) and 14% (HDS)] and
obtaining health care as third [17% (HMS) and 14% (HDS)].
In addition to discussing what was most and least important about
the program,. parents were agked whether in their opinion the program
had provided enough opportunities to participate in various aspects of the(‘
program. Furthermore,_they indicated how little or much theilr knowledge had
: broadened about child development, community resources, parent-child interaction,'
adult education, to name just a rew of the services,that.programs offered e
to families.x These services fall into four categoriesi activities related
to the child; home management and use of commnnity resources; adult educa*ion

4

and acquisition of new skills; and social activities for~parents.- Another
aspect of the program parents were asked to comment about was their role in

policy making and program evaluation.

s Activities.Concerning the Child

>
N

Parents reported oh the opportunities the two programs provided to

“*—‘———Iearﬁ—about cnild: growth and deveIopment, child discipline and’ managemnt - ...Q;

: and to involve other members of the family to do things with™ the child.
Mopt parents (91% in both groups) felt that enough opportunities had been

provided, especially in terms of child growth and development. Fewer -

£l




viewed the opportunities for learning about child management and discipline
(71% for both groups) ané increasiag family interactions with the child (70%
and 62% for the Home Start and Head Start groups, respectively) as adequate.
Table 4-4 shows how much parents reported they learned, abcut these topics

and conparec the twn groups.

*

In the in-depth interviews, most parents attributed some changes
in their relationships with children to Home Start. The program did not
«

tell them how to be a parent; most mothers said they already spent time

with their children and knew they were supposed to talk or read to them.

The'value of the program, -they said,;was that Home' Visitors helped them see j‘
how they_could spenditime with-theirvchildren that was more satisfactory

- than what they‘did before. They knew songs and games from their own ‘
chiidhoods, but'not how to help their children'learn.shapeslor colors.
They learned how” to involve children in their own work routines. Young
mothers in the in-dep*h study commented on the fact that they had learned

~ about certain stages of chila ﬁéhavior and development for the first time
through Home Start. Other, more experienced mothers also reported changes

n

in the way they dealt with their children.

v

Heme Management and Use of COmmunitv Resources

Considerably fewer parenfs felt tha2 program had provided enough
opportunities to learn about managing the family budget, nutrition home 'bﬁﬁ-_:fje

repairs and other aspects of home management. Fifty-eight percent of the )
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Table 4-4 .
Activities Concerning the Child

Amount Learned*®

1

Home Start Head Start

- Child Growth and v )
Development (N) , 172 ' 42

Mean } . 3.0 ©3.02 0.223 637 NS
S.D. ' | 0.90 T 1,02
Child Discipline and : .
Management (N) 152 ‘ 36
Mean . . 2.85, 2,78 0.131 - .718 NS

S.D. . 1.05 1.10

Family.Interaéticn S . - ) ' . ! L
with chiid (N) . 152 : 38 :

-
-~

Mean . . . 2.86 ° 2.76 .202 .648 = NS

SeD. _ . 1.09 1.20

*Based on following categories: (1) not at all;'(2)_;ittler (3). somes “(4) aulo£:
’ - : . - _ ', & Fuw

N
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Home Start and 46 percent ofrthe Head Start parénts_commented that.this
aspect of the program had received sufficient emphasis and slightly over

i half of the families [56% (HMS) and 53%° (HDS)] gsalid there had been enough

| opportunity to learn about services or dctlvlties offered by other agencies
or organizations. Parents‘elso reported that theY had learned somewhat less
ebout these two topics than about activities related to the ch! ld.. On home
managerent the groups rated 2.52 (HMS) and 2,09 (HDS), with standard
deviations of 1.23 and 1.26 respectivelyo The Home Start ratings were even

lower in terms of gervices (2.07 with a s. D. of t.13) and slightly higher

¢ o

for the Head Start group (2.13 with a s.Dp. of 1.,21).

- Very few families also indicated that the progrem provided help

with problems concerning money or arranged for aid or food stamps. Twentyi'
3
\

' two percent of the Home Start and 20 percent of the Head Start.famijies
reported receifing such help. Program recorgs from the_original evaluaticn —

as well as 1n-depth interviews showed that much more assisearce was provided

@ .
[ ® \

to program participants. One,mother commented that while her_hquand was

L

? . . - . .
recovering from an operation, the Tamily received emergency food, clothing

a

and income ;sSistence'to get through. the winter. The family now makes it

. without any extra aid. "That winter," she saiq, "the program changed things

Y

a whole lot for-us."

About half:of the Home'Start families~(52*) indiceted, however,

glasses for their children or clothing. ‘Only 38% of the-Head Start families

had received such:help.




_ parents (86%) giewed this.aspect of the program as adequete.>

Adult Education and Acquisition of Neg Skills

a
- . s

Apother aspect of the program was to teach parents new gkills or
crafts and to help them get a GED or training for a job. Over half of the
families [57% (HMS) and 56% (HDS)] "felt the program had provided encugh

opporttnities to learn new skills or crafts. Less eﬂphasis'was placed on

/

‘adult education, as reported by‘parents- Thirty percent of the Home Start

and 20 percent of the Head Star“parents fel ﬁhat there had been enough

[

adult education opportunities. 1In terms of the amount learned, adult

-educationyranked lower (%.52 with S.D. of 1.02 for Home Start; and 1.79

o

with S.D. of 1.26 for the Head Start group). The ratings for crafts and

new skills were samewhat higher (2.5 with a S.D. of 1.22 for Hcme'Startx

“and 2.38 with a S.D. of 1.30 for Head Start)- Very few families in both
'.groups reported that the prOgram helped them obtain training (4.2 and 4. 9% . .

'respectively_for the Home Start and Head Start groupg); _Almcst twice ds o

many families indicated that the program had encouraged continued education.

" Social Activities for Parents

Social activities for parents, such as trips to new places, and
get-togethers received high ratings from hoth groups. Three*quarters of

the Home Start families (75%) and 84. percent of the Head Start grouP said .

B

’ enough opportunities had been provided to go on trips. Head Start parents ]

___gave get togethers the same rating; a larger percentage of Pome Start

. ~

a - . . ) . B e




Parent Policy and Prggram‘Evaluation

Finally,.let us exanine whether parents felt that adequate °
Vopportanities had been provided to make program decisions, set policy or to
. evaluate program activitieu and effectiveness. A large percentage of the
parents said that the program had. Seventy percent in the Home Start groun .

felt encngh oppcrtunities were provided for policy making and 83 percent in
terms of program evaluation. The' two ‘groups rated these programs similarly;
-adequate ratings were given by 75 percent.of.Head Start parents on policy.

. making'and_by 80 percent;on;proqraﬁ evaluation.

_Parents.aiso felt they learned a lot about these two aspects of
~the program. For the Home Start group this was 2.63 and 2.86 (with's.D.'s
of 1.17 and 1.01) and 2.73 and 2.83 (with S.D.'s of 1.12 and 1.11) for the

Head Start group. . - o . N .

Program Improvements

. P
o - o T

’ . e
i . C -

. - Over one~third of the ﬁoﬁe Start‘famiIies (40%) felt that the
program’ could have ‘been better hy making more home visits and- offering more
-opportunities for parent participation in the program. Program improvements
were also suggested by 30 percent of the Head Start parents, who wanted to

sSee . more activities and increased parent participation.,




Home sﬁéxt parénts also were asked about their home visi;or; Half
of the famiiieé'(51%) reported that éhey had ﬁore.ﬁhaﬁ one home visitor - |
during their pa;ticipation iﬁ thexpgogrﬁm. Th;rty-six percent of the-
parqqps sgid their héme'visitor w&égﬁette: than othefs wh9 h;d been assijned
to work wiﬁh other program l-g‘z'l_’;._‘:."t::i.c:i.'pant:s.f~ Forty-three percent rated their

home visitcer the same as others, 4 percent not: as good. Several parents

(16%) said they simply didn't know. . P

It is interesting to-note that contact betwien families and !iome -
start'program staff continued w«fter the child entered‘gchool. over half

(55%) reported they had seen or *alked to their former home visitor or

others f:om the program, mpstly once of twice a year (41%) or several times

. during the year (33%). Twenty-three percedt saw them once a month or more

freqﬁéntly. : -

" At the conclusion of the interview parents were asked how long

they folt families ‘shculd stay in the program. Parent views varied on the

-length-of.proéram participation’ as is shown_in-Table'4-5g“

>

Table 4-5
- Lerigth of Program Participation .
(percents) .
Home Start - Head Start ’
N i o800 - 43 0
One Yeaf — 13.9. — 40— :
_; Two Years o 22.2 . . -18.6 o o
T T UneiY Ready to Leave _714 4 T T TTTT23.3 ‘Qﬁv T

. . As ofteqn as there X ,' : -
_ ,are”3=5 Year Olds -~~~ .20.6 © 9.3
- Othér Q\\\g g . 28.9 34.9

:
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ks,

These figores‘reflect'differences in programhemphasis. - Fewer Head
Start families'nentioned that they should remain in the-program as'long as
_ there are 3-5 year olds in the family, ﬁndodbtedly because the Head Start
. program gives parentsﬁthat option. That was not the case, however; in the
Home Start demonstration p:ogram but may in fact be a practice in the

7

home-based option many Head Start programs adopted in recent years..

4.8 One-Year vs. Two-Year Program Effects -

One of the principal research questions the Home start Followup

Study was designed to address was whether two years of Home Start was more

: effective in producing positive outcomes for parents- than one year of ' o .';
pProgram participation. No immediately apparent differential effects could
be detected between the one- and two-year Home Start groups at the conclusion
of the origlnal Home Start evaluation. It vas hypothesized however, that -
there might be a "sleeper“ effect and ‘that differences be“ween the groups
could emerge - two years after the program ended. |

~ - . -

¢ o Over half of the Home Start Followup Study participants (52%) had

o -

‘been in Home Start for two years. The distribution of one- and two-year
»families varied- from site to site, however. Ohio had ‘the lowest percentage

of two~year families (36%) and West Virginia the highest (60%). .As’ is. -

. .illustrated in Table 4-6, the two groﬁps _were. comparable”in_terms—of e e e

E}
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One-way anaiyses of variance show that there do not appear to be
"any differences on parent -outcomes between the two groups that could support
the notion that two years of Home Start is more effective than one. Only one

.statistically significant difference was detected--on satisfaction with

school progress-ffavoring the one-year group. -

v

These data seem to indicate that fami‘ies did not derive as much
incregental benefit from their second year in the program as thev did from

their first. The apparent lack of differential one-= Vs, two~year effects for -
© " .

‘parents is probably due to several factors‘reflecting the nature of Home

Start and the measure uised to assess parent cutcomes. JFirst, Home-Start was
*designed and implemented in accordance with broad goals for child developnent

and other services to families. It provided different services to families .
depending on their needs and circunistances. Although the owverall emphasis ofb
the‘pxogram was to help parents become better'teachers of their children, the
program also empaasized helping parents to experiencensuccess and-acquire _—
skills that-were related to personal growth, social participat;on, family

‘management, employment and economic progress» Typically, program staff

B

» reported that they helped paients with survival"‘needsi such as food,

housing, transportation, financial assistance,'and so'onmduring the first
. year. More personal or long-range aspects of family functioning (social

participation, employment, family relations, family management) were latez-«

.

"addressed after a trusting relationship had developed between staff and the

‘ families 3 they s served. _Eamilynneeds, andnthus staff“emphanis in proVIaIng

______ﬁga;ent-oriented,servicesr -differed from year to year, depending on the

_}family. Since the_Home Start "treatment" varied so greatly by family, it is

- o

easy to. understand how gains or. changes for different aspects of" parent . R

functioning _might be present But difficult to detect.

oot Mg




In addition, a parent interview of self-reported data was used to

-

ineasure outcomes for parents; It seems likely that this interview was too

L Y
.

-broad to identify the individualized changes that mav have occurred in

families. Although thé Follaw-up interview attempted to collect information.

on such aspects of family functioning as social participation and contacts
" with family and ;:cial ne~works, such information was not collected‘in the =
:original hoﬁe Start evaluation; thus, 1.0 baseline data were available on

RS

these variables. Moreover, changes in family management, crigis orientation,

use of community or personal resources are difficult to define and measure

and are not easily reported by parents in a one~hour parent interview.

»
2

. " While data do not appear to justify two years of.program parti-
cipation versus'one, both Home Start staff and.participating parents said
‘.that families should.be in the program for.more_than one year or that leng:h

of program participation°should Se based on family need, interest and cirqums
stances.‘ During the original evaluation, staff often reported that_ghanges

'2 in parents' ability to meet family needs with'selective use»of services,.
increased ability>to cope with stressful situations or improved selr ~oncept :
required to seek and/or obtain employment were only possible for some parentsg
after two years’ in the program. -That'this progress did not show up in the

paren* interview data suggests that it may have been true for a subsample of

-families or that indicators of»progtess or change in these areas are not

readily elicited in the one-hour parent interview. -Both-the nature of the
‘Home Start treatment and the variation in family eeds’and rates of changem‘

suggest that additional interviews with emphasis.on these difficult topics, e
- P .
or clinical interviews, might have provided a different, richer perspective .,

about the effects of different lengths of participation in Home Start.

G}




Table 4-6 ° .

One-Year vs, T™vo-Year Proqrani Bffects

a N (idome Start)
N M 8D N Mem S, ¥ P sy
" Mother's Bucation 98 9,898 a0 |9 w00 2.0 04T A0, NS
; Per Capita Income 97 0.455 0,9% 92 0,513 °0.50() . 0.0% 780 NS
Moharent Fanilles (V) 99 566 - (9% 602 - lodaed ou e
EXPECTATIONS FOR AND |
ATTITUDES T0HARD SCHOOL |
Educational Achiéveme;xt | - |, B
= Desired % 4082 LM | 40 L4 | ol A w
L - bectad 8 L2 | 344 LW | LB 250 g
: Satisfaction with | - | ) R o
School Progress . . 96  2.6%  0.520 .1 93 2462 0,682 - 5026 025 FMSLMS2
Child Borformance | . v | | Ly
- Crrent % I8 0% |9 36l 0851 | 08 '.82% Mg
- Bipected 9 A% 0SH @ 3 08 | o045 S5 ks i
" Child Eaéerness to‘. | - X
Attend School N i
Bty % a6 0% M L oq | om s
- Current 9 N0, 0T (W 3% oS | S 0 s
* " SCH00L THVOLVENENT | | T .
o Techercotact () 91 w4 - o w9 o | oaned an M
U Muber of Comtacts 56 08 495 le sam e | om0 s ‘B
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Table 4-6

| (continued)
e One-Year - |  Mo-Year |

R N W SD. W bm S0 Fp G
) SCHWL INVOLVEMENT !Cph'd) S _

. A“ttenpts‘toctxangé | o , B | - .
= 'Tings at School (%} 19 - 57,9 28 82.1 « ] 2,25(87) 138 s

'-*‘_"vSudcessfui Mttempts () 11- 81,8 DR - B R 0.046(1(2) 8L N
 Cussmoavisits () W w3 - (%0 &6 - [ omed) % w
Mhdeabership () % 23 - (@ omg o - | o) 5w

T AP ¢ il e AT P

‘***pansuwucuxnn INTERACTION
. HD BB ENVIRUEN

Readinqwith/to ) 9% 8.9 - | u 9’1.5  - o;lsstx?) 6 N

Prequency of Reading o S N
. _* with/to 86  4.080 . 0973 |84 3,905 -0,887 | 1529 8
Prequency of child o | " b ’ S | L
:-,‘A,” Reading S99 s .13 93 538 LI | 0409 . 523 Mg
" Verbal mtectlon () 9% LIz 030 [W 318 oW | L, 2
- Parent-Involvement N . L | | o - L
s ale 02 2%0 L2®2 |9 3128 0 Lo | oM5 .9

Outdoor Play aterlals %p;' CasM 1 w2 |, N I
" Indoor Play Materdals 100 3300 LT[ 8 - 3280 L& | 0.0% ’\ LA s
b mm&mM1wiﬂw',1mf‘"ns Cfwomen ] L e

"'}4.;? Length of Tima since L e . \ N
iast Doctor visit* 99 267 1,689 | M4 2947. 1,997 L1e. 20
Preventive Reason (t) %8 %] P R 0, 1 o -0.036()(2) 849 |

L]

b Ganeral MalthRis % L2 05% W L% 06k |00 96 A
g Sahool-nealted Problems 9 w2t~ e 80 A },1 573(x RETI

- Uu)
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Table 4-6
(continued)

. m;'_.—-“—“"'wj-‘".‘—h' '—-‘N“—“"Meaﬂ*——*ksfnh-_ »—-—L_ _ &i_ s!Do | __F_ ‘. R SUMMARY ‘ :
 CHILD HEALTH {con'd) -
Length of Tine Sinca ” o
last Dentist Visit* ~ 99 3,649 166 |94 3,96 L5 |08 - T m g
‘Preventive Reason (V) 98 648 - 91 63.7 - 0,000(32) 991 NS
MATERNAL HEALTH
‘Length of Time Since | S | SR
last Doctor Visit* 99 . 2.616 1701 |4 236 L [Ll6 24 W |
General Health Status % 2.687 074 {94 2600, 064 |00% N s
USE OF. COMMUNITY RESOURCES |
. Food Stamps (1 W e fa e - | eanld 630 NS
 elfare () ® 03 - e ome - fomid) e owo
L Medleald () 9 21,3 - (2 3 < ooty s om0
. PARTICIPATION IN e ?
- CoMRITY
Ménbership in Organi- - I I
© zations % Lm0 % L1 143 [003. 359 N
ﬁ ]
125 |
LRIC) score is favorable .~ |




- C CHAPTER V °

* ANALYSIS Of CHILD OUTCOMES

. L ;\= - Potential long-term impacts of the Home Start program on the child
:were.essessei in three domains: health, acadenic performance, and adjustment
to school.‘ Health measures were part of the parent interview and were dis-
cussed in the previous chapter. Academic performance and school adjnstment
th". were to be measured both by direct test and by teacher- report. Federal
| : approval of,the teacher questionnaire, however, was delayed mora than one
'year: tha children were no longer in the same class as wnen they had be.n
tested. Since retrospective ratings would have been of dubious reliability,
the teacher questionnaire was not administered. This chapter, therefore,,

- LN

reports the"results only of child tests. One unfor*unate consequence of not

-

~‘having teacher reports is that retention in grade and plaoement in special o
classes could not be investigated. This was diéappointing, since these

LI

indicators have been used successfully by a number of researchers (ses La

2

et al., 1977) to demonstrate lorg~term ‘effects of several preschool programs.

The chapter'is organized into four sections. ‘Section S. l contains
" the results of psychometric analyses ‘of- each test and correlational analyses -
A- relating the tests to each other. Sections 5. 2, 5.3, and 5.4 present the
xesults of analyses contrasting Home Start . with the comparison group, Home,

Start witn Head Start and one-year ‘with two-year Home Start, respectively. In

~each section, findings regarding homogeneity of regression and’ equivalence of




oA
. -
i

means for the’covariebles precedes findings regarding the outcome measures -
' themselves. Discussion of the Followup Study and.implications for future

program eviluations are presenteu in Chapter 6.

-

5.1 Psychometric Analysis of the Child»Test'Data-‘

+
L

A total of 383 children were tested in the"?aiiowupAstndy; 58 kinder-
‘gartners, 215 first graders, 104 second graders, and 5 third graders who' were

excluded from alr analyses. The te~* battery consisted of:

e ‘the Mathematics and Reading Recognition subscales of the
Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT MATH and READ),
a nationally normed standardized test of these skills;

o
-

- @ the Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Pontingency Interview
) (SDRCI),-an 18-item measure of the child's awareness and
belief that his or her behavior has a reinforcing effect
on others (onenaspect of locus of control);

Y the Purdue Social Attitude Scale for Primary Grade

Children (PSAS), a 30-item measure of the child's general
social attitude; and

e the Prescnool Interpersonai Problem Solving Test (PIPS), S
a seven-item measure of the ability to ganerate multiple
:solutions to a variety of social predicaments. -

. Testing spanned two days, the same testervadministering all'tesﬁs to any given . -

: child. .After”eacnnsession, the child was rated on thé Pupil Observation Check-

lis%t (POCL), a nine-item scale with Task Orientation and Sociability subscales. .

121
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Different testers were used in the six sites.  Test data were collected over ~

.a period of five months.

