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The  Research Base for a 
Birth through Age Eight
State Policy Framework

OVERVIEW

Early experiences in childhood lay the foundation for later success. The relationships, 

environments, and supports that children experience have a profound impact on their 

development because critical neurological and biological systems grow most rapidly  

in these earliest years. Throughout early childhood, from birth through age eight, 

children need early, consistent, high-quality supports to promote and sustain their 

developmental gains. 

State policies can help build a strong foundation that puts young children, particularly 

vulnerablei young children, on a path to success. The Alliance for Early Success 

developed the Birth Through Age Eight State Policy Framework as a tool, or roadmap, 

that can inform decision-making and guide policy choices. It focuses attention on what 

is critical within and across different aspects of early childhood development to address 

the physical, social, and cognitive needs of young children within various contexts.  

The framework is the collective work of more than 150 experts, including leaders in  

the fields of early childhood and K-12 education, advocates, researchers, policymakers,  

and foundation officers. Building on decades of research and theory identifying the 

essential supports for children’s development, the framework emphasizes health, family  

support, and learning as critical policy areas, and standards, assessment practices,  

and accountability systems as critical foundations to implement the policies. 

i “Vulnerable” is defined as having one or more of the following risk factors, which increase the 
likelihood of poor health, learning, and economic outcomes: poverty, low parental education, 
single or teenage parent, homelessness, and/or high residential mobility. 

http://earlysuccess.org/our-work/policy-framework


The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

3

This report, The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework,ii 

and the accompanying Research at a Glance: The Research Base for a Birth through  

Age Eight State Policy Framework are compendia to the framework that emphasizes 

three important messages:  

1. There is an evidence base for the policy areas and policy foundations identified
in the Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework;

2. The years starting at birth and continuing through age eight are a critical time
for achieving good health, strong families, and better learning outcomes in early
childhood and later in life; and

3. The supports and experiences that children receive have a cumulative effect—each
experience influences the next and sustains previous growth and development.

What follows is the evidence base for the framework, providing the research for the 

factors that contribute to and sustain the healthy growth and development of young 

children. This report is organized into two sections, one presents the health, family 

support, and learning policies areas. The other presents the standards, screening and 

assessment practices and accountability system policy foundations. An overview of  

each policy area and foundation is followed by a list of relevant policy choices and  

the research base for each. 

POLICY AREAS: 

HEALTH, FAMILY SUPPORT, AND LEARNING

The Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework is informed by developmental 

science	theory and research, which asserts that “development” is a dynamic, interactive 

process that is not predetermined, but occurs in the context of relationships, 

experiences and environments. Children interact with their world in dynamic and active 

ways, thereby actively shaping their own development with their unique characteristics, 

interests and needs. Children’s developmental trajectories are created over time 

through these transactions with their world. Patterns of interacting with the world are 

built on the experiences children have, and each experience influences the next. The 

period of birth through age eight is a critical period for this dynamic interplay between 

individual growth and the contexts of development—which can include the internal, 

biological context of the child as well as the home, school, and community contexts; 

the cultural context; and even the local, state or national policy context. Supporting 

ii See also Research at a Glance: The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy 
Framework, which is an abbreviated version of The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight 
State Policy Framework. Available here: http://earlysuccess.org/sites/default/files/website_files/
files/ChT-Alliance%20R%20at%20a%20Glance%20v9%20wactive%20links.pdf

http://earlysuccess.org/sites/default/files/website_files/files/ChT-Alliance%20R%20at%20a%20Glance%20v9%20wactive%20links.pdf
http://earlysuccess.org/sites/default/files/website_files/files/ChT-Alliance%20R%20at%20a%20Glance%20v9%20wactive%20links.pdf
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children’s growth and well-being within and across these important contexts during 

early childhood can ultimately lead to good health, strong families, and better learning 

outcomes that predict long-term health, high school graduation, and sustained success 

over time.1 Developmental research indicates that targeted policies in health, family 

support, and learning during the critical years spanning birth through age eight can 

make a difference in children’s life trajectories. 

HEALTH

The first eight years of life are characterized by a series  

of critical periods during which development is particularly 

sensitive to experiences that are largely influenced by 

children’s health and well-being. The development that 

occurs within these sensitive periods is often hardwired, 

and becomes the foundation for all subsequent 

development. In this way, health in the first eight years of 

life has significant cumulative and sustained effects on 

child and adult outcomes.2 For example, poor health in utero may lead to poor birth 

outcomes3 that further increase risk for poor health in early childhood. Young children 

who experience toxic stress as a result of significant adversity are, in turn, at higher risk 

for serious conditions in adulthood such as obesity and cardiovascular disease4—many 

of which have negative economic and societal consequences. 

Poor health early in life compromises subsequent development. Prolonged and elevated 

stress from adverse experiences early in life such as violence or abuse causes changes in 

neural circuitry and chemical composition in the brain, which make children less resilient 

over time.5 This reduced adaptability undercuts the developmental benefits of positive 

experiences and puts children at risk for physical and mental illness later in life.6

However, as developmental science asserts, development is not predetermined or 

necessarily linear, but occurs through a dynamic interplay between the individual 

and the environments and relationships in which each child engages. Health risks 

experienced early in life do not necessarily lead to poor health in adulthood, unless  

there are consistent and cumulative experiences that contribute to such a trajectory.7 

For example, Latino infants of Mexican heritage experience positive birth outcomes 

such as robust birthweight and low infant mortality rates despite many of these children 

coming from disadvantaged backgrounds (e.g., low maternal education, low household 

income). Nevertheless, one study found that Latino children have lower cognitive growth in 

early childhood compared to their white peers, even after controlling for socioeconomic 

differences between the groups.8 Thus, early protective factors related to health do 
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not necessarily predict improved outcomes across developmental domains or for all 

children, nor do early health risks always predict poor outcomes across domains or  

for all children. 

However, early health and economic risks can constrain the subsequent experiences 

children have. Children with poor nutrition and chronic illness are more likely to miss 

school, and therefore miss out on important social and academic opportunities.9 

This is especially true for uninsured children, who are less likely to receive preventive 

care, needed services, and screenings that allow for the early identification and 

effective management of health concerns.10 Uninsured children living in poverty 

disproportionately suffer from lack of access to health care, particularly because poor 

children are less likely to be in excellent physical and oral health.11 Moreover, low-income 

children stand to benefit the most from high-quality developmental opportunities 

available to them12—opportunities that are made possible largely by keeping children 

healthy and minimizing health risks as much as possible. 

Policies that promote the health of all children—and particularly of vulnerable children—

will enable these critical opportunities for development to be maximized and ensure  

that a strong foundation is set for all future development across the lifespan.

Health	Policy	Choices

	 Timely	and	ongoing	prenatal,	pediatric,	and	oral	health	care;13

	 Access	to	affordable	health	insurance	for	children	and	families;14

	 Partnerships	to	coordinate	the	identification	and	delivery	of	health	care	services	
with	early	learning	programs;15

	 Community-based	programs	targeting	sources	of	toxic	stress	such	as	violence,	
crime,	substance	abuse,	and	mental	illness,	combined	with	supports	for	parents	
and	caregivers	who	need	them;16	and

	 Maximize	participation	of	families,	providers,	schools	and	communities	in	federal	

nutrition	and	assistance	programs.17

The	Research	Base	for	Health	Policy	Choices

	 Timely	and	ongoing	prenatal,	pediatric,	and	oral	health	care

The U.S. ranks poorly among industrialized nations worldwide in both infant18 and  

child mortality19—the former defined as the number of deaths within a full year of birth 

per 1,000 live births, and the latter as the number of deaths among children under  
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5 per 1,000 live births. Both infant and child mortality are predictors of child well-being  

within a nation, which is further regarded as an indicator of societal prosperity  

and development.

