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I ntr oduction and Overview

A. Introduction

As the retion's premier eaty childhood educaion program, Head $art is leadng the way
in developing ard reporting on its accauntability for servicesto appoximately 800000 chitren
ard their famili es ead year. From initial planning in 1995 b the pubication of this Head Sart
Performance Measues fcmd Progress Repdr HeadStart has made dramatic progress bward
the dewlopment of an outcome-oriented accantability system. This appioachcombines te best
attributes of scientific reseacch with program-level reporting ard monitoring and is based on a
consensus-driven setof criteria for program accaurtability.

The Head Start Program Performance Measures hitiative is a respase b a spedic
legislative mandate, strategic planning for Head Start, ard kroader puldic emphasis on
accauntability and the gereral movement toward resuts-oriented ealuaton.

Spedfically the Rogram Performance Meaures wee deeloped in accadarce with the
recanmendations of the Advisary Committee o1 Head $art Qualty and Expanson, the mandate
of Secton 641A (b) of the Head &rt Act (42 USC 9831 ¢ seqg.) asreauhorizedin 1994 ad the
Government Peformance anl Results Act (GPRA)(Public Law 10362). Signedinto law in July
1993, the GPR\ requires all federlly funded pioograms to improve their performance and
accaurtability. Other effortstaking place athe Federal level includethe Chief Financial Officers
Act ard the Vice Pregdent's Naional Performance Re&iew, both of which addedimpetus b the
dewelopment of the Head &rt Program Performance Measues.

A central principle emerging from the wak of the Advisary Committee an Head $art
Qudity and Expansion in its Decamber 1993report, "Creating a 21 Century Head Sart,” was
the reed o ersure the quaity of Head $art programs for children ard families. As a major
component of this principle, the Canmittee ppposed a pogram performance measurement
proces that would:

* |dentify outcomes b be measured;
e Selectmeasues ard data cdlecton techiques and
* Analyze the information gathered.

The Head Start Act ervisions measures that will be used D identify strengths and
weakneses n the Head $art program - both nationally and by region - ard pinpoint areas
requiring addtional training ard techncd assistarce to improve peformance. The Act deines
Program Performance Meaures as thethods aml procedues br measuing, anrually and over
longer peiiods, the quaity and efectiveness d programs operated by HeadStart agerties.” The
Act spedfies that the measures be desgned b appmise te various sewvices provided by Head
Start ard be adapéble for use h Head $art agemy sdf-assesments ard peerreviews. To
comply with the statutory language,”Program Performance Measure" as usedn this report is



defined as an indicator which can be used b deermine the qudity and efectiveness d Head
Start.

In 1995,Head $art undettook a @nsensus-building proces to dewelop the Head Start
Program Performance Meaures tat drew an the opinions of Head Start program staff and
parents, eaty childhood organkzaton representatives, reseachers, experts in the educabn, child
dewelopment ard eaty intervention fields, and Head $art Bureauofficials. The report Charting
Our Progress: Devebpmentof the Head Sirt Program Rerformance Masures published in
Octaber 1995, summarizedthat proces ard outlined he germsis of the aiginal 49 Head Sirt
Program Performance Meaures,data sources ad dat available atthattime.

Conceptual Framework

In 199697, a concepual framewak for the Pogram Performance Measires was
deweloped and the measureswere revised ard candensed. (The framewak waspreserted in The
First Progress Report on the Head StaiProgram PerformanceMeasures which was released in
May 1997) The caxcepua framewak unifies and organies the Program Performance
Measues to dispay the linkages between process ad outcome measuresfor HeadStart children
ard families. (See kgure I.1 for the graphicd represaitation of the framework.) The framewark
is based on the ultimate goal of Head $art, which is to promote the saial competerce d
children. Social campetence is the child's everyday effectiveress in dealing with his or her
presert envionment ard later responsibilities in school and life. For the five-year-old child
coming to the erd of the presclool peliod ard entering school, an important life challenge ard
key test of the child’s social competerce at this stageis whether he or she has acqured the sklls,
understandings, and behaviors that help insure succesful functioning in this new environment,
what is often cdled school readines. Head $art has adgted the “whole child” view of school
readness that was recommended bythe Goal One Techncal Planning Gioup of the Natonal
Educaton Goals Parel (1991, 1993) This view sees school readness as a multi-faceted
phenomenon comprising five developmental domains that are important to the child’s readness
for school: physical well-being and motor development, social ard enotional developmen,
appoactes to leaning, language uage ad emerging literacy, and cognition and geneal
knowledge. Eachof these dmains is represeted in the kettery of measues that are being used
to asses how well Head $art programs are peforming. It takes nto accaurt the interrelatednes
of cognitive, envotional, and social development; physical ard mental health; ard nutritional
needs. Sccial competerceis depcted a the top of the pyramid, with five dojectivessuppating it:

* Objective 1. Enhance dildren's healthy growth ard development

* Objectve 2. Srengthenfamilies as te primary nurturers of their children

* Objective 3. RPovide dildren with educaitonal, health and nutritiond services
* Objective 4. Link children ard families to needed conmunity services

* Objective 5. Ensure well-managed programsthat involve parentsin
decision-making.

Each of these objectives is critical to helping children of low-income families attain their
full potential. They aso represem key cornerstones d the Head &t program. Objectives 1 ard



2 represert outcomes or results that the program is desgned to produce.Achieving both of these
objectives is critical to the utimate success oHead $art. As patent involvement ard family
suppat are key tenets of Head Sart, both child ard family-oriented outcome measures are
includedhere. Objectives 3, 4, ard 5 canprise the lower tiers of the pyramid and contain the
process reasues hat are keyto the atainment of objectves 1 ard 2 ard the ultimate goal of
enhancing children's social competerce. An important aspectof the pyramid is the stong
empiricd connecton between the pioovision of qualty sewices (process measures) ard
improvenerts in child developmert (outcome measures).

Each Program Performance Measue has “Performance Indicators’ that spedfy how the
measure will be assssed. For example, the dojective “Enhance chidren’s healthy growth ard
dewelopment” includes he Rerformance Meaure “Head $art children demonstrate improved
emergent literacy, numeracy, and language kills.” The Performance Indicator for this measure
is the change in the Head Start children’s emergent literacy, numeracy and language skills over
the HeadStart year, measued byindividud child asesments ard paent ard teacter reports of
the child’s ablities. A more processeriented rmeasue is “Head $art assues chidren recaeve
neeced nedicd, dertal and mental health sewices” which is under Objective 3: Provide chidren
with educaional, health, ard nutritional sewvices. The Rerformance Indicatbor for this measue is
the number and percent of Head $art children who recaved neededmedicd sewices as eported
by the plograms themselves. In order to provide annua progress reports on the indicators
suppating eat of the dojectives, dat will be drawn from agency level sources, such as the
Head Start Program Information Report (PIR) which is a program-level reporting system
completed by each Head Start program anrually, ard program monitoring reports, as well as
from the dassroom, teacler, family and child level.
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Table I.1
HEAD START PROGRAM PERFORMANCE MEASURES

OBJECTIVE I: ENHANCE CHIL DREN'SGROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT.

1. Head Start children demonstrateimproved emergent literacy, numeracy, and language skills.
Head Start children demonstrateimproved general cognitive sKills.

Head Start children demonstrateimproved gross and fine maor sKills.

Head Start children demonstrateimproved positiv e attitudes toward learning.

a kc w DN

Head Start children demonstrateimproved social behavior and emotiona well-being.

6. Head Start children demonstrateimproved physical hedlth.

OBJECTIVE 2: STRENGTHEN FAMILIES AS THE PRIM ARY NURTURERSOF THEIR
CHIL DREN.

7. Head Start paents demongrate improved paenting skills.
8. Head Start parents improve their sglf-concept and emotiona well-being.
9. Head Start parents make progress toward their educational, literacy, and employment goals

OBJECTIVE 3: PROVIDE CHIL DREN WITH EDUCATIONAL, HEALTH AND NUTRIT IONAL
SERVICES.

10. Head Start programs provide devel opmentally appropriate educational environments.
11. Head Start gaff interact with children in a skilled and sensitive manner.

12. Head Start programs suppat and respect children's cultures.

13. Head Start assures childrenreceive neeced medicd, dental, ard mental health services
14. Head Start children receive meals ard snacks that meettheir daily nutritional need.
15. Head Start programs provide individualized services for children with disabilities.

OBJECTIVE 4: LINK CHIL DREN AND FAMILIESTO NEEDED COMMUNITY SERVICES.

16. Head Start parents link with social service genciesto obtain needed services
17. Head Start parents link with educational agenciesto obtain neecded services
18. Head Start parents link with heath care srvicesto obtain neecded care.

19. Head Start parents secure child carein orde to work, goto school, or gan employment training.

OBJECTIVE 5: ENSUREWELL- MANAGED PROGRAM STHAT INVO LVE PARENTS IN
DECISION-MAKING.

20. Head Start programsare well- managed.

21. Head Start parents areinvolved actively in decisions about program operations.
22. Head Start programsemploy qualified gaff.

23. Head Start programs suppat gaff development and training.

24, Head Start programs comply with Head Start regulations.




In addtion to being caegaized into this framewak, the measures have been
consolidated, numbered ard indicators ard dat sources lave been identified for each The
individud measures ae preseted in a matrix that lists the measue, performance indicatbor, daa
saurce and data for two yearss. The measues ae listed in Table 1.1. The Rogram Performance
Measires Matrix is presented in Chapter 3 of this report.

Overview d Report

This current document is the 1998 eport on the Program Pefformance Measuresproces.
It provides peliminary outcome dat for measues contained in Objectives 1 ad 2, aswell as
processdata for Objectives 3, 4, ard 5. The autcome dat are from the Head &t Family and
Child Experiences Suvey (FACES), a nationally representative sample of Head Start programs,
classiooms, teaclers, patents amd children examining the quaity and efects d Head $art.

The dat in this report are drawn from the Sping 1997 FAES field test in which
appioximately 2,400 paents ard children were sudied in 40 Head Start programs. (More
extensgve technca reports on the FACES field test findings will be released later this year.) The
field test was an opportunity to assesshe feasibility of interviewing ard asessng parents ard
children on alarge scde usng the sdected nstruments. Althoughit was afield test, it provided
valuable information on the status of Head $art prograns, children and families which is
pattially reported n this docunment. FACES is continuing with Fall 1997 and Spring 1998 daia
collectons on a retionally representative sample of 3,200 chitlren ard families in the same 40
programs, Figure 1.2 presens the FACES study desgn. These fhases will allow for a pre-post
comparison, asesdng the effects of Head $art by examining chidren and paents kefore their
exposure to Head $art ard deermining their Satusatthe em of the program. The Sping 1998
data collection will aso examine a ctort of former Head $art chidren from the aiginal field
test sanple who are @mpleting kindergarten to deermine how they have performed in their first
yearof school. A Spiing 1999 FACES daa cdlecton will examine results after kindergartten for
the Fall 1997 Head Start cohort. Analyses of the Fall 1997Spring 1998 canparisons will be
available in 1999.

Additional efforts to improve the quaity and dfeciveness d Head Start are also
undeway. On January 1, 1998, revised Head Sart Program Peformance Sardards were
implemented. These regulations ddineate the goerations and qudity of services to be offered by
al Head S$art programs. Concurrently, the HeadStart program monitoring system is being
revised to sreanline the monitoring proces ard promote greaer consistency and reliability in
monitoring across HHS regions. The training and techncd assistarce stem has &so been
recenly redesigned © meetthe reeds ad enhace pogram qudity of HeadStart grartees.All of
theseefforts are descibed in greaer detail in Chapter 2 of this report. Daa from the Head &t
Monitoring ard Tracking System (HSMTS) ard the Rogram Information Repat (PIR) also
provide dat for the measues. The findings from these da systems ae catained in the
Program Performance Meaures Matix in Chapier 3.
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B. FACES PovidesImportant New Information on HeadStart

The Spring 1997 field test of the Head &rt Family and Child Expeliences Suwvey
(FACES) cdlectied exensive information alout the quaity of the educatonal sewices provided
by a retionally representative sanple of Head $art programs; the abilities d Head $art children
on a \eriety of child dewlopment measues, ard the darackristics, life experiences, and
involvement with Head $art of Head $art families.

Head Sart Classroom Quality is Good

FACES revealed mportart, objective daia alout Head $art program qudity. The quaity
of most Head Start classrooms is good. Of the 403 chssrooms observed, the overall average
Early Childhood Environment Rating Scde (ECERS) score wasin the "goad” range with 17
percert of the chsrooms rated asgoodto excdlent, ard no classrooms scoring below the
"minimal qudity" rating. Additional data on class $ze, child:adult ratio, ard teacter backgound
suppat the caclusion that HeadStart classroom qudity is good. The awerage t¢ass size for the
FACES Head $art classiooms was 13 chidren (children presett a the time of obsewation).
The avelgechild:adut ratio was 56 chidren peradut. Owver 68 pecert of Head $art teacters
have some college expelience or a ®llege degee. On averge,Head $art teaclers have been
teaching for over 11years with 7.5 of those yeass in Head $att.

FACES alsoidentifiedthe strengths and weaknesses o the Head &t classrooms. Head
Start classrooms recaved hgh scores for: 1) Many provisions and planning for children with
disabilities; 2) A wide varety of furniture ard emphasis on routines such as meals and snacks,
toileting ard pewsonal grooming; 3) Goad supewision of children's outdoor adivities; 4) High
level of parent involvement in the program; 5) A "calm but busy" classroom aimosphere; and 6)
A balanced daly schedule of clasroom acivities. FACES dso identified areas whes Head
Start classiooms reeded mprovement, including: 1) Insufficient multi-cultural awaeness; 2)
Little spa&e for a chid to be alone; 3) Dispays in the dassroom often not the children's own
work; 4) Few areasavailable for the shff to relax or meet with paents; 5) Lack d erough
sdftness or cozy areas in classooms; and 6) Dramatic play areas pmmarily focused m
housekeepng and did not ercourage pay related to work or trarspatation roles. With regard to
language, Head $art classrooms were strong in recepive language acivities (such as the
availability of books ard gory-telling) ard informal use d language in the dassroom. Howewer,
they needed improvement in activities to simulate thinking and reasoning and providing
aufficient activities and maerials to gimulate the child's expressive language skills (such as
ercouragng childrento express heir own ideas).

Analyses also revealed how qualty varied across programs, centers, ard clases o the
ECERS measure d program qudity. Head $art programs in the Suth showed lower levels of
quality on this measure (although ill above the minima level). Programs serving higher
concentrations of minority famili es also had lower qualty ratings on the ECERS.



Head Strt Children Are Ready br School

FACES provided large-scale, crosssectonal data on how well HeadStart is fulfilling its
objective of enhancing child growth ard dewelopment, aswell as on the link betveenprogram
qudity and chidren's development. The Head &t children studied reflected both the larger
Head $art population ard the sanpling statification strategy for this study. The FACES Sample
was statified bythree taracternstics: region of the cauntry in which the program was located
(Northeast Midwest South, or West); location in an urban or rural areg ard whether the
program served a pedaminately minority population. Almost half of the chidren were four yeass
old in the Spiing of 1997, alout one-third wer five yeass old, ard 13 pecent were three ears
old. Almost equa proportions of boys and girls were included. Almost threequaters of the
children were in their first year of Head $art. About one-third of the children were African-
American and nearly one-third were White, 25 percert were Hispanic, 2 percert American
Indian, ard 1 pecert Asian. Families reported that over 17 pecert of the chidren had sane
kind of physical or enotional disability with speecHanguage imparments being the most
prevalert type

FACES found that the typica child campleting Head $art has krowledge and skills in
ealy literacy and numeracy as well as skils that sgnify a radness 6 leam more in
kindergaten For example, a "typical" 4-yearold completing HeadStart could: 1) Tell hisher
full name and age 2) Idertify ten basic cdors by name; 3) Show the meaning o basc shape ard
action words; 4) Count four objects ard sdve smple addtion and subtracion problems; 5) Usea
pencil to copy acircle or letters like "Z" ard "E"; 6) Correctly repeat a seriesof 4 spoken digits;
7) Show the front cover of a sbry book ard openit to gart readng; and 8) Answer simple
factud questons about a gory that is read o them.

The children also had a \ariety of sacial skills important for kindergaten Accoarding to
their teaclers, the nmgjority of 4-yearold Head $art children “very often”: 1) Usedfreetime in
accep#ble ways; 2) Helped n putting work materials away; 3) Followed the teacler's directions;
4) Joined in activities without being told; 5) Fdlowed rules in playing games; and 6) Waited
their turns in games.

There were also a number of things hat typica soon-to-be graduaes of Head $art could
not yet do. Among these were: 1) Tell their home addresses; 2) Identify most letters of the
alphabet; 3) Show the meaning d less basic shape ad acion words; 4) Copy more complex
geametric figures like a star or parlelogram; and 5) Know to nove from left to right ard top to
bottom when readng English text. Also less han half of these chidren showed the following
sacial skills “very often”. 1) Acceptng classmates’ ideas for play; 2) Inviting others to join in
activities; 3) Giving canpliments to classmates and 4) Not geting up®t when teagd by other
children.

There were four tasks in the FACES Child Assessment for which ngional norms data
were available: the Realndy Picture Vocahulary Testlll; ard, from the Woodcock-Johnson
Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised, the Letter-Word Identification, Applied Prdblems, and
Dictation Tasks. The nedian scores of FACES children were within the average ange d the
national distribution of scoreson these tasks (amost 90) while the upperfourth of Head Sart



children scored a the retional mean (100 with a sardard devation of 15). National norms are
based on samples of children a al income levels. Comparisons with earlier research sudies of
low-income children suggest that the Head &rt children in FACES weke perfforming aove the
levels that would be expected for children from low-income families who have nat attended
cener-based pograms.

Program Quality is Linked to Child Performance

FACES found considerable variation in the arerage assssment pefformance o children
from different Head $art programs. Detailed analyses eveded that much of the variation in
average assesgnent performance was due @ family backgound differences in the dild
population of varous programs. Howewer, a sgnificant pat of the variation seemed to be
atiributable to differences acrossprograms in the quaity of the awerage ¢assroom envronment.
For example, children were more likely to scoe hgher on assesnent measues when they had
sensitive teaclers who ercouraged ndepaidence. The chidren aso scaed hgher if their
classrooms had a varied and appopriate daly schedue, were wel-equpped wth leamning
resources ard provided richer languageleamning oppartunities. Children who attended two years
of Head $art performed better than childrenatending anly one yeatr.

Head Start Families Are Involved Degpite Challenges

The Head Start families that were gudied in 40 ommunities across the country had many
things in common, such as their low income levels, parenting of young children, and
involvement in the Head &t program. Howewer, they also differed in many ways that affected
their interacion with Head Start and the characteristics ard expeliences, which their children
brought to the program. The majority of Head Sart parents were under 30 yeass old, amost
equdly likely to be single parents as married, lived n householdsof 4 or 5 peple, had neaty 3
children, ard had atleasta hgh school degee orGED. Although at least one family member
was working in nearly 80 pecent of the households the families had low incomes with a median
of $13200 peryear. Over 80 pecert of the familiesrecaved some form of asistance sch as
food samps, welfare, or Medicaid. Almost a quater of the families spdke a primary language
other than English and amost 20 pecert of the pimary caregvers wee born outside the US.