Means, standard”deviations, and alpha coeffioients’(estimating

reliability) are presented in Teble's-l for each grade and for the total

’

" sample. Table 5-2 presents intertest correlations. ,Result for'the POCL are

N

not presented in :thege. summaries bedause interrater reliability for this

vmeasure appears to be low. as discussed later. The following general conclu-

Msions may be drawn from the psychometric analyses*

'

® Reliability was excellent. for all tests in wh‘ch it could
be assessed, ranging from .82 to .94.* Moreov.ur there was,
except for the PIPS, substantial variation in tast scores,
which (in light of the high reliability coefficients)
indi¢ates that the test battery had a good ability to
distinguish between individual children. -

-

o
-

® Despite a floor effect for the Peabody Individual Achieve~
- ment Test, there was no strong evidence that any of the
- instruments were inappropriate for the kindergartners
" tested. First, test reliability was homogeneoues across
grades; and second, missing, unscorable, or otherwise
invalid responses did not occur disproportionally among
the kindergartners.

|

® Except for a moderately strong correlation between the
PIAT mathematics and reading scores, -the tests were relatively
independent of one another. This strongly suggests that the
SDRCI, t”e PSAS, and the PIPS are non-cognitive’ instruments

‘ *Coefficient alpha is inappropriate for the PIPS as scored in this study.
Other methods of assessing reliability (such as test-retest correlation)
require data which were not available. :

A
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Table 5-1 .

g’ | Test Means, Standard Deviations and Cosfficient Alphag
B N For Lach Grade and For the Total Sample*

: MATH SR SR s C_HE
~ GRADE N X (SD) X - (8D) X (50} X (D) X __{s0)

KRS B3 W) 56 (43 88 (5.0) 65 () L)
610206 a1 (63) W1 (60 W3 (46)  66S (149) 43 (L6}
G . %14 3l (9.6) 2.0 (8.8 L (40) 0 665 (159) 0 42 (L5

l‘sA..h
35 P N

o OML BETB G 90 K1 (85 U2 (&b 66 19 43 (Le)
o am Cmo swRI s s
GRADE . - ALPHA _ MLEEA | ALPHA _ ALPRA
K BN a0 . 8 oy
@ RS ) £ 5
TOTAL

94 TR W W

I3

*Key to Variahles and minimum-maximum possihle gcores: . L
' MATH: Peabody Individual Achievement Test, Mathematics {084 to accomodate qradea K=12)
READ:  Peabody Individual Achievement Test, Reading ‘Recognition. (0-84 to accommodate gradea X-12)
SDRCI: Stephens-Delys Reinfcrcement Contingency Intdrview (0-18) ‘
PSAS:  Purdue Social Attituoa Scale: {30-150: 30 items each scaled 1-5)
'PIPS:  Préschool Interpersonal Problen Solving Test (1-7)
. Differences hetween grade means are eignificant (p¢s01) only for MAEH, READ, and SDROI. .




T:ble 5-2

3

'.* Intertest Corrglationé
' . MATH READ SDEL PSAS P1PS .
MATH ] . 071 -.025 007 009 ‘ . ~ ®
* READ , .19 04 .07- N's = 287-370
PSas : . . .04 at p<.0l
PIPS ;P" '
: KGE' ’ 051 " e52 ' <11 «901 -.09 .
- "AGE ié age at time of testihg., . .
GRADE * - READ ' SDEL . PSAS PIPS
.  MATH .46 .03 -.08 -1
K. READ ° .02 .05 . -.13 N's = 50-56
° .SDEL -.04 ‘=o04 £ l «33 s_imficm
PSAS -.28 - at p<.ol
MATH .56 a7 .04 .19 .
‘Gl READ ' ‘ 12 o ,e01 .01 N's = 183-2i1
SDEL" * .06 .08 ¥ > .20 significant
PSAS - «11 .at p$o°1
| MATH . © .52 .19 .15 .04 .
G2 READ 02 .01 22 N's = 92-102
. SDEL ° ' - 12 -.01 £ z 025 significant
- PSAS . ! . +06 at. pio 0l
* ‘3 - i s
\\7 )
e AN
\\
L 7:\ o _’__TJ_,..;,,.__»—«——— -
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IS N , -
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e -~ and that each measures a different construct. Further construct
v validation, however, was not possible since the teacher . o
' juestionnaire could not be administered and no other criterion
measures were available. The construct validity of the PSAS
N ard the PIPS, in particular, remains a matter of face validity,
' - althcugh the alpha ccefficients indicate that each test measures
some unitary construct with a high degree of accuracy.

.

The remainder of this section summarizes the psychometric findings for
_each instrument in the test battery. A more complete discussiop is presented ir

'Appendix A. . : _ ’ '

-
[

3

The PIAT suffered from = "floor" effect. ~That ‘is, it did not difgeren-

 tiate as well among children :coring‘at <8 _ower end as among children higher

«

in achievement. This can be seen in Table 5-1 as an incre&aing stihaard

deviation fiom kindergarten through seconé wade, ‘and results frém an insuf--
%

ficient nnmber of'items appropriate for very young.children and low-acbl.§iaq

, children.= This was not a substential problem for the Followup Study, however,'
because the comparison group was match-sampled within classrooms, beciuse a |

. gain-score design is not involved, and because the dispersion in: kindergarten

— PlAT scoras, even thqugh restricteé. was still sufficient given the high
reliability of the test;'.

Not only internal consistency, but also interscorer reliahility was

high for the SDRCI. An AAT coder and a Htgh/Scope coder agreed_onﬂQO percent’

______i,o£~the—items“l“’?l protoc01s, and their total scores correlated 92, Moreover,"

~

the two means were identical. There was, however, a ceiling effect with SDRCI

scoress fully 6 percent of the kindergartners, l4 percent of the first-graders,

Wflnd 17 percent o£ the second qraders scored 17 or: 18 on the lB-item testa '

: Although this is a rather pronounced effect, it was tolerablé for the same
.,- - \ .
”reesons that the PIAT's floor- ettect was tolerable.

1909



A major question regarding the PSAS was whether the three categeries
of items (Home, Peer, and Schoocl) shcaid be used as subscale measures of
distinct social attitude constructs. Eudging'frqm the results of thege

'analfseéh they should not. First, the so-called subscales correlated with

each other at about the same levél as théir internal consistencies, ﬁhich,is
to say ﬁhey intercorrelated aboutjés highly as‘they theofetically could given
their reliability. Second, the.subscales behaved almost identically in their

relationships to the other instruments, which is to say that none of them

a -

correiated significantly. Third, the subscale mgghs some*imes differed from

each other, but not in a consistent pattern within all three grades.’ It.

appears that the PSAS i3 best scored as a single measure of general sccial

- attitude. Such a construct, while interpretable, fits less:;eadilg into a

theoretical framework'than the hopedifor subséale const;ucts’ﬁpuld‘have.'

Internal consistencfrestimﬁtes of reliability afe_inappropriate for
theiplps,‘but the authors' manual reports 96 percent interscogef agreement and
test-:q;estjcoéfficients of .72 for.;‘one-week span"and'.59 for.a 3-5 month\
span. Thése éoeffiqienté, howéver, were basea on a écoring stfﬁtegy which
allowed a maximum score of over 14 pbints, ana_p:esumably did-ndt sufgeﬁ': 
attenuation from téstriéted variance. In the present study, where the maximum -

hR=)

score is 7 and the mihimum is 1, the?@_ﬂ#!49%14“p£bblem~in—thié regard. Since

[

";”;fhéf&iiiflﬂﬁéionvof\scores is necessarily compressed, the power of the PIPS to
detect group differences is not likely to be high. On the positive side, PIPS

. correlatiuns with PIAT Math gnd-Reading scores, as,mentioned above, were

» [

nonsignificant and often near zero. These results support the manual's claim -
that the PIPS is unconfounded by éognitive ability or achievement beyond a

certain minimum capacity to understand the task. o e

-
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The Pupil Observation Checklist was completed after each of the two -

-

LA

testing'sessions’butvthe testergwas tne same in both cases. Followup Study
data, therefore, do not germit the assessment of interrater reiiaoiligy..
,Anaiysis of fOCL-data from the Nationai Da:; C;re Study, however, casts serious
doubt on the~interrater reliabiiity of this‘;nstrument. At one point in that
stndy, the same tester was “Sﬁﬁ.i“ two testing sessions; ang.a different
tester was used in afthird@ The correlation for sociability ratings'provided
bY different testers'was .44; which is the;best available estimate.of the

- upper 1imit.on PQCL'interrater-reiiability; (As in the~Foilowuvatudy,

positive response bias was pronounced for the Task Orientation subscale=-so

much so that interrater reliability was not'investigatedf)wmActuai reliability

! <

couid be, even 1ower in the‘Followﬁp Stﬁdy;because the wide variety cf condi-
tions in which tests weére administered might have increased the error var ance.
Becans of this, it was decided nct to use the POCL as’ either an outcome or a

descri tive measure.f o

Lt
® J

The lmportanre of meeting the homogeneity of regrﬂssion assumptaon

underlying the anaiysis of coﬁa;iance was discuseed in Section 1 3, where it

- 1

was stated that this assumption was not'met in the Foilowup Study. Tabie 5-3

1ists all of the signffidhnt covariabies of eacb of the outcome measures,

: - .

v.separately for the Home-Start and!comparison grolips. This 1ist represents'the

end resuit of a series of muitipie regressions which searched for covariabies
. iy 3 .

5 b= -

among a set of over‘30 background variables from the parent interview. j*%

a

wpas
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Included in this set were-Various measures of household size; child's bealth;

child's TV watching and frequency of being read to;~parental involvement with

@

"school and schoolwork, parental expectations for the child's education;

parental education, employment status, income, and ethnicity; frequency of
moving and ownership or rental of housing; and the age of thetghild at tha

time of testing.

It was necessary to pool all three grades for these analyses in order
N . oL Lo o
to -achieve adequate statistical power to“specify the covariable model reliably.

The variables in Figure 5-3 are all those which were significantly related to an

: outcome measure (p< 05) in the multiple regressions. For each outcome meaeure

and each group, covariables are listed in decreasing order of their contrihution
in. accounting for variance in the ‘child test scores.. Heterogeneity of regresaion

is apparent in these results. For example,'énly'age at testing was eignificantly

.related to matH achievement in the Home Start group, whereas pareqtal expectation

©

for education, ethnicity, and the child s -rated health were also predictive in

the comparison group.

The most remarkable finding in these analyses was that ethnicity,

parental education, income, and employment status were almost conpletely unrelated

to any of the cutcome measures in +Ke Home Start group. Only for reading

LI

*Absence of a variable does not-mean it was uncorrelated with any of the outcome
tests, only that its partial correlation was nonsignificant after more strongly

. correlated variables entered.the multiple regression. It should be mentioned

that ethnicity is in part a surrogate for SES in these regressions since there
were cdifferences in per capita income, years of educatidn and proportion renting
between the white -and nonwhite families in the Followup Study. :

-~




" Table 5-3 .

Onmia.bles Predictive of Child Outcome Measures (p< 05) . ' '
- . In the Home Start and Canpari son Groups*

HOME START ~ COMPARISON
‘Age at Testing . MATH ACH. Age at Testing - .
A e ‘ . ' S Expected Level of Child's Educ. )

Ethnicity
Child's Rated Health
- Age at Test.mg Age at Testing . .
" Present Eagerness for- School . - . Max. Educ. Level of Wage Earnera-;_
llax xduc. Level of Wage Earners - ‘ Ethnicity - =
: . Qlild's Rated Health

READING ACH.

| No_Significant Predictor - SDRCT

Ownership vs. Rental of Housing

~No Significant Predictor

PSAS ' Other Adult's Level of Enploymc
‘ : Frequcncy of Reading to Child,
:;, B ' ~ . ’ "‘a ’ .
qameu for School Before APIPS L Ethnicity

'np_and each’ ou@no measurs, covariable- are :u.sted in decreas- - .
their contribution in accounting for variance in the child test .
ilbi wpri cbtained from the parent interview. All three -

(K=2) !nrc _pooled for this. analysiu N's range from 1109-129 in each |

us. nultiplc ‘fegressions. It should be mentioned that

t a suu'ogato for.bsxs 4in these regrusions since there

ces. in per capita income, years of education and ‘proportion
: tha wh.i.tc and nonwhite familics in the- Followup ‘Study.

R -
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¢ achieyement was any relationship found, and then only for education. Given
the well-documented relationship’between”indicagirs of socioeccnomic status

and 'school achievement, it is very tempting to speculqte—that the lack of such

O
° -

relationships in the Home ar¥ group is evidence of a positive treatment
effect. As noted in Section 1.3, however, this cannot be confirmed given .the
limitations of the study design. |
Table 5-4 presents findings concerning the nonequiua lence of group
means with respect to the covariables listed‘in Table 5-3. No significant
differences between the Home Start and cbmparison groups wera found for age at
testing, eagerness for school (before starting or currently), frequen Ty of
‘reading to the child, propor€tion owning their own hcmes, or »roporticn nonwhite.-
- For all other variables,_the difference was'significant {p<.05) and »favored"” _'
. the comparison group.' | -
Finally, Figure 5-1 illustrates the heterogeneity of regression and
'nonequivalence problem by showing for each group the actual relationship of
one covariable with math achievement and another covariable with reading
achievement.* Each graph represents an empirical finding which corresponds to
_the hypothetical illustration presunted earlier in- Figure i=5. As“noted in' |
Chapter 1., the magnitude and direction of the difference between the groups
depends upon the arbitrary choice: of a point of reference for the covariate
axis because the regression lines are not parallel. Even if anvacceptable_

pcint of. reference were decided upon, however, the group difference measured

1*In each regression one or two other, more predictive covariables have been
-partialled out in order to display the unique relationship of the covariable
. ~ in question when these others are controlled. ,

L
v . . . . -
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~ Table 5-4 , :
Analyses of Variance of Differences in Covariabie
Means Between the Home Start and Comparison Groups

Variable

Home Start Comparison F ar B
Age at Testing 7.3 7.2 <1 248 -
Expected Leve: of Educ. 2.6 3.0 14.8 266 <.001 -
Child's Rated Health 3.160 - . 3.38 8.4 - 267 .004
Max. Educ. Level of Wage 10.2 12,2 - 6l.1 265  <.001
' Earners ' , - . T R
Present Eagerness for 3,68 370 <l 266 -
Schoot—— b , o
Other Adult's Level .of 65 - .89, 11.6 . 261  .001
-Employment , : - '
Frequency 6f Reading . 3.82 3.86 - <1l % 261 o, -
Eagerness for School Before  3.74 3.78 A4 . 2686 o=
Starting . o
"Proportion Non-White .30 . .22 1.9 |, 243
Proportion Owning . .63 .52 3.3 | 280
‘ i
|
el ‘ .
{
i
. 3
i
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Heterogeneity of Ragression and Nonequivalence in Means for Two
Covariables of Math and Reading Achievement: Home Start Group
vs. Comparjson Group

.45 >-_

v —— ,//—""‘ —
. ) o N - /_///
Math*
15 -
O - T o T , j -
0 2 - 4 6
Expectation fog child's Educaticn* ) :“W“f - E
. 549 ) .
%,
38 = :
- : CoMP
Reading* u
22 o :
"6 L e ™ T — s . . o +
4 8" - 12 16 20
’ Max. Education Level of wage Earners#* ) : S Cos

Age at tclting has been partialled out of the regression of maﬁh achieveacnt
ok pl;ontal ‘expectations. for education of the child. Age anrd the child's
sagerness £or school -have been partialled ocut of the regression of reading
‘f _on.nt on years of cducation ot the wage earnars. - _

3 ‘ , .
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at’ that point would not constitute a test of the,gffectiVE’ess of Home Start

//

because the conparison~gfbup s line cannot be relied upon as a model of the

I
R

;‘_ nuli hypotheSis._mThere simply is no reasonable confident way of hyvpothesizing

what <£he regression line would have been for tne HometStart families had they

-

never entered Home Start.

'bescriptive Analyvses of Child-Outcome Measures

In this section we present information on the mean performance of
the Home Start and comparison ygroups on the child outcome measures. It should
be clear from Section 1.3 and the preceding section that this'is presented for

descriptive purposes only.

" Table 5-5-snow§’meens and standard deviations in which all three

grades were pooled. As expectedﬁfrom.tﬁe“nonequivelencefin~SES, the comparison
group means eppear higher_then the Home Startﬁgroup on nath and reading eohiove-‘
nent. Differences appear to be'minimal,»however,.on the noncognitive:meesuree: in
fact the means were virtually identical for tne two groups in each instance.. At
first it is tempting to view.this as a positiveyreault: despite'heterogeneityA |

of . regression, shouldn't it be encouraging that there was nc- apparent difference fﬂ

”between the groups on noncognitive measures when we know thet the compariSon :

group benefitted from a higher socio-economic stetus (SESI? The ansver is thet
it depends ‘on whether one expects SES tc¢ be related to these outcome measures.
If no such relationship is expected, the apparent lack ofrgroupmdifferenééi'is

not necessarily a positive finding.

133
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Table 5~-5
. Descriptive Data for the Home Start

And Comparison Groups on the Child Outcome Measures:
-Kindergarten, First, And Second Grades Pooled

/ ’
c /
HMS . cowe
/) AATH - 20,1 | 23.3 -
. -]
READING 23.7 27.2
o _ o (1.70) (9.27)
SDRCI ' ©oo11ed o 11.0 -
| (4398) (4.52)
PSAS o es.2 . 6646
S (17.8) (16.7)
PIPS . L 4.25 . 4.25
. (1.57) (1.60)
AGE ' 7.3 7.32
, (0.67) (0.81)
: | e
5 i 134
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It is not clear, however, vhetherlsuch a relationship should be-
expected. On the one hand,‘for example, the authors of the SDRCI and the PSAS
have cited differences between groups varying inASEs as evidence of the con-
struct validity of these measures. on the other hang, parental education and _
family income were nct very'predictive:of the noncognitive measures in the.

» comparison group. Education‘and per capita income each correlated .18 with
SDRCI, for example, whereas ownership vs. rental of housing correlated «35.
PSAS correlations with education and income were only .Ol and -.03, respecv'
tively.  These findings suggest that SES (over the range measured in this
study) is not related to the three noncognitive child tests.‘ In view of this
‘and the fact that no tests of significance could be conducted, a conservative “
stance seems prudent. no conclusion can be made regarding the programs’®

: long-term effect on children s performance.
Table 5-6 presents descriptive data on separate within-grade analysee .
comparing the Home Start and comparison groups on math and reading achievement.,»
Although it is tempting to interpret the grade-to-grade variation in the

findings this would not be justified.

Table 5-7 reports within-grade math ana reading performance for the

Home Start group in terms of percentiles based on the national norming sample

for the PIAT, lhet is, these percuntiles were outained by referring median" o

ecoree for the group to the rorm tables.in the PIAT manual. Norms for the

last third of the year’ were used, since that is when testing took place._ It

must be stressed that these pgrcentiles-are in some respects inappropriate,

.

a




_Table 5-6

Descriptive Data on the Home Start
And Comparison Groups on Math and Reading
' ~Achievement Within Each Grade

e

* HMS . coMp

KG MATH 133 . 13.2
S T (3.42) . (3.70)

-Gl MATH' ' 8.1 . 22.3
o (5.09) (€.46)
G2 MATR - - 27.9 30.5
o (7.40) (5.84)
' KG' READING 15.7 . 15.8
o (3.78) (2.78)
: Gl READING T 2247 ' 26.1
p— - , 1 (4.89) - (6.25) -
G2 READING ~ . -30.2 3449 )
SR (8.48) - - (9.24)
-
136
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Table 5=-7
“ Percentile Rank of Median Home Start
-Math and Reading Achievement Scores by Grade*
S Gl . - a2 -
MATH . 53 38 . @
RE_ADING ! _ - 72 ‘ N . 44 A 56 tow
*Obtained by referring median scores for the Home Start group ‘to the norm tables
in the PIAT manuals for the lagt third of the school year (during which testing
took place). . -
\ -
\
v ~ .
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since they. mpare the Home Start Followup sample to a nationally represen-

T

tative sample which is much higher in socio-economic- status.nrlfﬂa norm group

equivalent in SES could have been used, the percentiles in Table 5-=7:would

‘have been.higher.

The resason Table 5-7 is interesting is that the percentile ranks of -

the :ome Start group»are reasonably good despite this fact. Although first

fgrade perfor mance is lower than the national average (though not too much lower,

for reading achievement), Home Start second. graders performed quite "competi- ‘
tively with respect to the national'norm sample.* 1In fact, the second grade
percentiles of 49 and 56 for math and reading achievement, respectively, are tb* '
Clearest evidence available in the Followup Study that the Home Start program :
had a positive long-term effect. The percentile data are also encouraging
because they show no'evidence of a so-called washout effect; there is no steady_
decline in performance from kindergartenrthrough second~grade. While it is true.
that the data are not longi‘udinal, that,testing was not blind, and that the

test procedures may have resulted in higher scores on the average than in the ~—°

national norming study,** a positive view of thwse results nonetheless seems - .-

justified.

*The kindergarten percentiles should not be interpreted too enthusiastically
since they are based on a sample of only 20 children and since very small
fluctuations -in raw scores produce large fluctuations in percentiles at this
end of the distribution. The percentile ‘equivalent for a reading score of 8,
for example is 16, while the percentile for a score of 10 is 29. The standard
error in estimating true percentile rank, therefore, would be quite large. for

. the kindergarten sample.

**The first and second grade reading percentile scores for the comparison group
‘for example, were 81 and 77, which’ seems quite high given the background
characteristics of that group.