Prenatal care is a primary strategy for promoting the delivery of a healthy baby, 

and assuring that children have the greatest chance at having a healthy start in life. 

Common goals of prenatal care are to target the causes of low birth weight, minimize 

and preempt complications during pregnancy, and address predictors of Sudden 

Infant Death Syndrome (SIDS)—all of which are leading causes of infant mortality and 

morbidity in the U.S.—through a combination of psychosocial and behavioral, nutritional, 

and medical interventions.20 Psychosocial and behavioral interventions have primarily 

focused on reducing maternal smoking, a leading cause of low birth weight and risk 

factor for SIDS. Evidence suggests that prenatal care can decrease maternal smoking in 

some demographic groups (e.g., black women living in urban areas) and may have the 

most positive effects on birth outcomes when provided early in pregnancy (rather than 

later).21 Initiating prenatal care early can also reduce the likelihood of SIDS.22 Nutritional 

interventions and counseling, such as folate supplementation during pregnancy, have 

also been found to reduce the incidence of low birth weight and decrease the risk of 

other poor pregnancy outcomes, such as neural tube defects.23 The benefits of proper 

prenatal nutrition can extend into childhood and adulthood. For example, nutritional 

deficits in utero have been linked to serious cardiovascular disease in adulthood.24 

In addition, advancements in medical technology have facilitated improvements in 

monitoring fetal and maternal health and development and have dramatically improved 

the ability to detect risk factors such as hypertension, high blood pressure and excess 

weight gain.25 Consistent and timely prenatal care allows these tools to be effective in 

identifying concerns and intervening early to preempt potential complications, such as 

gestational diabetes and eclampsia.

After birth, timely and ongoing pediatric physical and dental care is essential to 

maintaining and ensuring good health throughout the first eight years of life. This 

is especially true for children from low-income families, who are less likely to be in 

excellent or very good health compared to children from higher income families.26 

Regular pediatric care is important for assessing and monitoring children’s health status 

over time, staying up-to-date on immunizations, and identifying and addressing any 

threats to development as early as possible.27 Children with a usual source of pediatric 

care are less likely to have unmet health needs28 and more likely to receive preventive 

services, such as immunizations.29 Referrals are another important component of regular 

pediatric care, and are particularly integral to accessing dental services.30 Dental caries—

or, tooth decay—is the most common chronic childhood disease,31 affecting 11 percent 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

7

of 1- to 5-year-olds and over 25 percent of 6- to 11-year-olds annually.32 It is also one 

of the greatest unmet needs of children under eight, with low-income children having 

disproportionately higher rates of untreated tooth decay.33 Untreated dental problems 

can lead to secondary physical illness, delay overall development, compromise school 

attendance and performance, and interfere with psycho-social functioning.34 Many 

childhood dental diseases, along with their negative consequences, can be prevented 

by providing early and comprehensive dental services to children;35 pediatricians are 

uniquely situated to facilitate access to needed dental care.

	 Access	to	affordable	health	insurance	for	children	and	families

Continuous and adequate health insurance coverage is critical to ensuring access to 

prenatal care and other preventive and routine services that minimize health risks. 

Women with health insurance are more likely to receive timely prenatal care than their 

uninsured or under-insured counterparts.36 Insurance also helps children gain access to 

preventive and needed services. In early childhood, insurance coverage ensures access 

to well-child visits and immunizations, and is associated with decreases in the number 

of emergency room visits.37 Continuous insurance coverage is associated with a greater 

likelihood of having a usual source of care, which in turn assures greater continuity 

of care, greater access to routine, preventive, and needed services, and fewer delays 

in needed care. Furthermore, children are less likely to have unmet health care needs 

when continuously and adequately insured, and families are more likely to report higher 

quality and satisfaction with care.38 This is particularly important because illness in the 

early years disrupts participation in early learning programs that offer opportunities 

for social and cognitive development, and can cause employed parents to miss days at 

work.39 In addition, persistent health disruptions, such as chronic respiratory illness, early 

in life have been linked to serious diseases in adulthood, such as lung disease.40

	 Partnerships	to	coordinate	the	identification	and	delivery		

of	health	care	services	with	early	learning	programs

Coordinating the identification and delivery of health care services with early learning 

programs is a viable way to ensure timely and adequate receipt of comprehensive 

care for both insured and uninsured children. Head Start is an example of an effective 

national model for increasing low-income children’s access to services by delivering 

educational and health supports and services under one roof to comprehensively 

address the myriad factors affecting children’s well-being. Statewide initiatives such  
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as Michigan’s Great Start Collaborative, North Carolina’s Smart Start, or South Carolina’s 

First Steps also support individual communities in increasing the coordination of  

health-related services and family supports through early learning programs. 

School-based health centers (SBHCs) adopt a similar approach and coordinate care 

in early childhood and primary education settings. As with Head Start, these systems 

have been found effective in reducing nonfinancial barriers to health care.41 Whereas 

Head Start focuses on low-income children, the benefits of school-based models can 

span across socio-economic strata. Evidence suggests that, irrespective of insurance 

coverage or status, children (ages 3-14 years) with access to a SBHC more easily receive 

immunizations, physical examinations, and treatment for illnesses and injuries. They are 

less likely to use the emergency department, and more likely to have visited a physician 

and a dentist within the year. Families whose children utilize a SBHC tend to report 

higher levels of satisfaction with care compared to families using community or hospital 

clinics.42 Delivering health care services, such as vaccinations, in an educational setting 

can also have a profound effect on the student body as a whole. For example, children 

attending schools where vaccines were administered on-site reported far fewer flu-

related symptoms compared to children at schools without a vaccination program.43 

With respect to mental health services, school-based interventions have been found 

effective in addressing a wide variety of emotional and behavioral issues, although few 

target specific clinical disorders.44 Including mental health services in the continuum of 

care provided in education settings can mitigate comorbidities (i.e., the simultaneous 

presence of to diseases or conditions such as Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD)  

and depression)45 and other negative effects on learning.46

	 Community-based	programs	targeting	sources	of	toxic	stress	such	as	violence,	

crime,	substance	abuse,	and	mental	illness,	combined	with	supports	for	parents	

and	caregivers	who	need	them

Toxic stress can have profound and lasting effects on health and development, with 

consequences that can extend well into adulthood. It results from repeated or prolonged 

exposure to trauma—such as violence, abuse, or untreated parental mental illness—

that triggers an exaggerated stress response.47 Given the brain and body’s sensitivity 

to experience during the first eight years of life, changes at the chemical level due to 

adverse experiences can result in potentially permanent alterations in brain architecture 

and function.48 These deep biologic changes can manifest behaviorally as maladaptive 

coping styles that disrupt learning, limit the capacity for resilience over time, and 

increase risk of adult mental illness. In addition, persistent elevated stress responses 

can compromise immune function, which further increases risk for an array of poor 
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health outcomes later in life, including cardiovascular disease, chronic respiratory 

conditions, and even autoimmune disorders.49 A community approach to addressing 

toxic stress that supports children’s families is particularly important because caregivers 

can significantly buffer children’s exposure and reaction to toxic stress.50 Moreover, 

toxic stress—by definition—results from exposure to adversity in the absence of quality 

relationships with caregivers. In its official position statement, the American Academy  

of Pediatrics explicitly identifies caregivers and communities as integral components  

of any successful framework for policies and programs targeting toxic stress that  

affects young children.51

	 Maximize	participation	of	families,	providers,	schools	and	communities		

in	federal	nutrition	and	assistance	programs

Food insecurity presents another threat to children’s health and well-being that can 

be effectively averted through evidence-based public programming. The short-, 

intermediary-, and long-term effects of inconsistent and/or inadequate access to 

nutritious food in childhood are well-documented; they include delays in development 

and stunted growth, physical impairments due to nutritional deficiencies, behavioral 

and psycho-social problems along with disruptions in learning, and lower academic 

performance in primary school.52 A number of public programs, such as the Child and 