Most of the families lived in single-family householdsand had not moved in the last year.
Many Head Start families lived in neghborhoods wkere cime was frequent, with nearly a tird
having witnessed violent or non-violent crime in the pat year.

The majority of Head Start families are highly representative of the working poar in the
United Sates. As sud, they face he typical challenges d families with very limited resources
ard oppottunities. In addtion, a sgnificant minority of Head Sart paents ard children are
facing mgjor challenges n their lives. Fathers of the Head Start child were not presen in 54
percent of the households Ove 8 pecent of the families had more than 5 dhildren. The primary
caregiver had less than a high school education in 29 pecent of the families. The household
income wasless than $500 amonth in 12 pecert of the families, ard atlout 21 percert of the
households contained no employed adult. Nearly 8 percent of the families had been homeless at
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same paint since te chid's birth and about 4 pecert of the chidren had been victims of crime
or domestic violence.

Neverthdess, parents were actively involved in daily interactions with their children.
Over 90 pecert took the chldren on erands, played with them with toys or ganes, involved
them in houselold chores,ard talked with them about what happered in Head Sart. Beween70
and 90 percent taught them letters, numbers or songs. About two-thirds of the families read to
the chidrenthree @ more times a weekathough daly readng to children occured in only 33
percent of the families. Head Start families were satisfied with the Head Start services they
recaved, with more than 90 percert reporting that they felt welcome and suppated by the
teacker and that their children were respeced ard acceptd by the teacler. Between85 am 90
percert of paents were very satisfied with the safety of the program, program services for
children ard Head Sart’s promotion of child growth ard devdopment.

Parent involvement is a canerstone d Head $art ard the suwvey found that the vast
majority of Head $art patents (80 pecert) had paticipated a least once in a HeadStart adivity
that year Over 40 percert had paticipated nore than three tmes in sud acivities as
volunteeling in the dassioom. Howewer, atout onefifth of the paents hed not paticipated in
key Head Start adivities sub as paent-teacler conferences. Bariers to paticipation for al
families includedwork scredules, child care reeds, lack d trarspatation, and sdool or training
schedules. Paents who were less likely to paticipate included paents who had not graduaed
from high school, employed paents ard sngle paents, suggesing that Head $art should make
greaer efforts to reachthese pagnts. Howewer, paents paticipation wasequa across English-
speaking ard primarily non-English speakng families, suggesting that Head $art programs are
accanmodating these language peds.

Sejuence of Remainder of Report

This summary is drawn from the nore exensive dscuwssions o FACES findings
presemed in Chapter 1 which follows. Chapter 1 presens findings addessng the Obgctives of
the Head Start Program Performance Measues Concepual Framewak. Chapter 1 Secton 1
provides nformation about Objectve 3: Provide Chldren with Educatond, Hedth ard
Nutritional Services,spedfically the quaity of the Head &rt educéional program. Chapter 1
Secton 2 addesses Objective 1: Ehhance Children's Growth ard Development through the
presemation of data on the children's pefformance m the assesnent measues ad the
relationship of performance to classroom quality. Chapter 1 Section 3 preserts findings about
Obijective 2: Strengthen Families as the Primary Nurturers of Their Children by describing Head
Start familiesard their involvenmert in and satisfadion with Head Start.
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PROVIDE
children with educational,
health and nut ritional services.

CHAPTER 1

Part 1. IsHead Sart Providing High-Quality Educational Sewices?

Ore d Head $art's key pefformance dojectives is reflected n Objectve 3: To provide
children with high-qudity, dewelopmentally appopriate educabnal services® FACES was
desgned D assesshe quaity of educaipnal sewices hrough direct obsewvation of the Head
Start classiooms in operation ard to correlate program qudity with children's sccial and
cognitive development. In the larger eaty childhood field, there hes been an increasedfocus m
measures d qudity over the pastl5 yeas. Researh has consistently linked program qudity
variables such as child:adut ratio, group size, respasiveness of teacler-child interacton, ard
richness of leaning environments to improved child outcomes.  For the first time usng a
national sample, FACES tested the same linkages. It was epeced that higher qudity Head
Start programs would have children showing higher levels of kills and, over time, displaying
greater gainsin developnmertal oucomes.

Defining Quality

In the FACES study, qudity was casidered © include the rumber of children ard aduts
in ead classroom, the physicd arangement of the dassioom, the awilability of leamning
materials, ard the teacters influence on the variety and type d leaning gpportunities povided
to all children. Throughthe use 6trained classroom obsewers aswell asteacler questonnaires,
FACES asessed the three prmary domains of program qudity well known in the research
literature: sructure, processesard teachemudificatons.

Structure refers to regulatable characteristics of certers sud as goup ske and child:adut
ratio. These chracterigtics are assmed to affect the child indirecly by influencing the
availability of stimulating resaurces n the dassioom and determining the teaclers behavior asa
director ard facilitator of the chid's leaning. With more children ard fewer aduts in a
classioom, the teacler becames less dle to provide individud attention to the children, to
prevent negative behavior, ard to ergineer opportunities for leaning duing the caurse of the
childrens play.

Processes refer to the quaity of the leaming actvities provided in the dassroom; these
reflect directinfluences on the chid of the teacler's behavior ard dassioom planning. Teaclers
in high-qudity classrooms provide wamth, sengtivity and responsivenes, they also ercourage
indepexdence aml <lf-help skills. The teaclers' influence in the classioom is evident through
the variety of leaming materials provided to gimulate both fine and gross motor development,
creaive and dramatic play, languageand literacy, math and <cience, ard cutural diversity.

! While provision of high-quality health and nutritional services was also assessed, those dda are pimarily reported from other saurces than
FACES; See Chapter 3 for the Program Performance MeasuresMatrix.
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Teaclers in high-qudity classiooms dispay a panful appioach that is evident in classroom
schedules providing for small group aml individudized @potunities for discovery leamning
using both freeplay and structured adivities. A range d devdopmentally appopriate actvities
that involve indepedent exploration as well as handson and experiential manipulation of
materials in a"calm but busy' ernvironmert is enphasized.

Teacherqualificationsinclude te rumber of yeas o teachhg experience, the highest
level of educaton adieved by the teaclers, ard the number of coursesin eaty childhood
educaiton and child development taken These ag expeced D be related to the ability of the
teacler to provide a wam and atentive environmen that ercouragesleamning and to plan formal
ard informal leaming oppotunitiesin a stimulating classroom environment.

FACES neasured a variety of dimensons of program qudity usng reliable, well-known
meadures that were designed to be enployed by specilly trained classroom observers. The
classioom obsewvers spet an ertire "Head $art day' in the classroom and, usng stardard
measures, assased various aspects of the classioom that were known indicators of quality.
Obsevers recadedthe setip of the dassioom, that is, the anount ard arangement of leaning
materials, ard the daly schedule of acivities. Obsewvers cainted the total number of children
ard addts presett in the dassroom. Obsewners dso measured he wamth, respasiveness and
prosocial disdpline pactces enployed by the teacters in interactions with the chidren.
Questonnaires completed by the teaclers piovided information alout the teacler's qudificatons
ard training.

In this report, we describe the nature of the quality in the FACES national sample of
HeadStart programs and classrooms, usng dat cdlected duing the ring of 1997. We present
findings showing the awerage qudity across d clasrooms, the aeasin which Head $art
classiooms appeard D stow drengths accaeding to the average quéity scaes, ard the areasin
which Head $art classrooms appeaed b show lower levels of qudity. The focus of these
findings is on the piocess &ements of program qualty, including the arangement of space ad
maerials in the classrooms the provision of early language stimulation and other learning
activities including gossimotor ard dramatic play actvities, the qudity of the teaclers
supewision of leaning actvities and wamith of interacionswith the children, and the provisions
for diversity, excepional childrenand paents. A brief description of the measuresis providedin
the secton titled "Classroom Obsewation Procedues! A more complete desciption of the
measures and the rationale for their use is provided in a sparate forthcoming techical report
(not part of this Performance MeasuresProgress Report).

Classroom Observation Procedures

The dassroom qudity data degribed were collected in the national field test of FACES
during the gring of 1997. Specilly trained dservers, eachof whom was present in one
classoom throughout one full “Head $art” day completed the following stardardized and
widdy used measires.

e The Assessment Rofile Schedulingscaé. This scak assesses the written plans for
classioom scheduling ard how classroom activities ae implemented.
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e The Asessment Rofile Leaming Environmentscde. This scde measuresthe variety of
leaning materials available in the dassroom that provide leaming expeliences in small
muscle/manipulatives, <elf-help, at, dramalrole play, science, math, language,
nutrition/health, and diversity.

e The Early Childhood Environment Rting Scale ECERS). This measure cansists of 37
items measuring a wde variety of qudity related proceses occuring in the clasroom,
including routines, teaclker-child interaction paticulary in the use of language, leamning
activities, classroom tone, credive, dramatic, ard gross am fine motor acivities,
equpment ard furnishings ard daff and paent facilities The ECERS items were rated
on a seven-point scale, with the following anchors: (1) inadequate, (3) minimal, (5)
goad, ard (7) excellent. An overall qudity rating for ead classioom wasthen obtained
by averagng the scaes acoss dl items.

e The Arnett Scale D Caregiver Behavior. This is a rting scde do teacker behavior
towards the children in the dass. It consists of 26 tems that assesshe teaclers
sensitivity, punitiveness,detachrrent, pemissiveness, ard the teaclers’ encouragament of
child =lf-help.

The dassroom observers were aso trained to observe individual children during freeplay
interacting with other chidren ard with teaclers, usng the Howes Peer Play Scale. This
measure involved etensive, real-time behavioral observations of sudy children over random 20
secand intervals. While these da are important becausehey will provide relatively objecive
evidence for the children's devdopment in non-cognitive, social domains, they are dill
undergoing andyses ard ale rot presemed in this report.

Reallts of Classroom Data Collection Efforts

The Sping 1997 daa collection in classrooms was highly successful. Classroom data
were collectedin all 40 programs ard atleas one chsroom wasobservedin 156 ait of the 157
possible centers. A total of 403 dassrooms out of 414 pasible wee observed for a mmpletion
rate of 97 pecernt. Agreement betweentwo independat observers in a @smple of classrooms
averaged 91 peent for the Assesgnent Profile and 86 percert aciossal ECERS scdes (which
includes direct hits ard being df by one an a ven-point scale). The< findings indicate the
obsewers in the dassioom were well-trained and followed the caing criteriain assigning scaes
for program qudity.

A. Head Sart Classrooms asChild Devdopment Environments

Thumbnail Sketch of a "Typical" Head Start Classroom

Before preserting the quartitative findings it is usful to desribe what typicdly happens
in a Head &t classioom. The following desdption is drawn from obsewations actoss many
Head Start classiooms and represeits a composite view o a typical Head Sart classioom,
looking at their srengths and weaknesses. This is not an attempt to fully capture the "ideal"
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Head Start classioom, but rather to give a flavor for what happensin most clasrooms, ard is
based on an amalysis of the ECERS scales.

The HeadStart classioom looks much like anyother certer-based pesdool program or
classroom, with the room divided into several leaming aeasby low shelves The wadls are
decaated with bright, colorful posters ard children’'sartwork. The typicd classroom usudly has
a housekeemg areawith child-sizedkitchen furnishings ard props to erhance damatic play, a
block area wth a varety of different sized blocks and toy trucks ard figures to use with the
blocks, ard anart areaequpped wth eesels, pant ard drying racks A "sand table" with shovels,
pals and pladic nmolds can double to hold water or dried beans or other credive play materials.
The Head &t classioom usudly has a quet area, containing chidren'sbooks am some have
sdft, uplolstered rniture, sepaated from the rest of the oom. There is usuwally an open space
with a g or cushons desgned for large group acivities like circle time. Findly, there is an
outdoor play area cataining dfferent types of equpment for gross-motor play, such asa jungle
gym, climbing bars and possibly outdoor dramatic play equipmernt. Many Head Start classroons
have other leaming aeas,including a seence a math area, a flannel story board to tell a story,
ard alistening sttion for a rumber of children to heara sbry or sang on tape Today, many
classes dso have computers with educaional software for the chidren to use.

Most classroom schedules are pasted n the mom andidentify key activities during a dg.
In many high-qudity HeadStart classrooms, there is a gabd balance between structured, teacler-
led activities with spedfic leamning objectives, ard nore openended freeplay times for children
to leam through manipulating different play materials and dojects on their own, and through
ergagng in dramatic or preterd play. Teacters in high-qudity classrooms where there ae many
aduts for eachchild are able to do more individudized ard small group adivities wth the
children, helping children with patticular leaning reeds

When children first arive ard are greetd bythe teaclers, there is "circle ime" in which
the teacler leads he dass in songs, stories, the asgnment of classroom duties to individud
children, ard a brief lessan on a leamning topic related to the theme for the week, suchasfarms,
patterns or colors. Following circle time, the children usually have approximately 45 minutes of
freeplay indoors or they will go oudoorsto play on the center's playground equipmernt. During
free play, leaming centers ae awilable in which children have a cloice of different acivities
spedfically aranged b teachdifferent skills through play. An example of a learning center in
many classrooms is an art table aranged with children's scissors, glue anl old magazines ard
supevised bya teacler or volunteer. At this table the children make collages,choosing pictures
with paticular contert related to the dassroom theme. A mid-morning snack is precededby
supewised hand washing, ard it is followed by another quiet adivity such as sorytelling o
singing songs. If free play occurs in the eatty part of the norning, there is usudly an outdoor
play peliod after the quet time. This leadsinto cleanup, wasing hands, and lunch. Typicadly,
lunch congists of a well-baanced hat meal of meat, vegetables, sarch, milk and dessert. It is
usudly followed by supewised poth-brushing and then quiet play acivities, sometimes usng
puzdes or fine-motor manipulatives, or the teacler reads aather sory. Full-day programs have
naptime, which is uaudly followed by a supewnised kathroom break ad hand wasing, then an
afternoon srmack. There may also be outdoor play if weaher and time pemit. At the er of the
day, the children gater in their circle agan and sng afarewell song before their depature.
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Many Head Sart programs operate anly half-day sesions, for appoximately threeand
one-half hours, with a condensed program in which neptime is omitted ard only one perod eat
of freeplay and outdoor play are piovided. Frequenly programs have double sssions with pat-
day classes in both the norning ard aternoon.

The tone of most HeadStart classrooms may best be descibed as "chn but busy,” with
relaxed stff who supevise the children, reinforce cogeration and sharing, and show physicd
warmth ard frequent smiling. Teaclers setthis tone in the dassioom by providing for smooth
trarsitions ketweenactvities so that the chidren are heppy and engaged in a wide range o
stimulating play actvities. There seens to be mutual respectard sharing anong children and
aduts. Teaclers pomote leadeship and séf-help sklls, ard asist children to make choices
during actvity periods.

The Qualty of Most Head Sart Classroomsis Good

Data collected in FACES as&s®s te three dmensons of program qudity: process,
structure ard teacler backgiounds. All three dmensons converge b indicate thatthe quaity of
Head $art classioomsis goad ard alove that usualy found among center-based pesdools.

The Early Childhood Environment Rating Scaé (ECERS). A major finding d the
Spiing 1997 FACES wasthat the overall average ECERS <ore for the 403 chssrooms in the
national sample was4.9 (with a dardad deviation of 0.6). The ECERS povides labels for
sdected scde points that derote a level of qudity asaciated with the scée <ore. Thus, a scoe
of 1 on the 7point scde is considered 'inadequag”, while 3 is given the labe of "minimal
qudity"”, 5islabeled "good qualty" and 7 is termed "excdlent qudity.” Table 11.1 displays the
digtribution of FACES classroons along these ECERS scale points. Seventeen percernt of the
Head $art classooms wee given average etings of 6 or higher” which indicaies qudity
between "good" and "excellent,” which we will call "excellent” quality. We found that, in trying
to group chssroomsinto a "low" qudity catgay, we could not use he "minimal” labd becase
only 1.5 perent of classiooms had an average scae of 3 ard no classiooms hadanaveragescae
lower than 3. Howewer, 22 pecert of the clhssrooms scaed 4 or lower ard so we used his as
the boundary for what we call " lower” quality. Sill, "lower" quality in FACES does nat mean
the sa;]e as 'minimal," becaus the FACES sanple classiooms generally had higher qudity
Scaes:

Figure 1.1.1 displays a canparison of the average ECERS scaes, ard the range (within 2
stardard devitions), between the FACES sample and previous studies d center-based
presclools. This figure shows that the FACES mean of 4.9 was onsiderably higher than the
averagequdity found in commercial child-care a cerer-based pesdool programs. Also, the
variability of the FACES scaes wasdss none of the programs in the FACES sample fell belov

2 The averagescoreswere roundel off to the whole numbe refleding the d oses scale point, so thata sore of 6 o highe includesscoresof 5.5
or greater. A score of4 a lower includesscoresof 449 orless.

% These reaults are based onthe unweighted data. However, class-level weights were computed andthe weighted results did nd differ. In this
report, only the results from unweighted data were given. A forthcoming technica report will provide results from weighted data, including
standard error egimates
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the "minimal” score of 3, dthough 1.5 percert were at the "3" level. At the same time, the
FACES aweragequdity scae ard variability were amost identical to those found in an eatier
study that included a sanple of Head $art classrooms. The lowestECERS scoeswere reported
by two large sudies d center-based pesdiool programs, while reported scaesfor school-based
ard ron-profit child-care cetters wee slightly higher (although not & the same levels as te
Head $art classiooms).

Table 1.1.1. Distribution of Classrooms by ECERS Mean Score

ECERS Labds ECERS Score Pacent of
Classiooms
Inadequae 1 0
2 0
Minimal 3 15

4 200

Good 5 615

6 170
Excdlent 7 0

100%

Source:Head Start Family and Child Experierces Survey (FACES)
Spring, 1997 Daa

Note: Therewere 395 dassiooms with valid s@mres. Mean saores were
rounded to thenearest sa@le poirt.
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Figure 1.1.1 Classroom Quality Compares Favorably to Other Preschool Programs
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The conclusion from these findingsis that Head $art classrooms do not have the same
"bottom" to the distribution that is found in other presclool center-based pograms. Further, a
comparison with other studiessuppatsthe \alidity of the ECERS scoresfor the FACES retional
sample of Head Sart programs and suggess that HeadStart classrooms in general have higher
gudity than most certer-based edy childhood programs. A possble explanation for these
findings is that the existing efforts towards nonitoring program stardards in Head $art have had
the desred effect of bringing dl programs above the minimal stardard of qudity. Two other
domains of program qudity, structural aspect suchas class $ze ard child:addt ratio, ard
teacker backgounds, further suppat the findings from these proces measires of program
qudity.