. , =
. .
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$.3 Home Start.vs. Head Start
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Investigation of Homogeneity of Regression end Equivalence of Covariate Means

e . *

>

Potential covariables for these analyses were not limited to the

..,

. Followup Stﬁgy parent interview, since data from the originel evaluetion were

’
*

available for both grcups. The search for covariables and the inveetigation of
homogeneity and equivalence focused on Spring 1975 dete from the child test

-bettery [Preschool Inventory (PSI), Denver Developmentel Screening Teet (DDST)

CTT——

hasfer Behavior Inventory (SBI)aithe multiple-rating High/Sca\\“ﬂbme\e,;

S

Table 5-8 iists“the significant covariables which energed,frcm’theeeuj*
‘ analyses; . As in Table 5-3, covariables are 1i§ted in‘decreesing order of
their contributidn in dccounting for variance in the child test scores. _

. : B N . \'7

Heterogeneity of réyreseion‘ie apparent from the fact that Eifferent -ovariablet )

- =2

emerged in eechfgroup\end from the fact that the: Preechool Inventory had signifi-‘

) ' AN . - e
cantly different regreséicn coefficients in each groupg C N

\ . K ) [

\ C '?4 R

u. . =4 N\
1 . . . ‘\ B
P.. %A description of theee neasuéee can be found in Love, J. M., Nauta, M. J.,:
: et al, National Home Start Evaluation: Final Report--Findings and Im lica- .
~ tions. . High/Scope Educational Research Foundation and Abt Associates Inc.,

- 1976« Spring 1975 was chosen over Fall 1974 as a source of covariables |
because the correlations with Followup Study test data were higher for the -
1ate# time point and because the originel evaluation had found the HMS and
HDS groupe to be essentially equivelent with respect to Spring 1975 measure-
_ment. N :

»




~ Figure 5-8

Covariables Predictive of Outcome Measures (p.05)
’ In the Home Start and Head Start Groups*

i

HOME START

HEAD START

Preschool Inventory © MATH ACH.*# Preschool Inventory
Age at Testing - ' : 'SBI -Task Orientation.. }
Ethnicity - _ _ . "Mother's Supportiveness
‘DDST Gross Motor . : : DDST Gross Motor . ‘

hd T \\\\ . ~ ) ° - . . . . .
b:dichool Inventory I - READING KCHT\~\\;\\‘\_ Preschool Invéntory-
Age at Testing S , ) T ' SR
Preschool Inventory SDRCI - _ Bthnicity
\Q. . . ! . . . ,,. - '
Mother's Punitiveness - PSAS | No Significant Predictor.
No Significant Predictor =~ - pIPS Per Capita Income . -

*

* For each group and each outcome measure, covariables are listed.in decreasing

- order of their contribution in accounting for variance in the child test scores.
Except for age at testing and ethnicity, covariables were obtained from Spring .
1975 measurements in the original evaluation. All three grades (X-G2) were

- pooled for this apalysis; N's range from 127 to 186 in. the Home Start group

~and 39 to 45 in the Head start group for the various multiple regressions.

T

**There is a significant'differaqpe {p<.05) bétween'the Hbﬁs stagﬁ Preschool
Inventory coefficient and the Head Start coefficient. The Head Start group's
is larger. = _ o ' S '
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Investigatior of gfoup differences in covariable means'éhowed_the Hcme
Start and Head Start gfoups‘to be essentially equivalent. Only ethnicity .
reflected a significant difference, the proportion of nonwhite families being

‘higher in the Head Start group (51 vs. 34 percent).

Descrigtive'hnalyses of-Child OQutcome Measures

3

-

As with the Home Start vs. Comparison group analyses, Home Start vs.
Head Start contrasts on the child outcome measures are ;;mited4€o desc;ipfive_

analyses because of heterggeneity of regreSsibn.

A Table_5-9 presents the mean performahce of each group on each of the
'measures. Although analyses could not be conducted, it is obviousqth%t there

are no major differences in the mean scores of the two groups.

*

Table 5-9 .

Descriptive Data for the Home Start ‘and Head
Start Groups .on the Child Outcome Measures:
Kindergarten, First, and Second Grades Pooledr .

-

i DS

- ‘ ’
MATH 20.1 .  21.1 )
ot ( (8.38) - (7.77)
. - 3 .
. READING _ ™~  24.2 2242
e "\ v N o o (8.30) (4071)
SDRCI T 114 ©12.5 . .
i (4.86), (3.72) .
PSAS ' 66.4 63.0
. (18.4) . (18.6) N
PIPS. 4.27 - 4.20
" (1.59) (1.56)
AGE | 7.31 © 7,37 .
N's 163-196 3446
141 )




5.4A‘_ ° One-Year vs. Two-Year Home Start: Fall 1973 Covariables
v . ) ‘\ |
\:

-

In addition to the backéround data\from the Followup Study Parent

_Interview, there are two potential sources of ovariables for the one- vs. two-yei

Home Start analyse' They are the Fall 1973 an the Spring 1975 time pointa for

data. collected in the original evaluation, and ea h has its advantages and

. , _ . \
' disadvantages. . , \

The principal advantage of the Fall. 1973 t \. point~is.thatithia
: is a true pretreatment baaeliﬁh for the one~ and two—year groups. tnermore,
families participating as of the Fall 1973 atartup of the original e%aluation |
had baen randomly aeeigned to tpe two groupa. The diaadvantage in uaing

'thia time point is that attrition was eapecially severe in the ono-year

3

group’ during the first year of tba original atudy. Conaequently, only 55 "
one-year childreﬁ with°Fall 1973 data were tested in the Followup Study,
compared to 92 tJo—year children. This difference in the attrition rate

;nalao undercuts tLe value of the original random aasignment to groups.»

i
(

' The advantage in using the Spr{ng 1975 time point is that more .

‘ —

families are available tor these analyaes. To compensate for the high

first-year attrition, "additional families were recruited in the fall of

';.*Recall that thia group served as a ccntrol group during the firot year
- of the original evaluation, then becqme a one-year Home Start group in
:the second year. See Figure 1-1.

-

o
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- 1974 to perticipete in the cne-year Home Start treatment, 80 that 101
one-yeer children are available for followup analyses 1if Spring 1975 is

fchoeen'ee the source of coveriablee. - This represents a substantial

: iﬁcreise in statistical power over the Fall 1973 sample.

A

The disedventege.in using Spring 1975 deta is thet this was a
a pglt-tzeetment time point. Any differences fevoring the two-year group at

thet time would represent treatment effects rather than the usual problem

R

of a nonequivelent'conttol group, If“euch difﬁerences were found, it would
be incorrect to control for’tnem in conducting thelfolloﬁup analyses.
t

This disedveqtege, however, iz only a potential one, and not an .

) inevitable one. The original eveluetion found .no difference between the

-

one- end two-year groups, so there was reason tp helieve thet Spring 1975

ymight prove appropriete ae a source of coveriebles. Ae discueeed in Sectionl;~;

75 5, thie turned out to be the case: the one= and two-yeer children followea

H-. up end teeted for math and reeding achievement turned out to be equivelent

with' respect to thqupring 1975 covariehlee of theae meeeures.

-
Ll

-
R

Thie lection preeents the results of the- one-yeer V8. two-yeer

s

“Jncne Btert enalyses uaing Fall 1973 coveriebles. Section 5.5 preeents the
i .
relulte using Spring\1975 covariebles. Ae,will ‘be eeen, the game conclusion

‘?wee reeched in both inetencee.

?

*ldditionel families were eleo recruited for the one-yeer Head Start group,
bu& even pooling all. groups, only 46 Head Stert families were tracked.
Ooneequently, it wee not ‘possib to use Fall 1973 covariables for the

“iansbuns conperi-on, heceuee the S eemple would have been prohibitively

all. .
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lnvestigation of Homogeheity of Regression and Equivalence of Covariate Means

[N . ‘

.Table 5-10 lists the covariables which emerged from an examination
of the Fall 1973 test data ahd the Followup Study parent interviews.
Although heterogeneity of zegression is a problem for the SDRCI, the PSAS,
'and PIPS, it is not a serious problem for math and reading achievement.
_;TheﬁPreschool Inventory can be eliminated as a covariable of mathematics -
with.theJioss of}only three'percentage points in'accountingbfor the variance ‘
" in math scores.‘ The.DDST’Language scale can be used in lieu'of the PSI and'
age at testing as a covariable of reading achievement, although substantial
'predictive power is lcst (19 percent vs, 43 percent of the variance in h
-reading scores being aocountedffor). Witn these adjustments, the covariable
models for mathematics and reading are homogeneous. *
Table 511 presents the findings concerning group differences in
the covariate means.. The_results are presented in~terms of each outcome
variable, and~on1y children with valid scores on the outcome variable and .
ts covariables were included in that respective seb of analyses. This wasv
_‘necessary in order to maintain consistency with the samples actually used

in the outcome analyses. There.are four noteworthy points‘eoncerning-these

' results:

RS

® Treéatment effects on math achievement can only be evaluated
‘by means’ of analysis of covariance hecause of the group
difference on the DDST Fine Motor scale.
e Treatment effects on reading achievement can be evaluated
via simple analysis of yariance (since the groups are equivalent
- with respect to DDST Language and the Fine Motor scale is not
a covariable), but analysis of covariance would provide
greater statistical power.
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Table 5—10

“Fall 1973 Covariables Predictive of chin Outcome Measures (p< OJ)
in the One-Year .and Two-Year Home Start Groups*

-

ONE~YEAR HMS . B . TWO=-YEAR HMS
DDST Language o . MATH ACH.** - DDST Language
Preschool Inventory ) . DDST Fine Motor

DDSY Vine Motor o ,""‘ . .- : ¥

i

°

_ | _
Preschool Iaventory _ | READING ACH.%%* - " DDST Language :°
3 . R ) !

Age at Testing
T or - - T

DDST E;nguage

v

Mother's Involvement with ' ° SDRCI - o P:eschool_Inventofy
" Household Tasks . ‘ ' . L -
DDST Language , ' _ i » ‘ : . X

-

No Significant Predictor - . - _ ‘-PSAS " : Mother‘e:Punitiveness‘
NoKSignificant Predictor ' PpIPS g ‘SBI“Hostilitycrolefance

. . . . . .
ESY . . i

~ *For each group, and each outcome measure, covariables are listed in
decreasing order of their contribution in accounting for varience in the ;

--~ child test scores. Covariables ‘were selected from Pall 1973 measures in«'
- the. 6riginal evaluation and from the Pollowup Study pa:ent invterview. . ﬁ
N's range from 41 to 54 fcz tno une-Year group and from 58 to 91 for the
Two-!eer groupc : {,

* Subeequent analyaia revealed that'the Preschool Inventory could be .

‘['eliminated as a covariable of matp achievement. in order. to create a -

homogeneous covariable model. The loss in predicting math scores in the

. one~year group was only three pe;centage pointe. 58 percent vs. 55 -
percent of the veriance. . _ , . . , .

o

r* A The Preschool Inventory end age at testing account for 43 percent of the

| variance in reading sccres in the one-year group, while the DDST Language
‘scale .accounts -for only 19 percent. Use of the latter, however, results

in a homogeneous covariable model. '

N

¢
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L - " . Table 5-11

) Analyses of Variance of Differences in Fall 1973 Covariable Means
‘ Between the One-Year and Two-Year Home Start Groups*

Math Covariables One-Year - - Two-Year

E at - R
DOST Lanquage | 26.8 . 26.5 <1 129 -
DDST Fine Motor** - = 0.17 =-0.10 3.4 128 - .07
Keading Covariaole
DDST Laiguage . 25.9 25.4 <1129 -
SDRCI cOvariables
Preschool Inventory T 109 9.9 0 1.1 90 e a3
Mother 3 Involvement - . o . o
with Houséhold Tasks 9.8 10.6 2.7 - 90 c o1
DDST Language = - 27.5 : 27.4 L - R —
PSAS Covariable ' | : )
Mother's Punitiveness - 4.9 ‘ 5.1 <. 144 —
PIPS Covariable * . - | S | v
SBI Extroversion- - . o A :
Introversion : 22.1 22,8 . <l 138 -

S

*Only children witi: valid scores on the outcome variable and its covariables

. were included in that respective set of analyses, in order to maintain consisterncy
with the outcome aralyses. N's were 131, 131, 92, 146, &nd 140 for the ‘
mnthematics, reading, SDRCI PSAS and PIPS covariable models, respectively.

‘*DDST Fine Motor residual scores (controlling for DDST Lanuage) are reported
here; they were standardized with a mean of zero for the pooled groups.




L

°

® The combination of heterogeneity ¢f regression and non-
‘equivalence on "mother's involvenent" (even though the non-
equivalence .is only marginally significant) ‘render treatment
effects on the SDRCI impossible to evaluate.:

<.
’

@ Because the groups are. equi"aleut with respect to covariables .

~~ of the PSAS and the PIPS, analyeie of covariance is not re-

L quired to adjust for pretreatment differences.. Treatment _
effects on these outcomes, thorefore, may be evaluated via .
analysig of variance-and the heterogeneity of regression problem
thus avoided. _ S e

7

L

Group Differences in Child Outcome heasures

S "~ B .4

The couparieon of the one-fear and two-year Home.Start groups is
the first ‘component of the Followup study in which tests- for group differences
in outcomes (except for the SDRCI) are legitimate tests of: differences in ' _di
treatment effects. Taale 5-12 presonts the results of these analyses. : »,-" )
";analyses of covariance for math and reading achievement and analysee of
- variance for the PSAS and the PIPS._ Analyeis of variance of math and SDRCI
ecoree repor‘ed in Table 5-12 are etrictly deecriptive, since the groups are’
not equivqlen\ with respect to the covariables. Analyeis of variance of .
) reading scores is a genuiue test of treatment effects, but is not as powerful

v

as the analysis of covariance, )

None of the teetsiin Table 5-12 are even marginally significﬁnt.
As far as- analyses using Fall 1973 covariables are concerned, it ~does not
- appear that the twohyear group was subject to latent trratment effects in

9

the interim since the original evaluation.
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' Table 5-12
Analysis of Variance and Covariance Comparing the One-Year
And Two-Year Home Start Groups on the Child Outcome Measures:
Kindergarten, First and Second,Grades Pooled, Fall 1973 Covariables*

o

Variable o One-Year . Two-Year F . af - P
MATH: ~ ANOVA ~ 22,33 " .., = 22.40 - <1 © 129 T -
ANCOVA 22,57 = 22.88 <1 - 127 -

~ READING: ANOVA 26.37 . 26.38 <1 120 . -

SO (6.93) : (9.06) -

ANCOVA 26.02- . '26.60 <1 127 -

SDbRCI 11.7 - Co11aT7 <1 90 -

(4.67) (4.61)
PSAs C O T64.T ~ -67.8 - 1.0 144 . -
-- (17.3) (18.6) . -

PIPS o 4.24 4.29 . <1 138. -

o

N
N fesS

B

*The ANOVA result for reading achievement is an apbropriate test of a
.treatment effect, since the groups were equivalent on the DDST Language
covariable. ANCOVA results represent a better test, however, because of
increased statistical power. ANCOVA is the only appropriate test of a
treatment effect on mathematics achievement because the groups, though
equivalent with respect to the DDST Languagé covariable, ‘were not equivalent
with respect to the DDST Fine Motor covariable. SDRCI results are strictly
descriptive due to heterogeneity of: regression and group nonequivalence.
ANOVA results for the PSAS and ‘the PIPS are the only appropriate tests of
treatment effects because the groups were equivalent with respect to the
'covariable, but exhibited heéerogeneity of regression. : ~

S

'+ 148

156




5.5 One-Year vs. Two-Year Home Start: Spring 1975 Covariables -

Investigationuof'Homogeneitx of Regression and Eggivalence of Covariate Means

As mentioned previously, the Spring 1975 test point in the original

evaluation was' an alternative source of covariables for the one-"vs. two-year

r

Home Start analyses. Table 5-13 lists the covariables which emerged ‘from this

. search.

Except for the SDRCI, heterogeneity of regression is not a practical
problem for this component of the Followup Study. Regresaion coefficients for ‘
both mathematics and reading ‘achievement are homogeneoua ac. oss groups. The
DDST Language covariable, which accounts for only three percent of the reeidual
variance in reading scores in the two-year group. can be dropped as a covariable

of reading achievement ‘and the regression coefficiente are still homogenoue |

acroee'the two'groups. No covariablee at all- were found for the PSAS and ‘the

PIPS, so that a simple analyeis of variance suffices to tes* for treatment

effecte with these measures..

-+

——_

Figure 5-14 presents the findinga concernin ‘group differenﬂes in

the covariate means. The reeulte are preaented in te: of each outcome

 measure for which covariablee ‘were found, and only.childr#n with valia .

-

scores for each outcome variable and its covariablee“vere inéluded in that

- set of analyses.~ This was necessary in order to maintain consietency with

the outcome analyeee. R N -

“®*This approach was poeeible, however, only because the Hnsz and HMS1 groups
tracked for the Followup Study turned out to be equivalent with regpect to -
the Spring 1975 data, as will be shown. ;
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Table 5-13

Spring 1975 Covariables Predictive of Child Outcome Measures (p<.0S)
. in the dﬁe-Year and Two-Year Home Start Groups* . .

|
. A
< s S

ONE-YEAR HMS - - . - TWO-YEAR HMS
- . ) i . ) ‘ |
Preschool Inventory . e  MATH ACH. .Preééhopl Inventory .. .
Age at Testing . ‘ X , . Age at Testing
C : : ' : . |
Preschool Inventory ~ © - READING ACH.** ' Preschool Inventory .°
Age at Testing ' ; ] Age a yTestinq C
RE . - ' o S - - 'DDST Language
. Ethnicity ‘ ' - SDRCI | ) Preschool Inventory _
*  Child's TV watching : _ o : ’ SBI Hostility=Toleranc

. ) ' o * Mother's Involvement w.
' Hous:hold Tasks"

soa 'uax. Educ. of Wage

_ o .‘ o ' e '+~ Earners = -
No significant Predictor ' , ' PSAS ‘ No Significant Predicto
No Significant Predictor . | PIPS L. ~ -~ No Significant Predicto

i
For each group and each outcome measure, covariables are listed in decreasing
order of their contribution in accounting for variance in the child test,
scores. Covariables were selected-from Spring 1975 measures in the original
evaluation and from the Followup .Study parent invterview. N's range from 62 to
85 for the One-Year group and from 71 to 92 for the Two-Year group. ‘ A

**Subsequent analysis revealed that the DDST Language scale could be eliminited
as a covariable of reading achievement in order to produce a homogeneous '
covariable model. The loss in predicting reading scores in the two-yvar group
was only thicee percentage points: 49 percent vs. 56 percent of the variance.
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Table 5-14.

Analyses of Variance of Differences in Spring 1975 Covariable Means
Between the One-Year and Two-Year Home Start Groups* '

- Math Covariablee‘ One=Year . Two-Year F at P

. Preschool Invencory  19.4 19.8 <1 ; 138 .
Age at Testing 3 14 10 138 -
Reading Covariables 5 o 'j'

' Preschool Inventory ’ 19.2 - 19.7 .4 139 -
Age at Testing . - SERE © 7.4 11 139 .30
SD#CI Ccvarfhblee -

'?roporfion Nonwhite © +33 ; " e37 <1 138 - ’. -

 child's Level of ; .. | |
TV Watching . 1.7 . 1.60 1.2 138 27
Preschool Inventory 18.6 212 5.5 - 138 02

- . SBI Hostility- - | e .
‘Tolerance 18.8 ‘ - 17.8 < ) 138_'za -

_Mother'a}Involvenent ‘ § ‘ R ' h
with Household Tasks: = 9.9 : 10.1° <1 138 . -
‘Max. Bducationalvpevel . - . ‘ .

- of Wage Earners . - 1047 Lo - 10.6 <1 . 138 -

o

*Only children with valid scores on the outcome variable and its covariables were
included in that respective set of analyses, in order to maintain consistency
with the outcome .analyses. N's were 140, 141, and 140 for the mathematics,
reading, arnd SDRCI covariable models, respectively.
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The fact that the one-and two year groups are equivalent=with
respect to the math and reading covariables is extremely important, since
'only under these. conditions is the use of Spring 1975 covariables appropriate.i
. If the two-year group had performed higher, this would have reflected
‘an effect,of the,second year‘of treatment; it would, of course; have been
completely inappropriate to»adjustﬁfor such a-difference when'examining
followup data. As Table'5-54 shows, however,'no.such differences were found.
for the math and reading covariables--which is consistent with the fact that

u

'one- vs. two-year differences were also not found in the original evaluation.

»

Grodg Differences in child Outcoﬁe hnalxses

As noted in the previous section,.analvsis of variance is. sufficient
;hto test for differences in the PSas and the PIPS becauseino covariables were
identified for these measures. Analysis of variance is also appropriate for
A‘the achievemsnt measures. since tne HMSZ and HMS1 groups were found to be
_equivalent with respect to the Preschool Inventory and age-at-testing o :“
covariables. Analyses of covariance were - also conducted, however, in order»f .
_ to take advantage of their greater statistical power.