Adult Care Food Program (CACFP); Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP); 

Women, Infants and Children Program (WIC); and the National School Lunch Program 

(NSLP), already exist that can effectively increase children and families’ access to 

nutritious and sufficient food.53 Across the 15 nutrition assistance programs comprising 

the food safety net, federal dietary guidelines inform state programming that local 

programs implement to meet children’s nutritional needs during critical times of physical 

and cognitive development. Together, they target the causes of child health threats such 

as food insecurity, childhood obesity, and poor bone health across a variety of settings.54 

For example, CACFP provides adequate and nutritious meals and snacks annually to 

over three million low-income children—most of whom are under age 6—in early child 

care settings.55 Nevertheless, complicated or unclear eligibility criteria, lack of awareness, 

and social stigma56 leave a sizable portion of U.S. families at risk for food insecurity 

every year. These families could be more effectively targeted for programming through 

improvements in marketing and the recruitment and application processes.57 Special 

consideration of the broad range of cultural and attitudinal factors that are known to 

impact participation in public nutrition programs could particularly help in targeting 

eligible families with historically lower rates of service utilization.58
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FAMILY SUPPORT

Families play the most important role in a young child’s 

life. Even before a child is born, families set the stage for 

their development, which begins with adequate prenatal 

care and a healthy pregnancy.59 Families also work to 

ensure that their young children receive adequate food, 

shelter, and medical attention60 and that children live 

in safe and stimulating environments in which they can 

explore and learn.61 As children develop their skills and 

abilities through their relationships with those around them,62 the opportunity to form 

secure attachments with sensitive, nurturing parents (or other primary caregivers) is 

critical to both their cognitive and social-emotional growth.63 A lack of a warm, positive 

relationship with parents/caregivers increases the risk that children develop major 

behavioral and emotional problems, including substance abuse, antisocial behavior,  

and juvenile delinquency.64

Factors such as poverty, low education and family stress can compromise parent-child 

relationship quality by limiting opportunities for stimulating and responsive interactions, 

provision of emotional support, and exposure to activities that can enrich children’s 

health, knowledge and skills.65 Family support programs and services are designed 

to help families meet their needs and overcome stressors that can impair effective 

parenting. While the specific goals of family support programs may vary, they typically 

include increasing family engagement;66 parents’ knowledge of child development;67 

improving parenting skills;68 providing work supports;69 helping families access health 

and nutrition services, job training, or treatment for substance abuse;70 and reducing 

parental stress.71 These goals are met through a variety of different activities such 

as parent education classes and support groups, parent-child groups and family 

activities, drop-in time, child care, information and referral services, crisis intervention 

and/or family counseling, and auxiliary support services (such as emergency food).72 

Such programs should be sensitive to the cultural and ethnic diversity of the target 

populations they serve. For example, families of Mexican-heritage and Asian-heritage 

background have different strengths and challenges than families from European-

American backgrounds.73 Overall, by helping families achieve self-sufficiency and 

function more effectively, support programs enable families to provide a nurturing 

environment that will foster the healthy development and school readiness of  

young children.74
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Family	Support	Policy	Choices

	 Voluntary,	evidence-based,iii	home	visiting	programs	for	new	and	expectant	
families	at	risk	for	poor	child	outcomes;75

	 Parent	education	and	parent-child	interaction	programs	that	are	linguistically		
and	culturally	appropriate	and	support	development	and	nurturing	of	infants		
and	toddlers;	

	 Access	to	child	care	assistance	for	eligible	families	with	provisions	for	quality		
and	continuity	of	care;76

	 Effective	outreach	and	enrollment	in	programs	that	promote	family	economic	
stability	and	parent	participation	in	higher	education;77

	 Prevention	programs	and	services	for	children	at	risk	of	abuse	and	neglect		
and	their	families;	

	 Family	engagement	policies	starting	with	defining	family	engagement,	establishing	
benchmarks	of	success	for	targeted	populations,	and	monitoring	progress;78 and

	 Access	to	health	care	and	education	programs	for	children	cared	for		
by	grandparents	and	other	relative	caregivers.

The	Research	Base	for	Family	Support	Policy	Choices

	 Voluntary,	evidence-based,	home	visiting	programs	for	new	and	expectant	families	

at	risk	for	poor	child	outcomes

Home visiting is a longstanding intervention strategy offering parenting information, 

guidance, risk assessment, and support at home for expectant and new parents. Home 

visits are used to deliver a variety of services; however, most are aimed at improving 

parents’ capacity and skills and children’s health and developmental outcomes.79 

Home visiting models vary not only in purpose but also in structure, intensity, and 

effectiveness. Home visitors may be professionals (such as nurses or social workers) 

or trained community workers. The duration and frequency of services can also vary 

considerably.80 Many programs begin during pregnancy or soon after the birth of a child, 

while others do not begin interventions until some identified risk or significant event 

triggers action (such as suspected child abuse, developmental delay, or special health 

needs). Some efforts are intended to promote school readiness81 and are more likely  

to serve preschool age children (rather than infants and toddlers). 

iii Evidence-based programs or practices are approaches to prevention or treatment that are 
validated by some form of documented scientific evidence (e.g., are reported with positive 
effects in scientific journals). Programs and practices may also be deemed evidence-
based if they are based on a clear and logical theory of change or conceptual model, have 
documentation of effective implementation, and experts in the field agree that the nature of 
the evidence in support of the practice or program is consistent. See http://captus.samhsa.gov/
prevention-practice/defining-evidence-based/samhsa-criteria for more information. 

http://captus.samhsa.gov/prevention-practice/defining-evidence-based/samhsa-criteria
http://captus.samhsa.gov/prevention-practice/defining-evidence-based/samhsa-criteria
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Recent comprehensive reviews have been conducted on home visiting evaluation 

findings to identify patterns of outcomes and features of effective models. In general,  

this research indicates that the characteristics of effective programs include: 

interventions designed appropriately to fit family needs, home visitor qualifications 

that align with program design, ongoing staff training and supervision, cultural 

competency, family-centered approaches, and appropriate intensity and duration 

through frequent home visits.82 Ongoing quality improvement has also been recognized 

as essential by each of the major home visiting models.83 When programs are carefully 

implemented, participation in home visiting has been linked to improved parenting 

practices (such as increased sensitivity and reduced detachment), increases in maternal 

education, and the creation of more stable and nurturing environments for children.84 

Outcomes documented for children include increases in cognitive and social-emotional 

competence and school readiness.85

In 2010, the Obama administration appropriated $1.5 billion over five years for a  

state-based maternal, infant and early childhood home visitation grant program to  

be administered through the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)  

as a new section of the Title V Maternal and Child Health (MCH) block grant program.  