Group Siz and Child:Adult Ratio. Structural aspets of program qudity, sud as ¢ass
size, child:adut ratio ard teacter backgiounds, further suppat the caxclusion that the qudity of
many Head $art classrooms is good ard higher than other certer-based pesdool programs.
Accarding to daa collected by FACES observers at two separate time periods during their stay
in the dassioom, the rumber of children preset per class (class size) averaged136. The 75"
percertile of classrooms averaged 19 chidren, while the 25" percentile avemged 112 chidren.
The class sizes found in FACES sugges that nost Head $art programs sampled in this sudy
meetor exceed be nonitoring stardards dready in place.
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The avemgechild:adut ratio for the FACES Head $art classiooms was 5 chidren per
adut, which is dsofar beterthanthe NAEY C accedtation stardard of eight or fewer threeyear
oldsor 10or fewer four yearolds for eachadut. Thisratio aso exceeds he Head &rt Program
Performance Sardards of 7.5 to 85 or fewer three yearolds or 10 or fewer four year olds per
adut. The 75" perentile of classpoms aeraged 67 chidren per adut, whereas he 25"
percertile of classrooms averaged 43 chidren per addt. Again, even the wast quater of the
Head Start classiooms in the FACES sample had fewer children per adut than the NAEYC
accedtation and Head $art Program Performance sardards.

These child:adut ratios were based @ the ttal number of aduts in the dassoom
reported by FACES obsewers, aveaged aarsstwo distinct time petiods. The ratios included
parents ard other volunteess in the dassroom, as long as tey were acively involved in
classioom acivities. Howewer, the Head &rt Program Performance Stardards ard the NAEY C
stardards for child:adult ratio only count pad professonal staff, soit is hard to compare. The
method by which HeadStart classrooms were abk to have more favorable chid:adut ratios was
primarily through volunteerassstance,further undedining the importance of parent involvement
as a catributor to overall program qudity in Head $art.

These findings indicate that structural aspgects o qudity are important factbors
distinguishing Head Start classrooms from other presclool setings. Head $art classboms
provide substantially beter child:adult ratios than curent stardards aml, as we sHl see,this
facor plays an importart role in the linkage beveenHead Sart program qudity and children's
developnent.

Lead Teachea Characteristics. HeadStart lead eacters wee overwhelmingly female,
with only a handful (five) of male teaches. While this is not in itsdf surprising, it is remarkable
how few males wee teachng Head $art (compared to the number of males teaching
kindergaitenard the piimary grades). Onawerage,leadteaclers had been teaching in HeadStart
for 75 yeas and they had been teachng for anawerage ¢ 117 yeass in all educatonal setings.
Thus, teaclers spet most of their teaching caees in HeadStart classrooms. Howewer, there was
a wide range o teaching experience. Approximately one-fifth of the leadteacters were relatively
new, having been teaching in Head $art for less than two years, while one-quater had been
teaching in Head $art for ten yeass a more.

Head Start lead taclers had good teaching qudifications, but lower than those of
teaclers in public elementary sdools. Ore-third of the Head Start lead teacters had an
undemgraduae degeeor higher, ard another 35 pecert had ome college experience. HeadStart
teaclers were gererally betveen30 ard 50 years o age wth 32 pecert in the 40 b 49 yearage
group ard arother 30 pecert in the 30 b 39 yearage goup. Fifty-eight percert belongedto a
national professional association for early childhood educators (e.g. NAEYC, NHSA, NEA).
Neally three-quaters reportedtaking at leastone caurse n child devdéopment or eaty childhood
educaion. In terms d racial and ethnic backgound, 31 pecert of the teaclers were African-
American, 25 percent were Hispanic, 2 percent were Asian and the remainder were white.
Table 11.2 sunmarizes these bographical dai. The dat reveal that Head $art lead eaclers
are expelienced and qudified b teacheaty childhood educaion.
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Table 1.1.2 Head Start Teachers Are Experiencedand Qualified

Count Tale %
TOTAL YEARS TEACHING
1-4 YRS 79 196%
5-9 YRS 113 280%
10-14 YRS 90 223%
15-19 YRS 49 122%
20+ YRS 72 179%
Total 403 100%
YEARS TEACHING HEAD START
1-2 YRS 84 208%
3-4 YRS 80 199%
5-9 YRS 132 328%
10+ YRS 107 26.6%
Total 403 100%
HIGHEST LEVEL OF EDUCATION ACHIEVED’
HIGH SCHOOL 36 7.1%
ASSOQATE DEGREE ORVOC TECH DIPLOMA 129 25.4%
ATTENDED COLLEGE 177 349%
UNDERGRAD DEGREE 150 296%
GRADUATE DEGREE 15 3.0%
Total 507 100%
NUMBER OF QOURSES QOMPLETED IN EARLY CHILDHOOD
0 113 276%
1 85 208%
2 55 134%
3 156 381%
Total 409 100%
AGE CATEGORY
18-29 60 147%
30-39 124 305%
40-49 132 324%
50-59 70 172%
60-69 18 4.4%
70 OR OLDER 3 0.7%
Total 407 100%
MEMBER OF EARLY EDUCATION ASSOQATION
NO 172 421%
YES 237 579%
Total 409 100%
TEACHER ETHNICITY
Black 130 313%
Hispanic 104 251%
Asian 9 2.2%
White 172 414%
Total 415 100%

" Teache education data based on Fall 1997data colledion.
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B. Srengths and Weaknesesin Head Sart Classrooms

The ECERS measue d qudity (descibed an page 18) as an assesment of the
classioom processescan help to identify those aeasin Head Start where classrooms show
strengths, as wél as areas vihere Head &rt classiooms may require sane improvement.

Quality of Language Curriculum Is Strong in Sorre Areas, Weak in Others

Children's leamning of language is a cemral focus d Head $art curicula. Usng the
ECERS, we canidentify activities in the dassroom that support high qudity eaty language and
literacy expeliences. The language shscde of the ECERS consists of four items asssesng
expressive and recepive language agvities, informal use o language in the classioom, ard
activities related to thinking and reasming tasks guchas seoting or classification).

The andysis of the FACES Sping 1997 daa reveakd that Head $art classrooms were
strong in two aras €lated to language: recepive language acvities and informal use o
language m the dassroom (see Fgure 11.2). Many classrooms (33 pecert were rated
"excellent") provided a \ariety of books ard planned actvities such as<ory telling ard flannd
story boards Thes weke aimed atimproving chidren's understanding o language for example,
their vocahulary, leamning letters ard cdors, leaning rumbers, etc. Teaclers dso provided gad
role modds throughout the day in usng language ad in facilitating children's responses to
guestions beyond simple yes/no or short arswers.

Figure 1.1.2 Head Start Classrooms are Strong in Some Areas o Language Curriculum
But Weak in Others
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ECERS Items

Thirty percent of clasroons received an "excellent” rating on the ECERS item labeled
"informal use of language:" Thatis, staff used bBnguage ¢ exchange information with children
ard for social interaction, and in many classrooms, saff verbally expanded an ideas presented by
the chidrenand encouraged cHidren to expard their vocalulary and urderstanding.
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Howewer, there were seweral areas where Head &t classiooms neededimprovement
(see Fgure 11.2). In terms of acivities to gimulate thinking and rea®ning, 33 pecert of
classooms recaved lower ratings (4 or below). There was adck of planned or structured
activities that ercouragedchildren to ergage n sating or classificaton tasks wth objects a to
ergace in causeeffect reasming alout daiy events ard sequeces of events. Thirty-one percert
of classooms recaved lower ratings caxceming the povision of suficient acivities and
materials to gimulate the chld's expressve language skls, that ercouraged cHdren to talk and
express their own ideas. Activities d this type include ecdling what eachchild did duiing free
play, teling their own stories, or show-and-tell activities.

These esuts dso reveal the importance d the language subscae of the ECERS ard its
link to children's development. Although language inthe Head Sirt program is an important
factor relating classroom quality to children's developnertal progress, it is also useful to look at
other aspeds of qudity that may contribute to children’s instruction in Head $att.

Other Areasof Strengths and Weaknesses in Head Start Classrooms

The 37 items in the ECERS neasire covered pewsonal care, furnishings language anl
reasming activities, gross and fine notor adivities, creaive actvities, sccial acivities, and
provisions for aduts and teaclers. Eachitem was caledon a 7point scde as dsclibed eatfier.
To identify strengths, we looked prmarily at those items where atleast 30 pecert of the Head
Start classiooms recaved scoes d 6 or 7, which indicates "ecellent” qudity (seeFigure 1.1.3).
To identify weakneses, we looked d those items where more than 50 pecert of the dassiooms
recaved scaesof 4 or lower on the 7-point scde, since o classiooms scoed bwer than 3 (see
Figure 1.1.4). We termed hes dassooms “lower’ quality. The following summarizes hese
strengths and weakesses byfirst listing the title o the relevant ECERS item (from the figures)
ard then providing a desription of the key findings

Strengthsin Head Start Classrooms

e Provisons for exceptional childmn: Many provisions ard planning for excepional
children (58 pecert "Excellent").

e Routine cag, personal grooming,toileting: Wide varety of furniture and emphads on
routines such asmeals and shacks, toileting ard personal grooming (38 percert to 57
percent "Excellent”).

e Supevision (gross motoractivitieg: Good supewision of children's outdoor acivities
(54 pecert "Excellent”).

e Provisons for parents High level of parent involvement in the program (51 pecernt
"Excellent”).

e Tone: Classroom atmosphere was"calm but busy” (43 pecert "Excellent”).
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e ScheduleBalanced daly classroom schedue of acivities (33 pecert "Excellent").

Figure 1.1.3 Areas ofHigh Quality in Head Start Classiooms
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Weaknesses in Head Start Classrooms

e Cultural awareness. Insufficient multi-cultural awaeness (75 pecert "Lower").
e Space to be aloneLittle spacdor a chid to be aone (73 pecen "Lower").

e Child-related dsplay: Displays in the classroom were often not the children's own
work (70 percent "Lower").

e Adult Personal Area: Few areaswere available for the staff to relax or meet with
parents (61 pecert "Lower").

e Dramatic play: Dramatic play areas in the dassoom primarily focused o
housekeepng and did not ercourage pay related to work or transportation roles (62
percert "Lower").

e For relation and comdrt: Classroomns did not have enough softness or cozy areas (51
percert "Lower").
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Figure1.1.4 Areas ofLower Quality in Head Start Classrooms
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We did not conduct gparate aralysesof how thes individud ECERS items were linked
to children's devdopment, but rather we used he overall ECERS scae (descibed ealier).
Howewer, the strengths ard weakiesses ae importart to identify because hey contribute to an
overall composite of what definesa high-vs. low-quality Head $art classroom. When overall

variation in program qudity is asesed, the stengths ard weakesses povide insight into those
faciors producing variation in qudity.

How Quality VariesAcross Programs, Certers, and Classes

Earlier, we reported that the lowest quality Head Start classrooms were ill higher than
many commercial presdiools and day care ceiters am that there was a 'tbor” to the levels of
quality in Head Start. No programs were given less than a "minimal” rating of 3 of a possible 7
points ard, the lowed score by any classroom was 3.25 on the 7point scale. This finding dees
not mean that all programs were of equvalent qudity. In FACES, we found that there was
considerable variation in program qudity aclossthreelevels: HeadStart clasrooms, certers, ard
programs. Classrooms are the nost elemental level, where individud children experience Head
Start, but classiooms are patt of the larger Head $art certer. A number of Head $art ceriers
together comprise a HeadStart program. The factthat significant variation exists at all of these
levels suppats continued dforts to improve program monitoring that involves al threelevels.
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An important finding from the FACES Sping 1997 aalysis wasthat appoximately one-
third of the variation in classioom qudity (accading to the ECERS mean scaesacrossall 37
items) could be attributed © eachof the three kvels: clasroom, certers, ard programs (see
Figure 11.5). Slightly more variation occurred & the dassroom ard the program levels than at
the certer level. Thirty-six percent of the variation in qudity occured & the program level and
thirty-five pecent of the variation in qudity occured atthe dassioom level, compared to
twerty-nine pecert atrributable to variation acioss ceters. Thesefindings indicate that, within
a gven Head $art program, clasrooms in the sane center tended © stow more variation in
qudity compared with classpoms acpss caters that are ako pat of the same program).

Figure 1.1.5 Classroom Quality Varies Across Rograms ard Centers
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Variation in classroom qudity that occurred d the clssioom level can be traced,for the
most patt, to the individud teaclkers who were in chage d ead classroom. This suggess that
monitoring and efforts to improve qudity must addess dfferences in teader competence,
training and expelience. Varation in qudity acioss Head Sart certers suggess the role of the
Center Director ard the Educatonal Coordinator in maintaining qudity, providing resourcesto
teaclers, ard determining pdicies that affect qualty across dassiooms in the same cener.
Findly, the relatively larger variation in qudity that wasfound atthe piogram level indicates hat
faciors at the level of the piogram's agankaton, sud as esaurces, staff sdaries, training
policies, management pradices, and pethaps suppat from the cammunities in which the
programs operate, all have a sgnificant impact on qudity. This suggests that monitoring
activities and quality improvement efforts slould be targeted towards programs in spedfic
regions of the country or specfic types & communities tat have been found to have lower
program qudity, on averlge. We now turn to variables at the program level that are correlated
with program qudity, including region, urbanicity and socio-ecanomic circumstarces of the
families participating in Head Start.
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Geographic/Demographic Correlates of Classroom Quality

A setof aralyses wee conducted to identify whether classioom qudity differed by three
faciors These wriables wee those originally sdected as stratifiers for the nationally
represetiative sample of Head $art programs:

e Theregionin which the Head &t program waslocated (Northeast Midwest, South or
West);

e Urbanicity (urban vs. rura); and

e Percentage ofminority families, high (50 pecert or more) or low (less than 50
percert).

These analysesused ®veral measures of classroom qudity, including the ECERS mean
scaes,the Arnett teacter ratings, ard chid:adut ratio. HeadStart programs in the South had
significantly lower qudity ratings, compared © programs in the oher regions, whereas those
from the Westard Northeastrevealed sgnificantly higher qudity ratings, on average (Figure
1.16a) There wee no sgnificant differences by urbanicity, that is, whether the Head Start
program served primarily urban or rural families. Head Start programs in communities serving a
higher concentration of minority families (50 pecent or more of families enrolled) hed
significartly lower quality ratings on the ECERS mean score than programs with fewer than 50
percent minority families enrolled (Figure1.16b).

However, there were dso significant relationshps among region, urbanicity and minority
concentration that highlight somewhat more complex paterns for program qudity. For example,
Head Start programs sewving high concentrations of minority families tended © be located n
urban areas vhile Head Sart programs with low concentrations d minority families were
located in rural areas. In the South, howewer, programs in rural areas éso tended b have high
concertrations of minority families

When looking across all three measures of program quality, some consistert geographic
patiems emerged. For the nost pat, programs with significantly higher qudity scores were
those in the Northeastard the West located n rura areas. These pograms also had relatively
low concentrations of minority families. In the South, there were no or only slight differences in
qudity for programs in rural versus urban areas and for programs with low versus high
concentrations of minority families. Consstently, programs in the South had significantly lower
quality scores, while rural programs in the West ard Northeastrevealed sgnificantly higher
qudity scores
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ENHANCE
children’s healthy growth
and de velopm ent.

Part 2. How Well IsHead Sart Fulfilling Its Objective of Enhancing Child Growth and
Devebpment?

As symbolized byits dace atthe top of the Rrogram Performance Measues pyramid, the
ultimate goal of Head $att is, “to erhance the saial competerce d children from low-income
families.” Socal competncehas been ddined by the Head &rt Bureau as;'a child's everyday
effectiveness in deding with both the presem envionment ard later respansibilities in school
ard life.” For the five-yearold child coming o the er of the presclool period, a key test of
sacial competenceis how well he a she functions and adusts o the demands of kindergaiten
ard dementary school, what is often cdled school readiness. Ore d the piimary objectives
suppating the gal of social competerce and <chool readness is Objectve 1: to erhance
children’s hedthy growth ard deelopment.

There are sewra different kinds d skills, accanplishments, ard behaviors that are
relevant to a chid's sccial competence and sdiool readness. One component consists of ealy
languageleamning, percepualmotor skills, ard camprehension capdilities that are essetial if
readng, writing, ard aiithmetic skills are later to be leamned. Another component is made up of
basic sacial skills (following adut directons, sharing, cogerating, waiting one’s turn, etc.) that
erable the dild to function smoothly in group stuations without giving up hs or her own goals
ard values. Other components consist of acquring paitive behaviors that foster leaming and
avoiding a growing out of negative behavior paterns that are self-limiting a disruptive of group
situations. Examples d behavior patems that foster leaming ae keing cuious, exploring, being
able to focus anl sustain attention on atask, having canfidence in one’s owvn ablities b master
new challenges being persistent in the face of temporary setbacks, etc. Exanples of problem
behaviors in young children are exrenme shyess a arxiety, chronic unhappiness a depesson,
frequent hitting or biting of other children, ard excesive depadence an or clinging to aduts.

The instruments usedin the Head &t Family and Child Expeliences Survey (FACES)
were desgned © tap eachof thesemajor componerts of sacial competerce. Children’s canitive
dewelopment ard ealy academic skills wee measued trough a direct child assessmrt
administered to each of the sample children by specally trained as®ssas. Children’s
developing sccial skills were asesed by means o standadized scalesfilled out by teaches and
parentsand through direct obgrvation of the childen’s social play, observations made during
multi-day visitsto Head $art certers. Children’s appoactes to leaning and problem behaviors
were aso capured through stardardized eacter ard paent reports, as well as trough scdes
completed by thérained assessors after they had canducted their one-on-one testing sessions
with the children.

28



Measuresof Change inSkills and Behavior Not Yet Available

The Head $&rt Program Performance Meaures framewak focuses a the degree of
changein children’s sill's, knowledge, ard behavior as key indicators of the exent to which
programs are enlancing dildren’s sccial competerce. And, indeed, when fully implemented,
FACES will take repeaed measures of children’s leaning aml behavior by means of the
aforementioned piocedues. Measuements will be taken in the Fall, at the beginning of the
Head Start year, and in the Spring, at the end of the year. Additional measurements will betaken
the following Spring, when the children are ather at the em of their secand yearin Head $art
(for younger children who attend the program for two yeass), or a the em of their kindergarten
year.

Howewer, the first sequece d “before-ard-after” child development measues has rot
yet been completed asof the wiiting of this report. Only the resuts d a large-scde, cross-
sectonal field test of the FACES kettery, caried ait in the Sping of 1997, are curertly
available.

Reseach Quesions That Can Be Addressedwith Curr ent Data

Despte the factthat only crosssectonal datatakenat asingle paint in time are curently
available, it is possble to usethese feld test resuts to give at least a peliminary answer to a
number of reseach questons that bear on the peformance d the Head &t program. These
guesionsinclude the following:

What are the school readness skills that Head $art children have as they prepae ©
erter kindergarten? Whatare the sklls they lack?

e How doesthe cognitive and sacial development of Head $art chidren compare with
the development of the gemral population of presciool children in the Unied Sates?
With that of other low-income children of presdool agenot atending center-based
programs?

e How much variation is there in children’s cognitive and saial development across
HeadStart programs? Across ceters within programs? Across dasses within centers?

e What are sane of the carelates d awerage dfferences in children’s cognitive and
social developmert?

QuedionsConceming the Link Between Rogram Quality and Children’s Devdopment

The Spring 1997 FACES field test daa canaso provide sme preliminary answers to
reseach questons about the connection betveenmeasues d Head $art program qudity and
indicators of children’s cognitive and sccial development. These dat can be usedto amswer
guesions such asthe following:
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e Isthere alink between the qudity of Head $art classioom environments ard children’s
cognitive and social development? Doesthe relationship hold up after controlling for
family backgound and chid characteristics?

e Which asgects o classroom qudity seen to make the most difference for children’s
cognitive and social development?