3

- Y

: Table 5-15 presents the results of these analyses, none of which

show even a marginolly significant difference between tne qroups. The |

parity in effectiveness between the one-year and two-year Home Start treatments ‘
reported by the original evaluation is thus given further support by the
Followup'Study.' Within the range of outcome measures.used, there was no -
evidence of so-called latent effects emerging during the first years of

.'formal'schooling, regardless of which time point in the original evaluation

was chosen as the source_of'covariables. .
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'Table 5=-15

Analysis of Variance and Covariance CQmparing the One-Year
And. Two-Year Home Start Groups on the Child Outcome Measuresm
Kindergarten, First and Second Grades Pooled, Spring.1975 c°variables*

Variable f | . One-Year ~ Two-Year B af o P
) L . N - . I
MATH: ANOVA 20.49 21.27 - <1 138 -
(7.91) (8.79) ‘
o m O ANCOVA  20.84 o 20.93 < 136 L.
READINC: ANOVA 23,92 25,17 < 139 -
(7.20) (8.45) :
ANCOVA - 24.26 '" 24.83 < 137 -
SDRCI " 10.9 11.2 < s -
i (5.06) (4.75) ‘
> . '.. : . A ) ' s -
esas ¥ es.1 67.8 1.0 197 - -
(18.6) (18.5) -
PR, . 426 4.29 <1 . 179 B

(1.51)  (1.67)

*ANOVZ results for math and peading achievement are appropriate tests of
treatment effects, gince th groups were equivalent on the PSI and age-

. at-testing covariables.- ANCOVA results represent a better test, however,

, because of increased statistical power. SDRCI results are strictly descrip-
tive due to heterogeneity of regression and group nonequivalence. ANOVA
results for the PSAS .and the PIPS are the only appropriate tests of -
treatment effects because no covariables were found -for these outcome
variables. : :
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L. R © CHAPTER VI » s
' : | DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS -
CUS! g .

it is unfortunate that a greater sense of clarity and. certainty'

could ‘not have been established regarding the outcome findings of the Followup
Stvqy. Yet this was unpreventable. If one ‘were to search for a simple

conclusion least subject to caveat and constraint, it would be that -ircumr
5 :
stances yielded a research design inadequate for the purpose of thevevaluation.»_

> el
. 19

Thls conclusion does not necessarily mean the Followup study should f

*

never have been attempted. Ty appropriateness of the research questions,‘

their relevance to federal policy, and the potential contribution to the

N

evaluation literatu e‘were conriderable motivations supporting this research.

-~ -~

And it is important to realize that the degeneration of the research. design

: was neither avoidable nor predictable. Though it began in 1974, when the 27‘7

, original control families became an experimental group, it did not beooms a
‘ certainty until the end, when heterogeneity of regression was . confirmed in the-

data. It is reasonable say that each decision regarding the design and |

Y

N . procedures of the Followup Study maximized the chances of success.l Even the
‘i .: failure of adequately matching the | SES of the comparison families to that of
| the Home‘Start families -did not preordain the inability of ‘the study to draw
tatistical conclusions. This inability results primarily from the fact that:
uncertatnty surrounds the specification of the c0variable model under the null
‘ hypothesis. Ordinarily, the covariable model for ‘the comparison group serves
this pﬁrpos..’ Given both heterogeneity of regression and nonequivalent ;i'

covariate means, however, there is reason to doubt that the model for ‘the

N comparison group is the one which would have been - found forlthe experimental

-




group had it never entered the Home Start program. Because the covariable

mcdel is used to -adjust means‘on the outcome measures, these adjustments N

cannot be: made with confidence. ret without them, treatment effects cannot be

estimated. '

lThere must,be,no confusion here.regarding the,implications_of these
problems. The%long-term effectiveness-of the Home Start pro;ram has beenl‘b
neither proven nor disproven'by the Followup St%dy. In essenceh‘the principal“

4 research question remains unanswered ‘because it can.not be ‘answered unequivo-
cally and unambiguously; the study has not the,ability to rule between compe-

S

A ting hypotheses.

The conclusions to- be drawn from the . Followup Study, therefore, do

not concern the Hcme Start proqram, but the design of “program evaluations. .

" First, evaluations should be designed with the assessment of long-term offects
:;in mind from the outset., Even 1f_long-term effectiveness is not made a i -
researchiouestion in thevinitial evaluation, thoughtful planning can -facilitate

_such an effort should it be undertaken iater.. Second, . under no circumstances-ﬁ

.should a control group be . completely absorbed into the expertmental program if

k3

- the possibility exists that it~might he used in a later evaluation._ Not only
~might the eQuivalence problem have been lessened if therefhad_been a control
group to track, but test‘data from the originai avaluation would have constié
vtuted a more powerful set of covariables than SES and other background informa-'
/tion. Third, the difficulty of forming an adeguate comparison group by post |

hoc matching’ must not be underestimated, especially when circumstances such as

within-class pairing limit the number of candidates frocm which a match must be'

drawn. Fourth, it is imperative that homogeneity of regressicn assumptions he

‘A '- . . . :‘ . i¥r\n




tested when analysis of. covariance is to be the principal analytic tool. Had

o

‘this not been done in the Followup Study, the analyses would not only have
been erroneous, but dangerously misleading. They would have appeared‘to show
“the comparison group . significantly outperforming the Home Start group even
after adjustments for nonequivalence had presumably ‘been made.~

cy

These conclusions are hardly novel; they are, in fact,’ elementary

principles of research design. The problems encountered in the Followup Study

o,

are an eloquent, if unfortunate, testimony to the attention they should

receive in future program'evaluations.

-
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APPENDIX A

v

PSYCﬂOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF THE HOME START FOLLOWUP CHILD TEST DATA

- o . -

A total of 383 children were tested in the Howe Start Followup Study:
58 kindergartners; 216 first gradérsy 104 second graders; and 5 third graders -
' who were excluded fron all analyses.‘ The battery consisted of the following

tesats:

'e the Mathematics and Reading Recognition subscales of the
Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT- MATH and READ),
a nationally normed standardized test of these gkills;

e the Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Intarview
. (SDRCI), an 18-item measure of the child's awareness and
belief that his or her behavior has a reinforcing effect
on others (one aspect of locus of control)r

. "\

° the Purdue Social Attitude Scale for Primary Grade .
. Children (PSAS), a 30-item measure of the child's general
eoc.al attitude; and

'r'e"the Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test (PIPS), \ )
a seveq-item measure of the ability to generate multiple' \

e solutions to a variety of social predicaments.‘
’ . e .

» ! ’ . \ . . .
Testinq spanned two days, with the same teater administering all tests to any

ca

zﬁ¢'” given child. After each saaeion, the child was rated on the Pupil Observation

-

725 £ Checkliet (POCL),.a nine-item scale with .Task Orientation and Sec iability

;-' aubscales.»bifferaht testers were used in the six sites, and test data were
N P L I

- collected over a period of five montha.' ' v ‘ ,ﬂefj””””

S




Means, standard deviations, and -alpha coeffeciente (estimating relia-

bility) are presented in Table A-1 for each grade and fe . total sample. \

by
”Table A-2 presents intertest correlations by grade. Resul . for the POCL are not

presented in these summaries because interrater reliability for tnis measure
-appea;s:to be low, as discussed later;_ The following general conclusions may be

- oo : e T
drawn from the psychometric analyses. ' : ‘ '

® Reliability was excellent for all tests in which it could
be assessed, ranging from .82 to .94.* Moreover there
' was except for the PIPS, substantial variation in test '
scores which (in light of . the high reliability coeffici-
ents) indicates that. the test battery had a good ability L
to detect individual differences between [children. -

. e Despite a floor effect for the Peabody Individual Achieve-
. ment Test, there was . no strong evidence /that any of the
* instruments were inapprOpriate for the indergartners
tested. First, test reliability-was. )geneoug across
-grades; and second, missing, unscorabl_; or otherwise
invalid responses aia pot occur diapro rtionally among
the kindergartnere. : /po

- “ -

o Except for. a moderately»strong correlation, between the
' PIAT mathematics and reading scores, the tests were
| relatively independent of ohe anothe This strongly
suggests that the SDRCI, the PSAS, a d the PIPS are
,noncognitive instruments and that eath measures a differ-
ent construct. Further construct validation, however,
was not possible since the teacher questionnaire could
not be administered and no other criterion measures were
available. The construct validity of the PSAS-and the
- PIPS, in particular, remaing largely a matter of féce
validity, ‘although the alpha coefficients indicate that _
_ ... -each test measures some unitary construct with a high i
— ‘ degree of accuracy. - ‘ ¥

.
/.
)

|
The rbmainder of this appendix summarizes the psychometri7/findings

for each instru*ent in. the test hattery.

oo *COefficient alpha is inappropriate for the PIPS as scor d in this study.' Other




Table A-]

- Test Means, Standard Deviations and Coefficient Alphas -
For Each Grade and For the Total Sample*

| MATH READ _SR peas _oms
COGME W X (s0) X__ 180 X (sh) X (X (8Fy__

CooR® B3 w0 B Wy s o) @25 @) 42 (15
6L 10216 201 (63) Ml (60) 1.3 e 669 (19 43 (L6)

8 MWL 06l @) DA ) &S (15.9) 49 L)

TOTAL 336~3%8 218 (9.0) Bl {a8) L2 (46) 66l (17.9) I

. - | . L
ATH RERD SDRCT ~paas - PIRS
| GRADE, . ALPHA ALPEA " APHA . ALPHA
X | | R R H vfifﬁJ
al | 90 2 87 8T T APRLICAE
SoomomL B T o 87 8o
R . | —./-v/‘;/_‘_,,.——f"”'f-/—, _
1/‘{"”"_ :

- "Rey to Variables and min{mu-naxinun possible sorest __—— o
v MATH; Peabody Individiaal Achievenent Test; Mathematics (0+84 to accommodate grades k12)
.+ READ:  Peabody Individual hohisvament Test, Reading Recognition (0-84 to accomwodate grades k~12)
- SORCD: _Stephens<Delys Reinforcenent Contingency Interview (0-18) - S |
—6A5: . Purdue Social Atituds Scale (30150 30 {tens each scaled 15)
 PIPS: . Preachool Interpersonal Problem Solving P.at (1-7) e
 Differences between grade means are significant (p,01) only for MATH, BEAD, and SORCI, -

oy
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TABLE A-2

‘Intertest Correlations

"MATH READ SDEL ~ PSAS - .PIPS
MATH .71 .25 .07 .09
‘READ ' o : «19 ' «04 «07 - - N's = 287-370
-SDEL - .01 04  r > .14 significant
- PSAS | : o 04 at p<.0l
ees | RO - |
AGE* .51 .52 .1 S .01 ~09
- .- *AGE 'is age at time of testing. -
- . -GRADE . " READ SDEL - PSAS - PIPS
= - MATH' - «46 .03 =408 Co=ell : , :
K READ ' .02 05 - =13 N's = 50-56 = .
o © SDEL : o -.04 . =04 . xr > .33 significant
PSAS . T T =e28 .. at p<.01
Gl READ 12 01 . - .01 N's = 183-211
| ° soEL. . - 06 08  r3 .20 significant
PSAS ) o - ‘ - o1 ‘at p<.01
Lot i MATH - .52 A9 as 04 o y ’
- G2 READ = . : S e02 T o0l , ._22' N's = 92-102 - .
Y
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‘Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT): Math and Reading

Recognition Subtests.

Both the Math and the Reading subtests/ofvthe PIAT demonstrated

‘excellent reliability, the alpha,coefficient,being «90 or higher for every
subset of the data except the kindergarten Math scores. Coupled with the
'large standard deviations, this allayed one initial concern about the PIAT:
that it might have been designed for too broad a grade span (K through G12) to ™
detect individual differences in the followup sample. Eve . though each
subtest contains only 84 items to span 13 grades, the Math and Reading ranges
in the Followup Study were: 4-77 and 4-53, respectively. (The Math range is
somewhat misleading since only one child scored higher than 51 ). The PIAT,

A therefore, is both sensitive to relatively small individual differences in

level of achievement and accurate in measuring those levels.
¢

It should be noted, however, that the PIAT suffered from a "floor"
effect. That is, it did not differentiate as well among children scoring at -

its lower end as among children higher in achievement. This can be - seen ‘in

Table A—1 as an increasing standard deviation from kindergarten thraugﬁﬁsecoud

. grade, and rﬁgulteifrom—anﬂinsuffiolent number of i.ems apptopriate for very

young children and low—achieving children. This was not a substantial problem

for the Followup study, however, because the compariSon group was match-sampled

-

within classrooms, because a gain-score design was not involved, and because
the dispersion in kindergarten PIAT scores, even though restricted, was still

sufficient given the high reliability -of the test.
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Finally, note from the grade-specific correlations in Table A-2 that .
the ﬁath and Reading scores correlated moderately well with each other but
not significantly with the-other instruments. (The within-grade correlat.ions
are particularly relevant because age is thuswpartially controlledj. Two
important conclusions of this are, first, that the Math and Reading Subtests
do indeed measure different, though related, facets of achievement. Based on
the»first-grade correlation of .56, it appears that only ahout 30 percent, at
most, of thé variance in one subtest is predictable from the othef. second,
academic achievement is not measured by the social adjustment measures in tg.

battery. In fact, except for the Math-Reading correlation, the: instruments in’

‘the battery were fairly independent of one another.

Average testing time for the PIAT was 14 minutes, with over 90
percent of the children completing both subtests in 20 minutes. Together with

its psychometric characteristics, this makes the PIAT very attractive for

similar applivations in large scale research where testing time is at a.

'vpremium-. R R ‘ : . "-

Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Interview (SDRCI)
The‘SDBCI measures that‘aspect of locus of control related to the
child's awareness.that his behavior has a reinforcing effect on others. It

consists of a geries. of questions such as ‘Wha;fmakes mothers happy?' and

- "what makes teachsrs angry?' The child's angwer is scored 'internnl' if it@;

reflects something he or she does (e.g., "When I bring her a present“) or

[
3
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"external” if it reflects events independent of the Child (e.g., "When the
such shines"). .-Skill and judgment are'important elements of administering thc
test because thé tester must try to probe until a scorablevre3pohse is

obtaineé without unduly fﬁtiguing or irr;tating the child.

The test consists of 18 items derived by crossing thrée objects
(ﬁqthers, teachers. Tﬁhe:-ehildren) with six adjectives: Shappy, unhappy,
smile, not nice, love you, and angry). Two stéps were taken in an &ttempf to
screen out protocbls in whiéh'thé child simply did hot cpmprehend the'iteﬁs
or the-ihstructidns; First, the tegter rated each child“on ;he amount of
difficulty he/she had with each of the six adjective stems: (1) no trouble,
(2) some trouble, or (3) much trouble. These-ratiné; were summed, an3i any
child who had a difficu1t§ score greater thgn 12 was excluded frﬁm the ana-
;yéeg (26 cases). Second, a protocol was excluded if the child simplf*did not

regpond to five or more of the items (16 cases). The score for the SDRCI is

-

the total nuqb;r of "internai" responséé.
"theGSDRCI”demonstraﬁed excellent internal consistency, rgnging frqm,

.ézvto'TBB. Perhapg more iqpértantly, ;nterscbrer reliability was high.

" Twenty~four test protocols were'sﬁoredjby an AAI‘analyst befﬁre thg dat; were

sent to;High/Scope for coding: The‘analyst;s scoring agrega with the.High/

‘ séope4coder's on 90 pérCent of the 432 items. The analet'thétal scores

correlated..92 witg\thgvcéhe:‘é. Moreover, the‘meaﬂ:oflthe analyst's-SbRCI

'séores.was ideﬁtical to the coder's médp. In sum; both the‘interscorer and -

" internal consiétency reliability of the SDRCI a:e‘excellgnt. '
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l There is, however, a ceiling effect with SDRCI scores: fully 6
percent of the kindergartners, 14 percent of the first~graders; and 17 percent
of the gsecond graders scored 17 or 18 on the 18-item test. -Although this is a

rather pronounced effect, it was tolerable for the same reasons that the

3

s‘floor effect was tolerable.

Finally, the SDRCI grade means in Table A~1 are significantly
differeﬁt from each'other. Newman-Keuls range tests revealed, not'surpri-

singly, that kindergartnere gave fewer internal responses than first or second .

s -

graders. The latter two grades did not differ but this was probebly be auee““‘““*

of the test'svceiling effect. It should be pointed out, however, that kinder-
- gartehers did not have significantly higher @ifficulty ratings for the SDRCI
adjectives, nor did they-account for a larger than expected proportion of the
42 invalid tests. The coefficient alpha was .88 for this grade. The SDRCI,
therefore,.seems perfectlyfeppropriate for use with kindergarten-aged'children. -
The SDCRI suffered from appreciably more»inualid protocols (42'
cases, or 11% of thevsample) then‘the other child tests. Even though the

psychometric properties of the. valid data were quite good, this data loss was

somewhat disturbing -because of the potential'sampllng bias which might have

been introduced.~ This did not appear to happen, however; the invalid cases

were proportionally distributed across the.Home Start, Head Startﬂend com-
parison groups. The SDRCI requires.thorough'traihing, much skill. ahd'great
care in administration if useful data are to' be obtained. Judsing from the
high interscorer reliability, this was achieved in the Followup Study. _In

fact the missing data rate of 11 percent may<in sSome respects be another'f:"
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indication of success since it is considerably lower than the rate encountered
in Project Developmental Continuity. The SDRCI is simply demanding of both

the child and the tester, and this is reflected in the data. ®

Average SDRCI testing time was 11 minutes, with 90 percent of the

children finishing within 15 minutes.

v

Purdue SOcial;Attitude Scales'(PSAs)

The PSAS consists 6f 30‘car£oon-story.items'which portray the same
character in a variety pf §ituatibns, such As oﬁ the wgy to school, with
6ther children asking to jain a game, or at home wi#h parents. At the
- outset, this figure is identi%ieg as the child who is-respondipg to the
_ scale. Resﬁonses take the form of checking one §f five faces whiqh.rgnge in
expression from very happy to very sad, with a neutral midpoint. The goal'of
the.éSAs is to tap the child's social atéitudes with respect to the situations
represented in tﬁe items.' Cicirelli's (19715 origin#l sca;e'contqined four
sets of 10 items each, the categoriec being designed to aﬁsesg aggiggggg;__;__,__;
‘rﬂwﬂﬂtouardmpqers,_sChool, ﬁomé, and community. The community items wéfe.deleted

in order to achieve manageable test length. A total score and three subscale

scores were computed. o : ' ) : -

4

-

-

As seen ffom Table Af1}”thé PSAS demonstrated excellent internal
conaistency (alpha = .854.39) and variability (SD's = 15.9-20.7). This was
expected,,K and éorresponds to Cicirelli's findings from his vélidity research. .

The princip&l question to be answered by the psychometric analyses'was'yhether

.
.2
—
ST
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the three PSAS(inbscores,should be used as measures of!distinct social atti-

tude constrncts. Judging from the results shown on Table A'3'.th9Y'5h°“1d

not. First, the_so-called subscales correlated with each other at abontjthe

same level as their intErnal consistencies, thch is°to say they intercorre-

lated about as bighly as they theoreticallﬁ could given their reliability.

Second, the subscales behaved almost identically in their relationships to the .
.r instruments, which is to say that none of them correlated significantly.

Third, the o“bSCile means (not shown) sometimes differed from each other, but

not in a consistent pattern within all three grades. Sometime and

School differed, sometimes School and Home, but no two scales differed in all

three grades and not always were the differences in the same direction. It

appears that the PSAS is best scored as a single measure of general social

‘attitude. Such a construct, whilé interpretable, fits less‘readily into a :

theoretical framework than the hoped-for subscale constructs would have.

e e e e T H'Tab’lé"‘x;“3"“:“ __ R

Reliability of and Correlations for Three_Potential_Subscales‘of the PSAS*

T . psas PSAS
Alpha School Home _ MATH _ READ SDEL PIPS )
PSAS Peer .68 66 .70 .06 .03 .00 04
PSAS School = .67 - 69 .10 02  =.03 02
psns Home ’ 70 - . .09 _«06 .03 .03

*N'g = 33$L368; r > .14 significant atlp < .01,
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. _Regarding other characteristics of the PsAS: there is no apparent
S floor'or3ceiling effect; there is no significant_difference among grade

means; and correlations witr the other instruments are not significant.