The Maternal, Infant and Early Childhood Home Visiting Program is intended to build 

in every state a coordinated system of early childhood home visiting with the capacity 

to provide the needed infrastructure and supports to ensure a high-quality, evidence-

based practice.86 At least 75 percent of federal funds used must go to programs using 

national evidence-based models approved by HHS.iv Selecting an evidence-based model 

offers several important advantages for state home visiting programs, including a track 

record of effectiveness, accredited service quality, adherence to data-driven standards 

and often the provision of technical assistance available from a national office.87 

Although these features improve the likelihood that state-administered programs will 

deliver quality services, selecting an evidence-based model alone is not a guarantee of 

effectiveness. When considering home visiting models, it is also important to prioritize 

strategies that ensure fidelity of implementation. 

iv In February 2011, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) published the 
minimum research criteria—evaluations using a high-quality, rigorous design—to qualify a model 
as evidence based and eligible for new federal dollars. HHS identified seven models that meet 
those criteria: Early Head Start-Home Visiting, Family Check-Up, Healthy Families America, 
Healthy Steps, Home Instruction for Parents of Preschool Youngsters, Nurse-Family Partnership 
and Parents as Teachers. 
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	 Parent	education	and	parent-child	interaction	programs	that	are	linguistically	and	

culturally	appropriate	and	support	development	and	nurturing	of	infants	and	toddlers	

The goal of parent education programs is to strengthen parents’ and other caregivers’ 

knowledge about how their actions affect child development and give them skills to 

support their child’s health and school readiness. As the first three years of a child’s life 

are marked by rapid growth and development, programs that help parents provide home 

environments for infants and toddlers that are rich in social, emotional, and cognitive 

support are particularly important. Parent education programs include a broad range 

of initiatives to support parents, especially those who are most socio-economically 

vulnerable, in their role as their child’s first teachers. Examples include home visiting 

services, like those offered through the Parents as Teachers program; parenting classes; 

family literacy promotion classes; brochures and books in pediatric offices; and federally 

funded interventions, such as Early Head Start and Healthy Steps for Young Children. 

Healthy Steps for Young Children is a package of services including well-child visits, 

home visits, telephone support for developmental or behavioral concerns, family health 

check-ups, parent groups, and written materials for parents. 

Research examining the effects of the Early Head Start and Healthy Steps programs 

has found positive impacts on parenting outcomes.88 For instance, in a 2002 evaluation 

of Early Head Start, participating parents were observed to be more emotionally 

supportive and scored significantly higher on a measure of the support for language 

and learning in the home environment than other parents. Early Head Start parents 

were also less likely than other parents to engage in negative parenting behaviors and 

reported a greater repertoire of discipline strategies, including milder and fewer punitive 

strategies, as a result of participating in the program.89 A study examining the effects of 

the Healthy Steps program found that mothers participating in the program were more 

likely to interact sensitively and appropriately with their children than mothers in the 

comparison group.90

Home visitors in the Parents as Teachers (PAT) program teach principles of child 

development, model appropriate activities, and facilitate access to social and supportive 

services for parents with young children (from the prenatal period through age three). 

PAT staff also schedule parent group meetings to provide additional input from the staff 

or outside speakers, to allow parents to share successes and common concerns about 

their children’s behavior, and to help parents build support networks. Many programs 

offer drop-in and play times to provide families with the opportunity to use the PAT 

center’s facilities with their children, visit with other parents, and talk informally with the 

parent educator. A 2008 study of the program found that PAT participation improved 
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children’s school readiness through better parenting practices; more reading to children 

at home; and a greater likelihood of enrolling the child in Early Head Start, Head Start,  

or public or private preschool programs.91

The Nurse-Family Partnership (NFP) is a widely recognized home visiting program that 

has demonstrated a strong and consistent evidence base for its efficacy among first-time, 

low-income mothers and their children. In the NFP program, trained nurses provide 

home visits, parent education, and as-needed referrals to community resources until 

the child’s second birthday. Several evaluation studies demonstrate that participation in 

NFP results in positive outcomes for mothers during pregnancy (e.g., improved nutrition, 

use of food assistance programs, reduction in the number of cigarettes smoked) and 

improvements in the home environment (e.g., reduction of observable hazards, increase 

of positive parenting skills such as positive behavior management and language 

stimulation, and an increase in the number of stimulating toys).92 Participating mothers 

also reported fewer subsequent pregnancies and a longer time between pregnancies.93

	 Access	to	child	care	assistance	for	eligible	families	with	provisions	for	quality		

and	continuity	of	care	

For families with low incomes or who are living in poverty, child care assistance is a vital 

support that facilitates engagement in the workforce as well as access to early care 

and education arrangements that can promote positive development. The Child Care 

and Development Fund (CCDF) is the largest source of child care subsidies for families, 

serving 1.7 million children per month in 2010.94 CCDF subsidies can be used in settings 

that include child care centers, family child care homes, and the child’s own home. The 

block grant structure of the CCDF allows for flexibility in subsidy policies at the state 

level. State policies can vary significantly in the investment of state dollars in the CCDF 

program, income eligibility limits, provider reimbursement rates, parental copayment 

rates, application and recertification requirements, policies regarding wait lists, and 

licensing/quality regulations for providers serving subsidized children.95 These policies 

have implications for both families and programs, they determine which families can 

apply for and receive subsidies and which programs can serve children using subsidies. 

Research examining the length of participation in the child care subsidy program in 

different states generally concludes that spellsv of subsidized child care tend to be 

short. One study found that the median spell length ranged from three to seven months 

across five states.96 A study in Wisconsin estimated the average child care subsidy 

v Research on child care subsidies refers to participation periods as “spells” because many 
children cycle on and off the subsidy.
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spell length to be six months, though the sample included only Temporary Assistance 

for Needy Families (TANF) recipients.97 A more recent analysis of Minnesota’s Child 

Care Assistance Program (CCAP) found that (during the 18 month-period studied) the 

typical child received CCAP for eight months without a break, and that arrangements 

were reasonably persistent while receiving CCAP. Some children had quite short spells 

of CCAP participation, with 25 percent of spells ending by the fourth month; however, 

the longest 25 percent of spells exceeded 16 months.98 Participation in CCAP for a year 

or more is likely to help support stable employment for parents and consistent care-

giving arrangements for children. This continuity of care is important in supporting 

the development of trust and security in relationships with caregivers,99 and numerous 

studies find a relationship between child care stability, attachment, and child outcomes. 

For example, research demonstrates relationships between child care stability and social 

competence,100 behavioral outcomes,101 cognitive outcomes,102 language development,103 

school adjustment,104 and overall child well-being.105

Research studies have also examined whether receipt of a child care subsidy allowed 

families to purchase higher-quality child care for their children than they could  

otherwise afford by comparing the quality of care subsidy recipients and non-recipients 

used in a subsidy-eligible sample. Findings from one study show that families with 

subsidies selected higher-quality care on average than comparable families without 

subsidies. Subsidy recipients were also more likely to select center-based care  

than non-recipients.106 

Research evidence supports the federal Office of Child Care’s new goals to promote  

the implementation of policies that can serve both workforce and child development 

goals as well as strategies to support families’ selection of high-quality care and 

continuity of care. Specifically: 

• Regarding workforce goals, research indicates that parents receiving subsidies are 
more likely to maintain employment for longer periods than comparable parents not 
receiving subsidies.107 Subsidies also are linked to a reduction of child care-related 
work disruptions and higher earnings;108

• Regarding quality, a number of states have tiered reimbursement rates that pay 
higher subsidy rates for higher levels of quality. In addition, a study of multiple states 
found that the use of center-based care is increased when subsidy programs pay 
at market value, use efficient subsidy payment processes and reduce bureaucratic 
hassles for families;109 and

• Regarding continuity of care, research indicates that the duration of subsidy receipt 
is longer when the redetermination period—the time between requests to verify 
family income and employments status—is longer (for example, 12 months instead  
of six months).110 Likewise, higher provider reimbursement rates and lower family  
co-payments have been associated with longer subsidy spells. 
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	 Effective	outreach	and	enrollment	in	programs	that	promote	family		

economic	stability

Even when families are eligible for critical family support services such as child care 

subsidies, financial assistance (TANF), Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 

(SNAP), and Medicaid/State Child Health Insurance Program (SCHIP), many families  

do not receive them. When families do receive benefits, participation in the program 

may be limited by factors beyond those related to eligibility. Research documents 

barriers to initial receipt and retention of services that range from stigma around  

receipt of government assistance to administrative hurdles such as paperwork  

and redetermination policies.111

Strategies to support enrollment include policies to facilitate initial application for 

services or benefits.112 These strategies may address the mode of application; the 

availability of options to apply in person, online, or by phone; and the availability of 

support to complete the application. A recent research review indicates that these 

strategies are generally effective, though some findings indicate mixed success with 

enrollment. The findings for enrollment strategies aimed at requirements for proving 

program eligibility have even stronger effects on initial application. These strategies 

involve, for example, simplification of the application and the ability to use eligibility  

for one program as proof of eligibility for another.113

Strategies to facilitate retention address the requirements for renewal of benefits 

and the circumstances under which changes that may affect eligibility are reported.114 

Retention is improved when programs use strategies to reduce the burden of renewal  

by simplifying forms and follow up procedures and lengthening the time period  

between renewal dates.115

While reduction of enrollment barriers is an important goal, “client-friendly” strategies 

may not be applicable to all families. For example, if a parent needs assistance to 

complete an initial application for subsidies or financial assistance, an online form may 

be difficult to navigate.116 Provisions for parents who have limited access to technology 

or who are not English-speakers will be required.