Before preseming the FACES findings appicable to these quesbns, we pesemn
information about the rumber ard ages 6 the chldren who were assessed dung the Soring
1997 daa collection, and the types of tasks with which they were presented.

Description of Head Start Children

In the Sping 1997 da& collecton petiod, which ran from April 14 through June 8th,
1997,FACES interviewers completed one-on-one asessments with 2,237 chidren, or 93 percent
of the planned total of 2,400 asessments. Of these, 1,856, or 83 percert, were conducted in
English, and 381,or 17 percert, in Spanish.

There were neaty equa proportions of boys (518 pecert) ard grls (482 pecen)
among the Head Start children. Almost half of the chidren were 4 years dd in the sping o
1997, alout one-third were 5 yeass old and 13 pecent were 3 years old. Almost threequaters
of the chidren had entered Head $art during the 199697 piogram year ard were in their first
yearof Head $art.

Approximately one-third of Head $art children were identified & African-American by
their primary caregvers, while 31 percent were idertified as wite, 25 pecert as Hspanic, 2
percert asAmerican Indian, ard just over 1 percert as Asian. Approximately 8 percent of the
children were identified a Other by their primary caregvers.

Primary caregvers reportedthat over 17 pecert of Head $art children had some kind of
physical or envotional disaility. The most prevalent types d disabilities eported wee
speedvlanguage inpairments, reported for 13 percert of Head $art chidren. Approximately 2
percert of Head $art children were reported to have an emotiond or behavioral disarder. In
addtion, about 2 pecert of the chidren sufered from some form of chronic health impairment
lasting six months or more (e.g., cerebral palsy, asthma, seizures).

A. Make-up of the Child Assessment

The FACES child asessnent consisted of a seres of tasks deigned to appmrise the
children’s cognitive and percepual-motor development in areassuch asword knowledge, letter
recagnition, ard phonemic awaeness. Thesetasks lave keen shown to be predctive of later
school achievement, eedally of later readhg proficiency and oral language kills (Horn &
Packad, 1985; Srow & al, 1995; Pianta & McCoy, 1997) The asessment required 3040
minutes perchid. For assessents canducted in English, the aveage (medan) duration was35
minutes. Idedly, it was dme samewhere in the Head &t certer that was quet ard free of
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distractions, at atabletop or desk m which the asssesa could show stimulus cards aml the child
could draw arl write. Saring procedues were relatively ssimple and objective, ard did not
require clinical judgment on the part of the assessors. Written parental permission was obtained
prior to conductng the asessment. We requesed hat paents not be presernt duiing the
assaegmnent. Information on how individual children did on the assegment was rot shared with
parents a the Head &rt program and did not go into children’s recads.

During the assesmnent, children were asked @ do the following:

e Téell higher own name, age,birthday, and addess,

e Show the nmeaning of spoken words by pointing to one of four pictures that kest
illustratedthe meaning o ead word;

e Copy smple desgns, suchas a @cle, a right argle, and a sar;

e Repeata seres of spdkennumbers, forwards aml backwads;

e Recanize cdors by name;

e Court picturedobjects amd sdve smple addtion and sitracion problems;
» Trace é&tters ard write ovn name; ard

e Show familiarity with sory books, urnderstanding of print conventions and
comprehension of asimple gory.

Several of the tasks included in the asssgnent were published tests with national norms,
so that the canitive development of Head $art children could be compared with that of the
gereral population of presdool-aged chidren in the Unted Sates. Theseincluded he Pealndy
Picture Vocahulary Test, Third Edition (PPVT-lll) (Dumn & Dunn 1997) and, from the
Woodcock-Johnson  Psycho-Educational  Battery-Revised  (WJR), the Letter-Word
Idertification, Applied Problems, and Dictation tasks (Woodoock & Mather, 1989. Some of the
tasks had dso been used in eatier sudies of Head Sart ard other young children from low-
income families, so that the development of today’s Head Start children might be compared with
that of these edrer groups.

Additional measures were used to assess children’s social, enotional developnert, and
behavior. Both the Rarent ard Teacler Interviews include etings o children’s pasitive behavior
aswell as kehavior problems drawn from the Rersonal Maturity Scale (Alexander ard Entwisle,
1988) the Social Skills Rating System (Elliott, Gredham, Freeman, ard McCloskey, 1988) ard
the Child Behavior Checklist for Presclool-Aged Children (Achenbach, Edelbrock ard Howell,
1987) The Teacler Quesionnaire includes items from the same scales, as well as from the
High/Scqpe hild Obgrvation Report (COR) (High/Scee Educdional Reseach Foundaton,
(1992) In the latter instrument the teacker rates the child’s progress in areassuch as expression
of feelings, sacial problem-sdving, creaive representation ard music/movement. In addtion,
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classroom observers rated the @mntert ard camplexity of children’s play behavior usng the
Howes Peer Play Scale (Howes 19801987. Data on child social skills from the teacler
interviews are included in this report. Data on the remaining socio-emotionad measures will be
included n later techncd reports.

Growth in Skills and Knowledge with Age

Although the Sping 1997 FACES asessments were conducted duiing a single time-
period at the erd of the Head &rt year, when the raw-scae resuts weke aralyzed bythe ages b
the chidren most of the tasks gae evidence d a ckar age pogresson. That is, on average,5-
yearolds in Head $art did better on the tasks han4-year-olds, ard 4-year-olds did beter than 3-
yearolds. Moreover, when the ae-year agegroups wee suldivided acording to whether
children’s birthdays were in the first or second half of the year, older 4-year-olds generally did
better than younger 4-year-olds, and older 3-year-olds did better than younger 3-year-olds.

The age pogresson may be dearly sea in Figure 12.1, which shows averageraw scaes
on the Realmdy Picture Vocahulary Test by age,for six-month age goupsof Head $art children
who recaved he English-language asessment in the Sprng 1997 FACES. The median raw
score wert from 30 for the youngest age goup (3 yeass, 0 nonthsto 3 years, 5 months) to 46 for
children who were a year older (4 years, 0 nonths to 4 years, 5 nonths) to 57 for children who
had turned 5 bythe end of the previous cdendar year. Striking growth with agewasalso evident
in the Woodcock-Johnson Applied Problems (math) subtest ard Dictation (eaty writing skills)
subtest as vell as dher assegsent tasks.

The increase n raw scaeswith agewasnot only found in the median or mean scaesfor
the age goups, but also in the first quatile ard third quatile scores. That is, children in the
lowest quater and highest quater of the peformance dstribution also showed firly stead/
growth in their skill s and knowledge 6ee Fgure 12.1). Notice, though that children atthe third
guatile in the youngest agegroup had scaesthat were neatty ashigh as hose of childrenin the
oldest age goup who were a the first quatile. Growth in age énded © be in parallel acrossthe
groups;there waslittle evidence d convergence betweenthe top, middle, ard bottom groups
with increasing age.

Theseresuts indicate that most of the sklls and knowledge aeas appised in the
FACES Child Assesment were “developmentally appopriate”; i.e., they were capailities that
children were geting better & armd damains about which children were becaming more
knowledgeable over the age span covered by Head $art. Howewer, not al of the skll aress
covered in the original FACES Assesment showedthe same kind of clearcut progress wth age
that recepive wocabulary, apdied math, ard eaty writing skills dsplayed. Some of the tasks
provedto be too difficult for a sulstantial fraction of the Head $art children, even those wio
were among the ddestin Head $art. As a cansequence, the Chid Assesment battery has been
reshaped somewhat to make it more sutable for children in this age ange who are from low-
income families. The revised hettery is beang used in the main FACES dda collection,
conducted in the Fall of 1997 ad the Sping of 1998.
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Figure1.2.1
Head Start Children's Knowledge of Word Meaning Shows aClear Progression with Age
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B. What Head Start Children Know and Can Do AsThey ApproachKindergarten

The Sping 1997 asessment results provide a rmtionally representative picture o what
Head Start children know ard can do asthey complete the program year ard prepae  erter
kindergatten These desriptive results are kased on the performance of 1,051 children in the
FACES sample who were 4 years old bythe end of the previous cdendar year (i.e., by December
31,1996) ard hence wauld be of the prexribed agefor entering kindegarten in the fall in most
states. The profile is basedon the median performance levels of the chidren in this 4-yearold
agegroup. (Children who had alread, turned five atthe e of the previous yearwere exduded
in cdculating thesemedians. Also excluded wee children who had not yet turned 4 athe erd of
the cdendar year, even though same of these bildren may have been 4 at the ime they were
asessed. Recdl thatthe asessments were carried ait betweenApril 1€ ard June 8th of 1997)
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FACES found that a “typical” 4-yearold completing Head Start could perform the
following cognitive tasks:

e Téell hig’her full name ard age
e ldertify ten basc cdors by name;
e Show the meaning o basic shape ad acion words;
e Court four objects ard lve smple addtion and subtraction problems;
e Use a pedl to copy a drcle or letters like “Z” and “E”;
e Correctly repeata seres d 4 spkendigits;
e Showthe front cover of asory book and open it to gart reading; ard
e Answerample factud queston alout a siory thatis read b him/her.
Clearly, then the typicd child completing Head $art knows things axd pcssesesskills
that attest to a gaspof the udiments of eaty literacy and numeracy and dgnify a readness b
lean more in kindergaiten Head $art chidren canlisten and comprehend what they have head,
have at leasta tasic knowledge d word meanings, know shapesknow cdors, show familiarity
with books arl sbry readng, can court several objects, canperform simple arithmetic, can usea
perctil to drawor write letter-like shapes, ard can demonstrate much of what they have leamned in
a stuctured assessent situation.
Most children completing Head $art have also leamed many of the saial skills they will

needin the kindegarten classioom. Accarding to the Head &t teacters quesibned in FACES,
majorities of 4-year-old suderis showed he following paitive scial behaviors “very often”:

e Using free time in acceptable ways (65%);

e Helpingin putiing work materials away (64%);

e Following the teacter s directions ©0%);

e Joining in activities without being told (55%);

e Following the ules when playing games (55%); ard

e Waiting their turn in games (54%).

34



At the same time, the FACES resuts showed that there wee a rumber of things that
typicd soon-to-be graduae of Head $art could not yet do. Among these wee the following:

» Tell higher home addess;

e |dentify most letters of the dphabet;

e Show the meaning o less basic shape a&d acion words;

e Copy more complex geametric figures,like a sar or palelogram; and

e Know that you go fom left to right ard top to bottom when readng English text.

There wee aso sccial skills that most Head $art children had not yet mastered atthe erd
of the year Accarding to their teaclers, less tan half of the graduaing four-yearolds showed
the following sklls “very often”: acceping classmates ideas for play (47%) ard inviting others
to join in activities @3%). Only about a quater gave compliments  classmates“very often,” or
did not get upset when teagd byother children.

None of the cognitive or sccial skills mentioned above is “required” for admission to
kindergaiten Indeed,same of them, like keing ale to tell your home addess, are things that
children work on leamning in most kindergarten programs. On the oher hand, many middle-class
prescloolers havealread/ leamed to do these hings before ertering kindergaiten Furthermore,
if Head Start children lack saone eaty literacy and sacial skills, it may contribute to later
difficulties in elementary school (Horn & Packad, 1985; Pianta & McCoy, 1997; Snow et al.,
1995)

How the Cogrntive Devebpment of Head Start Children ConparesWith That of the
General Population of Preschoolers

There were four tasks in the FACES Child Assesment for which norms were available
that could be used 6 compare the peformance d the sanple of Head $art children with that of
a lroad crosssecton of presdool-aged dildren. These weke the Pealondy Picture Vocaklulary
Test -- Third Edtion (PPVT-I1); and, from the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery
- Revised(WJ-R), the Letter-Word Idertification, Applied Problems, ard Dictation tasks. These
measured chidren’s word knowledge, prereadng skills, eaty courting and arithmetic skills, ard
prewriting Kill' s, respectively. The publshed norms tables from thesee asessments were usedto
convert the raw scaesachieved by FACES childreninto gardard scaes an pecertile ranks for
children of the sane age goup. (The overall means of the stardard scaes for the national
stardardization samples are &t a 100 with sardard deviations of 15)
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We focusagan on those Head Start children who were four-years-old by the end of the
previous cdendar year, ard hencewould normally be begnning kindegarten in the Fall. These
children had median stardard scaes d amost 90 a threeof the four tasks br which normative
data were available, within the central range o the natonal distribution of scaeson these &ésks.
The nedian stardard scaes wee 895 for the Realndy recepive vocabulary task; 889 on the
WJR Letter-Word Identification task; 89.4 on the WJR Applied Problems math task; and 86.3
onthe WJR Dictation prewriting task.

The upperfourth of gardard scoresfor 4-yearold Head Sart children were close to the
national mean of 100 o all of the four tasks. These values are 980 for the Realody recepive
vocabulary task; 97.4 on the WJ-R letter identification task; 98.5 on the WJR math task; and
1006 onthe WJR prewriting task.

Comparisons With Earlier Reseach Findings an Low-Income Children

Comparing Head $&rt children with all preschool-aged dildren is somewhat misleadng,
however, as middle-class children benefit from family resources that simulate early learning.
Indeed,the very reasm that the Head &t program wasbegun was b offer similar resources ©
poa chidren. Comparisons with eatier research studies sugges that the Head Start children in
FACES were performing alove the levels that would be expected for children from low-income
families who have not atended cetter-based pesclool programs. Earlier studies have found that
the stardad scaes of low-income children without presclool experience m tests like the
Pealndy Picture Vocahulary Test ard dmilar assegnents ae typicdly in the 82 © 85 range
(Hakins 1989;McKey et al, 1985;White, 198586). For some egedally disadvantaged low-
income populations, average scees d presdiool children in the high 70s have been reported.
For example, in the evauation study of the Camprehensive Child Development Program recently
completed by Abt Asscciates, average sardard scaes o the APV T-R for 1,110 control group
children aged 4yeas was 773 (Abt Associates 1997) Likewise, for a Phiadephia-based
sample of 200 4yearolds from low-income families who had been exposed to cacaine in utero,
stardard scoresaweraged 79findingsof Hallam Hurt, asreportedin Fitzgerald, 1997)

Thus these canparisons sugges thatthe caynitive assessment score attained by a typicd
4-yearold completing HeadStart was4 to 8 points higher than the scoe that a 4yearold from a
low-income family would be expected to achieve, if the latter child had no center-based
presciool experience. While this difference is relatively modest (one-quater to one-half a
stardard deviation), it does fall within the range that has lkeen deamed “educationdly
meaningful” (Roserthal & Rosnow, 1984, ard is in line with eatier findingson the immediate
effects of Head Start on children’s intellectud performance Haskins 1989, p. 277; McKey et
al., 1985) The stardard scores atained byHead Sart children in the FACES asessment were
also in line with results of prior research in which earlier editions of the PPV T were administered
to samples of Head Sart children (Mott & Quinlan, 1992;Lee,Brooks-Gunn & Schrur, 1988)
Of course,the sanples d children in the ealier studies weke smaller ard less represenative o
the retional Head Sart population.
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C. Variation in Children’s Cognitive Devebpment Across Head Start Programs

FACES found that there was gnificant variation in the avzerage @sessment pefformance
of children from different Head $art programs. For example, Figure 1.2.2 presens a stemand-
leaf diagam showing the mean stardard scaeson the APVT-III for al children assesd in
English in each of 38 Head Start programs (two programs in which dl children were assessed in
Spansh have been excluded) Thes means included he sores of 3-year-old ard 5-year-old
HeadStart children as wél as those of the 4yearolds dscussed albve, and the overall average
score across all 38 piograms was about 88. In the $x highest scoring programs, children’s
recepive vocahulary scaesstardamized br ageaganst the national norms aveaged 960 102
Thus, the average scoesin these pograms were ator close o national norms.

Figure 1.2.2 The Best Head Start Programs Have Average Assesament Scores at National Norms

102 PGO8
100
-QS- 98 PG02 PG20

96 PGO1 PG10 PG11

94
Average 92 PGO7 PG09 PG15 PG32 PG33 PG40
PPVT 90 PG25 PG29
Stardad Median 88 PG0O4 PG13 PG1l7 PG27 PG34 PG35 PG37
Soores 86 P&6 PGl2 PGl6 P&8 PG39

84 PG38

82 PG18 PG19
80 PGO3 PGO5 PGl14 PG31 PG36

-Q1- 78 PG23 PG26

76 PG30

74 PG21
Mean= 876
SD.= 149
Median= 88
Q1= 78
Q3= 98

Note: Eachcharacter block (e.g., “PG04”) represems one piogram in the FACES sample.
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The variance in children’s stardamdized \ocahulary scaes was pditioned into four
components. 1) that which was atributable to differences across programs; 2) that which was
due b differences acoss ceters within programs; 3) that which was atributable to differences
across claseswithin centers; and, findly, 4) that which was due ¢ differences aarss chidren
within classes. When this was done, by far the largest component was the variation in scores
within classiooms, which accainted for some 76 pecert of the total variance Figure 1.2.3). This
resut, which was paallel to those frequenly found in edwational research in higher grades
indicates hat the nmgjority of the variation in children’s asessment performance is attributable
not to what happens in the classroom or school, but to family background factors and individud
differencesin children’s talents ard experiences (Coleman et a., 1966; Jencks et al.,, 1972, pp.
84-93,146148;Bryce and Raudenbush, 1988,1992)

Figure 1.2.3 Thereis Significant Variation in Assessient Scores Across Hed Start Programs

Across Programs
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Across Genters
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Pacent Distribution of Variance in Children’s Vocabulary Test Saores
(Standardized for Age)

Despite the overriding importance of family background and individud <tudent
erdowments, the FACES aralysis showed that there was ddtisticdly significant variation in
average est sores acoss Head &t programs, with this component accaunting for 15 percert
of the total variance. To quote Anthony Bryk and Seplen Raudenbush, “This is consistent with
resuts typicdly encountered in crosssectonal studiesof sdool effects where 10%to 30 of
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the achievement variability is betweenschools” (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992,p. 188. Howewer,

Bryk and Raudenbush aso note that the results can be qute different when one looks at

differences n leamning rates, in which case a much larger portion of the variance may be ketween

schools. There will be oppartunity to look a differencesin sudent learning rates acioss Head
Start programs asmultiwave data from FACES became available. The variation acioss pograms

was brger thanthat acioss ceters within programs (which amounted to 4 percert of the total). It

wasalso larger than the varation acioss dasses within centers (which amounted b 5 pecert of

the total variance).

Geographic and Ethnic Variations in Program Assessment Scores

The FACES sample of Head $art programs was statified by three claracteristics: region
of the cauntry in which the piogram waslocated (Northeast Midwest, South or West); whether
the piogram waslocated n an urban orrural areg and whether the program served a stiden
population that waspredominantly a minority population in racial and etnic terms or one which
was less tan 50 pecert minority. Eachof these statification variables pioved to be related to
the average asesment scoesthat children in the piograms achieved.