1 o

Average testing time was 12 ninutes, with 94 percent -of the children finishing

in 15 minutes.‘

Préschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test (PIPS)

e

The PIPS.presents the child with seven interpersonal situations,

such as wanting a toy that another cnild has, and asks for a solution to each

problem. Each time a previtxs solution is repeated, the child is prompted
. o ‘
for a different~solution. Each solution is coded in terms of 25 a priori

categories (ask, trade, bribe, etc.).' Althcugh the nature of the PIPS

suggests ayclinical approach to scoring, national reseavch studies such as_

ProJect Development Continuity have relied on’ a straightforward count of the

number of different solutions suggested by the child, and this was the -

/.

approach used in the Followup Study. nlthough one might expect this to rer"lt,,
in high correlations wiﬂh cognitive ability ana academic achievement, the “
manual claims such correlations are low and only marginally significant e

_ at best;g Aa. snown in Tabhe A-2 and discussed below, the psychometric analysisf

supports thlB claim. -

v -' : ' ! ‘ ,
One difficulty with the'PIPS is thAt’non-responses are eXpected,*

especially after the first few items when the chilad iS|being probed for new

and different sclutions. Thus it is difficult, if not impossible, to tell

167 4 .




from an inspectionjof the tester's protocol whether the child understood the

2

instructions and the items. Likewise, it is hard to tell whether the thild

mérely ran out of solutions or became obstinate. In order to establish at

[N

‘least a minimal screen for possibly invalid tests, the frequency of non- —

)

responses to the first,’gecond, third, etc., iteﬁs was ingpected. It was’

decided to consider a test invalid if there were two or more nonhrespoﬁses

among the first tfour items. Eightéen cases were eliminated from the analysis
using this criterion. - - ' T . R

<

Internal_consisten¢y estim;tes of reliability are inappropriate=for o

-

the PIPS. Although the Followup Study design does not permit alternative

-.1ethods (such as,tgst-retést correlation), the PIPS manual reports 96 percent'

-

interscorer agreement on broad solution categories and test-retest coeffi—*;_;‘¢,
" clients of .72 for a ore-week span and .59 for a 3-5 month spah. These
coefficients, however, are based on a scoring strategy which allowed a maximhm.:'

s

score of over 14 points, and presumably do not suffer attenuation from restric-

»

° ted variance. In the Followup Study, wherg the deimUm.sco;e was 7 and the\ ’
. . . I - s

minimum-was 1, there may'be a problem :n this regard. -The percentage of

' children offering one through seven different solutions was as foliows:

o

-

, PIPS % .
. " . Score Cases .

1 1 . 3 »i ; “..\
18 : . :
20

NO VA WN
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£

° - With this sort of compressed distribution, the power of the PIPS to
detect group differences is not 1ike1y~to be high.% One indication of this
~ may be,that the grade means in able 1 are not significantly different from
each other. Although this may reflect reality, it seems counterintuitive.
. Even though the PIPS- is not correlated with cognitive ability, one might
nonethelees expect older children to be able to come up with more solutions
than younger children» 'The fact that they don t ‘may be due to the restricted
scoring range or to an ingensitivity of the test to developmental patterns in
‘this age range. The gpecific reason is pe"haps unimportant in the Followyp )

Study since both explanations are merely two perspectivcs on the same psycho-b

metric problem- the limited ability of the test to reflect individual

differences in interpersonal problemrsolving. ‘ ° \ ." .

<

°

Finally, PIPS correlations with PIAT Math and Reading scores, as
mentioned above, were either nonsignificant {and often near zero) or were '

g marginally significant but inconsistent. That is, the PIES correlated - .19

.

with Math among first graders, but «04 among second graders. The correlation

with Reading on the other hand, was .01 with first graders -and «22 with

N

o <

- second graders. Neither the Math nor the Reading correlation was signiticant

among kinderqartners. ”hesm results support the manual's claim that the

‘

IPs is unconfounded by cognitive ability or achievement beyond a certain

- O
~ p,|

minimum capacity to understand the task. o e
. @ o 7 s . 4Q

' Average testingltime'for the'PlES was 15 minutes, and 95% of the .

chiidr_en,finished within 20 minutes. S e . cod T
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'gggil~0§eer€etion Checklist (POCH)

a

1

The POCL 1e a popular rating scale in netionel research studies
(ﬁome Start. °Netionel Day Care Study, Project Developmentel cOntinuity), which_
heve repeetadly verified the existence of two quite stable fectore ueuelly
-labelled Teek Orientation and Sociability. In the Followup Study, each of
theee ecelee coneieted of five items rated 1-7, so that the poeeible renge in
.Mncorea wes 5*35. The iteme were completed hy the teetex etter each child

flniehed‘thet d zy's eeeeion. The eeeeion on Dey 1 included the PIAT and the

i

7“f SDBCI e PSAS andﬁthe PIPS comprieed Dey 2. The tester was ‘the same qn ‘both

deye, however, so thet Pollowup Study deta do not permit en eeeeeement of
. / :

' interreter reliebillty.

‘o

‘
1

' "ﬁ' S Analyeie of POCL dete from the Netional Day Cere Study, however, .
caete eerione doubt on ‘the interreter reliebility of this inetrument. At one

point 14 that etudyo the sanc tester was ueed in two teeting eeeeione end e '

iifferent teeter was - ueed in a third. The correletion for eociebility ratinge"

o ‘ O a

ptovide hy different testers wae .44, whlch is the heet eveileble eetimete of
tuu upper linit on POCL 1nterreter reliebility - (As. in the ?ollowup etudy,

poeitive reeponee bier wee pronounesd for the. Task Orientetion subscale--go '

14

nmmh so thet interrater reliebility wes not invee igeted ) Actuel reliebility

]

could be even 1ower in the Followup Study beceuee the wide veriety of condi-‘

4

tione ia which teete were adminletered might have ‘incraased to the error

) verieuce. Becauee of thie, it wes decided not to use the POCL as either an o

a

outcone or e deecriptive meeeure.'
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» HOME START FOLLOWUP STUDY

PARENT INTERVIEW

Item Response Distributions:

(%)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



.Introduction - v ’ . ' ‘-«i“““'_}

a | “This eppendix reports response distributions for all items in the
peéent interview for the three groups of families that participated in the
Home Start Followup Study. Hissing date, as well as refusals or don't know
'responses, heve been excluded from these frequency distributions. It expleins
the drop in the number of respondents on selected items in ‘the perent inter-
view. The incidence of mis ng date was perticulerly severe on questions R
/1reletinq to preschool experience, child age, birth order, school entry and
household size (for the Home Start and Head Stert groups).ﬂ These questions
were erroneously skipped by interview staff because data had already been
obteined in the Pemily Beckground Questionneire, which was used to select the
retrospective comperison ‘group. The incidence of missing ‘data in this beck-
ground questionnaire was extensive, however. - Where. possible, data from the
two questionneires were ‘merged and reported in written texts presented in f.
‘Chepter 2, 3, and 4.

Severelvof the;items'in;the parent interviews do not sum to 100
percent heceuse multiple responses were elicited from parents,on.selected

questions. These questions are underlined in the attached response distfie

butions.




Lle What "is. your relationship t7 ?
s Mother
" ' Father
o ‘Older sister
‘Aunt -
Grandmother
Stepmother

" 1A. Are you the person who mostly looks
after ?

Yes

No

" 2. Did ate in a preschool
’//’/ggggram/iuch as Head start, Home Start,
Nursery School or Day Care before

(s)he was old enough to go to school?

Yes
No

Which program was (s)he in? =
Head Start’

Home Start
Nursery School
" Day Care

pid | __ go to a preschool program
other than the ones listed above, or

HOME

START

(N=195)

94.4
1.5

0.5

3.1
0.5

COMPAR-

ISON

(N=136)

97.8
0.0

(=2 = I = I -]
NS9O

(N=193)  (N=136)

0.5

(N=163)

100.0

(N=162)

100.0

s

3.1

- 4.3

was the child cared for by someone out- -

side the hone?
Yes
" No

Total months of preschool* '
- (mean)
(S'DM),

what type of program or care was it?
General Preschool (undefined) . .
Babysitting outside own home
Program for physically‘handi-
capped -
.. Program for learning disabili-
. ties = - [
" Program for gifted o
Other ' g

(N=162)
9.3
90.7

(N=163). -

16.89.

13:79

(N=13)
23,1
53.8

99.3

0.7

- (N=138)

21.0
79.0

(N=37)
51.4

8.1
8.1

10.8

(N=134) -

14.9
85.1

 (N=135) -

2.30

. 6.04 .

(N=20)
'85.0

START

(N=45)

100.0

0.0

oooo
o
©cocoo

(N=44)
97.7
2.3

(N=32)
100.0

(N=32)

100.0

(N§29)

20.7
u79 03'

(N=32)
211,50
21.34

. Fk

(Na333)

67.3

(Nizalg;
390 ‘ B
P




oo « ““HOME .- COMPAR- ' HEAD - | TOTAL.

. 'START  ISON START SAMPLE
.3« 'What grade is ____  in? - ‘ (u-191) (N=136) - (N=44) (N=371)
E Kindergarten o 13.6 '12.5 4.5 . 12.1-
Lo ~ 1st \ : _ 49.7 47.8 ,8l.8 . ,52.8°
' ~ 2nd- o . 23.6 24.3 11.4 '22.4
: -~ 3rd . - S 13,1 15.4 2.3 12,7 -
EUBEEE ~  Special Education* 1.0 0.0 2.3 0.8 -
L - Other o " 1.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.5

?43 when did. (s)he first enter public

school? ' - ‘ N
“5. Dpid (s)he start in ) (N=185) (N=136) (N=44) . . (N=365).
S Kindergarten . 56,8 66,9  63.6 6l.4 )
First -grade - 43.2 . 33.1 36.4 173846
o , IS
Child ' age - (N=165)  (N=136) ' (N=34) 2
(s.o ) : " 0.73 - 0.83 0.44 .
Is your first, second, third . » - ) . o n
child, or which? - .. (N=164) (N=136) (N=34)
(mean) _ - . 3.23 2.83 2.91
(SsD.) . - - . , , L 2,97 2.52 2.42
"6+ How many brothers and sisters does ; S v
¥ have? : , ‘ (N=198)  (N=137) (N=45)
: (mean) - - - Y Y | 3,03 - 3.00
s (S.D.) ' : - 3.36 3.22 . 2.67
. How many are older than _ ? S (N=188) . (N=131) ' (N=d4)
(mean) ) . . 2.68 2.34 - 2.11 .
(SODO) N . 3.65 ] 30‘9 _,2055
-7+ How many children are living at home? - (N=190)  (N=134) (N=45)
o (Mean) "~ . o .'3.82 - 3.24 3,18
(SeD.)’ S 2,04° 1.48 . '~ 1,71
‘8.  How many adults are living at home? (N=191) (N=136) (N=44) (N=371) °
‘ ' ' - ) . 3,27 2.96 2425 ¢ 3.03"
e - 2.38 1l.72 1310 12406
“8A. What is' their relationship to child? " °(N=199) - (N=138)  (N=46) - (N=383) -
e . Father =~ v ' © ' 58.3 75.4  , 39.1 . 621
Stepfather ' : T 2.0 0.7 8.7 - 2.3
-Older -brother . - 34.7 264 1 S15.2 29424
Older sister = h 25.6 29.00 527 25.6
" Aunt . C -+ 5,0 - - 2.9 2.2 - 3.9
Uncle . - : .- 2.5 3.6 2.2 2.9 7
Grandfather , R K o 3.5 0.0 - ° | 6.5 ‘2.6
) = : . f 4.5 5.8  10.9 5.7

~oo
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. START
9+  So there are in the home?
) (Total household) (N=199)
= (Mean) 5.07
{(S.D.) 2.19
How many adults were living in the home :
two years ago? {N=165)
(Mean) 1.98
(SeD.) 0.80
How many children (under 18) were living -
with at home two years ago? .’ (N=151)
{Mean) 3.07
(S.D.) 2.07
10. How long ago did last go to a
: doctor? . (N=196) .
In the last three months 36.2
Four to six months ago 16.8
Seven to nine months ago 5.6
Ten to twelve months ago . 11.2
- More than a year ago 29.1 .
Never 1.0
rloh. Was this last visit for a routine checkup
: or. for something wrong? (N=192)
Ql‘Ckup ] ) 38.0
-, 3uneehing wrong - 6240
‘What was wrong? " (N=120)
% Virus 32.5°
i Infection R 19,2
i Accidental injury: 19.2
* Childhood diseases 1.7
-3 “Chronic problen ' ' 9.2
Ol:het \ ‘1843
108. How long aqo was his/her last chqugp? ______ ~(N®191)
In the last three months - 22,5
___Four—to six months ago 11.5
e Seven to nine months ago . 5.8
’ ' Ten to twelve months .ago 11.5
More than a year ago 47.1
Never S 1.6

HOME

COMPAR-

Ison

L3 5.23
1.65

(N=136)
1.96
0.64

2+53
1.49

(N-]_36)
36.0
24.3

9.6
6.6
22.1
1.5

‘(N!Ij‘)'

30.6
. 69.4 -

(N-Qs)
T 29,5 -
©32.6
11.6
0.0 -
7.4 ..
¢ 18.9

e
e e ;

(N-133)
18.0
15.8
9.0
18.0
. 3€.8
- 243

HEAD TOTAL
START SAMPLE
(N=45)  (N=375)
4.98 5.45
1.87 1.99
(N=33) (N=334)
2,00 1.97
1.15 0.78
2.82 2.82
2.11 1.67.
(N=45) (N=377)
37.8 . 6.3
24.4 20.4
. 6:7 7.2
11.1 9.5
15.6 . 24.9 .
4.4 1.6 m
(.N__.Ql) N (N-367)
63.4 64 .
(N=28) ©  (N=Z43)
. 2104 ® 30.0
382 26.3
10647 15.2 —
10,7 31
e 8.2 _
o ,,M.;;,h_w "’1‘5.1
e 20.5
19.5 1420 |
12.2 e
24.4 l5 3 -
24.4 40.8 ®

1.6 /.



COMPAR-

TOTAL

. HOME HEAD
- START ISON START- °~ = SAMPLE
©.11l. How would you rate ‘s general ' '. -
' heal th? . v : ’ (N=196) (N=136) (N=44) (N=376)
. Excellent 3l.1 43.4 - 36.4. 36.2
. Good 56.6 51.5 1 56.8 54.8
Fair- 12.2 S.1 6 8 9.0
"Poor 0.0.- 70.0 0.0 0.0
12, Does _ have any special health
problems that you. think might affect C » "\ _ ‘
how (s)he is doing in school? ‘ (N=195) (N=136) (N=45) *\ (N=376) "
. : Yes 24.1 14.7 L 22,2 ‘\ 20.5 ' 
L . . No 75.9 85.3 77.8 \79.5
. 12A. (If yes) what kind of problems? - (N=47) (N=21) . (N=10)
Chronic problems 17.0 38.1 - 50.0
Vision/hearing/speech/dental 63.8 47.6 20.0
Recurring childhood diseases . 2.1 .0,0 20.0
. Nervous : 8.5 ' 4.8 0.0
. Generally doesn't feel well 0.0 . 4.8 - 0.0
Other L > 6.4 4.8 . 10.0
13. How long ago did last g% to , : 4 4
~a dentist? ' (N=196) (N=136) (N=45) (N-377)'ﬂ
In the last three months -'13.3 27.2 17.8 18.8"
Four to six months ago 10.7 .- 11.8° 15.6 -11.7. :'_-ﬁ
Seven to nine months ago 8.7 - 444 13.3 . 7.7
" . Ten. to twelve months ago . 1l4.8 © - 11.8 . 15.6 13.8 - '4;-
More than a year ago " 45.9 © 23.5 35.6 . 36.6
Never 6.6 21.3 2y 11.4
13A. Was this last visit for & routine~”" T I ; R
checkup or_for something wrong? (N=181)  (N=103) © (N=44) (N=328)
=" "Checkup 6441 63.1 59.1 . 63.1 .
' Something wrong 35.9 36.9 40.9 . 36.9. .
Whai: was wrong (11=66) -(N=39) (N=19) (N=124)
* Cavity/tooth- pulled 84.8 79.5 . - 84.2 83.1
Disease 1.5 2.6 0.9 1.6
Accidental injury 3.0 .0 0.0 1.6
Other 10.6 17.9 15.8 13.7
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HOME . COMPAR- "HEAD- . TOTAL

START - "ISON . START SAMPL}
o : .
(13) Row long ago was his/her last dental ' - '
o checkup? (N=180) (N=103) (N=44) (N=327)
: Q g . In the last three months o 10.6 29.1 11.4. 16.5
ca Four to six months .ago ‘ - 1l2.8 - 20.4 © 15,9 ‘ 15.6
Seven to nine monthes ago ’ 8.3 3.9 11.4 7.3
" Ten to twelve months ago , ‘ 13.9 13.6 15.9 14.1-
More than a year ago - 52.8  33.0 40.9 45.0
Never ! . 1.7 » e 4.5 105
14. How 1ong ago did you last see a doctor? (N=196) (N=136) (N=45) (N=377)
. In the last three months 4.9 48.5 4.4 46.2
- Four to six months ago ‘ 17.9 16.2 28,9 18.6
Seven to nine months ago ' 4.6 8.8 2.2 - 5.8
Ten to twelve months ago ; " 646 ~ 11.0 4.4 8.0
i . More than a year ago » : 26.0 15.4 - 20.0 21.5:
e " Never . : 0.0 0.0 6.0 - 0.0
14A. Was this for a routine checkup, a one
time problem or for something that '
- -requires regular treatment? (N=194) = (N=134) . (N=45) " (N=373)
Checkup - 40.7 45.5° 37.8 42.1
_Problem . 42.3 44.8 T 42,2  43.2.
Regular treatment , . 17.0 9.7 . 80.0 . 4.7
How long ago did you have your last e B -
routine checkup? (N=193) (N=132) C(N=44) |
In the last three mom:hsb : 32.1 32.6 . 34,1
N '~ Pour to six months ago - > ' 12.4 - 15.2 © 25,0
N\ Seven to nine months ago ) 5.7 9.1 = 4.5
\» -~ Ten to %welve months ago 14.0 18.2 ¢ 1l.4
: \.\\ More thun a year ago 4.2 24.2 20.5
\\ Never - ’ 1.6 . 0.8 © 4.8 -
bo18. Bo\w “would you ‘rate your general health? (N=195 ) (N=136) - (N-44) o
o \Excellent - 8.7 29.4 = 13.6
, , ' " 85.9 52,9 63.6
ru}\ _ o . 30,3 ' 16.2 © 20,8
Pooz‘ \ S ' ' 5.1 1.5 2.3
16., Have yog had ang health pr:oblems that . ‘ o
‘you think affect your general health?’ -(N=194) - (N=136) (N=45)
Yes 26.8% 20.6 31

No ‘ ) ' 73.2 79.4 68,9
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17.
" 18,
18a.

19.

. 19A.

' Help with housework

198.

Loes ' dress him/herself?
. Yes : :
Yes with some help
Does (s)he choose. the clothes (s)he
will wear? R
Yes ’
No

(If yes) how often does (s)he choose
his/her clothes?
~ Eyeryday
Often
Sometimes

Does " have responsibilities or
chores around the house that you expect
of him/her regularly?

Yes - .

No

(If yes) what are they?

Takes care of own belongings
Changes clothes after school
Care of animals or pets

Other

Does (s)he mostly do thege things alone,
or do you or somebody else do them
together with him/her? - .

Mostly alone

Frequently help

Do for him/her

'. 178

HOME
" START

(N=195)

98.5
1.5
0.0

(N=195)
88.2

11.8 a

°

" (N=172)

60.5
25.6
14.0

(N=192) -

76. 51
23.5

(N=149)
67.8
(N=148)
6l1.5
(N=145)
8.3
(N=148)
35.3
(N=148)
37.8

(N=151)
52.3

47.0 .

0.7

COMPAR-
ISON
(N=134)
95.5

3.0
1.0

(§=135)

13.3

(N=120)

52.5
27.5

20.0

- (N2134)

84.3
5.7 .

(N=115)
 75.7

(N=113)

10.6
(N=113)

36.3 .

" (N=113)
42.5

(N=115)

47.0

"53.0
0.0

(N=114) -
62.3

HEAD
SSTART

(N=45)

100.0

0.0
0.0

(N=45)
‘88.9
11.1

|

(N=40)
67.5

17.5
15.0

(N=45)

86.7

13.3

(N=39) -
61,5 .

(N=39)
82.1
(N=39)
15.4
(N=39)
10.3
(N=39)

88.2

(N=39)
59.0

41.0
0.0

TOTAL
SAMPL

(N=375
97.6
1.9
0.5

'(nésyé

L RT.T
12.3

(N=332

58,4

25.3
16.3




120.. Does

own age 'living nearby?

have friends of his/her

By

Ye%

No |

20A. (If yes) how often does (s)he play

with

-’

21. Does

with

them after _school?
Everyday

Several times a week
Once a week :
2-3 times a month
Once a month -
Teas than once a month

go pfaces other than school
some member of the family?

Ye§>

No/

21A. Who does (s)he usually go with?

Mother or stepmother.

Fathor or atepfather

Older- children
Aunt/uncle

.Grandparents

Babysitter, nejwhbor, friend

o:her ' .

213. Where do they/you usually go?

opping

 Library . .

»

Place of work

Park or zoo

" Other L

HOME
START

(N=195)
€69.7
30.3

(N=136)
63.2

(N=195)

40.0

10.3
14.4
16.3
8.7
1.0
5.1

(N=181)

57.5
(N=175)
. 249

(N=175)

. 643
(N=177)

.31el -

(N=183)
803

COMPAR-
ISON

(N=134)
67.9
32.1

(N=92)
. 46.7
29.3
15.2
4.2
0.0
4.3

(N=135)

94.8

5.2. -

(N=133)

60.9

(N=129)

" 7.8,

(N=129)
24.0

(N=129).