	 Prevention	programs	and	services	for	children	at	risk	of	abuse	and	neglect		

and	their	families	

Abuse and neglect have extremely negative consequences for children and for society. 

Maltreatment harms the physical, psychological, cognitive, and behavioral development 

of children. Its consequences include minor to severe physical injuries, brain damage, 
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chronic low self-esteem, problems with forming relationships, developmental delays, 

learning disorders, and aggressive behaviors.117 Maltreated children are at increased risk 

of low academic achievement, drug use, teen pregnancy, juvenile delinquency, and  

adult criminality.118

In recent years, increased attention has been paid to the importance of well-being for 

children who have suffered from abuse or neglect. Child welfare agencies in the U.S. are 

charged with ensuring the safety, permanency, and well-being of the children and youth 

in their care, but it is unclear how successful states are at addressing the latter domain. 

Federal policy has directly addressed the need for heightened focus in this area through 

the enactment of laws such as the Fostering Connections to Success  

and Increasing Adoptions Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-351), which among its provisions 

included new requirements for states around maintaining sibling connections for 

children in foster care and ensuring their educational stability. 

With the growing body of knowledge around brain science, the impact of trauma, the 

effects of protective and promotive factors, and the relationship between permanence 

and well-being, the need for a greater emphasis on well-being for these vulnerable 

children is strong.119 In “A Call to Action on Behalf of Maltreated Infants and Toddlers,”120 a 

consortium of experts argues that child protection should not focus solely on safety, but 

also on supporting children’s healthy development to help them reach their potential as 

they grow. However, viewing child welfare through a “developmental lens” has been the 

exception rather than the rule.121 A national survey of states’ approaches to working with 

maltreated infants and toddlers found that few states are addressing the unique needs 

of this population through targeted policies, practices, or programs.122 Some key tenets 

of supporting the well-being of infants and toddlers with a developmental approach 

include promoting stable attachments for young children, intervening early when 

problems are identified, training the workforce in early child development, strengthening 

community connections for families, and focusing administrative attention (such as in 

the area of data collection) on this youngest group.123

One policy that can help child welfare agencies accommodate the unique needs of 

families and children that come to their attention is implementing a differential  

response (DR) system. Sometimes called “alternative response,” “dual-track,” or 

“multiple response,” DR provides child welfare agencies with multiple options in how 

they respond to families and children who may be experiencing maltreatment.124 Rather 

than conducting a formal investigation and issuing an official “finding” of abuse or 

neglect for a report of maltreatment, DR permits agencies to use alternative approaches 

(such as family assessments) when appropriate. By assessing the needs and strengths of 

a family, DR can promote engagement of the family in needed services and create a less 

adversarial relationship between the family and the agency.125 
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In addition to developing approaches that focus on child wellbeing, since the 1970’s, 

child abuse and neglect prevention advocates have designed and implemented 

interventions to improve parents’ child-rearing knowledge and skills, create networks 

of formal and informal supports, and improve societal standards for children’s well-

being. These interventions have primarily consisted of 1) media-based public education 

and awareness campaigns; 2) home visitation services, particularly for new parents; 

and 3) parenting education and support groups. The Strengthening Families approach 

developed by the Center for the Study of Social Policy is one of the first prevention 

strategies designed to build the capacity of early care and education (ECE) programs 

to prevent child maltreatment. This approach recommends that early childhood 

interventions incorporate five protective factors against child abuse and neglect: 

increasing parental resilience, building social connections, increasing knowledge of 

parenting and child development, providing concrete support in times of need, and 

supporting the social and emotional competence of children.126 Research on ECE 

programs that include these protective factors have found promising results. For 

instance, the Chicago Longitudinal Study examined the effects of participation in 

Title I Child-Parent Centers (CPCs), a set of ECE programs located in high-poverty 

areas, on substantiated reports of child maltreatment. After adjusting for preprogram 

maltreatment and background factors, preschool participants had a 52 percent lower 

rate of court petitions of maltreatment by age 17 than children in the comparison group. 

The authors report that family support services, including parental involvement in the 

classroom, vocational and educational training, and receiving home visits by a school 

representative, were one of the two factors that best explain why this reduction in child 

maltreatment occurred.127 (The other factor was children’s extended engagement in the 

Child-Parent Centers from preschool through second or third grade).

The Positive Parenting Program (Triple P) is another early childhood intervention 

program designed to support families through treatment for severe behavioral, 

emotional, and developmental problems in children birth to 16 years of age by 

enhancing the knowledge, skills, and confidence of parents. Triple P incorporates five 

levels of interventions on a tiered continuum of increasing intensity. A 2008 meta-

analysis of the effectiveness of Triple-P interventions found that Level 4, recommended 

for instances in which a child has multiple behavior problems in a variety of settings 

and there are clear deficits in parenting skills, had moderate to large effects on behavior 

problems that last in follow-up measurements of 6 to 12 months.128 

Home visiting programs are also used to reduce incidences of child abuse and neglect 

among vulnerable families with young children. The Home Visiting Evidence of 

Effectiveness (HomVEE), a review of research literature on the effectiveness of home 
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visiting models launched in fall 2009, found that several programs had positive impacts 

on the reduction of child maltreatment. These programs include Child FIRST, Healthy 

Families America, the Nurse-Family Partnership, and SafeCare Augmented.129

In addition to these approaches, research on the effectiveness of family preservation 

programs suggests that intensive models can significantly reduce out-of home 

placement.130 Intensive family preservation models include features like immediate 

response to referrals (within 24 hours), worker accessibility 24 hours a day, 7 days a 

week, intensity (12-15 hours a week of services), brief services (90 days for placement 

prevention), and low caseloads (2 families per worker or 5 families per worker with 

paraprofessional assistance).131

	 Family	engagement	policies	starting	with	defining	family	engagement,	establishing	

benchmarks	of	success	for	targeted	populations,	and	monitoring	progress

The construct of family engagement has evolved in recent years, moving from an 

emphasis on parent involvement and participation to a focus on building strong 

relationships between families and staff in early childhood settings, schools, or 

other community organizations and programs.132 In a family engagement framework, 

relationships are goal-directed and focus on establishing shared responsibilities for 

children’s learning and development across multiple settings. 

For instance, the Head Start Parent, Family and Community Engagement (PFCE) 

Framework provides examples of shared goals set across multiple outcomes defined 

for parents and families.133 For each outcome, sample strategies are provided across 

the framework’s program foundations (program leadership, continuous program 

improvement, and professional development) and program impact areas (program 

environment, family partnerships, teaching and learning, and community partnerships). 