Head Start programs in the South had dgnificantly lower avwerage asesment
scaesthan programs in the Midwest West, or Northeas. For example, the mean stardard scae
on the pcture vocahulary test was 846 for programs in the South, 885 for programs in the
Northeas, 900 for programs in the West, ard 916 for programs in the Midwest. (Figure 1.2.4)
As in the National Assesment of Educatonal Progress (NAEP) resuts for elementary students,
the programs that shrowedthe highest scoes n the Head &t FACES assesment seened b be
concentrated in the rorthern tier of states n the Midwest, West, ard East (U.S. Depatment of
Educaton, 1995,1997%.

Demographics Vasus Program Quality in Accounting for Achievement Differences

More deailed analyses of the FACES data have reveded that a good dealof the variation
in average asssgnent peformance was dued family background differences in the studen
population of varous programs. Howewer, a sgnificant pat of the \ariation acioss programs
seanedto be attributable to differences acoss pograms in the quaity of the aveage tassoom
environment. Analyses showing the relationship of program qudity faciors to children’s
assegment scaesin vocabulary, prereadng, eaty counting ard aithmetic skills, and prewriting
are summarizedin the rext secton.

The Link Between Chssroom Quality and Children’s Devdopment

As degribed in Pat Ore of this chaper, it was not just the krowledge, kills, and
behavior of individud children that were appiaised by the dag collecors in HeadStart FACES.
They also obseved wrat wert on in the Head &t classiooms they visited and made useof
well-edablished nstruments to do stardardized ratings of classroom procedues ard resources
that have bean found to be indicators of program qudity in other eaty childhood reseach. When
theseclassioom qudity ratings wee compared with the arerage scoes d children in the dasses
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on the assesment tasks, there wee significant correlations between the two. Head Start

classiooms that receved higher ratings an specfic aspecs o program qudity, sud as having
richer language @aming opportunities aso had children who performed dgnificantly better on

asssgnent tasks.

Figure1.2.4 AverageVocabulary Scores Are Lower in the South and in High—Minority Programs
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For instance,the ECERS Language Sda& gauge the variety and cdiber of language
leamning opportunities obseved n a gven classioom. Classiooms that receved relatively high
ratings an this ECERS scde tended b have aveilage sardard scaeson the recepive vocabulary
task aml other assegwent tasks hat were significarily higher than classrooms that receved
relatively low ratings on this ECERS measure. Syecifically, dassrooms with ECERS Language
ratings greaer than 5.5 had median vocahulary scaes d 92, whereas tassiooms with ECERS
ratings less than4.5 had median vocalulary scoresof 85 (Figure 12.5).

FIGURE 1.25 Vocabulary Scores are Higher in Classrooms with Better Language I nstr uction
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Other aspecs$ of obseved dasspom qudity that comelated with children’s asgssment
performance on vocahulary, prewriting and eaty courting and aithmetic skills included he
scheduling of the daly program (as gauged bythe Assessment Profile Scheduling sale), the
richness of the leamning environment (as measured by the Assessment Profile Leamning
Environment scde), the teacler s senstivity to chidren’s interest ard feelings (as gauged byhe
Arnett ratings), ard the teacler s ercouragement of sdf-help and indepaxdence (also measured
by the Arnett ratings).
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It was not only the resource aml process measues of classoom qudity that showed
correlations with children’s asgssment pefformance. A broad measue d program exposure --
whether the chid had speit a secad year in Head $art -- also stowed paitive correlations with
assegnent scaes.After stardardizaton for age,children who had been in the program for more
than one year were found to have significantly higher scaes m same of the assegnent tasks
thanthose wio had speit only one yearin the program.

Controlling for Family Background and Child Characteristics

A key reseach queston was whether the dosewed relationships betveen obsewved
classroom qudity and direct asessments of children’'s intellectud growth were ‘red,” or were
possibly due b variations across programs and dassrooms in the kinds of families and children
who were paticipating in Head $art. The suwey resuts indicated that, even though most
families in Head $art had to meet low-income criteria, there was stl considerable variation
across pograms in the cancentrations of families with low paent educaion levels, minority
racial or ethnic statusesard minority language status The asseswent resuts showed that family
backgiound factors dd make a dfference in children’s asesment peformance. For example,
children whose mothers hed less thana 9t grade educabn had an averagevocabulary stardard
scaeof 77, whereas hose whose mothers hed bachéor’s degeeshad amean scae of 93 (Figure
1.2.6).

Figure 1.2.6 Vocabulary Scores are Higher when Mothers have Mor e Education
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Thus, it wasimportant to try to adust the dfferences in average asesment pefformance
for the influence of family background factors (like parent education level, family income, and
race ad ehnicity) and chid characterigtics (ike the paent-reported child’s disability status) In
orde to do this, we peformed a ®riesof multilevel regression analyses

Differences n assessnent scaes n vocahulary, prereadng, math, ard prewriting)
between children were first adusted for the ageof the chid by cdculating stardard scaesthat
compared the chid’'s peformance b the average performance and varation in performance
among children in his or her age group. These sardard scaes wee ertered into threestage
hierarchical regression modeds that smultaneoudy estimated the contribution of family
backgiound, classioom qudity, and program characteristics © children’s asesment scaes. In
Level One d the modd, the regresson procedue deermined how well differencesin stardard
scores across children could be estimated from family background characteristics (parent
educaiton level, family income, minority racial or ethnic status) ard chid’s dharacteristics (sex
of child, disability statusof child). In Level Two, the piocedue deermined row well differences
in average assssment scaes acoss dasses calld be esmated from the qudity of the classroom
environment, asascetained by the stardard obsewations aml ratings dae by the FACES field
team In Level Three, the piocedue deermined Fow well differences in average asgssment
scaes acoss Head &t programs could be esimated from the sampling statificaton variables:
the region of the courtry in which the program operated, whether the program operated n a ral
or urban area, and the racial and ethnic composition of the participating families (low-minority
versus high-minority programs).

The multilevel analyses were pefformed with dat from 1,802, 4- ard 5-yearold Head
Start children who had taken the English-language assessments and for whom family background
information was available from the paent interviews. (Becausehe $ansh asesment scaes
have different scde piopetties, data from children who took the assssmnent in Spanish are beng
aralyzed parately and will be presented in a later report.) The classroom- and program-level
aralyses were performed with dat from 355 Head Start classrooms in 38 programs containing
children who had been asesed with the English-language asesment ard for which complete
clasroomquality observations were available.

The regresson andyses stowed tat family backgound, program location ard

composition, ard classioom qudity all play a pat in accaunting for variations in what chidren
know ard can do a the erd of the Head &rt year.
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Assessment Performance Linked To Family SES and Child Disabilities

Even within a pedaninantly low-income population, the saioecaromic status of the
family and the child’s disability status were significantly related to children’s performance on
asessment tasks dealng with word knowledge, prereadng, eaty math skills, and prewriting
skills. On aveage,Head $art children whose paents weke more highly eduated aml had higher
incomes tended to perform better on these &sks, while minority children ard children with
identified disabilities did not pefform as wél. In the modd predcting to children’s vocahulary
scores for example, these family and child characteristicsaccaunted for 9 percen of the variance
in vocabulary scores between children within programs and classrooms. This was equivalent to a
multiple correlation coefficient (eta) of .30.

A Second Yearof Head Sart M akes A Difference

Another important resut of the level-one analyses wa that, ater gardardizing for age
and ocontrolling for family and child characteristics, 4-year-old children who were in their second
yearof Head $art swred reaty two points higher on the vocahulary task ard the prewriting task
than children who were in their first Head $art year These dfferences wee small but
statistically significant. We should nate that Head Start programs sometimes select children who
are more in need fr their 3-yearold entrarts. Thus, the 2year studeris ae ing better desjte
the poentially higher risk satusof children who erter a 3.

Program-Level Differences In Assessnent Paformance Pesist

The hierarchical regresson modds showed tat sulstantial differences in average
assessment scores across programs of different types remained after family background and
classioom qudity were statisticaly controlled. For example, after adusting for child-level and
classioom-level differences, 49 pecert of the remaining \ariation in vocalulary scaes across
programs was accanted for by region ard program ethnic camposition. Regon and ethnic
minority composition accaunted for lesserproportions o variance in the other three assessient
measures

On gardard-score scales with sardard devations of appioximately 15 pants, Head $art
programs in the Suth had awerage assssnent scaesthat were 3-to-4 points lower than children
in programs in other regions of the country. Differences among the other regions (Northeast,
Midwest West) were not Satisticdly significant. There wek also szable dfferencesin average
scores between low-minority and high-minority programs, although these differences were found
on same asesment tasks (vocakulary, eaty math) and not on others (prereadng and prewriting
tasks) Even after family backgound (including race ad etnicity) was caitrolled at the
individud child level, programs with less than 50 pecert minority children had average
vocahulary scaesthat were neaty 7 pants higher, ard average math stardard scaes hat were 4
points higher, than programs in which half or more of the children were black, Hispanic, Asian,
or American Indian. Rural-urban differences were incongstent in direction and not gatistically
significant (Figure 12.7).
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Figure 1.2.7. Differences in Average Ass essment Scores By Program Location
and Ethnic Composition

Bvocabulary BMath Oprewriting UPrereading

2.1

Rural vs. Urban 07
0.9

3.8%*

Other Regions vs. South

Low- vs. High-Minority
6.7**

Adjusted Score Difference




Although FACES found substantial differences betveentypes of programs in the level of
children’ s assessment performance, eaty analyses of multiwave data from FACES sugges that
children in high-minority programs and programs in the South may show significant gains in
their assegment scaes over the cairse of the Head &rt year These gans appearto be
comparable in magnitudeto those found in low-minority programs arnd programs in other regions
of the country. Thus, it is important to wait until the longitudinal data from FACES have been
fully collected ard analyzed before drawing canclusions aout the relative dfectiveness d these
programs.

Higher Quality Classrooms ShowHigher AverageAssessment Scores

The hierarchical regresson modds showed tat classioom qudity indicators Felped
accaurt for gatistically significant portions of the vaiation acioss dasses in average asesment
scaes. This was soewen after the influences d family backgiound factors, individud child
characteristics, ard program locaton and ethnic camposition had been statisticaly controlled.

Differences across dasses in average scoes o the vocabulary task wee significantly
related to the obsewved sagtivity and respamsiveness d the lead eacler (total Arnett scoe). For
ead ten-point rise in the Arnet scoe, there was acorrespanding one-point increase in the
vocahulary stardad scae. Thus a clange from a teacter with a relatively low Arnett scae to
one with a hgh one caild be assaated with a 3-or 4-point rise in average class vocalulary
scaes.

In addtion, a qudity factor scoe formed by combining scaeson the Assesament Profile
Leaming Environment ard Scleduling Scées with the ECERS Language Scde) was
significantly related in aninverse fashion to the slope relating the chid’s expeced scoe lased
on his a her family backgound to adual vocalulary performance (p < .05). That is, higher
classioom qudity not only was pasitively related to the awerage evel of vocabulary scores, it
also reducedthe importance d family backgiound in explaining vocabulary task performance at
the erd of the Head &t year The reducion in the dope cauld be interpreted to mean that
classroom qudity may be especially important for children with family risk factors. In the mode
predcting to children’s wocalulary scaes, classroom qudity as measured bythe quaity factor
scae accainted for 6.4 percert of the variance in avelage wcabulary scaes acoss d¢asses. This
was egivalent to a multiple correlation coefficient (eta) of .25.

The ECERS Language sale was paitively related (p <.01) to awrage ¢ass scoes m
the eaty math skills task (WJR Applied Problems). The Arnett total scae wes posttively related
(p < .05) to awrage tass scoes m the prewrting task WJR Dictation). Ore dassroom
characteristic that did not hold up wken program locaion ard ethnic camposition were
controlled was be chid:addt ratio.
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Summary and Implications

In summary, the FACES resuts o dae show that HeadStart ard other eaty childhood
educaiton programs can make a dfference in children’s eaty intellectua devdopment. The
findings point to specific aspects of program quality that seem to be significant for nurturing
cognitive and sacial development. The quadity of teacler-child interacion, the leaning resaurces
presert in the dassroom, ard the frequency and cdiber of language leaming gopotunities all
sean to have a measurable bearing on children’s denonstrated leaming o eaty literacy and
math skills.

At the same time, the FACES resuts stow that exposure to Head $art doesnot usudly
eliminate dewelopmental dispaities between groups of children that originate in the diverse
culturd backgrounds of families, thoughit may reduce them. At the end of the Head Start year,
children in the kest programs are atnational norms for eaty literacy and math skills, but children
in many programs are rot. Of course,the curent crosssectonal findings needto be replicated
ard extended troughthe longitudinal data collecton effort that FACES is now urndettaking, ard
through reseach being dae by the Head &t Qualty Reseach Consortium and other
investigators.

The findingswith regard to program qudity sugges$ some sepsthat nmight be taken to
move all Head Start programs toward the exdlence denonstrated in the highest qualty
programs. They sugged that resourcesper child should be bolstered, egedally for programs in
the South and those with high concentrations d minority children, to insure that each child
benefits from a teactker who is carfully sdected aml adequady trained and a classpom
environmert of sufficient quality to nurture early social ard literacy <kills ard erhance the
school readness d Head $art children.
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e 2

STRENGTHEN families as the
primary nurturers of their children

Part 3: Who Are the Families Head Sart Seves?

"Strengthening families as the primary nurturers of their children” is the second of Head
Start's performance djectives. Head $art srengthers families by involving parents in program
activities, in program governance, in paent education and in assisting families to nmeet family
needs. This section of the report describes the demogrgphic characteristics of the families in the
FACES Sping 1997 smple, selected nformation on their interacions with their children, their
involvement in the Head &t program ard their saisfaction with Head $art sewices.

A. Demographic Characteristics of Head Strt Families

Information on the household composition, education level of parents, and employment
status, as well as sresses that families encounter such as homelessness and aime, is presented in
this section. In addtion, the paents' actvities with their child, their involvement with the Head
Start program, ard their satsfaction with Head $art are dscussed. All of the information was
drawnfrom the FACES Sping 1997 Paent Interview.*

The FACES paent interviews weke conducted with the pimary caregvers d Head $art
children. Neaty al (94 pecert) of the respanderts wek the paents of the chid enrolled in Head
Start, with most interviews (88 percent) conducted with the biological mother of the Head Start
child.

The typica caregverwas:

e Between 21 aml 30 yeas o age atthe time of the interview (58 pecen of
respondents);

e Borninthe United Sates 81 percert); ard

e Livingin ahousehold of 4 or5 people (53 pecert), athougha gnall proportion (11
percert) livedin householdsof 7 ar more pele.

Notably, a significant minority (19 percert) of the piimary caregvers (but only 3 pecent
of Head $art chidren) was lorn outside o the Unrted Sates, ard almog onegquarer (23
percent) were interviewed in a language othethan English, most often Spanish. This factor
increases he canplexity of encouragng paent involvement in the Head &t program.

4 Weights were corstructed o that data collected from a sample of 2,390 familiescoud be used to conpute ndional

estimates of the true characterigtics of the national population of Head Start families. All data reported in this section are
weighted and thus represent these national estimates.
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Figure 1.3.1: Primary Caregivers are Equally Likely to be Married or Single

‘ Single, never married

‘ Divorced or Widowed ‘

‘ Married, but separated ‘

The largest proportion of respondents were married (52 pecen, athough7 pecert of those were
separated). A significant proportion (35 pecen) indicated that they were single ard had never
been married (Figure 13.1). Most households had 2 or3 children (Figure 13.2).
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Figure 1.3.2: Most Head Start Households Have 2 or 3 Children

‘ 4 or More Children

3 Children

In nearly al households ©3 pecert), the mother of the Head &rt child waspatt of the
family. In slightly less han half of the louseholds @6 pecert), the father of the Head &t child
was peset, ard in 45 pecert of the houselolds both the mother ard father were presen.
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Education. About 70 percert of the primary caregivers had atained atleasta hgh scool
diploma a GED (Figure 13.3).

Figure 1.3.3: Most Primary Caregivers Have High School Diploma or Some College

‘ Less than High School

Some College ’

High School Diploma/GED

In addtion, more than one-third of the pimary caregvers had atended sane cadlege,
although only a small proportion had oltained an associate's, bachelor's, or higher level degree.
Acrossall primary caregvers, regardless of their educaional status, 20 pecert were working
toward same form of cetificaton, licensure, or atainment of a dploma or degeeat the time of
the interview. More than half of the fathers living in the tousehold with Head $art children had
attained at leasta hgh sdool diploma a GED. Further, alout 20 pecen of Head $art children

were in householdswhere both the father ard mother had obtained atleasta hgh school diploma
or GED.
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Employment. In almost half of the families, one paent was erployed ether full time or
partt time (Figure 13.4).

Figure 1.3.4: Most Households Have One or Two Parents Employed

jo

This was reaty as likely to be the mother of the Head &t chid (51 pecert) asthe
father (49 pecent). In 21 pecent of families, both paents in the household were employed.
Another 22 percert of families recaved inancial suppat from a father who did ot live in the
household. When all adut members of the rouselold were considered (.e., not just the paents
of the HeadStart child), there wee neaty 80 pecen of houseéholds whele atleastone peson
wasemployed.

Income. The median monthly household income of Head Strt families was $1,100°
Neaty 12 percert of households reported a nonthly income of less than $500, while gout 15
percert reported nore than$2,000 n monthly income.

5 Monthly income from the parent interview includes dl saurces d money, including wages from dl household members and
publc assstane. Thisisa nuch broader definition of income than te ae usedto determine digibility for HeadStart.
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Only 16 pecent of Head $art houselolds reported receving no financial or in-kind
suppat at al from outside their home (Figure 13.5).

Figure 1.3.5: Most Families Receive Some Form of Assistance

No assistance

16%|

Medicaid medical assistance

59%)

Food stamps |

\51%\

WIC 7

48%|

Welfare

Child support

Energy assistance

SSI/SSDI |

Social Security retirement

Money given to the family
Unemployment insurance —| 3%

Foster care payment —

Loan repayments —| 1%

0%

10%

i i i i
20% 30% 40% 50%
Percent of Families

60%

In those houselolds there wee usudly two or more peisons who were enployed, most
often the mother ard the father of the Head &t chid. In the remaining houselolds, most
families were recaving Medicaid (59 pecen), Food Sanps (51 pecert), or WIC food
suppements (48 pecent). Appraximately one-third of Head Start families received welfare

payments.
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Housing and Neighborhood Crime

Most families (91 percent) lived in their own house, gpartment or trailer. This does not
necessarily mean that they own their living space, but only that they were not sharing living
guaters with another family. Twenty-two pecent of famili es lived in subsidized housng.

The majority of Head Start families (69 percent) had not moved a dl in the year prior to
the interview. Howewer, a snall percentage d families (8 percert) had moved two or more times
during the year prior to the interview. This suggests that, while Head Start families as agroup are
not highly trarsient, that a significant number moved frequeitly. Owerall, 8 pecen of Head
Start families had leen homeless atsame time since he brth of the HeadStart child. During the
199697 program year, just under 1 pecert of the families in Head Sart had been homeless,
which, dthougha snall percentage, trarslatesinto more than 7,800 fomeless children acioss all
Head $art programs.

Head $art families reported a sgnificant amount of crime in their neighborhoods.
Twerty-eight percert of primary caregivers reported seeng non-violent crimes, suchas seding
or slling diugs in their neighborhood during the pas year, with 20 pecert reporting seeing this
type d acivity more thanonce Figure 13.6).