88.4

. (N=4]1)
51.2°

(N=41)

12.2

(N=41)

¢7o3m

(N=41)
46.3

(N=41)
80.5

TOTAL .
SAMPLE -

(N=274)
69.3 -
3007'

(N=260)
58.5

c 2446
9.6
3.8 -

0.8

. 27

(N=375) -
93.6
6.4

(N=372)
48.9 .




HOME =  COMPAR- HEAD .~ TOTAL

START ISON START SAMPL
. 22. We are interested in knowing something L . : .
’ about the kinds of materials or toys ' o : - i
around. the house that can pla : / ®
with. Please tell me what kinds of ) ' T ! ‘
things you have around that - . can : SR
- use for activs outdoor play. T _ . P
Bicycle ox tricycle = . o (N=196)  (N=138) (N=46)
' T 74.5 ) 79.0 78.3
 Swing,; slide, jungle gym, or sandbox (N=125) (N=138) ~ (N=46)
_ - 32.3 43.5 30.4
R.i.ding toy or wagon - (N=193) = (N=138) (N=46)
, . —-23.8__ " 27.5 . . 17.4-
. Ball, jump rope o . (N=194) (N=138) -~ (N=46) -
Animalg or pets : (N=195) -(N‘-J.ae) . (N=46)
R ' 27.7 -37.0 6.3
Other ' Co © (N=196) (N=138) (N=46)
o . 55.6 -  59.4 . 56.5°
23. what kinds_of thiugs do you have around = :
the house that can play with . "
indoors? - ' ' . : , o
T Crayons, paper, sc:l.uots, paste: . (N=195) . (N=138)° (N=46)
‘finger paint, playdough, mag:l.c ' i _
markers _ ~ 57.9 63.0 52,2
- Put=together toys (N=193) - (N=138) (N=46)
. L 41.5 49.3 - - 60.9
- Books: ‘ (N=195) (N=138) (N=46)
- ' o 54.4 61.6. - 52.2
Dolls, cowboys, soldiers (N=195) - <(N=138) (N=46)
L o e : 4.1 - 56.5 34.8
Pets o ) (N=192)  (N=138) . (N=46)
' ‘ ‘ ' 14.6 © 19.6 . 10,9
Dressup clothes - ‘ . (N=192).  (N=138) . {N=46)
) : ("‘S‘\:\ ' ’ . » . 904 : 1509 -. 403
' Wheeled toys ‘ (N=194)  (N=138) - (N=46) -
) B S : ! ) 35.6 .. 37.7 - 47.8 L
) ‘ Fnall toys o ' . (N=192) 5 (N=138) (N=46) -
. o 3605 3408 N . 28.3
Other . - B (N=197)  (N=138) =~ (N=46)
- S 39.1 - 47.1 28.3
- .180
0 V189




24.

24A.

- 25.

25A.

: 26~‘.ﬁ

START- ISON
Different parents have different ideas
about what children should learn before
they go to school. 1I'd like you to tell
" me which of the following things was
most important for your child. (N=186) (N=130)
==to learn things that (s)he would » o
need in school, like numbers, colora, :
shapes, etc. . 36.6 29,2
==to be able to get along with other
children and to be able tc share 36.6 51.5
==to ‘be less shy ' 9.7 5.4
==to be more self-controlled or to a ‘
follow rules belter ) 17.2 -13.8
Which cne was least important? ‘ © {N=180) (N=129)
==to loarn things that (s)he would ‘ ’ ‘
need in school, like mmbers, colors,
shapes, etc. 18.6 " 16,3
. ==t0 be able to get along with other P '
children and to be able to share. - " '16.1 5.4
==to be less shy " 54.4 65.9
—to be more self-controlled or to ‘ . . ) _
follow rules better , s 13,9 71264
Wore there othor things that were : Com N
important for your child that were . R
not in that list?’ T (N=188)  (N=135)
- Yes. . , . 19.1 28,9
' -Nq ' o ’ : 80.9 - 71,1
. \° . -
What were they? , ' - (N=37) . (N=41) .
Name and address . | , o 24.3 © >  26.8°
Madmc. : . o L. “ 189 i "9, 8
Ethnics ' ‘ 13,8 L 4.9
Sygiene - . P 2.7 v 4.9
Inncpqndence - . - 13.5 12,2
: Uhdurstandinq'zngliah R . lo.8 2.4
Social adjusment " o e 1l0.8 14.6
. Other _ L o 5.4 ‘\24.4
now ofton does chila watch ™ve (N=196) - (N-134)
. Everyday - ‘ 84,3 83,7
. Several times a week - B : 11.9 8. -
Once a week : . 3.0 . 2.0
2-3 times a month ST 0.0 '. 0.5
Oncesa month or ,less R 0.0 S
. v ' ‘ . 0.7 4.1

. HOME COMPAR- =

Never

C 3

HEAD

START -~

(N=44)

N

18,

45.5
4.5

3

(N=42)

23,8

4.8
5701

4.3

TOTAL
SAMPLE

" (N=360)

31,7

43.1
T s

1.8

- (Nm3s1)

16,8

(N=44)

27.3
72.7

(9=12)

0.0
8.3

™
m&nowo
W \N\oOwo

(N=44)

86.4
6.8

608 \'

030_.
- 0,0 .

0.0-




HOME COMPAR~ HEAD TOTAL

START ISON START " SAMPLI
26A. About how much time does (s)he _ : . o
. spend watching TV? ’ . (N=162) (N=113) (N=38) (N=313
L (Mean) , Lo " . 16409 19.18 16.84 17. 3¢
i . (s.p.) o . 10.94 18.02 10.77 13, 93
' 26B. What programs does child watch regular 1y? (N=19S) . (N=138) (N=46) (N-383)
N Educational TV ‘ 26.6 °  38.4 - 37.0 32
o Children's entertainment : 67.3 76.1 - 69,6
- News programs - 0.0 0.7 ' 0.0
Evening entertainment ' : ' 52.8 58.0 63.0
Scap operas : -0e5 0.0 0.0 .
Gigle shows: 1.5 3.6 . “6.5
Sports 1.0 0.7 2.2
Movies 0.5 . C.0 0.0
~_ Other 2.5 0.0 2.2
27. How often does _ lock at a book or . ' N
‘ magazine at home? - ' ) . (N=195) - (N=134) (N=44) =
Everyday ’ S ' ; 63.6 77.6 . 72.7
.Several times a week ' 2040 1.2 | " 18.2
About once a week ;o 7.2 6.0 - ' 4.5
* 2=3 times a month o 2.6 3.0 0.0
Once a month or less . . 441 0.0 2.3
Never' ) . o 2.6 2.2 . 23
7. "27n. what kinds of books or magAz:Lnes does S oD s
- like best? . (N=183) (N=134) (N=43)
“Fairy Tales i T 2648 . 20.9 23.3
- S e ) .9
Mystery stories ' o L " (N=182)" (N=135)  (N=43) -
o s | : 1.6. 3.7 - 2.3
Animal stories = o (N=185) (N=134) =~ .(N=43)
S S 46.5 . 45.5 - 41.9
Comic books i {N=184) (N=135) (N=44)
. A 23.9 "16.3 . . 18.2
Other books | (N=193) (N=135) (N=44)
| 63.2 © 74.8 79.5
) ¢ ’ ¢
28, Doel someone at home ever read with T '
rim/her? Lo - (N=196) * (N=136) (N=45)
Yes o P '90.3 ©97.1 T 97.8

No - . : 9.7 2.9 . 2.2




: e zq

v 28&. How often does someone read with
‘ him/her?

zveryday

Several t.imes .a week

About once a week

2-3 times a month

Once a month or less

- 28B. Who usually reads with child?
bbt.h'et/ principal caregiver -

Father
Other adult
Oider children

Someone else - .

.’ .28C. Does. (s)he usually ask someone to
read with him/her or does someone
.. usually offer? . '
. child asks .
Someone offers
Both ' dff’

< -
- . T

Some . children like to- talk about
their day or what happered at school
‘and-some don't. Does ___ like.
" to do this? o ‘
- Yas
Yo

20,

M:,“\or or pr:l.mary caregi"er
!’athe)r
Brothdr o:' sister

‘ Othor adult -

-49B. Do you lmow what kinds of things .
(s)he likes to t:alk about? -
Yes
No

3

o

COMPA R~

183

; START ISON
(N=173) (N=129)
32.4 34.1
42.8 37.2
18.5 18.¢
3.5 7.0
2.9, 3.1
i R f
. : . .
i T(N=177) ,  (N=132)
© '68.9; . . 78.0
T (N=174) (N=133)
© B0 | 18.8
(N=172)% (N=132)- -
, 5.8 - 3.8
. (N=173)° ' (N=}32)
. 4l.6 31.1
. (N=171) (N=132)
1.8 4.5
¢ . (N=173) (N=130)
~ 57.8 §9.2
23.7: 20.0
18.5 2o 8
: /-
L4
(N=195) - (N=133)
85.1 86.5.
14-9 N 13-5 B
- (N=166)  {N=118)
91.0 96.6
—— - _(N=162) (N=117)
. 2r.0 26.5
“(N=162j - (N=116)
S 22.2 . 23.3
(N=160)  (N=115)
75 2.5
(N=194)  (N=134)
82.5 85.1
.. 17.5 1449

START

(N=44)

31.8
40.9
20.5
6.8
0.0

© (N=44)

65.9
(N=44)
. 6.8

(u944)

6.8 .

(N=44)
29.5 -
(N=44)
4. 5 N

é * X .
(N=44)

. 2045

" 20.5 /

(N=45)
- 88.9
11.1

(N=d2)
05,2
. (N=41)

14.6
(R=40)

(N=41)

D 7.3

(n=a4)

90.9
9.1

TOTAL

-« 3

(N=346)
32.9

(N-353)
72.0:;
(N-351)
12.0°
(N 348)




HOME COMPAR- HEAD TOTAL

START ISON START » SAMPLE
29C. (If yes) what are they? ' (N=158) (N=111) . (N=34) (N=303)
- Things (s)he does/learns at . > : :
school _ 55.1 54.1 55.9 © 54,8
Other children 18.4 26.1 17.6 21.1
Teacher i 5.1 . 0.9 . 509 3.6 -
Sports/playing 10.1 7.2 11.8 " 9.2
: PrOblﬂﬂ » . 0.6 000 0.0 - 0.3
Things they need to have for . v
school ® N 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.3
Other A' : : 10.1 11.7 «8 10.6
29D. How do you know when (s)he is angry
or happy about something that
happened at school? - - (N=158) (N=112) (N=41) (N=311)
' {S)he lets me know ' 25.9 T 31.3 26.8 g 28,0 -
"~ Attitude - ; 42.4 . 41.1 5142 ‘
Facial expression _ 23.4 20.5 12.2
' Gets destructive - 4.4 0.9 © - 2.4
No. one gets along with the- child_ 0.6 1.8 . 0.0
Is never angry 2.5 0.9 2.4
_oth‘r . 0.6 3.6 409
30. Does (s)he like to eat things you St - -
feel are not goéd for him/her? (N=194) @ (N=134) (N=45)
: Yes ‘ _ _ i "79.9 85.1 " 80.0
No o .o 20.1 14.9 20,0
- (If yes) how do you handle this most : - ' o _
of the time? _ 4 (N=150) (N=112) " (N=35)
pon't buy it Y . o 28,7 2707 25.7
Tell child (s)he can't have it ’ 12.7 11.6 25.7
Limit snacks : Lo 33.3 42.0 - 25.7
Suggests/gives substitutes T - 4.7 : 8.0 . 0.0
Tell him/her it is not good for ' ‘ :
Mn/h.r . 1000 2.7 " 846
\ Hide it ’ ‘ . v ’ 103 009 507
Let him have it ‘ 9.3 7.1 8.6

1 9334




31.

Is there an}one who takes care of

now when you can'%?
Yes L
No

- -

31a. th is it'that takes care of the chiid?

32.

Father
Mother

Grandpa}ehth 
Older siblings
Relative
Friend or relative
Other
ﬁas theté ever been gn'occaéibn

when someone took care of
regularly for half a day or more?

Was this to enab1e you to work or éo ,

‘to school or for some other reason?

Work
School or 4ob training

Illness
‘Meeting or recreation

Other X : o

HOME
START

(N=195)
85.6
14.4

(N=161)

- 18.0
. (x=160)

2.5
(N=164)
39.0
(N=162)
28.4
(N=161)
22.4

(N=162) -

"13.6

(N=162)

4.3

(N=194)

58.2

(N=113)
54.0

(N=111)
6.3

(N=111)
22.5

folll)
0.¢ -

(N=11l)
18.9

COMPAR~
ISON

(N=133)
91.7
8.3

(N=123)
. 24.4

- (N=122)

4.1

© (N=123)

35.0
(N=123)
22.0
(N=122)
2103 ’
(N=122)
16.4
(N=122)
12.3

" (N=132)

66.7

(N=88)
(N=88)
6.8
(N~88)
22.7
(N=88)
2.3

(N=88)

9.1

HEAD

START

(N=44)

93.2
6.8

- (N=4])

2.4
(N=41)

2.4
(N=42)

. 38.1
(N=41) -

24.4
(N=41)
"17.1
(N=41)
22.0
(N=41)

7.3 "

(N=45)

4.4

(N=29)

6201 )

(N=29)
3.4

- (N=29)

20.7
(N=29)

0.0

(K=29)
17.2

TOTAL
SAMPLE

(N=372)
88.7
11.3

(N=325)

 18.5
(N=323) "
3.1
(N=329)

37.4

i_(n-szs)

(N=324)
21.3 )

(N=325)
15.7 .

(N=325)
- 77

(N=371) -

62.0

(N=230).
57.4

(N=228)

6.1
(N=228)
22.4
(N=228)
. 153""
(N=228)
15.9. .




»'330

33a.,

34.

3s.,

36.

L5 N

Has " lived with you all of his/

her life or have there been times when

(s)he hasg lived with someone else?
Lived with mother all his/her life:
Lived with someone else

wWhom has (s)he lived with besides you?
. Mother '
-Aunt/uncle
Grandparents
* Other

Does . have one regular teacher or
does (s)he have several different
téachers?

One ragular teacher

Different teachers

What is teacher's néme?
Knows name
Doesn't know name

Most schools _ have some good teachers

- and some not so good. How do you feel
. about 's teacher (the one who-
teaches him/her most of the time)?

Would you sayees -
she's an excellent teacher?
she's a good teacher?
she's all right? or- _
she's not very. good? S

u;vg you done anything-about that?

YGS :
- NO_

Wgat‘do you think you can do about that?
Talk with teacher
Talk-with other school p@fsqngel
Have child moved
ﬂothihg

Other

HOME
START

(N=196)

3.6

(N=7)
14.3
28.6
42.9

14.3

(N=192)

© 35.4

(N=193)
85.0
15.0.

-(N'i92)

31.3
47.9
14.1

6.5

(N=13)
61.5
33.5

(N=167)

3.0

_ COMPRR-

ISON

(N-134)
9448
5.2

(N=11)
' 45.5
27.3
9.1
18,2

(N=136)
70.6
29.4

(N=136)
91.9
. 8.1

(N=133)
..52.6
"35.3

9.0
3.0

 (N=6)
100.0 -
0.0

(N=123)

0.0

‘0.0

[

HEAD

STARE

© (N=45)

100.

(M=

(N=44)
- 47.7

13.6-

4.5
(N=2)

100.0

0.0

(N=39)
2.6

0.0
0.0 .

0.0:

TOTAL
SAMPLE

 (N=375) -

~ 9663 —
307 B

(N=18)
33.3
27.8

2242

(N-373)
6648 -
33,2

(N=374)

. 8842

11 -8 T




37,

N

ﬁ“;*W*W*QASchoﬁl:pagersw~-m~ww,,}

;38,

What kind of school work does child

~ bring home? - -

Hmnework _

Other homework

Nothing -

Who does child go to for help with

" schoolwork?

39.

39,

. somecne else does with

Mother
Other family member 0

No help provided-

(Help is provided with hcmework)
Yes ° °
No. ..

Some parents help tlr.ir child with
schoolwork, the child’s attitude toward
school, or to get along better with
teachers and other children in the class.
Are there any particular things vou or
to- help
him/her with school?

Yes

No

(If yes) liow do you or’sumeonetaLse help
nim/her? .
Family works on academics
fiave other help with academics
(teacher, tutor) -
Talk about sacial relationships
. Encourage child -
Make child do schoclwork
Provide materials
Discipline, punishment or threat
Other v

. HOME

START

(N=193)

51.3
(N=198)

59.1
(N=192)

2540

| (N=193)

 (N=197)

4.1

(N=199)
78.9

22.3

(N=194)

T 642

(N=193)
64.2
35.8

it

(N=191)

63.9
36.1

(N=125)
58.4

COMPAR-
ISON

(N=138)

48.6

© (N=138)

64.5

(N=138)

30.4
(N=138)
2.2

(N=138)
85.5

(N=138)

23.2
(N=138)
2.9

(N=135) -
" 6542

34.8.

64.9
351

(N=134) |

START

(N=46)
52.2

(N=46)

54.3
(N=46)
23,9

(N=46)-

0.0

(N=45)"
80.0

- (N=45) ™
28.9

(N=45)

0.0
(N=45)

68.9

3l.1 .

- (¥=377)

(N=373)

 (N=370)

- 35.1

- (N=244)

TOTAL

(N=377)

| (N=382)-

60.5

.(N-376r’“

(N=377) -
2.9

(N=382) - .
8l.4 .-

(N=380) -

- 23.4

4.2

65.1
34.9.

64.9

59.0

WOoOOoOWWOVUNO
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] 3 [ ¢ [ ]
NomogoH m_/



- o ‘ HOME COMPAR- HEAD .  TOTAL

. START - ISON - START " SAMPLE
I9B. Is there anything else you (or some- . i ' . S
one else) does to help? - . - (N=50) . (N=41) (N=13). - (N=104)
Family works on academics . ' 34.0 31.7 38,5 33.7
Have other help with academics ‘ 8.0 17.1 15.4 12,5
' Talk about social relationships . 1640 1741 7.7 15.4
Encourage child- : 20.0 S T3 : 23,1 15.4
" Make child do schoolwork 4.0 0.0 0.0 “1.9
- Provide materials _ 2.0 4.9 . 0.9 2.9
Discipline, pun;shment or threat 0.0 2.4 : 0.0 1.0
Other ' : . . - 16.0 1S.5 15.4 17.3
i0¢ Thinking back to just before : _ ' . .
went “o school, that is, before (8)he ' : : - ;
- started kindergarten or first grade.
Hov much did (s)he want to go? Would o o A
© YOU 8aY¥ees (N=195) (N=135) (N=45) (N=375) .
(8)he was very eager to go? 8l1.0 86.7 82,2 83.2
(s)he liked to go sometimes and ' : e
and not others? . . li.8 - 5.2 - 8.9 9.1
(s)he didn't care one way or the v
other? or 1.0 5.2 2.7
(8)he didn't want to go? . 642 3.0 5.1
And nowndays, how eager is - to u} _
"go to school each day? Wowld you say . (N=194) (N=135) (N-374)
(s)he is very eager to go? : 70.1 : 73.3 - 70 3
- (8)he likes to go :ometimeq and . ’ n
not.others? ; 20.1 - 23.7 22,2 21.7 -
(s)he doesn't care. -one way or the.: , - -
other? or 4 _ 3.1 0.7 2.2 S 24
(s)he didn't want to ¢o? . © 647 2.2 13.3 . . 5.9
2. How well is (s)he doing in his/her school- o o = 5
" work?  Is (s)he doing . (N=192) = (N=135) . (N=44) = (N=371)
. - very good work? 4 : 39.6 = 54.8 31.8 - 44.2 -
good work? .or - o ~ 40.6 . 311 47.7 38.0 .
fair work? or - - - 1647 13.3 - 15.9 . 15.4
puor work? - . 3.1 . - U.7 © 445 , 2.4
3. I know it is very hard ‘to tell how your .
child will do in school when (s)he is
= older, but which would be your best = ° ' . ‘ : o
L ‘guess.. ‘Would you say  will doees - (N=192) (N=134) (N=45) (N=371)
L ‘very well? : 41,7 7 49.3 40.0 S -44.2
: fairly well? ‘ e 55.2 48.5 . 57.8 © 53¢l
not. too welli? or - , © 3 2.2 . 0.0 2.4
not well at all? ) 0.0 <to ' 2.2 0.3 - -
197

- 188, .