Examples of progress for parents and families are also identified. To understand the 

type of information in the framework, it is useful to walk through one example. Under 

the goal “Positive Parent-Child Relationships: Beginning with transitions to parenthood, 

parents and families develop warm relationships that nurture their child’s learning 

and development,” progress indicators include items like “learned new ways to ensure 

the health and safety of their developing child” and “gained knowledge about their 

children’s social, emotional and cognitive development in the context of community.” 

The strategies used by programs include “use self assessments and related surveys to 

better understand participants’ parenting practices, and use this information to improve 

parenting education and parenting supports.”134 The framework is one resource that can 

be consulted in the development of specific outcomes for family engagement, strategies 

and indicators of progress that can monitored over time.
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Family engagement during the preschool years can set the stage for engagement in 

school in the early grades and beyond. Interventions to meaningfully engage families 

in their child’s early care and education and to build positive relationships between 

families and providers have been linked with improved family and child outcomes as 

well as outcomes for teachers and caregivers. For example, improvements in children’s 

emotional well-being (e.g., improved attachment, reduced anxiety) have been associated 

with interventions or programs characterized by a stable, trustworthy family-caregiver 

relationship, positive communication between caregivers and parents, and validation 

and empathy for parents’ experiences.135 For parents, outcomes such as improved 

perceptions of the parent-child relationship and improved parenting skills and home 

environments have been documented in interventions that integrate services for parents 

into early care and education settings, and engage parents in children’s learning. 

Teachers and caregivers also have reported improved relationships and connectedness 

with families linked to the receipt of professional development on family engagement 

and increased interactions with families.136

	 Access	to	health	care	and	education	programs	for	children	cared	for		

by	grandparents	and	other	relative	caregivers

When parents are not able to take care of their children due to severe emotional, 

mental health, alcohol or drug problems, or when abuse or neglect has occurred, 

extended family often step in to provide support. The majority of children in the care 

of relatives (58 percent) live with a grandparent.137 In 2010, 2.7 million grandparents 

were solely responsible for meeting the basic food, clothing, and shelter needs of 

their grandchildren under age 18.138 Families in which children are being raised by 

grandparents are among the most vulnerable in the United States, and are over-

represented by single-mother and low-income families who arrived at their status due to 

substance abuse, teen pregnancy, illness, and incarceration in the middle generation.139 

Almost one-third of children cared for by their grandparents live in poverty, but 

only 17 percent receive public assistance and only 18 percent receive food stamps.140 

Grandparents raise grandchildren under a variety of legal and custody arrangements, 

which may result in differing legal rights, eligibility for financial subsidies, and 

relationships with birth parents. As a result, grandparents often face difficulty accessing 

benefits for the children in their care.141 For instance, more than one-third of children 

being raised by grandparents do not have health insurance; however, grandparents  

who are retired (or otherwise not employed) are unlikely to have access to an affordable 

group plan and may have to turn to a more expensive private plan if the grandchild 

cannot be insured through a parent. Grandparent caregivers who are employed often 

must have legal custody of the grandchild in order for him/her to be considered a 

dependent eligible for health benefits.142
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Many child welfare agencies are adapting services to better serve relative caregivers 

involved with the child welfare system.143 Relative caregivers are more likely to receive 

financial assistance services, food stamps, or Medicaid when they are involved with child 

welfare.144 However, as the majority of grandchildren are being cared for by grandparents 

privately without the involvement of the child welfare system, these families may need 

to seek the support of other agencies. In some states, agencies administering child-only 

payments through TANF coordinate with the child welfare agency to provide added 

supports to relative caregivers.145 The Older Americans Act (OAA) provides funds  

to local aging agencies for the National Family Caregiver Support Program (NFCSP),  

which includes services to grandparents and other relative caregivers over the age of 60. 

Many local organizations, such as churches and community centers, have recognized the 

need to support relative caregivers and provide support groups, respite care, and legal 

services.146 Further research is needed to identify other promising programs designed  

to assist grandparents in accessing the services they need to support the grandchildren  

in their care. 

LEARNING

Early childhood and elementary school educators have 

long seen the period of birth through age eight as a 

critical span of development for physical well-being and 

motor development, language and literacy development, 

cognitive development (including early math and science 

skills), social-emotional development, and motivational 

and regulatory skills associated with school readiness 

and later life success.147 The years from infancy through 

early elementary school are ones in which continuity of practice and integrated support 

services are needed.148 For example, this time period encompasses a shift from mastering 

the mechanics of language acquisition to mastering reading comprehension. Language 

acquisition in terms of both comprehension and production increases dramatically and 

rapidly in the first four years of life,149 and third grade (which most children enter around 

age eight) is seen as a watershed for moving from “learning to read” to “reading to 

learn.”150 At the same time, early math skills are found to be a stronger predictor of later 

school achievement than early reading skills.151 In addition, tremendous gains are made 

in physical and motor development as well as social-emotional development from early 

infancy through early elementary school.152
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Research indicates that low-income children tend to lag behind their more affluent  

peers on a range of developmental outcomes, including skills at school entry.153 The gap 

in skill development between advantaged and more disadvantaged children emerges 

as early as nine months of age154 and is predictive of academic trajectories through later 

schooling.155 Dual language learners and children with disabilities may also lag behind 

their peers on some developmental outcomes at school entry, although these disparities 

may be a result of inappropriate assessments or inadequate assessment procedures being 

applied to these special populations.156 Still, without early and consistent intervention and  

support, these early disparities can persist. One-third of all U.S. fourth-graders and half  

of African-American and Hispanic fourth-graders nationwide are reading below basic levels.157 

Children who have high-quality early care and education experiences tend to have 

better outcomes across developmental domains than similar children who do not  

have such experiences.158 Conversely, children experiencing poor-quality early care  

and education on average display more behavior problems, fewer language skills,  

and lower levels of academic skills than children in medium- or high-quality care.159  

The benefits of high-quality early care and education are greater for vulnerable children,160 

and there is research evidence that suggests greater exposure to high-quality early 

care and education environments (either by starting at a younger age or receiving 

more hours of such care) can improve developmental outcomes for young children.161 

Furthermore, children who enter formal schooling with stronger school readiness skills 

tend to maintain their advantage over the elementary school years, while children who 

enter with lower school readiness skills tend to maintain their relative disadvantage 

over time.162 These findings emphasize the importance of insuring that all vulnerable 

children reach school entry with the strongest school readiness skills possible and the 

simultaneous need for elementary schools to support children so that early learning 

successes are sustained.163

The early childhood care and education (ECCE) workforce and teachers in the early 

gradesviare at the core of providing quality early experiences for children birth through 

eight. Decades of research document the critical role of early childhood teachers 

vi Throughout this paper, we refer to the early childhood care and education (ECCE) workforce as 
a group that is distinct from “teachers in the early grades” (kindergarten through grade three). 
The ECCE workforce encompasses individuals who are paid to provide care and education for 
children ages birth through age five including teachers in center-based child care programs, 
teachers in Head Start and Early Head Start, teachers in prekindergarten programs, early 
care and education program directors, and paid home-based providers including family child 
care providers. The decision to identify the ECCE workforce and teachers of kindergarten 
through third grade as distinct groups is based on the current hiring requirements and 
ongoing professional development requirements for each group. While hiring and professional 
development requirements for teachers of kindergarten through grade three are quite uniform 
nationally, parameters for the ECCE workforce vary greatly by state, setting, funding stream, 
and role (e.g., director versus teacher). Thus, it is problematic to discuss the current context 
and policy choices for early learning without distinguishing between the ECCE workforce and 
teachers in the early grades.
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and caregivers in promoting the well-being of young children. The knowledge and 

skills of the workforce across all levels of an early childhood setting or school shape 

the quality of the curriculum and assessment practices that are used, the activities 

and materials in the environment, the daily routines, and the specific interactions and 

activities to promote the development of children’s language, literacy, social skills and 

self-regulation.164 Children who experience high-quality early care and education have 

stronger gains in their cognitive, academic, and social development.165

Yet, the work context for many early childhood teachers and caregivers does not 

provide adequate support for workforce quality. In particular, working conditions 

for community-based child care programs (including family child care) are often 

characterized by low compensation, limited benefits, and few opportunities or incentives 

to advance. Data from 2009 indicate that 61 percent of the ECCE workforce has annual 

earnings below the federal poverty guidelines, though teachers in prekindergarten 

and kindergarten have higher earnings.166 Access to benefits such as health insurance, 

paid vacation and sick leave and retirement savings is limited, though conditions are 

better for teachers in prekindergarten and the early grades.167 Nearly one-third of child 

care center-based staff leave their positions each year, and 18 percent leave the field 

altogether.168 The expectations for teachers and caregivers to produce high-quality 

learning experiences for young children, particularly in the years before kindergarten, 

are not aligned currently with resources, compensation or access to professional 

development for the workforce.169

Teacher preparation and professional development involve experiences that support 

both the acquisition of knowledge and the application of knowledge to practice.170 