Figure 1.3.6: Almost a Third of Families Saw or Heard Violent Crimein Their Neighborhood

8%
Saw non-violent crime -
120% |
14%
Heard or saw violent crime ‘ ‘
[16% |
15%
Know victim of violent crime ‘ ‘
110% | '
4%
W as victim of violent crime -
|:| Once
Violent crime in own home : :
: ; I:l More than once
i i T

0% 5% 10% 15% 20%
Percent of Families

Approximately 30 pecent of respondents reported they saw or head violent crime in
their neighborhood in the pas year, with 16 pecert indicating that this happeed more thanonce
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in the past year In addtion, alout one-quater of primary caregvers reported they know
someone wip was he victim of violent crime in their neighborhood over the pastyear.

Violent crime among Head Start families was also reported & sgnificant levels. Just over
5 percert of respondents indicated they were victims of violent crimes in their neighborhood,
while 7 pecert sad they were victims of violent crimesin their homes.

Among Head $art children, 21 pecert were reportedto have been witness b a aime or
domestic violence in their lifetime, while 4 pecert were reported to have been a victim of a
crime or domestic violence. Since bith, 22 percert of the children had a primary caregver, other
household member, or a ron-houselold biologicd parent arestedor charged wth a cime by the
police. In 17 pecent of families, one of these individuals spent some time in jail .

B. Family Activities with Children

The majority of Head $art parents involved their childrenin a variety of actvities at
home. Within the week,alarge majority of caregvers reportedtaking the dild to do erands (95
percert), playing with toys or games indoors (94 percert), involving the chid in household
chores(92 percert), ard talking aout what happenedin Head Sart (91 pecert). Slightly fewer
parents indicated that someone in the houséhold had taught the chid letters or numbers (88
percert), told the chid a sory (76 pecert), played caurting games (75 pecert), or taugh the
child songs or music (71 percert). The nost popular acivities autside the rome, reported for the
prior month, included vsiting a payground or pak (84 percert), going to a mall (78 pecert),
ard atending a church activity (58 pecert). Mothers wee most likely to be involved in these
activities, although fathers and other household members were frequantly involved aswell.

Approximately two-thirds of parents reported that they or someone else in their
household readto the Head Start child 3 or more times a week.Only 33 pecent of pawents
indicated hatthe Head &t child was ead b ewery day in the pastweek.A small minority of 7
percert reportedthat no one had readto the Head &t child during the previous week.Howewer,
large nyjoritiesof parents dentified a variety of readng materials that were available in their
household for themselves or their children to look a or read: children's books (98 percen),
newspapes (78 percen), religious books (77 percert), dictionaries o ercyclopedas (77
percert), ard megazinesfor children (62 pecert).

C. Parent Involvement in Head Start
An important component of HeadStart is the actve involvement of paents in al aspets
of the program. The primary caregvers interviewed an the FACES parent interview were asked

how often they had paticipated n spedfic activities during the pastHead Start year. In many
areas,Head $art paents wee quite acive in their paticipation (Table 1.3.1).
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Table 13.1: Most FamiliesParticipated in Head Start ActivitiesAt L east Once a Year

Percent Percent
Participating At Participating More
Lead Once Than 3 Times
Visited with Head Start gaff member in own home 89 33
Observed in child’s dassroom 80 46
Attended parent-teacher conferences 79 45
Volunteeredin child's classroom 71 46
Prepared food or mateialsfor special events 65 35
Participated in fund raigng adivities 58 25
Attend parent education meetings or workshops 57 31
Attended Head Start social events 51 23
Helpedwith field trips or other special events 51 22
Attended Head Start event with other adult 37 13
Attended Head Start event with spouse or partner 34 11
Cdled or visited another Head Start parent 34 15
Participated in Policy Council or other planning groups 33 15
Prepared or distributed newdetters, fliers, or Head Start mateials 25 11

Over threequaters of respanderts indicated that at leastonce duing the piior sctool
yearthey had visited with a Head &t gaff member in their own home, obsewvedin their child's
classioom, ard atended a paent-teacler conference. Almost half of the respandents indicated
thatthey had paticipated n these wags 3 a more times. Somewhat fewer, but betweenhdf and
three-quaters of respandents, reported volunteeiing in the chid's dassioom (and 46 pecert
stated that they patticipated n these ways 3 a more times), prepaing food or materials for
specal events, atending parent educéion meeings/ workshops, datending Head $art social
events, ard hdping with field trips.

Even with thes high rates of paent involvement, there wasa small group of responderts
who indicated that they had mt yet paticipated in acivities that should have been routinely
completed by Head Sart gaff at this time of year. Theseinclude parent-teacler conferences (20
percert) ard home visits (16 pecert). Howewer, the interview did not ask wiether arother
family member, rather thanthe respandent, paticipated atHead $art in these was.

Recanizing that all paents may not be abk to paticipate in Head $art at the sane
level, respondents were aked alout stuations that make it difficult for them to paticipate in
program activities. The mast common barriersto participation were work schedules (50 percent),
a need or child care (35 pecen), lack of trarspatation (19 pecer), ard sdool or training
schedules (18 pecert).
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D. Relationships BetweenFamily Characteristics and Parent Involvement

In addtion to the karriers cited by respondents, other factors could also affect a parent's
ability to paticipate in Head Start activities. These might include family characteristics, such as
the rumber of children in the tousehold or whether it is a single-parent or a two-parent family.
To explore the relationship between family characteristics and paent involvement, we created a
parent involvement scale camprised of the paent involvement acivities shown in Table 13.1°
ard examined he relationship of scaes o this scak to seven demographic characteristics:

e Educaton level of the pimary caregiver;

e Two-paent versusone-parent family;

e Whether the piimary caregver was enployed;

e Language pokenat home;

* Numbe of children in the household,;

e Number of addtsin the rouséhold who were employed, ard
e Houselhold income.

The level of parent involvement in Head Start was significantly related to just three of
these deamographtc characteristics: 1) Educdion level of primary caregver, 2) Two-parent versus
one-parent houselolds, and 3) Whether the pimary caregver was enployed.

6 The creaion of one scale of the 14 items was guded by factor analysis and principa conponent analysis, which both

suggested that there wes one factor or scaleinvolved. The rliakility of the scale was further assessed by cdculating Cronbach's
alpha, which was .81, indicating that the items correlate highly with the total sare. The total parent involvement sares were
then standardized to have amean of 50 and a gandard deviation of 10, toaid in the interpretation of the scale.
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As shown in Figure 13.7, paents who did not graduae from high school were
significantly less nvolved n Head $art than paents with either a hgh school diploma/GED or
those with same cdlege a other post secandary educaton. Although the differences on the
parent involvement scde appearsmall for these bree goups,they are statisticaly significant.
The difference between those with less than a hgh school diploma aml those with some post
secandary edwcation trarslates into about a third of a sardard deviation, which is a moderate
difference. The results sugges that Head $art programs may need toextend addtional outreach
to parents with less than a high school diploma to ercouragetheir involvement in Head $art
activities.

Figure 1.3.7: Educated Pa ents Participate More in Head Start Activities
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Parents wio were enployed wee lessinvolved in Head $art than those who were not
working (Figure 13.8). Again, this is a gsnall, but datisticdly sgnificant difference. This
finding suggess that Head Start may need b consider flexible scheduling for some parent
involvement acivities © ercourage vorking paents o atend. This may becane more of an
issue for Head Start families as the employment and training requirements of welfare reform are
initiated.

Figure 1.3.8: Employed Parents Patticipate Less h Head Start Activities
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Single patents paticipated kess acively in Head Sart thanprimary caregvers in two-
parent families (Figure1.3.9). Shgle parents and employed parents may need child care beyond
Head $art in orderto paticipate in program acivities, a karrier to paticipation also cited by
interview respondents.

Figure 1.3.9: Two-Parent Families Participate More in Head Start Activities
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Among the characteristics of families that were not sgnificantly related to parent
involvenert, additional aralyses were conducted regarding the association of English language
ability of the parents of Head Start children and their program participation. First, parent
involvement was examined across tree goups: 1) paents who speak Bglish as their primary
language,2) parents whose primary language is not English, but who speak adl urderstand
English, and 3) parents who do not speak English astheir primary language ad need smeone
from Head $art to speakto them in their native language.There wasno significant difference in
parent involvement among these hree goups. Secand, fewer than one percert of all interviewed
families reportedthat, athough they needed @ communicat in their native language,there was
no one atHead $art fluent in their language. Takentogeher, these esuts ae importart because
they suggest that Head Start has successfully adaped to the language needs of patticipating
families.
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E. Relationship Between Barriersto Head Sart Participation and Parent Involvement

As moted eatier, the four most common barriers to parent paticipation in Head Start
were: work scledules; need for chid car; lack d trarspatation; ard school or training
schedules. Three d these four factors wee significantly related to the level of parent
involvement. Parents wlp indicated that work was a hrrier to their paticipation reported
significantly less involvement in Head Start than parents who did not indicate that their work
scheduleswere a karrier. Similary, paents who indicated hat child care aml trarspatation were
bariers to participation dso reported sgnificantly lower levels of parent involvement. These
findings corroborate the reed for Head $art programs to be respasive o paents' work

schedules and highlight the importance d providing dild cae aml transportation during Head
Start adivities.

F. Parent Satisfaction with Head Start

Respondents provided hghly positive reports regamding their and their children's
expeliencesin Head Sart (Figure 13.10).

Figure 1.3.10: Most Parents Are Very Satisfied with Head Start Services
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More than 90 percert of paents reported that they aways felt welcome by the teachey
that the teacler wassuppative o the paent, that their child is treged with respect by teaclers,
ard that their child dways feels acepted bythe teacler. In addtion, the level of satisfaction with
Head $art was onsistently high acioss dl areas @ the program (Figure 13.11).

Figure 1.3.11: Parents Rate The Head Start Experience Very Highly
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Between85 ard 90 percert of parents were very satisfied with Head Sart for maintaining
a safe program; identifying aml providing services for children; suppating and respecting
family's culture ard backgound; and hdping their child to grow ard de\elop.
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CHAPTER 2: CHARTING OUR PROGRESS: AN INTERIM LOOK

Head $art's Rogram Performance Measues wee desgned as a yhamic system that
would evolve asthe program focusedmore on outcome measures and new methods o cdlect
data were instituted. Throughout the pastyear, the HeadStart Bureauin the Administration on
Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) continued to implement new systems, as well as modify
existing systems, to collect addtional Program Performance Measues daia. Mos notably,
ACYF conducted a feld test of the Family and Child Experiences Suwvey (FACES), a major
source of Program Peformance Measuresdata. In addtion, the ACYF work group responsible
for the Rogram Performance Measues keptalreastof adwances in other Head $art qualty
initiatives, sut as he revised Head &t Program Performance Sardards arm revision of the
monitoring system, and their implications for the Frogram Performance Measues.

A. FACES Field Ted

The FACES initiative is an effort to assesshe peformance d the Head &t program on
anongoing basis by means of a national longitudinal sudy of a representative sample of Head
Start children and their families. The Head Start FACES project will provide valuable
information on the overall effectiveness d Head $art ard the relationship of program qudity to
child outcomes In the Sping of 1997, ACYF launched a rigorous field test of the instruments
ard proceduesto be used in the FACES gudy. A team of contractors, including Westat,
Ellsworth Assaciates, Abt Assaiates and The CDM Gioup, visited a stratified random sample of
40 Head Start programs around the country with the gaal of cadlecting dat from 2400 Head
Start paents, 2,400 children and over 700 Head art gaff. The dat codlection also included
over 400 chssroom observations

This ambitious field test afforded anoppotunity for the finetuning of measires ard
procedues to be used.Because bthe canprehensve natre of Head $art ard the multiple
components of child development, daa were collected trough a variety of methods, including
well-edablished and widdy used sales asessments ard observational protocols as well as
specally tailored quesbnnaires. The dat collecion was very succedul, with 99 percert of
sanple parents interviewed; 93 percert of childrenasessed 97 percen of classiooms dosewved
ard 99 pecert of teacler ratings obtained. In prepaation for the full-scale data collection which
began in Fall 1997, the chid asessment, chid observation and paent interview were al
modified based on the experience d the field test, ard the £heduing and logistical complexities
ass@iated with such a large-scale erdeavor were addessed.The chid assesnent now consists
of measures d vocalulary, emergent literacy and numeracy abilities,sccial awaeness, peerplay
ard child behavior. Classrooms are assessed on schedding, the eaty childhood ard leaning
environment, ard caegiver behavior. Parents ae askeda variety of questons about their
families, lives, and experience with Head $art. The field test provided a significant amount of
datathat report on the qudity of Head Sart programs and how quality is related to outcomes for
children ard families. Representative data from the field test are deailed in Chapter 1.

Becaug of its ungue @portunity to collect longitudinal child outcome daa tied D

program qudity, and in response to the mandate o the Ofice d Management ard Budget
(OMB), ACYF has expanded FACES for the 19971998 pogram year. For Fall 1997,the sample
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wasincreased to include 1454 enering 3-yearold children; 1,530 entering 4-year-old children;
ard 613 chibren returning from the Sping 1997 feld test, for atotal sample of 3,597 chidren
ard their families. Becauseof possble attrition, it is expeced tat a find sample of 3,200
children ard families will be contacied In addtion, 1,428 chidren will be followed into
kindergaitento examine the longitudinal effects d Head $art.

B. Related Head Sart Bureau Quality Initiatives

In addtion to the implementation of the Head &t Program Performance Measues and
FACES, the Head &t Bureauhas undetakena seres of other qudity initiatives. Several of
these nitiatives are closely related to the Frogram Performance Meaures,sud as he revision of
the Head &rt Program Performance Sardamds ard its accanpanying gudance, the revision of
Head $art's nonitoring system, ard the modification of the Rrogram Information Repat.

Head Start Program Performance Standards

On January 1, 1998, the revised Head Sart Program Performance Stardards became
effective. For the first time, the Sardards cover al children from birth through age fve, seved
by both Early Head $art ard the Head &r presclool program. As many of the Program
Performance Measues ae based o the Fogram Performance Sardards, the two initiatives
were closely coordinated. The Pogram Peformance Sardards have been updaed to respond
better to the changing needs of children, families and communities, and hase been reorganized
into three najor areas: Early Childhood Dewelopment ard Hedth Services, Family and
Community Patnerships, ard Piogram Design and Management. The organiaton of the
Program Pefformance Measures reflects this design. The major updaes to the Program
Performance Stardards include requiring the linking of ead child with an ongoing source d
medicd care, or a medicd home. The Family and Community Partnerships aea focuses o
building respectful relationships with families and grengthening linkages with other agerties in
the canmunity. The Rogram Desgn ard Managenent secton begins with Program Governance
ard contains new stardamds to improve managenent systems am accarntability, the
gudifications of gaff and the suppat they receve, ard the sfety of facilities and equpment.
Guidance was ecaitly issued o help locd programs interpret ard implement the strdards in
their daly pracices ad routines.

Devebpment of Perf ormance Meaaures for Early Head Shrt

The Rogram Performance Measues, objectives,indicaibrs, ard data sourcespresered in
this report focus on the Head &rt presclool program for children aged 3to 5 years. The
overarching gal of Head $art (to promote chidren’s social competerce) and the five Program
Performance Measues jectves are dso valid for the rew Early Head Sart program for
children from birth to age three and their families. However, the specific peformance indicators
for Early Head Sart must be deeloped b be responsive tothe ungue poceses and outcomesof
infant and toddler programs. The Early Head $artt Researh ard Evaluation Project, including
national evaluation contractors Mahematica Policy Reseach ard Cdumbia University and a
consortium of 15 locd research teams, is curently developing canstructs by which to assess the
quality and outcomes of Early Head Start programs. This effort will provide an excellent
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mechanism for developing, testing and refining the specific performance indicators applicable to
Early Head $art programs.

Head Start's Monitoring Sysem

At leastonce ewery threeyears, Head $art programs are nonitored for adterence to the
Program Performance Stardards. With the revision of the Rogram Performance Sardards, the
Head Sart Bureau ado undertook a concomitant restructuring of its monitoring system. Using
the On-Site Program Review Instrument (OSPR), monitoring visits until now were focused on
enaring compliancewith over 250 spedfic items deding with al areas of the piograms' services
ard operations. While sill in the desgn ard development phase,the rew monitoring system will
be structured apund a review o key programmatic, management ard fiscal systems or functions.
The programmatic areas ag ealy childhood dewelopment ard health sewices, family and
community partnerships ard program desgn and managenent. A new monitoring instrument
also is under devdopment. At this time, several dat collection grategies are envisioned for the
instrument, including focus groups interviews, observations and recad reviews. As several
Program Performance Measures currently derive their dat from the Head &rt Monitoring ard
Tracking System (HSMTS) which contains OSPR dat, new devdopments are keing dosely
monitored bythe Pogram Performance Measureswork group. Those responsible for revising the
monitoring system regularly brief the Program Performance Measues teamon progress, ard two
members o the Seeiing Committeeof the Quaity Resgaich Centers (which also contributes to
the wokk on the Rogram Performance Meaures) seve asmembers o the tecticd work group
advising the revision of the monitoring system.

Program year1997-1998 will be a trarsitional year for HeadStart monitoring. Programs
scheduled for monitoring will receive a review using an interim instrument, while the Head Start
Bureau smultaneously develops and pilots its revised system. The Program PRerformance
Measires will continueto utilize OSPR data from FY 1997 whik it is available, and will plan
how data from Head Start's rew monitoring system can be incorporated to satsfy Program
Performance Measues nformation needs.

Training and Technical Assistance

In 1997 the Administration for Children and Families, Head Sart Bureau ompetitively
awaided28 Coagperative Agreement grarts for Qualty Improvement Ceners (QICs) to qualfied
institutions and organkations to provide training and ¢chncd assistance (T/TA) to locd Head
Start programs This revised T/TA system reflects a naional commitment to quality
improvement, locd capadty-building and ongoing evaluation. In addtion, it is congstent with
the recanmendations discusedin the find report of the Advisory Committee o Head Start
Qudity and Expansion (1993) the legislative mandatesin the Head &t Act of 1994,ard also
the resuts o a yearlong focus goup process.

The 28 QICs form aregionally-based ystem, whose canmon purpose is to suppot loca
Head Sart programs in providing hgh qudity and effective srvicesto children and families,
ard to suppot national emerging piiorities such as child cae patnerships Early Head Sar,
expanson, ard wdfare reform.

65



Sixteen of these Cooperative Agreements focus o program sewvice aeas o Early
Childhood Development and Health, Family and Community Patnerships, Program Design and
Management including program governance, facili ties transportation and tecmology. The other
12 QICs offer Disabilities Sewices training ard techncd asistance aarss all program service
areas The revised T/TA network dresses pattnership ard flexibility, and a systematic appoach
to needs asesment, drategic planning, implementation and evaluaton. These features wil
provide QICs with the flexibility to respond quckly to new or energing issues whether such
issuesbe identified atthe Federal, regional or locd level.