]

HOME COMPA R~ HEAD TOTAL

2 ‘& v . START ~ ISON START SAMPLE
44.. How far would you like her/him to o A
go in school? (N-195) (N=135) (N=43) (N=373) "
h Finish grade school - -~ 045 0.0 - . 0.0 “
Finish scme high school ' 1.5 0.7 0.0
Finish high school _ 56.9 32.6  41.9
Take vocational traininq 1.0 2.2 0.0
Go to college 17.4 24.4 27.9°
Finish college ‘ ‘ 20.5 . - 37.8 30.2
Go to graduate school 2.1 . 2.2 0.0
45. . How far do you think __ will go ° ‘ ,
' in school? Would you say (s)he will °® ’ (N=177) (N=122) {(N=43)
. Finish grade school © 248 1.6 2.3
Finish some high school ' . 8.5 4.7 4.7
Finich high schobl : _ 68.4 43.4 65.1
Take vocational traininq ” . 4.5 4.7 4.7
~ Go to college , 8.5 16.3 9.3
s Finish college - 5.6 26.4 14.0
Go to. graduate school 1.7 3.1 0.0
45A. Why do you think that? (N=168) (N=124) ({N=39)
Positive self-motivation, deter- ' -
mination 21.4 30.6 - 23.1
Positive adult, peer or sibling S
influence 35.1 . 40.3 43.6
_ Has ability, good grades . 6.0 . 2,4 5.1
w Likes ‘gchool . 14.3 10.5 " 5.1
Negative self-motivation, deter- »
mination 7.1 2.4 0.0
" Negative adult, pee: or sihling -7 '
_ influence , 0.0 - l.6 . 0.0
Slow learner, poor grades . 0.0 0.8 0.0 .
Doesn't like " school 0.0 0.8 " 246
Drop out to help mother or family 0.0 0.8 0.0
Enlist in military 0.0 0.0 . 2.8
Get married and quit -school 1.2 2.4 2.6
!bther just hopes 80 5.4 4.0 " 2.6
* Child needs good education l.2 0.8 0.0
~-Can't afford it b 1.2 0.8 - 0.0
Other ) - ! . 7.1 1.6 1208
46. In general, how satisfied are you with
- ___.__'s progress in school? Would you . ,
-say . ‘ ' (N=192) . (N=127) (N=44)
very satisfied? . ‘ 60.4 6G.9 -61.4
fairly satisfied? or o 33.9 28,3 27.3.

not. satisfied? : 5.7 7 4,7 .. 1l.4

=




46A.

47.

47a.

’4 73 .

Why?

Repeated a grade
Advanced a grade
Schools shortcoming
(S)he's learning :
Likes school/good gra’.s -
Slow - learner/poor grades
Not applying ‘him/herself

' Doesn't like school
Other

L (n=168)

HOME
- START

°

Since the beginning of this school

year, have you been in contact with

his/her teacher? _
Yes
No

.-
& .
3y

81.9
18.1

(If yes) was there one particular reason
or incident for which you. were in contact

with the teacher?
Yes
No : \

‘What was the reason?

‘Regular conference .
Social problems o
School problems
Adjustment problems

Health problem, illness or injury

No specific reason
Other - »
Other than that particular time,
been in contact with the teacher-
times since the beginning of the
year?

Yes -

No

been_;n'contact with the teacher?
(Mean)

(N=159)
52.8
47.2

(N=83)
20.5
12.0
37.3

8.‘4

" 3.6

2.6

fave you

other
school

(N=84)

61.9

38.1

_How mﬁny times approximately have you .

(N=122)
5.15
5.74

190

(N=193) -

COMPAR-
ISON

(N=121),

0.8
0.0

i.7

33.9
40.5
2.5
16.5
0.0
4.1

- (N=136)

93.4
6.6

(N=127)
40.2
S%.8

(N=51)
15.7
2.0

(N=51)

72,5
. 27.5

(N=109) ~

7750
8.62

HEAD | TOTAL

START _SAMPLE
(N=38) (N=327)
0.0 " 0.6
2,6 TT3A—
26,3 28.7
44,7 43.1
2.6 3.4
18.4 15.0
9.0 0.6-
5.3 » 4”5
(N=45) (N=374)
(N=41) (N=327)
63.4 © 49.2
36.6 :
(N=25)
24.0
20,0
24.0
8.0
8,0
0,0
16.0
(N=24)
75,0
- 25,0
(N=35)
.6.34
6,21

N




FOME - COMPAR-®  HEAD TOTAL

LTART ISON ~ START SAMPLF
47c. What kinds of things have \)ou talked
- about with the teacher? About S
——._ . the child's beiavior? - (N=119) (N=106) (N=34) .- (N=259)
' , o ‘ - 69.7 75.5 - 82.4 73.7
what the child was learning : ' v :
or how {(s)he was doing? ' (N=127) (N=115) (N=35) (N=277]
. ' o ‘ © 95,3 - 93.9 - 1100.0 95.3-
books and toys for the childe (N=113) - (N=106) “(N=33) (N!ZSZ?
S ' 36.3 - 50.9 42.4 43.3
the teacher's way of teaching : .- o
the child? - (N=112) (N=101). (N=34) (N=247,
| . | 34.8 33.7 32.4 34.0.
. other? ) .  (N=44) (N=43) (N=13) (N=100
3 o - 47.7 41.9 38.5 ﬂ44;0§
"47D. Does 'the teacher deal with the _ R . . , :
children the same - way? (1=109) . (N=105) (N®36) ) (N-zSO‘
Yes ) . - 57.8 55.2 ’ 50.0 X
No. - 42.2 °  44.8 . 50.0
What does she do differently? o (N=42) (N=44). (N=16)
Teacher has special training ' ‘ ;
- or education 4.8 2.3 0.0
Not enough time on academics: ‘ 4.8 2.3 6.3
Just a difference in philosophy ' : ’
or point of view ‘ 4.8 2.3 _ 6.3
Positive iraits of teacher (more ' o
strict, more flexible, other) - 21.4 43.2 18.9
Negative traits of teacher (more : . R
gtrict, more flexible, other) . 2662 31.8 43.9
. Teacher more strict (neither )
positive or negative) i ‘ 14.3 4.5 . 12.5
‘Teacher more permissive (neither ' R
positj.ve or negative) . 9.5 2.3 63" 5.9
' Othex (neither: positive or negative) . 14.3 11.4 6.3 ‘11.8

48. Have you ta.lked with anyone at the ' . !
school other than the teacher during -

the school year? = - (N=193) (N=136) .\ ' (N=44)
Yes _. R . 4s8.2 53.7 ; ' 43.2
No . o ' 51.8,  46.3 1  56.8
482. Who? - - (N=94) (N=71) (N=20) -
o Superintendent 4.3 2.8 0.0
Principal ~ © 70,3 9.2 70.0
TeaCher ’ . 9.6 . 21.1 . 20.0 :
‘Other . S ' 16,0 ‘. 16.9 - 10.0

€




o

B

)o‘

le

\B.

lCe-

LD,

\

- L —
- .

Since the beginning of the school,
have you been to 's classroom
while the class was going on?

Yes .

No

(If yes) how does the school feel
about you visiting the classroam?
They welcome it
Feel OK about it
Don't like it o ¥
~ Other

‘L. the last couple of years, liave you
ever felt that things were going badly
for at school. or that some-
thing that happened at school was wrong?
Yes
No

(If yes) did you go to the school and try

~to get them to change what was wrong (or

why things were go*ng badly?):
Yes
No

who did you go to?
Board member
Principal
Teacher
Bus driver .
Other

Do you think vou were successful?
Yes .
No

why?
: Problem was resolved

Situation or problem has improved

Removed .

Child transferred to other class/
school to mother's satisfaction .

Problem still exists =

‘School unresponsiveness

School responsivqness

. Other’ : N

L -
o

-

START

(N=187)
-41.7
58.3

(N=78)

60.3

29.5
5.1
5.1

(N=187)
'26.2
73.8

COMPAR-
ISON

(N=134)

56.7

43.3

(N=79)
7%.5
15.2

2:5

3.8

 (N=133)
27.1-.

72.9

(N=34)
67.6
12.4

(N=26)
3.8
19.2
73.1
3.8
0.0

(N=26)
76.9

23.1

(N=25)
36.0
8.0
4.0

-
o

[y

[~~~ R~ -~}

bk o

" HEAD

START

-

(N=44)

- 59.1
40.9

(N=26)
' 65.4
26.9
308
308

 (N=45)

24.4
7546

(N=12)
8.3

(N=365)

Lo

TOTAL

SAMPLE

49.3
50,7

(N=183) °

€8.9

23.0

3.8
4.4

(N=363)"
26.3
73.7 .

(N=71)

o




i . ‘ ) i " N HOME T COMPARS - HEAD “'-3-»“““‘1’6'1‘1!‘ S .
™ o ‘ ‘ | . START ISON START , . SAMVYLE

| 52, DO ‘you' now work either as a volunteer
or for pay for any school or program

involving chiidren? . ~ (N=193) (9=136) (N=43), (N=372)
' Yes o o 11.9 26.5 16.3 17.7
‘No : ' < 88.1 73.5 83.7 . = 82.3
52A. (If yes) what was it? - (N=21) - (N=36) (N=7) . (N=64)
- In Ts school? © 47.6. - 3&1 0.0 35,9
Another schooi? o . : (N=20) (N=36) (N=7) (N=63)
, : 5.0 . 13.9 14.3 11.1
Child care or development program? , (N=21) - (N=36) (N=7) (N=64)
: , . 19.0 2.8 . 57.1 T 14.1
_ Sunday - school? o (N=21) (N=36)  (N=7) (N=64)
- . ° ' 9.5 22,2 . 1443 17.2‘”
Scouts or a church organizatinn? Y, (N=20) (N=36) (N=7) - (N=63) .
. ' o A ) 10.0 25.0 0.0 17.5
Other 1 ' (W=20) (N=36) (N=7) (N=63)
: 35.0 38.9 4.3 . 34. 9‘,
528, Is ______ in this program? (N=18) (N=28) ~  (N=7) (N=53) "
. °  Yes - & - - - 55.6 T 67.9 42.9 60.4
" No _ o » - 38,9 32.1 .. 42.9 '
Not any 1onger -7 5.6 . 0.0 . 1l4.3
~ <3
52C. How often do you. work? : (N=20) ' 1N=3§o - (N=7)
Every day . . 40.0 . 19.4 42.9
' Several times a week : . 5.0 1%.1 . 0.0
About once a week .7 15.0 36.1 14.3 .
2-3 times a month 10.0 11.1 42.9
Once a'month or less - © 30.0 22.2 - 0.0
53, Mother 8 educaiion * o ' (N=194) (N=136) (N=45)
- (Mean) ' : 0 -10.01 11.68 11.18
(S.D.) - C 2,09  1.77 2:41
Less than 8th grade _ 10.8 . 0.7 " 4.4
' Grade school (8th grade) " 17.0 3.7 2.2
Some high school ' , 38.1 25.8 37.8 33.6
High school graduate : 29.4 55.1 44.4 40.5
Some college ‘ .. .4.6 9.5 4.4 €.4.
College graduate o . 0.0 2.2 2.2 l.l.
Graduate school o 0.0 2.9 4.4 . i.6
54. Have you had any other kind of training . ' s
" or school? , (N=154) (N=135) (N=17) '(n-sosx
Yes S 14.9 . 1l.9 23.5 1401
No ' 85.1 88.1 76.5 85.9

193

202 -




. ' HOME
o - START
54A What kind was that?’ .
College R . o (N=52)
~ 19.2
' Business school (N=54)
‘ 20.4
Technical school (N=52)
15.4
Job training - (N=52)
15.4
Other training (N-254)
< 42.6
How many years? (N=43)
' (Mean) 2.07
(S.D.) 3.36
55. Aside from what you have mentioned,
have you had any other kind of train-
ing within the last two years? - (N=174)
. " Yes - 11.5
~ No 88.3
S5A. what kind? (u-15)
College _ 6.7
Business schocl 13.3
Technical school 46.7
- Job training . 13.3
 Other training 20.0
56. Are you going to school or taking
courses now? : (N=192)
Yes ; : 5.2
No ‘ 4.8
'56A. (If yes) what kind of courses? (N=10)
Adult education : 2040
College courses , 50.0
Other ' 30.0
'57. Dc you have a paying job now? (N=193)
: Yes 31.1.
’ No ' - 68.9
(If yes) what is your present job?n (N=55)
' Child care worker , 4 - 545
Teacher 0.0
_ Professional technical and kindred
workars ) . 3.6
Managers and administtators-nonfrarm - 1.8 .
Sales workers. _ 1.8
Clerical and kindred workers i0.9

194203 |

2 ‘P_- 9
7.

" COMPAR-

ISON

B

.(N=49)

2.0
(N=49)
22.4
(N=49)
16.3
(N=48)
- 27.1
{N=48)
39. 6

(N=36)
5.13
14.53

(N=119)

16.0
84.0

(N=17)

0.0

D-‘N

5.
47.

- (N=136)

S.1
94,9

{N=5)
0.0
0.0

100.0

fN?l36)

41.2
58.8

(N=53)
1.9
7.5

PNwN
o v 0 n

{N=17)
11.8

- (N=17)

5.9
(N=17)

29.4
(N=17}

29.4
(N=17)
- 35.3

(N=13) .
1.77
1.24

(N=43)

7.0
93.0

: (N‘3)

33,3,
~ 33,3

67.7

(N=44)
- 45.5

54.5

(N=21)
9.5

4.8

TOTAL
SAMPLE -

(N=118) .
11.0 .

(N=120)
19.2

(N=11()
17.8

. (N=117)

(N=115)
40.3

(w-gz)
3.27"
9,79

(N=332)
13.0
87.0




, HOME ,COMPAR= , HEAD . ~~ ~TOTAL™
S o R - START IsoN . START - SAMPLE
Craftsman and kindred workers s 0.0 19 4.8 1.6
__Operatives, except transpcrt 12,7 17.0 4.8 13.2°
Transport equipment operatives 1.8 0.0 ) 0.0 ~ 0.8
Laborerg, non-farm 20.0 17..0 9.5 17,1
Farmers and, farm managers . 1.8 1.9 © 0.0 1.6
. Farm laborers and farm foremen l.8 " 1.9 < Dol -l
o °  Workers, except grivate°housebold 25.5 18.9 28.6 ~ 23,3 ]
Private householid , 10.9 .-3.8 . 9.5 o Y-
' Other 1.8 . 0.0 ~ 0.0 - -o.‘,a;,jﬁ_
' How long have you worked there (N=S8) . (N=51) - (N=20) (N-129)
(Mean) : 3.13 - 3.16 .  °3.28
(8.D.) : '7.94 * 38.74 - 2,51
. Is it - T - (N=61) (N=54) - (N=20) ~  (N=135)
Full-time o - 1.5 64.8 90.0 o1
Regular part-time o is.0 . 27.8 10+0
Occ isional part-time o 11.5 - 7.4 : 0.0
How many weeks a year do you work? - (N=57) (N=51) C - (N=2])
(Mean) . 45.23 . 44.31 ' 46.29
(s.D.) - L 12.42 ©  13.17 11.62, .
How many hours do you work in ar , . . L,
average week? . (N=59) - " (N=S53) (N=21)  °
(Mean) . ) - 33,81 32.25 o32.82 |
(s.D.) 13.81: 13.82  11.73
58. Does anyone (else) in your household o ] A : v
currently have a pa.ying job and help . L
_to support the famfly? T {N=193) (N=136) (N=44) - (N=3
Yes : 6.7 - 82.4 48,5
No . ' . - . 38.3 17.6 . 54.5
58A. Who? - . - . (N=119),  (N=113) .. . (N=21) " (N=25
- Mother - - 0.0 2,7 4.8 °
Father - ) o 84.1 39,4 714 “
Older brothes : : 1.7 2.7 " 0.0
.+  Older sister ) - 2.5 0.9 - 040
Aunt 0080 0.0 0.0
* ‘Uncle L 0.0 0.9 9.0
Grandmother S ' 1.7 0.0 c.0
Other \ " 0.0 1.8 4.8
. Stepfather . - 2 4.2 1.8 1210 .
~ Who contributes the most? . - ' "(N=7) (N=11) maz)
- " Mother . o . ' 4.3 - 27.3 T 0.0
S Father - ; - .V 1.4 72.7 100.0
Graridfather - . "l4.3 0.0 0.0 -




o ‘ ‘ HOME COMPAR~- " HEAD . " TOTAL

START ISON START SAMPLE’

'58&3. Is his/her. job ) (N=120) (N=111) (N=21) (N-252)
: © full time . ’ ' 83.3 . 92.8 100.0 88,9
‘regular part-time o ' s 13.3 6.3 0.0 9.1

occasional part-time . 3.3 0.9 0.0 2.0

S8C. How many weeks a year does (s}he work? ~  (N=113)  (N=106) (N=20) (N=239)
. (Mean) 46.64 48.00 50.60 47.57

(s D.) h : 10.28 7.35 1.27 - '8.66

SBD. How many hours does (s)he work in an . e
-average week? (N)11ll) (N=107) (N=19) (N=237
(Mean) 41.26 42.39 43.63 41.96

(S.D.) . T 12,57 - 9.63 11.33 11.2;
S8E. What kind of work does (s)he do? ' (N=112)-  (N=107) ~ {N=21)
. - ¢hild care worker , S - 0.0 0.0
Teacher © 0.0 1.9 0.0
- Professional technical and kindred ' ) S
v workers ’ l.8 13.1 _* 9.5
Managérs and administrators-non-fam 3.6 5.6 . 4.8
o . Sales workers , 2,7 5.6 0.0 -
o - Clerical and kindred workers 1.8 -~ 0,0 0.0
"~y Craftsmen and kindred workers ' 12.5 25.2 ‘14.3
- Oporativea, except transport 21.4 -~ 15.9 19.0
Transport equipment operﬁives 6.3 6.5 9.5
Fa aborers, non=farm 29.5 21.5 33.3"
. ] Farmers and farm managers 3.6 1.9 0.0
R .Farm laborers and farm foremen 2.7 0.0 0.0
e Servico workers, exdopt private . ' . )
— tousefold = . e 11.6 2.8 9.5
EEE Other . ‘ ' ! 0.9 0.0 0.0
58!' ﬁmt is the h.igheat grade 4s)he completed . :
12 C PR (N=115) =~ (N=109) . (N=20)
A z.ug than 8th grade oo R 23,5 © 6.4
SN cudo school e T L 11,3 T 4.6
S Souu high school =~ . - & = & : 37.4 ~ 24.8
. . 'j'fvru-hool graduate . - 20,0 - '36.7
- college Y 6.1  14.7
- College graduate 1.7  —6ad
m-aduie'p l-c'hool . 0.0 6.4
: Blim;(u)he hnd any additional training - : S :
during the last two years? L : (N=119) - (N=111) - (N=21) .
b Y.. . . - ) - 1304 _ 2304 .

DR = T . 86.6 766




HOME COMPAR~- HEAD - . TOTAL:

START ISON START SAMPLE
59. How long have you lived at this address? (N=199) (N-138) (N=46) (Ni383)'
- . (Mean) , © 3.84 - 3.88 4,20 3.90
(s.D.) o o 2.45 2,64 2,46  2.52
How often have you moved in the :
last five years? ’ (N=165) (N=114) (N=42) (N=32%)
(Mean) . 1.27 . 1.45 T l.24 1.33.
(S.D.) 1.30 1.79 1.59 1. 53.
60. Do you own or rent this house/apartment? (N=196) (u-135)~————(u-45+~———~—+un3154
) Own ‘ 45.9 60.0 46.7 51.1 =

Rent . .o 1 46.9 34.1 42,2 - 41.8

Neither : 7.1 5.9 11.1
61, Do you own or have the use of a car? (N=196) (N=135) (N=45)
) Yes . o 76.0 90.4 . 82.2
No ‘ . - 24.0 9.6  ° 17.8
: : : e » ¢ :
62. Do you have a telephone? (N=195) (N=136)  (N=45)
Yes - - 68.7 83.8 ’ 91.1
63. How far away is your nearest relative? (N=190) (N=134) (N=41)
" (Mean) ) 7.57 49.02 . 22.98
(S.D.) ~27.83 130,05 . 64.78 .
63a. Do you have other relatives living ' o -
nearby? .o , (N=194) {N=134) (N=45)
Yes | . S 7242 - €9.4 . 5141
NO ' V e o ’ ‘;v°2708 3006 4809 B
63B. How often do you see relativas? : “ (N=189) (N=134) (N-4S).“Jk
‘ Every day . - ‘ T 49,2 35.8 42.9
Once ‘a waex or more : 33.3 34,3 33.4
2-3 times a month - 5.8 7.5 . 640
o!lce a month - ’ 503 802 ’ » 608
Lees than once a month - 6.3 - 14.2 10.9
: -197 - -

206




- (Home Start/Head Start Only)

64. Do you see any parents now that you used
to know in the Home/Head Start program?
Yes :
No e

64AT«+If yes) on what occasions do you see
them? )
Citurch or school activities
Social occasions
Club ox organizational meetings
Informal visits .

In town or shopping
Other

65. Do you ever talk to any parents you knew ¢

in Home/Head Start?
Yes
"No

", HOME COMPAR-

. START ISON
(N=]28)  N/A
58.0 . N/A
42,0 N/A
(N=108)  N/A
13.9 N/A
8.3 N/A
2.8 - N/A
38.9 s N/A
(N=109) - N/A
51.4  N/A
22.0  N/a
(N=186) N/A
53.2 N/A
46.8 N/A

e 207

HZAD
START

(N=44)

65.9

34.1

T (N=29)

27.6
3.4
1¢.3
31.0
(N=29)

£5.2 -

24.1

(N=44)
70.5 .

29.5

TOTAIL
SAMPLE

(N=232)
590 5
40.5

- (N=137) .