Professional development for teachers and caregivers working with children from birth 

through age eight is challenging to provide in an effective, integrated way. Currently the 

type, availability, and quality of preparation and professional development opportunities 

vary greatly depending on the sector and settings in which educators work. These 

variations reflect different entry requirements, regulatory structures, funding streams, and 

professional development service providers that are distinct for educators in schools, 

pre-kindergarten programs, community-based child care centers, Head Start, early 

intervention programs, licensed family child care homes, and before- and after-school care 

programs. For example, teacher training systems certify teachers for pre-kindergarten 

to third grade, or pre-kindergarten to fifth grade working in schools. These systems 

typically require a Bachelor’s degree in education or early childhood education, and they 

require ongoing professional development. In contrast, licensing standards for programs 

typically include only minimal pre-service and ongoing requirements for staff in child 
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care settings. Additionally, the type, quality, and availability of professional development 

for teachers within a public school system differ from the professional development for 

other community-based early childhood educators. 

Supporting learning for young children thus includes the provision of access to  

high-quality early care and education experiences for young children and simultaneously 

strengthening the infrastructure and content of preparation and professional development 

for the early childhood workforce. Policies should reflect these dual goals.

Learning	Policy	Choices

	 Access	to	high-quality	care	and	learning	programs	for	infants	and	toddlers		
with	educational,	health,	and	development	components;	high-quality	child	care;	
voluntary,	full-day	preschool	for	all	low-income	3-	and	4-year-olds;	and		
full-day	kindergarten;171

	 Collaboration	among	community-	and	school-based	early	learning	programs		
and	services;	

	 Opportunities	for	learning	outside	of	the	school	day,	including	summer;172

	 Transition	planning	from	early	care,	to	preschool,	to	K-12	learning	environments;173

	 Access	to	effective	pre-service	education,	training,	and	onsite	support	for	applying	
knowledge	to	practice;174

	 Training	and	coaching	for	teachers	working	with	special	populations	including		
dual	language	learners	and	children	with	disabilities;175

	 Coordinated	professional	development,	including	coaching	and	training	that	improves	
practice	and	provides	effective	learning	opportunities	for	all	children;176 and

	 Specialized	certification	areas	that	reflect	the	education	continuum	from	birth	
through	3rd	grade.	

The	Research	Base	for	Learning	Policy	Choices

	 Access	to	high-quality	care	and	learning	programs	for	infants	and	toddlers		

with	educational,	health,	and	development	components;	high-quality	child	care;	

voluntary,	full-day	preschool	for	all	low-income	3-	and	4-year-olds;	and		

full-day	kindergarten

As noted earlier in this review, the quality of early care and education environments 

is a critical factor contributing to child outcomes.177 Research suggests that exposure 

to high-quality early care and education can have positive developmental benefits 
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for young children, especially those who are low-income or otherwise disadvantaged. 

But for low-income children, access to high-quality care may not be available in their 

immediate communities, or may be physically accessible yet still out of reach financially. 

Findings from research examining quality and dosage of care are nuanced. For 

example, researchers find that the associations between quality and child outcomes 

are stronger for domain-specific measures of quality (i.e., measures of quality that 

support development in specific developmental domains such as language or social-

emotional development) as compared to global measures of quality.178 Researchers 

have examined both cumulative dosage of early care and education over a number of 

years and current dosage of early care and education (e.g., number of hours in care, 

attendance). Some studies point to positive (mostly academic) outcomes for children 

attending more (current and cumulative) hours in care,179 while others indicate that more 

exposure to center-based care may magnify social or behavioral problems.180 What 

makes the research landscape complicated is that not all studies are simultaneously 

monitoring the dosage of early care and education and the level of exposure to high-

quality care; and some studies are not always considering exposure to different types 

of care (e.g., center-based and home-based), or monitoring attendance separate from 

enrollment in a program.181 It becomes necessary to specify exactly what type of care 

and the amount of care that the research indicates has effects on child outcomes. For 

example, findings indicate that children enrolled in Head Start for two years have better 

expressive vocabulary than children enrolled in Head Start for one year.182 New research 

is examining whether there is a particular threshold of high-quality care that matters the 

most for child outcomes in early childhood.183 As we await the results of this most recent 

research on thresholds of quality, state policymakers should consider monitoring the 

quality of the care that children receive while at the same time increasing access to  

(and duration of) comprehensive care services for children from birth through age eight 

in all types of settings, including school-aged care in after-school settings.184

High-quality, comprehensive early care and education for children starting in infancy 

and toddlerhood is important, because starting early to provide high-quality early care 

and education can boost the dosage of such care that children receive prior to school 

entry, and also can increase the likelihood of positive outcomes for children. Results of 

the national Early Head Start Research and Evaluation Project (EHSREP) indicate that 

Early Head Start has a statistically significant, modest, positive impact on child cognitive 

ability, maternal supportiveness, and the home environment and reductions in child 
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aggressive behavior. Furthermore, these positive impacts appear to persist; the effects 

are approximately the same size from age 3, the time Early Head Start services end, 

through age 5.185 

Educare is another type of comprehensive early education program for high-risk 

children, birth to age five, and their parents. Educare uses public-private partnerships 

to create special spaces and comprehensive programming in low-income communities. 

Currently there are 20 operating Educare centers and three sites currently in 

development in communities across the U.S. A four-year study of Educare sites  

shows that low-income children, including children with limited English proficiency, 

who started in an Educare school as infants enter kindergarten with achievement levels 

close to their middle-income peers and much higher than would be expected of children 

living in poverty.186 A randomized controlled study is currently underway to examine 

the impact of participation in Educare sites on child outcomes. Based on the currently 

available research evidence, state policymakers may consider efforts to increase access 

to high-quality, comprehensive early care and education for infants and toddlers. 

By extension, state policymakers might also consider increasing access to care for 

slightly older children (i.e., children in preschools, pre-kindergarten, and kindergarten 

programs) and school-age children. Some policy options include increasing the duration 

of time children are exposed to such programs, for example, by extending part-day  

pre-kindergarten or kindergarten to full-day programs. Research at the local, state,  

and national level has found better academic outcomes, for both literacy and math,  

for children attending full-day versus half-day kindergarten programs.187 Similar benefits 

have been noted for full-day versus half-day preschool.188 However, initial benefits 

of attending a full-day kindergarten program have been found to disappear by third 

grade,189 with some researchers finding that the benefits dissipate by first grade.190  

These findings underscore the need to continue investing in children during the  

early elementary school grades in order to sustain the benefits of investments made 

earlier in children’s lives. Economic analyses suggest that investing in state-funded 

pre-kindergarten programs for low-income children will generate net gains for society 

in terms of enhanced earnings for individuals in adulthood and higher intergenerational 

earnings.191 But public preschool programs can support such long-term outcomes only  

if these investments are reinforced with additional supports during the early elementary 

school grades and beyond. Early investments are not an inoculation against subsequent 

learning environments that lack adequate quality and dosage of supports for children’s 

continued growth and development. 
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	 Collaboration	among	community-	and	school-based	early	learning	programs		

and	services	

Collaborations across multiple early childhood programs and systems have garnered 

the attention of policymakers and researchers in recent years.192 There are many benefits 

to collaboration, including the opportunity to leverage resources, share training, and 

provide better services to and for families. The federal government supports early 

education and care collaboration in a variety of ways. The authorizing legislation 

for many early education and care programs requires partnerships or collaboration. 