The T/TA acivity cycle is designed D identify locd priorities for training, provide a
mechanism to se priorities ad focus TTA acivity to best meet the needsof the program,
coardination to provide T/TA sewices doser to the Head &rt or Early HeadStart programs, ard
regular, on-going assessment of the qudity and quantity of T/TA services

Program Information Report

The Head &rt Bureau ato continued b sreanlineits daa collection efforts ard reduce
burden on local programs by modifying the Program Information Report (PIR). This annual
report collects program-level data degribing the chidren ard families errolled and the services
provided. As the only mandated annual report required of al programs the PIR is an important
vehicle for the mllection of Program Performance Meaures da&. In the pastyear, the PIR was
modified © cdlect dda on addtional Program Performance Measures, including staff-turnover
for teaclers, teacter aides and home visitors aswell as the cagloads of family service wakers.

Other modificaions were made that affeced he AR daa used 6r the Rogram
Performance Measues. The PIR anmally collects daa regarding medicad and dertal sewices
provided b chidren, which are reported as pdormance indicatrs. Historically, the suivey
sepaately collected the rumber of children recaving angoing treament ard the chidren whose
treament was completed. In an effort to reduce espondent caegories, the 19961997 PIR
collapsed thesetwo caegories. This may have causedsome confuson among programs. As a
result, the medicd servicesreported n 199641997 detined by 10 pecert, akhough they had
remained firly constant for the previous five yeass. Similarly, the demal sewices eported
dedined 15 pegent in 19961997, althoughthey too had remained elatively constant for the pag
five years. Ingtructionsfor these quetions will be clarified for the 19971998 PR.

C. Ensure Communication to a Variety of Audiences

Ore d the important goals o the Rogram Performance Mea&ures is to ersure
communication of the resuts o locd Head $art programs, dedsion makers in the Head &t
Bureau, ACYF ard ACF; and other federal agecies. This goal has been acieved trough a
variety of geps including dsseminating this report; holding briefingsfor various audences and
maintaining liaisons with representatives from several federal agencies, including the
Depatment of Educaton and the Office of Management ard Budget(OMB).
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The publcaton of results through anrual progress reports is a major component of the
dissemination strategy. The Progress Repds on the Head &t Program Performance Measues
are awvilable via the Head Sirt Bureaus web page (www.ad.dhhsgov/prograng/hsb) and the
Head Start Publcation Management Center (fax: 7036835769, e-mail: hspmc6@mail.idt.net).
The initiative has &so been reported d the Natonal Head $art Assaiation's (NHSA) anrual
conference. These stategies will continue in the upcaming year, with addtional conference
presemations pdanned atNHSA ard atHead $art's Fourth National Research Conference.

The FACES teamhas dso held several briefingsfor Head $art Bureay ACYF and ACF
dedsion-makers. The gaals and objectives d the stidy, methods, reseach questons and resuts
were preseied, including the quaity of HeadStart programs, areasof strength and weaknessin
Head $art classiooms, paent characteristics, child outcomes, and the link between classioom
qudity and children's development.

Findly, other federl ageicies ae included in the Program Performance Measures
Initiative to the fullest extent possible. Representatives from the Department of Education atend
Steeing Committee neeings,ard OMB was nvolved in the degsions  increa® the scge of
FACES. The Qudity Resarch Center Consortium has dso been acively involved in the deggn
ard implementation of the measues ard of FACES, as wél as carying aut their own reseach
on Head Start program qudity. These mgoing cdlaborations catinue © erhance te
implementation of FACES asit collects cucial dataon Head $art's peformance.

D. Head Sart Quality Resarch Centers

In 1995,the Head &t Bureaufunded four Qudity Research Centers (QRCs), aciing in
partnership with locd HeadStart programs, to work collaboratively with the federal Head $art
Bureauin the Administration on Children Youth ard Families to define, asses ard verify the
effectiveness of high-quality program practicesin Head Sart programs. The four Ceners ergage
in cdlaborative work with eat other, ACYF ard the federal Head $art Bureau n addtion to
their center-spedfic work. The four ceners are Geagia Sate University Reseach Center on
Head Start Quality, Geagia Sate Unwersity, Atlanta, Geagia; High/Scope Quéity Reseach
Center, High/Scope Educatonal Reseach Foundation, Ypslanti, Michigan; North Carlina
Center for Researh on Head $art Qualty, Frank Porter Grabam Child Development Certer,
University of North Carmwlina, Chapel Hill, North Camllina; and the New Egland Qudity
Reseath Center, Educaton Devdopment Certer, Newton, Massabusetts with patners at
Harvard University and Boston College.

The gaals o the cdlaborative work of the Qudity Reseach Centers are: 1) to support the
exploration of important reseach questons relating to qualty program practices; 2) to identify
existing measuresard to de\elop, test ard refine rew measuresof program qudity and methods
of asessing piogram qudity; 3) to deelop ongoing dabbases and andytic strategies useful for
examining qudity practices in Head Sart; 4) to explore linkages among program practces
program qudity measures program pefformance measures ard observable outcomes for
children ard families; and 5) to seve as é€chicd advisars to the desgn, devdopment ard
implementation of program performance measures including the FACES dudy. The work of the
four certersis desribed below.
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Georgia State University Resarch Center on Head Sart Quality

The Geagia State University (GSU) Qudity Reseach Center (QRC) is working in
partnership with Concerted Services Head &t (Waycross, GA), Ninth District Oppatunity
HeadStart (Gainesville, GA), ard Jdferson County Committee br Economic Oppatunity Head
Start (Birmingham, AL) to addess the influences on qudity and the impact of qudity on
children ard families. The partnerships are facilitated by the GSU $te Coordinators who are
employedfull time on the GSJ reseach projectand provided dfice spae atthe threeHeadStart
partners. These partnerships nvolve full cooperation and paticipation of the Head &t
programs ard their staff in al reseach acivities. The GSU QRC reseach questons, activities
ard findings include:

1) What teacler characteristics, teacler beliefs and classroom structural factors are asseiated
with classroom qudity?

Teaclers' educaion level, teacherbeliefs, instructional activities, classioom structure,
attitudes vpward Head $art families, ard qudity of classpbom teachng pracices were examined
in this research. It was bund that the teacters' educaitonal level and teacter beliefs had indirect
effects an qualty through instructional acivities, whereas he dassoom structure impacted the
qudity of classroom teachng practces drectly. Both the teacters' educatonal level and the
qudity of classroom teachng prcices impactd the teaclers' atitudes toward Head Start
families.

2) Isthe quadity of classroom teaching practces ascociated with child outcomes?

The relationship between the quaity of classioom teaching practces ard pgoulation
densty was examined. The research findings sugges that for families in low densty areas, both
the Head &t chidren and their paents scaoed higher on their respectve literacy measues
when they were pat of a hgh qudity classroom asopposed to alow qudity classroom.

3) What parent ard family characteristics are assoiated with child outcomes? What indicators
of classioom qudity are assoiated wih child outcomes?

A developmental checHist used to asessindividud children's progress wascompleted by
the Head &t teaclers atthe keginning ard end of the year. The reseach findings suggstthat
teaclers wio are better abk to tailor the classroom acivities o the individud needs of paticular
children are also better ablke to overcome the poertially limiting dfecs o age o the
dewelopmental checHlist scaes & the beginning o the year The reseach findings usng the
Head $art teacters rating of child behavior are dso of interest. This reseach indicates that the
classrooms with more planful teaders moderate the influence d maternal depession on
children's disruptive kehavior. In addtion, classrooms with more planful teaders help children
to gereralize the positive behaviors leaned in Head $art to other sdtings. Thesefindings ae
very encouraging and illustrate sulile and indirect, yet important connectons, between the
qudity of classroom teaching practices ad children'sscocial development.
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4) Are gaff percepions of program palicies and proceduesassociated wih program qudity?

The devdopment of the Head &t Policy and Program Management Survey has
involved quditative interviews with administrators, paents, ard teaclers, ard several pilot
studies. This instrument addesses:Communication, Workload aml Self Development, Clarity of
Pdicies, Hiring and Retention, Suppat, ard Management Climate.

5) Are characteristics of the family services workers associated with child and family
outcomes?

This research activity was initiated with a literature search and qualitative data from three
focus groupsof Head Start family services workers. Several themes emerged as important factors
in relation to the family service worker and instruments to assess these factors have been
identified and field-tested. In addition, 18 family risk variables from the Paent Interview data
have been identified and will be used ¢ examine the relationship betweenfamily risk levels and
family service waker loads ad caontact hours.

Papers repotting thesereseach findings are keing preseaited & the American Educatonal
Researh Assaciation Conferences, the Natonal Head Sart Assaiation Annual Conference,the
National Asscciation for the Educadion of Young Children Annual Conference, ard Head $art's
National Reseach Conference. GRU's Head %t patners will be helpful in making the
dissemination efforts both relevant ard usdul to Head $art audences.

High/Scope Quaity Resarch Center

The High/Scope QRC located d the High/Scope Foundaton in Ypsilanti, Michigan, has
two major foci in studies leing conducted with its Head &t agemy patners. Head $art
patners include Gty of Detroit Depatment of Human Services Head Start in Detroit, MI;
Wayne Caunty Regonal Educaton ServicesAgency in Wayne, MI; Oaland-Livingsbn Human
Services Agency in Pontiac, MI; Southfield Public Schools in Southfield, MI; and Capital Area
Community Services in Landng, MI. Orne mgjor reseach focus is on the catributions of
naturalistic assessments of Head Start programs and their influences on children and families.
The High/Scope Chid Obsevational Recad (COR) — an obsewational asesment of children
ergaged in spontaneous activities in their natural program setting — is being examined dong
with several more tradtional methods d child assesments. The High/Scope Head &t Program
Quality Assessment (PQA) is a comprehensive observational and interview instrument on Head
Start's comprehensive services for children and families. The PQA was developed from previous
High/Scope program assesment instruments ard the Head &rt Program Performance Sardards
ard evaluation appoach The High/Scope QRCis gathering dat from Head $art programs on
the relationship between the FQA ard other apppactes dten usedin early childhood program
evaluations.

A secad major focus d the High/Scope QRC $ on the rle of staff development in
promoting program qudity and children'sdevelopment, based in part on previous High/Scope
reseach. Although Head Sart is a leader in suppating inservice taining, there is limited
knowledge doout which kinds of saff development best suppot effective program practices To
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date, the overall picture emerging from these aidies enphasizes he importance d staffing
issues in implementing high qudity early educaton programs. Extending oher studies on
gereral educaion versus spedalized eaty childhood training, the High/Scgpe QRC has found
teachng staff in public school ard nonprofit setings to have more formal educaion whereas
HeadStart gaff more often have eaty childhood degees.Unlike previous studies, High Scope's
cumrent data show that experience, over ard alove formal educaton ard training, is a sgnificant
predctor of program qudity.

Also intriguing are recen findings on effective insewice training practces. The training
methods most positively asociated with good program qudity included curiculum-centered
training, hands-on leaming experiences, classroom obsewation and feedack b teacters, ard
continuity and follow-up by a casistent trainer. In Head $art ard other eaty childhood
programs, training was most often conducted usng an "expert-of-the-month" modd - a seriesof
expelts lecuring gdaff on varied tgics, without opportunities for follow-up asistarce for
implementation.

North Carolina Center for Resarch on Head Sart Quality

The NCQRC, located at the University of North Cawolina's Fank Porter Graram Child
Developnert Center and the Department of Maternal ard Child Health in the School of Public
Health, is working with four Head Start partners in central North Caroling, including Franklin
Vance Waren Head $art in Henderson, NC; WAGES Head $art in Goldsboro, NC; Chapd
Hill-Camrboro HeadStart in Chapé Hill, NC; and Wake Oarge Chaham Head Sart in Rdeigh,
NC. The NCQRC is studying several questions related to quaity in Head Sart: What is
"quality" in the service delivery domans of education, health, family services, parent
involvement? How can qudity best be measured? How do different measues relate to each
other? How does qudity relate to child and family outcomes? What types of measurement are
helpful for Head Start programs to use in their own evaluation efforts?

In the first year(199596) the NOQRC conducted 12 focusgroupsof Head Sart patents,
teaclers, coadinators ard family sevice wakers to examine their definitions of "qudity.” The
NCQRC Ekamed about the claracteristics hat all groups lelieve © be important for a gpod Head
Start program and some characteristics hat paticular groups deenmore important than others.
In the secand year, the NCQRC used nany different saurces & information to measure the
quality of programs in different domains, including observations of classrooms, interviews with
parents, ard staff surveys. This information, along with child assesaments, were the plot work
for desgning and findizing the year 3 gudies of qudity interrelationships and the relations of
quality to child and family outcomes.

In the curent year 3 reseach, the NOQRC daff are interviewing over 200 families
assessing over 250 chidren, ard aurveying all staff from the four programs in both the fall and
spring to find out how different agpecs of qudity relate to eachother ard to child and family
outcomes. These da will hep answerquesions as b whether same dimensions of qudity are
highly correlated, whether overall qudity or spedfic dimensons of qudity are likely to influence
parent ard child outcomes,ard whether the overall qudity of a Head &t program makes more
difference for some types d families and chidren than others. The NCQRCis aso collecting
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information about patent involvement in the dassiooms, parent educaibn via parent meeings,
ard volunteer adivities b gan detiled information alout the parental involvement component
of HeadStart. Extensive child atendarce daa were also collected from all classiooms, day by
day, to examine the amount of turnover in these four programs. This information is important
becausethe intendty of treament (i.e., atendance)may be a mediator of the efects of program
qudity.

In year 4, the exensive dat gaheredin the curent yearof the study will be analyzed ard
reported to both sdentific and practitioner communities. The NCQRC's Head &t patners will
be helpful in guiding the form and contert of the dissemination acivities neededto make the
information userfriendly for Head $art audences. Inyeass 4 awl 5, the feasibility of HeadStart
staff's use of quality measures will be examined. This will involve modifying existing measures
for sdf-assessment, sudying the types ard amount of training neededor Head $art gaff to use
thesemeasures sucesfully, ard canducting validity and reliability studies d both the measues
ard their us.

New England Quality Resarch Center

The New England Qudity Reseach Center (NEQRC) is locaied & the Ceter for
Children & Families at Educdion Development Cener (EDC) in Newton, Massachusetts ard
includes three eseach patners, Harvard's Gaduaé School of Educaton, Boston Cdlege, ard
the Massa@husetts Society for the Revention of Crudty to Chidren. The NEQRC is working
closely with four Head Start partners, Community Action Program Inter-City (based in
communities rorth of Boston), Communities United, Inc. (based in communities west of
Boston), Community Teamwork, Inc. (basedin Lowell), ard Cambridge Head . The
NEQRKC is examining four mgjor quesions:

1) What s the qudity of the dfferent aspect d Head $art programs (classrooms, management
practices, provision of social serviceg asdeermined by varied measuresof program qudity?

2) How is the dewelopment of children affected by variations in the quaity of the Head &art
program they attend in the short term (one year) and after they enter kindergarten?

3) How does variation in program qudity affect pawent's child-reaing, ergagement with the
program, and progress toward meeing their personal goals?

4) How does the child's and family's lingustic and cultura background affect paterns of child
development ard the family engagement ard benefits from paticipating in Head $art?

The NEQRC is developing tools to asess multiple agects of program qudity. To
examine defails of teacherchild interaction, the TeacherChild Verbal Interaction Rofile was
deweloped. The Language and dture Quesionnaire is being developed b examine beliefs and
practices important for considering how teacters wak with children from lingusticdly and
culturally diverse backgiounds. The NEQRC has developed the Information and Management
Pradtices Inventory to describe management practices related to information management and
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decision-making. Findly, NEQRC is devising atool to examine how family service workers
respand to the reeds o diverse families, the Family SewvicesLanguage and dture Suwey:.

The NEQRC aso has devdoped tods to asess children's development. The Profile of
Early Literacy Devebpment asesses eaty print knowledge ad plonemic awaeness and
Naming Gategolies asseses children's ability to use énguage ¢ caegorize djects. Both of
thes tools have been developed br use in English and Spanish. The NEQRC aso dewloped a
teacler rating tool, the TeacherEvaluation of Language& Literacy Developrant Fnally, with
the patners at BC, the Bronon Soal Task Skil Profile wasrevised for usein Head $art. The
Bronsaon Profile is an obsewational tool that examines dildren's sacial and mastery orientation.

Research is being caried aut in 40 dassrooms with 250 chibren in the four Head $art
programs with whom NEQRC is working dosely. Fdl and fring dat are being collected on
children's language, literacy, ard socia developmert usng individudly administered
assegnents, an obsewvational tool and teacter ratings. The language dewvelopment of children
whose first language is Spanish is beng assessed in bath English and Spanish. Parents child
realing practices, need br sewices and progress toward emnomic sdf-sufficiency is being
determined through fall and ring interviews. During the winter, clasroom qudity is being
assasedthrough three days of data cdlection using obsewational tools that assess \erall
qudity, teacler sengtivity and respansiveness, ard the natre of teacler-child conversaions.
Program quality will also be assessedusing surveys that examine management pradices ard
efforts of the social sevice wakers. Next year children who erter kindergarten will be tracked
ard their progress assesd

E. Future Plansfor the Measures Initiative

In the coming year, the availability of additional data from several sources will greatly
enrance Head rt's ablity to assesshie quaity of its piograms ard its effects on children and
families. The Fall 1997 to Spng 1998 FACES dat aralysis will be awilable in late 1998.
Through its prepost gudy desgn, FACES will provide the most comprehensive measure o the
progress Head Start children make on the largest sample in 35 yeass. In addtion to child
developnert, FACES will also provide information on charges in family experierces and
behaviors over the year. It will also further assesthe qudity of Head $art classboms, teaclers,
ard programs. This will produce anextremely rich datsbase for examining the many
relationships between program qudity and child and family development.

The Quality Research Centers will continue to collect and analyze data on their
examinations d Head $art qualty in their spedfic areas o interest.

The revision of the Head &t monitoring system will be completed and implementation
will begin. This should provide Head $rt with an increasngly reliable assessment of the
performance o al Head $art programs while redudng program burden ard cost.

The PIR will also undergo revision to respond to naional topics of interest, as well as to
revise qustionsfor consistent respanse byall Head $art programs ead year.
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As with this report, the addiional information to be provided rext yearwill enable Head
Start to objectively review its program performance, srategically plan for future investments,
ard respand to identified piogram needs o sewve low-income families with young children
better. Head Start is right on target in implementing its strategic plan for making Program
Performance Measiresan integral partt of the pogram. Most importantly, it has deweloped ard
refined a multi-saurce system of dat collection which will continue © contribute to a letter
understanding o the strengths and needs of the children and families served by Head Start.
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CHAPTER 3: MATRIX OF MEASURES AND INDICATORS

Chaper 1 presemed FACES outcome ard process dad that addess bree dojectives of
the Performance Measures Concepual Framework: Objective 1. Enhance dildren's realthy
growth and development; Objective 2: Srengthen families as the primary nurturers of their
children; ard Objective 3: Provide children with educaional, health and rutritional sewices.In
this chapter processdata from the HR ard HSMTS are presemed for Objectives 2 ad 3;
Objective 4: Link children and families 1o needed conmunity sewnices and Obgctive 5: Ensure
well-managed programs that involve parents in decision-making. The matrix of Head Start
Program Performance Meaures identifies ead spedcfic measure, the indicaior of performance
on that measure, the data source, ard dat from two yeass of program operations (1996 awl
1997)

The matrix preseits all of the Fogram Performance Meaures dad that are curently
available rom the PR ard HSMTS for 1996 ad 1997.The PR (Program Information Report)
is a €lf-reporting program level dat system through which dat are submitted by every Head
Start program to the Head &t Bureauatthe er of ead program year. The AR contains daia
on children and families served, services ddivered, saff characteristics, and issues of special
interest to the Bureau, suchas &cilities gerated The Head it Monitoring ard Tracking
System (HSMTS) contains daa collected by Head $art monitoring teans. Each program is
monitored on-site every three yeass, so daa for eachyearof HSMTS represen only one third of
the piograms. Data are @llected usng the OnSite Rogram Review Instrument (OSPRI) which
rates whether programs are in or out-of-compliance wth program stardards. As the Head Start
monitoring system and dat cdlecton instrument are curertly under revision, Program Year
199798 wil be ae d trarsition from the dd to the rew system. HSMTS daia for 1997 will be
the last data reported underthe old system.