- 16.8 ..
7.3
4.4
57.2. f;;

(N'133ﬁf
52.2
22 SL;




HOME COMPAR~- HEAD TOTAL

START ISON START '~ SAMPLE
66. How about close friernds? Do any ' o
of them live nearby? ' B (N=192) - (M=136) (N=45) "(N=3 73’):
Yes : 62.5 74.3 - . '57.8 . 66.2
67. Are there other people or grcups of . . S
, pecple with whom you spend time regularly? (N=192) (N=136) (N=44) © (N=372):
T Yes e . A6.9. . 65.4 47.7 53.8
‘ No ‘ ‘ ’ 53.1 . .34.6 52,3 2
What do you do on these occasions? (N=88) (N=87) (N=22)
- Church functions . 28.4 : 36.8 22.7
Social ocutings (not part of a club) 54.5 40.2 .54.5 8.0 4
Athletic/dance activities 6.8 = 12.5 0.0 S - I
Non-athlutic club neetings or '
activities | : 3.4 . 3.4 0.0
Work related activities : \ ‘ 6.8 " Be7 18.2
Other ~ 0.0 "1.1 4.5

68. How much time do you spend with péoPIe
o outside. your immediate family in an

average week? (in yours) (N=148)  (N=116) ' (N=36)
(Mean) A T 8.60 8.16 “14.17

k]

- (SeDe) o 13.58 = 10.49 16.79

" 69. Now I'm going to read a list off community
: groups and organizations. Tell me if you
or anyorie else in your family is now active
in any of them?

PTA ’ : by 2 (N=i94)  (N=135) ' (N=45)
' 25.3. . 4l.5 37.8 .
Boy 5couts, Girl Scouts, 4-H club . (N=194) - (N=136) (N=45) -
or other youth groups 22.2 39.7 + 3546 -
thurch organizations or social.-clubs (N=194) _(N=136) (N=45)
o T \ 49.0 . '6l.8 53.3
Any political organization _ (N=193) -~ (N=135)  (N=45)

69A. Are you or anyone else in your family
-actively involved in any other commnnity o : ' o ‘
groups or orgdnizations? ‘ . - (N=187) (N=136) (N=45)

T Yes - o : 1640 - 33.8 17.8
T Tse T P 84:0 =~ 6.7 1 82.2
199




70.

7.

72,

wWhere would you go if you or a member
of your family needed emergency health
care?
Hospital
Doctor
Health Service Agency
. Relative or friend
_ Other agency
Other

Have you done that?
Yes
-No

where would you go if you were concerned
about 's behavior or development
and wanted some information or advice?

Doctor.

Health Service Agency

Relative or friend

School

chuxch

Nowhere

Other . agency

Other
Have you done that? B
Yes _ .
No ' : ) T

vwhere would you go for help if you or a
mamber of your family were depressed or

upset? . : ; .

Doctor» -
Relative or friend

- Health Service Agency
Church

. Nouhqre A

,fbther agency
‘Other :

N Havo‘you.doge_that?

Yes o
- _,Am [ - r e - - R

(N=192)

(N=191)

85.3

T 14.7

(N=148)

42.6
10.1
10.8
2,0
1.4
6'8

2. 0~

(N=159)
42,1
57.9

(N=154) -

43.5
22.7
6.5

13.0

6.5
5.8
1.9

| (N=152)
" 55,9

- 443l

. COMPAR-

ISON

(N=133)
80.5

(N=134)

84.3
15.7

- (N=120)

(N=123)
35.0
65.0

 (N=120)
Mgpcas

17.5
5.8
31.7

'5.0-;

5.0

(N=125). -

49.6

.7 50.4

HEAD TOTAL
START, SAMPLE
(N=43) (N=368)

79.1 78.3
9.3 11.4
7.0 640
2.3 1.6 -,
2.3 la4
0.0 - T led -

(N=43) (N=368)"
93.0 -+ 8549
(N=38) (N=306) "

44.7 38.2
7.9 .
7.9

21,1
5.3
5.3 X
5.3 .

2.6
(N=40)
42.5
57.5
(N=42) -
N 23.8 .
. 143 -
Lo 23.8 F'.‘-
'16.7
14.3 .
7.1 -
(0.0
" (N=40)
6640 -
N




HOME COMPAR- HEAD TOTAL

START ISON START SAMPLE
73. Where would you go for help with money , ‘
problems? For exzmple, if you got a big : _ ' o
" bill you couldn't pay? (N=166) . -(N=126) (N=40) (N=332) -
Bank or Credit Unica 33.1 45.4 32,5 - :
Loan : , -9.0 - 3.2 5.0
Relative or friend '28.3 - 25.4 25,0 .
Person I owed debt to 7 B ) 708 4.8 15.0
Novhere ‘ 2.6 2.4 5.0
Cther organ.l zation 15.1 9.5 17.5 -
Other : 2.4 5.6 0.0
“——*novox:—ma problan e 0.6 0.8 0.0
Have you done that? AP (N=168)  (N=128) - (N=40)
. Yes : \ 63.7 s 52.3 65.0 .
No , 36.3 77 47.7 © 35,0 .
. where would you go if you needed help _ ‘ , . ‘
to find a job? (N=178) (N=119) ~ (N=41)
Government or Employment Agency 8l.5 67.2 80.5 .
" Job "training or outreach program : 0.6 - 0.0 ", 0.0 -
Relative or friend _ . 3.4 . 5.9 0.0
Look for a job . T 10.1 18.5 7.3
“Seek training _ . 0.0 0.8 4.9\
Other agsncy , ' - 3.9 2.5 4.9
Other : 0.6 - 3.4 2.4
‘Never had prcblem 0.0 1.7 0.0
" Have you done that? . ' (N=180) (N=125) (N=42)
' Yes . ' - . 57.2 53.6 T4
No- - . : ) 4208 . R 4604 ‘ 28,6 R Ao
7S. . Whom would you ask if you had signed - -
: a contract or other" paper that you : _ ' i :
... dién't understand? _ T (N=179) (N=130) . (N=43) !
Lawyer ' o R 73,7 70.8 o "65.'1'7 = Y
Legal aid or othez 1egal agency - 546 2.3 T 9.3
Relative or friend o 7.8 - 12,3 " 9,3
Contractor ' T 5.6 2.3 11.6
sign it - o - 0.0 0.0 2.3
wouldn't sigu it = L e 2.8 - 5.4 . 2.3
- Other agency . ' N 262 . 3.8 0.0
Other: R 2.2 . 3al 0.0 -
e ‘Hav'e you done that? . . . . (N=179) * (N=128) " (N=m43)’
o Yes: . N 24.0 - 2849 ‘. 37.2-

. ® L | ©76.0 . 7l - 62.8.




HOME . COMPAR~ HEAD TOTAL

START ISON START SAMPLE
76. Wwhere would you go: for help if your land- ‘ -
~ lord refused to do T2cessary repairs? (N=115) {N=93) (N=25) (N=233)
Lawyer and sue . 23.5 26.9 20.0 24.5
Legal aid or other lagal agency. .. 5.2 5.4 0.0 4.7
Move 13.0 14.0 T 16.0 13.7 -
Housing Agency : : 11.3 5.4 32.6 1.2
Landlord _ » 10.4 2.5 8.0 9.0
Nowhere : 2.5 3.2 0.0 o0
Other agency 19.1 20.4 12.0 18.9 -
Other : "12.2 B 8.6 . 8.0 16-3 -
Never had problem - S, 1.7 -8.6 4.0 4.7
Have you dohe that? . _ '!EE (N=126) - (N=101) (N=30) (N=257)
- Yes ‘ 20.6 " 19.8 13.3 19,5 -
No C : . 79.4 80.2 - 86.7 - 80.5
77. +here wouid you go for advice if you
' vanted to take a course or go back o . ’
school? 1 ; (N=140) (N=122) (N=37)
School , ’ : . 66.4 79.5 51.4 -
Counseling o : 2.1 4.1 247
BEducation-related agency ' 8.6 4.9 13.5
Other -agency o - 14.3 6.6 21.6
Other - 7.9 4.9 10.8
‘Already in school 0. 7 . 0.0 0.0
Have you done that? ¢ (N=151) (N=124) (N=40)
Yes . S 28.5 = 34.7 40.0 .
No . ) _ 71.5 65.3 60.0
78. Are any family members currantly parti-
«  cipating.in any of the following publicly
,funded programs?. ‘ o : - .
® Medicaid .. - - N ~ (N=194). . . (N=135) (N=45)
- Yes~ R . ' . B ,,__.,M29.'4,_'.,_.,_1_ . All_gl_‘_‘ cin.. 356
No . Y SRR 70.6 - 88.9 = 64.4
® Welfare B ’ '-(N-194) (N=125) (N=45)
‘Yes IR . 33,5, 14.1 . 42.2
. Wo . , _ u 66.5  85.9 57.8
" @ Food Stamps . o . (N=191) (N=135) (N=45)
Yes - T S 46.1 ©17.0 . .40.0
No ‘ . 53.9 83.9 60.0
_______b_'h:nning_kograms - > {(N=193) (N=135) (N=45)
e 2 Yes . ; 8.8 : 4.4 - 15,6
":i % Mo e : 91.2 ' - 95.6 84.4
- . Public nousing Projects-.wwmm‘ . ';~(N-193) © (N=135) = . (N=45) .
Yes . R - 1. 13,5 o7 8.9 7 13.3

No - . ' .7k: ST 8e.5 9l . 86.7 %




HOME COMPAR- HEAD . TOTAL

: ~ START ISON START SAMPLE

)e Roughly, what was your total family

inccme two years ago? (N=134) = (N=135) (N=44) (N=374)

) Under $4,000 o 38.1 4.8 ~ 38.6 29.%
Fram $4,001 to $6,000 L 24.7 11.1 . 205 19,9

_Fram $6,001 to $8,000 " 10.8 ... - 11.8- 13.6 12.3

From $8,001 to $10,300 - - 9.8 11,7 9.1 11.2
Fram $10,001 to $12,000 9.3 12.6 11.4 9,9 - -

"Fram $12,001 to $14,000 3.6 S84 T 2.3 4.0

. From $14,001 to $16,000 : 2.1 8.9 2.3 4.3

Over $16,000 1.5 " 21.4 2.3 8.6
~—-What was your total' family- income  t_ . - L e B
last year? © (N=194) "(N=138) (N=44) (N=303) -
nder $4,000 . 43.8  15.9 R X AREE R 7 1
Fram $4,001 to $6,000 o 35.6 16.7. 25.0 26.4
~From'$8,001 to $10,000 - 5.7 11.6 4.5 7.9

Fram $10,001 to $12,000 - ' 1.0 13.8 4.5 6.6

Fram $12,001 to $14,000 1.0 8.0 " 445 4.0

Fram $14,001 to $16,000 _ 1.0 5.1 - 3.0
) " , ‘ £
le Do you live - (N=137)  (N=132)  (N=42) (N=361)
in a town or ¢ity? 47.6 46.2 . - 8l1.0 51.0

on a farm or open country (2 1/2 o
milés from nearest town)? - 52.4 53.8- | 19.0 49.0




SECTION A

HOME

HEAD
START START
A.1l while you'were in Home/Head Start, 4id : .
anyone from the program help you with
any problems concerning money? Fox.
example, did anyone help you arrange
for aid or food stamps even for a short
pexiod of time? (N=187) (N=45)
Yes 21.9 20.0
. No 78.1 - 80.0
(If yes) what kind of financial help? (N=39) N(M=8)
— ‘Ald - 48.7 - 12.9
Food Stamps 41.0 75.0
Both . 10.3 12.5
A.2 Did anyone halp with any problems con- : o
cerning your family? Was this someone , -
at the Home/Head Start Program or someone : ° :
' at a different agency? " (N=137)  (N=32)
Home/Head Start 41.6 43.8
Other agency 8.0 6:3 -
No one : 50.4 50.0
e . :
A.3 Did anyone from the Home/Head Start
Program halp you or a member of the
family obtain tra.i.ning for a job or _
provide encouragement or other assistance
that helped you obtain a job? i
- Training—- L et - (N=168) = (N=4)1)
Help given o ~ - 4.2 4.9
No help provided ' 95.8 - 95.1
. i e ' ' ‘
- - mcouraq-nent or other assistance (N=180)"  (N=q2)
Help given 10.6 = 9.5
. No help provided . 89.4 - 90.5
" "\A+4 Home/Head Start often helped families
. obtajn other things they needed like -
repairs to their home, seeds for a — ,
"garden, or aye glasses for children.
Can you recall any.other things that
ﬂome/nead Start helped you get for you
. or your fmig.y? Either directly or by
. putting you in. touch with another ‘person . o
or organization . : , , (N=188) ~(N=45) .-
S - Yes . S S - ' 2.1 . 37.8 -
EASEEATI No ' - - o 47.9 "t 62.2 .




HOMZ ‘HEAD

. START - START
A.5 Looking back at it now, we would like
your opinion of whether Home/Head Start
provided enough opportunities for parents
to participate in different activities.
For each of the activities below, I would
like your opinion of whether or not Home/
Head Start provided enough opportunity for
‘that activity. T
Did the 'gfs“gfan provide ‘enough‘ opportunity
'ro learn specific things about how ‘ :
children learn and Jrow? ’ . . (N=181) (N=45) "
ch ‘ R . 90 06' " 91.1
No : , ‘ 9.4 ) 8.9
To learr. different ways to manage or o L '
discipline children? _ : (N=179) ' (N=44)
’ *Yes . 69.8 - 70.5
" No ) : . - 30.2 29.5
To learn about. managing budget. nutri- _ "
" tion, home "epairs? _ ~ (N=180) (N=44) -
Yes . : 58,3 45.5
No . 47 54.5
To do crafts and learn new - skills? . (N=182) (N=43)
Yes : o 56.6 . 55.8
_No - = T 43.4 4.2
To go on trips to see new places? . (N=182)  {N=44)
Yes - . ~ ' i 74.7 T 84,1

. Mo L T 25.3 . 15.9

\ TO'a.t'tenQ educational__cns_se_s' get__ . R __".l.....__ .
a.GED, ox obtain ttain:l.ng for a job? - (N=179) (N=45). .

W Yes : S , | 29.6 200 -
S Ne 7044 8000
To,get together for fun with other - B ‘
parents or families in the program? L (N=180) (N=45)
. Yes ) v . . 86_01 84.4
No. T ' 13.9  15.6
To involve othei' members :l.nf the : | e .
family to do t.hings with the child? ) m-mz) (NMS‘)“-A‘
Yes 3 69.8 - - "6242 -

Mo : S _3nL2___-«aaTa——————

- >_ . v B . . - .
. A




- To learn about services or activities
) offered by other agencies or. organi~
zations?
Yes
No
‘For pavents to make decisions or
choose activities for the Home/He>3
Start program? :
Yes
" No.

o -

For parents to evaluate the Home/
Head Start procram?

Yes '

No .

(Home Start Only) ~
To get children together for group
activities other than field trips?

Yes
No

206 _ -

215"

HOME
START

(N=181)

56.4
43.6

(N=180)
70.0
30.0

(N=181)
83.4
16.6

(N=179)

76.5
23.5

HEAD
START

(N=45)
53.3
46.7

(N=44)
75.0
25.0.

(N=45)

80.0
20.0

N/A
N/A-
N/A



9

‘:""!S

To learn épeCific things

A.5 Level
Knowledge Ga

Home Start
Mean

of o .

ined

S«D. N

0690 42

Head Start

Mear

S.D.

172 3.10 S.Qz, 1.02
about how children learn ‘ : ST :
and grow - _ . .
To learn different ways 2.85 1.05 - 36 2.78 1.0 o F
to manige or discipline.

children

152

To learn about managing .23 3% 2,09 1.26

budget, nutrition, home
"*regpirs .
\ .
To do ¢rafts and learn 143
new skills . ‘ - o~

145 ° 2452

2.50 1.22 37 2.38 1.30

To go on trips to see 2.71 "1.17 : 40 2,35 1.31
new places '
To attend educational 1.52 1.26
classes, get a GED or
obtain training for a

job -

116 1.02 29 1.79

To get together for fun 169 ©  -2.98° .43 2,91 1.13

with other parents or
. families in the program

2..05

To involve other members 152 2.76
of the family to do things

with the chila?

2.86  1.09 38 1.20

o4

To learn about services 144  2.07 1.21 ..
/ . or activities offered by . . ‘
- "other agencies or Organi- P

.zations?

1.13 38 2.3

¥or parents to mgka deci- - 157 2.63 1.17 41 2.73

“gions or’qhgqu activities =
for the Home/Head Start : .
program? "

rbr parenta to evaluate 170 2.86 T 101 - 40

mogram‘i

N Tb get children together

2.83

162

N/A

©.2.83 1.15

for group activities other
L thqn field trips? . C




HOME HZAD

. START START
. .~ ¥nat was'léaaﬁiimpar;ant to you? . (N=175)  (N=44)
To meet other parents or' making new
friends. . . 11.4 4.‘5v
- To learn new activities or games to L
. do with'my child. 4.0 9.1
To learn about how my child learns and : T ’
grows. - - ) 1.1 i B 9.1
To learn ahout ways to manage or disci- |
pline my child. . . 8.0 " 4.5
To get my health checked or taken care

of. _ , 17.1 _ 13.6

To do crafts or 'learn new skills such
as sewing, cake decorating, or first aid. , 14.3 13.6

To gert out of the house for trirs, meet- : S
ings or workshops. e : 21,7 - 29.%

To get other members ¢fFf the family o
interested in doing things with the S
children. e 4 4.0 . 2.3

To have shmeone to talk to .or help . .
with my idens or my problems. 18.3 13.6

S

‘}m 217i




HOME HEAD

© START  START
A.6 Now I'd 1like to ask you scme questions
about your participation in the Home/
'Head Start program. Diffevant parents
 1ike different things about que/nead
Start for themselves and their children.
. I would like for you to pick from thie ~
list the one thing that was most import- ' .
ant to you about §ge program for yourself. - (N=182) . (N=44).
. . To meet other pnnents or ma‘:ng new- friends. ' 15.4 . 25.0
'1‘0 learn new aetivities or gamee to do with _ .
. my ch:le’. _ L _ 21.4 ~© 6.8
To 1.earn about hcw my child learns and o
grows., . ) . ‘ 40,1 4505
L4 : > ’ . - .
. To learn about ways to manage or discip‘ ine )
Lo '~ my child. C . © 5.5 03
To get my health checked or teken ca.re of. R - 2.3
- To do crafts or learn néw skills such as _ . B
 sewing, cake devorating or first aid. 6:5 S
: To ‘get out of the house for trips, meet: P L
ings or workshops. ‘ . 5.5 : -
i To get other members of the family in .- . L N
ested in doing things with the childr.-..- S 7 3.8 45
- To -lmve\,someer_xe_ to talk to or help wich e .
my ideas or.my problems. ‘ . . 7.1 - 13.6

{\ _ »\\ . o . . R ‘v . 3 . ‘ \}\

)

A




v o ' - B HOME HEAD
START START
y\A«7 When you look back at your time in a2
. ’ Home/Head Start, gan you think of ways
the program might have been made better? (N=159) (N=40)
N Yes 39.6 30.0
‘ No . o . o 60.4 70.0
In what ways? . ,
S More visits’ " - ' 16.4 2.5
S - More activities i ‘ T 540 10.0
: o More parent participation 6.3 7.5
More money to do activities w:l.th . . =
More materials 0.6 - 540
Better coordina — v,-ﬂ_,_,.l—————#.— © - 0e6 5.0
B Didn't last long enough g 7.5 - 245
. - Other - . ’ 3 5.7 5.0
A.B " How 1onq do. you think a family should
stay in the program? S (oN-lso) (N=33)
» Until ready to leave 4.4 - 233
- One year S ©13.9 14.0
. _ * Two years ' : : 22.2 18.
' C " hs often as they have children X e "
S between 3-5 years old 20.6 9.3
Other _ . ' 28.9 34.9
. . :
G
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Homc Start Only

A.S Now 1'd like to ask you about your
-home visitor. Did you have more than
one home vigitor during the time you

were i the ‘program? : V‘ ‘ (N=188)
Yes . : 51.1

No - . . 48.9

A.10 In your opinion, was your home-vi.sitorv
. ‘better than others, the same as others, N
or not as good as others in the program? (N=184)

Better / . 36.4
‘Same : : . 43,5
Not as good ' - 4.3
Don't know , - 15.8
why? ' ' ' (N=140)
More or cpacial experience, abidtv ’
knowledge 7.1
More time, did more or- explauned more 6.4
'~ Nice ' 33.6
Less time, did less or explained less 5.0
Wasn’t nice 0.7
. All were nice, good, or same 20.7
0 : Can's compare - 17.9
oth‘r . 806
A.ll Have you had any kind of contact with your
home visitor since ch:l.ld graduated frcm the .
~pw:ogram? . S ' o (N=188)
Yss ¢ ,‘" - 55.3 ’
. (If yel) how often have you seen her during
. the past two years? = : (N=101)
. .Once or twice a year - 4046
: : Several times a year : . 32,7
Once a month ' : 6.9
. More than once a month A : 8.9
. Weekly T ‘ . 10.9
W9 4
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