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Strategy Recommendation Research Support 

1. Program  
Match 

a) Match program goals to family 
needs and program resources. 

Families with high levels of need 
make gains only with more 
intensive services from more 
highly trained professionals 
(Gomby, 2005).  

2. Home  
Visitor 
Qualifications 

a) Match qualifications of home 
visitor (e.g., paraprofessional, 
professional) to that 
demonstrated in model. 

Paraprofessionals do best in 
programs with limited goals and 
a prescriptive curriculum; highly 
qualified home visitors needed 
for families with multiple, 
complex issues (Gomby, 2005).  

3. Preservice & 
Inservice  
Training 

a) Provide the same intensity (i.e., 
hours, group size) of pre-service 
training by qualified instructors 
as specified in the evidence-
based model. 

b) Provide the same frequency and 
intensity of inservice training as 
specified in the model. 

c) Assess home visitors’ 
understanding of adult learning 
styles as well as program goals 
and strategies through activities 
such as role plays and case 
studies. 

Most effective training is spaced 
in time and includes on-site 
consultation  and assessment of 
learning (Epstein, 1993).  
In less effective home visiting 
programs, staff receive less 
training—both pre-service and 
on-going; these changes have 
been linked to weaker outcomes 
(Gomby, 2005; Schorr, 1977; 
Yoshikawa, Rosman, & Hsueh, 
J., 2002). 

4. Supervision  a) Ensure program fidelity by 
providing ongoing review of 
home visits by both supervisor 
and home visitor using written 
documentation, on-site 
observations, or videotapes. 

Home visits tend to drift from a 
focus on parent-child interactions 
to pleasant, chatty, visits between 
host and guest (Peterson, 2002; 
Roggman, Boyce, Cook, & Jump, 
2001).  

5. Home  
Visitor  
Retention 

a) Minimize turnover of home 
visitors through competitive 
salary and benefits packages. 

High turnover, due to low wages 
for home visitors, is linked to 
negative program outcomes 
(Gomby, 2005). 
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6. Family  
Recruitment 

a) Recruit families in need of 
services. 

Up to 40% of families recruited 
fail to enroll (Gomby, 2005), 
limiting generalization of results.  

7. Cultural 
Sensitivity 

a) Ensure that home visitors use 
strategies and activities consistent 
with cultural values of family, 
not just parent, especially if the 
parent lives with an extended 
family. 

Strategies and activities that are 
inconsistent with the cultural 
beliefs and values of the family 
are less likely to be implemented, 
and more likely to lead to drop 
outs (Cowan, Powell, & Cowan, 
1998; National Research Council, 
2000) 

8. Family 
Engagement 

a) Maintain family engagement 
during visits. 

b) Jointly plan for parent follow-up 
activities. 

c) Review parent follow-up at next 
meeting.  

Less effective home visitors 
praise the parent, and 
demonstrate activities, rather than 
jointly planning, implementing, 
and reviewing activities 
(Hebbeler et al. 2002). 

9. Parenting  
Focus 

a) Address needs recognized bv the 
parent. 

b) Ensure that children in families 
with high needs participate in a 
high quality early care and 
education program.  

Home visiting program are more 
successful at changing self-
reported parenting attitudes, 
beliefs, and behaviors; child 
programs are more successful at 
changing child outcomes 
(Gomby, 2005; Love et al., 2002; 
Sweet & Appelbaum, 2004)  

10. Program  
Intensity and 
Duration 

a) Monitor frequency and duration 
of home visits. 

b) Minimize attrition by scheduling 
home visits at family’s 
convenience. 

c) Monitor who is dropping out and 
why.  

Families who stay with home 
visiting programs tend to be ones 
who least need the program, 
while highest need families drop 
out at rates above 50% (Gomby, 
Colross, Behrman, 1999; 
Innocenti, 2002; Wagner, Spiker, 
& Linn, 2002).  
High attrition limits 
generalization of results.  
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