Many of the items in the Peformance Measures Matrix will be obtained from the Family
ard Child Experiences Suvey (FACES) Fall 1997 ad Sping 1998 daia collection, and so will
not be available until the next Head $art Program Performance Mesues Repd. The
availability of dat from these two time peiriods will provide information on progress made by
children ard families over the Head &t year. Those items in the Performance Measures Matrix
with data saurces dentified as bild asgssnents, classioom obsewations, paent interviews,
teacler ratings, or gaff interviews will be dotained from FACES.
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HEAD START PROGRAM GOAL S,0BJECTIVE S, MEASURES, INDICAT ORS AND DATA SOURCES

ULTIMATE GOAL:
To bring abaut a greater
degree of social competercein
prehoal childrenfrom low-
income families

OBJECTIVE 1: ENHANCE CHIL DREN'SGROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT

PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICAT OR DATA SOURCE 1996pATA 1997pATA
Percent of changeiin:
1. Head Start children demanstrate Head Start children's emergent Child assessment, parent Not availalde FACESfield test datain Chapter
improved emergent literacy, literacy interview, teacher ratings 1. Pre-post daato be provided
numeracy, and languaye ills from FACESin 1999
Head Start children's language skills Child assessment, parent Not availabe FACESfield test datain Chapter
interview, teacher ratings 1. Pre-post daato be provided
from FACESin 1999
Head Start children’snumerical skills | Child asessment, parent Not availabde FACESfield test datain Chapter
interview, teacher ratings 1. Pre-post daato be provided
from FACESin 1999
2. Head Start children demonstrate Head Start children's general memary, | Child assessnent, parent Not availalde FACESfield test datain Chapter
improved general cognitive skills reasoning, and problem solving interview, teacher ratings 1. Pre-post daato be provided
from FACESin 1999
Head Start children'smusical alility Teadher ratings Not availabe To be provided
and aregtivity from FACESin 1999
3. Head Start children demonstrate Head Start children's goss ad fine Child assessment, parent Not availabde FACESfield test datain Chapter

improved gross and fine mator skills

mator Kills

interview, teacher ratings

1. Pre-post daato be provided
from FACESin 1999
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICAT OR DATA SOURCE 1996pATA 1997pATA
Percent of changein:
4. Head Start children demaonstrate Head Start children's initiative and Teadher ratings Not availabe To be provided
improved positiv e attitudes toward attitudes toward learning from FACESin 1999
leaning
Head Start children's task mastery Parent interview, Not availabde To be provided
classroom observation from FACESin 1999
5. Head Start children demonstrate Head Start children's positive social Parent interview, teacher Not availabde To be provided
improved social behavior and behavior and behavior problems ratings from FACESin 1999
emotional well-being
Head Start children's saial Parent interview, Not availabde To be provided
interaction with peeris classroom observation from FACESin 1999
6. Head Start children demonstrate The extent to which Head Start Recad Reviews Not availade Not currently cdlected

improved physical health

children experience namal heght and

weight growth rates
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OBJECTIVE 2: STRENGTHEN FAMILIES ASTHE PRIM ARY NURTURERSOF THEIR CHIL DREN

PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICAT OR DATA SOURCE 1996 DATA 1997 DATA
Percent of changein:
7. Head Start parents demongrate Head Start children's home Parent interview Not availade To beprovided
improved parenting skills environment safety from FACESin 1999
Head Start children’s learning Parent Interview Not availade To beprovided
ervironment in the home from FACESin 1999
Head Start parents’ limit-setting ard Parent Interview Not availade To beprovided
disciplinary methods from FACES in 1999
8. Head Start parents improve their gves;zltﬁetia:t ap/\ir]elril;t/se’ssmse of control Parent Interview Not awailabe ]:I;gnkzeFar\%vllz (éeldn 1699
self-concept and emotional well -
beng Head Start parents depression Parent Interview Not awailae To be provided
from FACESin 1999
Head Start parents’ social support Parent Interview Not availabe To be provided
network from FACESin 1999
9. Head Start paents make progress | Head Start parents' recept of neeced | Parent interview Not availabe To be provided

toward their educatonal, literacy, and
employment godls

employment, job training, education,
and literacy services

from FACESin 1999

Of thetotal number of paid gaff or
volunteers, the nunmber and pecent
who are aurrrent or former Head Start
paents

PIR

443500f 14753
Head Start staff
(30%)are current or
former Head Start
paents

46364 of 147473 Head Start
staff (31%)are current or former

Head Start paents
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OBJECTIVE 3: PROVIDE CHIL DRENWITH EDUCATIONAL, HEALTH, AND NUTRITIONAL SERVICES

PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR DATA SOURCE 1996 ATA 1997 DATA

10. Head Start programs_prowde Measurement of Head Start Classroom observation | Not availalde FACESfiddtest datain

developmentdly appropriate .

educational environments programs classroom physical Chapter 1. Pre-post datato
environments including space, be provided from FACES
equipment, and mateials in 1999
The extent to which Head Start Clasroom observation | Not availalde FACESfiddtest datain
programactivities are varied ard Chapter 1. Pre-post test
well-planned datato be provided from

FACESin 199
Measurement of Head Start Classroom observation | Not availalde FACESfiddtest datain
programs oppatunities for child Chapter 1. Pre-post datato
choice am sdf-initiated leaning be provided from FACES
in 1999

Measurement of paents Parent interview Not awvailade To be provided
satidaction with the helpfulness of from FACESin 1999
Head Start sevices and sipport

11.' Hea(_j Start _staff Interact W.Ith Measurement of teachers Classroom observation | Not availalde FACESfiddtest datain

children in a skilled and sensitive e : ) .

manner facilitation of children’s cognitive, Chapter 1. Pre-post datato
linguistic, social, emotional, and be provided from FACES
physical development in 1999
Measurement of Head Start Clasroom observation | Not availalde FACESfiddtest datain

teachers emotional tone of adult-
child interaction

Chapter 1. Pre-post datato
be provided from FACES
in 1999
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR DATA SOURCE 1996 DATA 1997 DATA
13& r"'eagc?iitl FrOTEmS sabPIt | Measirement of how well Head | HSMTS, parent 312 d 321 gantees 335 d 347 gantees
aniresp Start programs serve childrenard interview reviewed serving non- reviewed serving non-

families whose native languages
not English

English goesaking children
(97%) employed same
language daff

Parent interview datanot
availade

English goesking children
(97%) enployed same
language daff

Parent interview datato be
provided from FACES in
1999

The extent to which the diversity of
family culture, languags, and
family life is represented in
maerials and adivities for children
and paents

Classroom observation

Not awvailade

FACESfidd test datain
Chapter 1. Pre-post datato
be provided from FACES
in 1999

13. Head Start assues dildren
recewve neeced medicd, dental, ard
mental heath services

The rumber ard percent of Head
Start childrenwho receved neecded
medicd services

PIR, HSMTS

155551 o the 163837
children (95%) who neeced
medicd servicesreceved
medicd services

376 d 469 gantees
reviewed (80%)
provided/arranged hedlth
services for all enrolled
chil dren needng treatment

156969 o the 185706
children (85%) who neeced
medicd servicesreceved
medicad services

379 d 459 gantees
reviewed (82.6%)
provided/arranged hedlth
services for all enrolled
chil dren needng treatment

"Rewording of AR item may have changed level of services reported
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICATO R DATA SOURCE 1996 DATA 1997 DATA
13. Head Start assues dhildren The rumber ard percent of Head
recewve neeced medicd, dental, ard | Start childrenwho receved needed AR 20.6’795 d the 220676 17.9’4(8 d the 226761
. . . children (94%) who neeced | children (79% who needed
mental health services (continued) dental services . : . .
dental servicesreceived dental servicesreceived
dental services dental services®
The rumber and percent of Head PIR 20,628 0f the 27,353 30,6100f the 39980
Start childrenwho receved neeced children (75%) who neeced | children (77%) who neeced
mental heath services mental heath services mental heath services
received mental health received mental heath
services service$
The rumber ard percent of Head PIR 786997 of 838496 dhildren | 790178 o 841170 dhildren
Start childrenwho receved neeced (94%) received neeckd (94%) received neeckd
immunizaions immunizaions immunizaions
14. Head Start children receive The number and percent of children HSMTS 250 d 264 gantees 253 d 268grantees

meals and snacks that meettheir
daily nutritional needs

who receved meals and snacks
meeing their nutritional needs

reviewed (95%) vere
providing required meals
and sacks

reviewed (94%) vere
providing required meals
and dacks

8Rewording of AR item may have changed level of services reported
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE

PERFORMANCE INDICATO R

DATA SOURCE

1996 DATA

1997 DATA

15. Head Start programs provide
individualized services for children
with disabilities

Measurement of how well Head Start
serves children with disabilities:

a. Number and percert with
Individudized Education Plans
(IEPs)

b. Number ard percert receving
srvicesin their IEPs

€. Number and percert fully
engaged in program adivities

PIR, HSMTS,
classroom observation

a. Datanot collected in
1996 RR

a 377 d 469grantees
reviewed (80%)had an IEP
for every child with a
disabili ty

b. 4130f 469 gantees
reviewed (88%) provided
special education and
related services assoon as
possible atter the IEP
meeing

c. Not availabe

a 950710f 107473
children with disabilities
(88%) hal IEPs

a. 3980f 459

grantees reviewed (87%)
had an |EP for every child
with adisability

b. 4110of 459 d grantees
reviewed (90%)provided
special education and
related services assoon as
possible atter the IEP
meeing

c. FACESfidd test datain
Chapter 1. Pre-post datato
be provided from FACESin
1999

Percert of Head Start parents who are
able to better meetthe pecial needs
of their children with disabilities
because d Head Start

Parent interview

Not availade

To be provided from
FACESin 199
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE

PERFORMANCE INDICATO R

DATA SOURCE

1996 DATA

1997 DATA

16. Head Start parents link with
social service agenciesto obtain
neeced services

Theratio of the total number of Head
Start familiesto the number of family
service workers

PIR

Not included in 1996 PR

17 A45family service
workersto 781,836 Head
Start families provide a 1/45
ratio of family service
workers o famiies

The exent to which parentsreceved | Parent interview Not availabe To be provided
needed social services (e.g., child from FACESin 1999
care, WIC, housing assistance)

gchtei?]d]a?zrt pg:ilgfavi: th The exent to which parentsreceved | Parent interview, staff Not availade To beprovided

agn needed educationa services (e.g., interview from FACESin 1999

neeckd services
GED dasse)
Measurement of how well Head Sart | Parent interview, staff Not availabde To be provided

helped paents and dildren make the
trangition from Head Start to
kindergarten (e.g., talking ©
kindergarten teachers, visiting the
new school)

interview

from FACESin 1999

82




PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICATO R DATA SOURCE 1996 DATA 1997 DATA
18. Head Start parents link with The number and percent of parents | Parent interview, staff Not availabde To be provided
hedlth care services to obtainneeded | who report that they ard their interview from FACESin 1999
cae children have an ongaing source of
continuous, accesible heath care
(i.e, a malical home
The extent to which parents secured | Parent interview Not availabde To be provided

neecedhealth services(eg., child
immunizaions, mental health
serviceg

from FACESin 1999

19. Head Start parents secure child
carein order to work, go to schoal, or
gan employment training

The rumber ard percent of Head
Start programs providing child care

PIR

551 d 2,011 Head Start
programs (27%) provided
child car

7720f 1,972 Head Start
programs (39%) provided
child care

Of the Head Start programsthat do
not provide child careto Head Start
children, the number and pecent of
Head Start programs providing
linkages to child care

PIR, Parent interview

498 d 2,011 Head Start
programs (25%) were
providing linkagesto child
care

PIR datanot collected on
this item in 1997: will be
availabe in 1998by family

Not awvailade Parent interview datato be
provided from FACES in
1999
The rumber and percent of Head Parent interview Not awailabe To be provided from
Start parents who report they have FACESin 199

stable child care srvices
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OBJECTIVE 5: ENSUREWELL- MANAGED PROGRAM STHAT INVO LVE PARENTS IN DECISION-MAKING

PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICATO R | DATA SOURCE 1996 DATA 1997 DATA

anOénang:jd Sart programsarewell- | 1 ber ard percent of HSMTS 411 d 469 gantees 408 d 459 gantees
programs udng afinancid reviewed (88%)had reviewed (89%)had
management system that ensures appropriate financial appropriate financial
budge management; maintains management systems management systems
control over curent operations, and
provides timdy, accurate, current,
and complete disclosure of financial
maters
The rumber ard percent of HSMTS 402 d 469 gantees 415 d 459 gantees

programs that peformed annual
sdf-assessnents

reviewed (86%) onducted
annual sdf-assessnents

reviewed (90%) onducted
annual sdf-assessnents

Head Start stff ratings of how
important program gaalsregarding
meeing parent need are  staff
(e.g. to teach parents alout health
and nutition)

Staff interview

Not awvailade

To be provided
from FACESin 1999

The rumber ard percent of
programsthat conducted a
Community Assessnent (CA) and
used the information from the CA
for planning purposes

HSMTS

374 d 469 gantees
reviewed (80%) onducted
CAs ard usedthe
information for planning
purpcses

366 d 459 gantees
reviewed (80%) onducted
CAs ard usedthe
information for planning
purpcses
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

1996 DATA

1997 DATA

21. Head Start parentsare involved
adivdy in decisions about program
operations

The rumber ard percent of
programs that me all of the criteria
regarding effective paent
participation in the process of
making decisions alout the natue
and operation of Head Start

HSMTS

307 d 469 gantees
reviewed (65%)met all
criteria for effective parent
participation in decision-
making

336 d 459 gantees
reviewed (73%)met all
criteria for effective parent
participation in decision
making

The extent to which parents
influence Head Start prograns

Parent interview

Not awvailade

To be provided from
FACESin 199

22. Head Start programs employ
qudified staff

The rumber ard percent of
classroom teachers with adegree in
Early Childhood Education (ECE),
a Child Development Assaiate
(CDA) aecertial, a Sate-awarded
prexhool cettificate, or a degree in

PIR, saff interview

300160f 35644 Head
Start teachers (84%) had
ealy childhood credertials

32,1520f 35707 Head
Start teache's (90%) had
ealy childhood credertials

FACES field test datain
Chapter 1. Staff interview

a fidd related to ECE plus a State datato be provided
awarded certificate from FACESin 1999
The number and percent of home- PIR 2,8400f 4,809home 2,7390f 4,276home
visitors with a degreein child ard visitors (5%0) had visitors (64%) had

family sudies, adult education,
home econamics, psychdogy, or
social work; adegreein ECE; or a
home-visitor CDA

appropriate aecertials

appropriate aecertials
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR

DATA SOURCE

1996 DATA

1997 DATA

22. Head Start programs employ
qudified gaff (continued)

The rumber ard percent of

HSMTS, dassioom

422 d 464 gantees

404 d 459 gantees

programs operating center-based observations reviewed (91%)maintained | reviewed (88%)maintained

or comhbination center/home-based appropriate staffing and appropriate staffing and

options that employ atlead two clas gze clas sze

paid gaff per dassroom and

maintain appropriate dass 5zes for FACES field test datain

the agesof the dildrenserved Chapter 1. Additional
class size and adult:child
ratio data to be provided
from FACESin 1999

The rumber and percent of HSMTS 177 d 184home based 163 d 171home-based

programs operating home-based
options thatmantain an average
caseload of 10 o 12 families pe
home visitor and nomore than 12
families for any home visitor

grantees reviewed (96%)
had appropriate casdloads
for home visitors

grantees reviewed (95%)
had appropriate casdloads
for home visitors
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PERFORMANCE MEASURE PERFORMANCE INDICATOR DATA SOURCE 1996 DATA 1997 DATA
Zﬁa.?(;d stsftjfa}rt(ggg;ineg)anpl oy The extent to which Head Start gaff | PIR, Nationa Center Head Start staff Head Start staff
q salariesare eqiitable with nationa for Early Childhood Directors-$39,460 Directors-$40,688
averages Workforce Teachers-$17,104 Teachers-$17,771
Aides-$10824 Aides-$11243

Home Visitors-NA

Home Visitors-$15227

NCECW Data availade
only for teadhing saff.

In 199 ddlars, average
child care teaching gaff
earned $11,725pe year for
a 9 week year

Earnings for teaching staff
by educationd level

HS Diploma

$10151

Somecdlege

$11617

Cdlege Degree

$14506

Of thetotal number of gaff, length
of service and number and percent
who left the program and were
replaced

PIR, gaff interview

Not collected in 1996

Of 147473tota Haff,
12,143 (8%) werereplaced
during the operating year

Staff interview datato be
provided
from FACESin 1999

87




PERFORMANCE MEASURE

PERFORMANCE INDICATO R

DATA SOURCE

1996 DATA

1997 DATA

22.Head Start programs employ
qudified gaff (continued)

The extent to which Head Start staff
recewe appropriate ongoing training
and daff development

HSMTS, saff interview

428 d 469 gantees
reviewed (91%)provided
staff and parent training in
child development

Not awvailade

408 d 459 gantees
reviewed, (89%)provided
staff and parent training in
child development

Staff interview datato be
provided from FACES in
1999

23. Head Start programs suppat
staff development and training

The extent to which Head Start
programs provide ongoing and
effecive gaff devel opment ard
training adivities

HSMTS, saff interview

428 d 469 gantees
reviewed (91%)provided
appropriate gaff
development and training;

4230f 459 gantees
reviewed (92%)provided
appropriate gaff
development and training

Not availade Staff interview datato be
provided
from FACESin 1999
The extent to which Head Start Staff Interview Not availabe To be provided from
programs maintain a positive FACESin 199

organizationd climatethat offers
adminigrative and per suppat and
teamwork

24. Head Start programs comply
with Head Start regulations

Of the programsidentified as
having sgnificant peformance
problems, the rumber and percent
that have carrecied their
deficienciesor have beenreplaced

Regional Offi ce
Reports

120 gantees were identified
as having deficienciesard
were working on Quality
Improvement Plans. Shce
October 1993 65 programs
had rdinquished their grants
or been terminated

92 grantees were identified
as having deficienciesard
were working on Quality
Improvement Plans. Shce
October 1993 90 programs
had rdinquished their grants
or been terminated
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