Additionally, federal agencies have undertaken a number of initiatives and offered 

federal grants to support collaborations. Federal agencies have also issued a number  

of regulations regarding collaboration.

Among the federal laws that require partnerships or collaboration are the Child Care 

Development Block Grant (CCDBG) authorizing legislation, Head Start legislation, the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA), as well as 

other federal laws. For example, the authorizing CCDBG legislation requires the state or 

territorial agency responsible for administering CCDBG services to coordinate child care 

services with other federal, state, or local child care and early childhood development 

programs (§§98.12(c); 98.14(a)(1)) as well as public health, employment services, public 

education, TANF and child welfare offices (§§98.12(a); 98.14(a)(1)).193 The Head Start 

Act requires coordination between Head Start and the state child care agency, while 

the 2007 reauthorization required governors to designate state advisory councils on 

early childhood education and care.194 IDEA requires state level coordination to ensure 

children with disabilities participating in child care have access to appropriate disability 

services.195 Moreover, family preservation and support laws also promote coordination 

between child welfare systems and child care programs.196

States and local communities are also exploring collaboration among programs and 

services that are not necessarily federally supported or mandated. For example, states 

and local communities are forming collaborations between early intervention and 

child care, and between school districts and community-based providers offering 

pre-kindergarten or wrap-around care for elementary school-aged children. Another 

example is a model called Community Connections, which has been piloted in the state 

of Illinois. Community Connections is an extension of Illinois Preschool for All to help 

assure that preschool reaches unserved children and families who are regularly using 

home-based child care.197 This mixed model approach incorporates classroom-based and 

home provider-based elements and visits of the teacher to the home-based care setting 

to share lesson plans and other resources. This model therefore represents a significant 
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departure from the common state pre-kindergarten models that are entirely classroom-

based. An implementation evaluation of Community Connections indicated that the 

model was well-implemented in the pilot sites in Illinois. However, the evaluation also 

identified additional room for improvement. For example, individual schedules presented 

challenges and limited opportunities to connect parents, providers and teachers. In 

addition, further training or supports could be used to connect both families and home 

providers with community resources. Further evaluation of this and other program 

models that focus on collaboration across community and school-based early learning 

programs and services can determine whether the long-term goals of these models can 

be achieved at scale.198

Collectively, this information provides state policymakers with the knowledge that  

there are multiple ways to support collaborations among community-based and 

publicly-funded early learning programs and services. In addition to the options of 

blended funding of Head Start and pre-kindergarten, there are also innovative pilot 

programs being implemented and studied at the state level. These are all policy options 

that can be explored further by state administrators interested in reaching as many 

children as early as possible with high-quality, comprehensive early childhood services. 

	 Opportunities	for	learning	outside	of	the	school	day,	including	summer

Learning opportunities within the home environment and during the summer months 

contribute to children’s long-term outcomes and remain important contexts for 

children’s early learning and development outside of educational institutions.199 

Ecological systems theory200 provides a helpful framework for highlighting the direct 

effect a child’s home environment has on the various aspects of development. From 

parental employment to weekly family dinners, a wide variety of family characteristics 

can shape each child’s home learning environment. For example, frequent family meals 

have been associated with positive behavioral outcomes for children ages 13 and 

younger.201 Children ages 2 to 8 who spend more time visiting outside environments with 

their families (such as the zoo or a museum) tend to score higher on cognitive tests than 

their peers who spend less time this way.202 In particular, the home literacy environment 

(including both books and literacy activities) can be an important factor in children’s 

acquiring new knowledge and skills.203 In addition, research finds that elementary 

school-age children who participate in structured after-school programs have better 

academic and motivational outcomes than their peers who participate in other forms 

of out-of-school-time care such as parent care, sibling care, informal adult supervision, 

or self care.204 However, the quality and features of after-school programs can affect 
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social and behavioral outcomes for young children, especially boys. For example, one 

study found program flexibility associated with first-grade boys having better social 

skills, and positivity among after-school staff was associated with fewer externalizing 

and internalizing problems among boys.205 Based on this collective evidence, state 

policymakers may consider efforts to increase public awareness about the importance 

of engaging children in stimulating and varied learning activities in the home and 

community outside of the school day. Such efforts could range from public service 

announcements, to parent education classes, to community-wide programs aimed at  

enriching the home and after-school environments for children from low-income families. 

The summer months provide families with a concentrated period of time and varied 

opportunities for engaging in “extracurricular” activities that can increase children’s 

knowledge and skills. Yet summer is a time when many young children, especially 

vulnerable young children, tend to lose ground.206 On average, students end their 

summer breaks academically behind where they ended school in the spring. Students 

from disadvantaged families are less likely to access educational resources than their 

more advantaged peers during the summer months.207 One study found that during 

a child’s elementary school years, summer learning loss was attributed to half the 

achievement gap between low-income and high-income students.208 Another study in 

2003 found that the cumulative effects of summer reading loss on struggling readers 

entering middle school may result in students lagging two years behind their peers’ 

ability to read.209 Consequently, state policymakers may wish to consider supporting 

summer enrichment programs for young, disadvantaged children. Ideally, such programs 

would include experiential learning opportunities that could involve the entire family 

and not rely exclusively on the traditional educational model of “frontal teaching”vii 

associated with some summer school programs. 

	 Transition	planning	from	early	care,	to	preschool,	to	K-12	learning	environments

Moving from an early care and education program to school is a major transition for 

young children that can be even more challenging because of potential disconnects 

between the two systems. Kindergarten classrooms may differ significantly from the 

learning environments children encounter earlier. Even within schools, transitions can 

be challenging from grade to grade. Kindergarten classroom routines and expectations, 

for instance, may not fully resemble what children will encounter in the later elementary 

vii “Frontal teaching” is a term used to describe instructional activities that take place from the 
front of the classroom, usually lead by a teacher; individual children in this environment are 
typically passive recipients of information, are encouraged to respond as a group, or need to 
wait long stretches for a turn to participate. This type of instruction is in contrast to student-
centered instruction, hands-on learning, cooperative learning, or experiential learning. 
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school years. Children may have difficulty adjusting to different rules, routines 

and expectations from birth through age eight, and beyond. Providing support to 

children, including peer support, as they transition from early care and education into 

kindergarten classrooms and then into the later grades is shown to have positive effects 

on later social competence.210 Positive social outcomes in children may be bolstered  

by aligning parental expectations for the transition to school and school policies aiming 

to meet the diverse needs of all families.211

A review of research focusing on children’s transition to kindergarten highlights 

promising practices for schools. These include developing partnerships between 

children, parents and teachers; setting the stage for the parents’ role within their child’s 

education; and promoting teacher professional development.212 One study examining the 

effects of a Head Start-to-Public School Transition project showed positive outcomes  

in multiple categories of social competence.213

Research indicates that making explicit connections between developmental contexts, 

especially during critical transition points (such as increasing the connections across 

the home and school environments when a child is moving to a new school setting) 

can help smooth out these developmental transitions and guard against stressful 

and detrimental outcomes for young children.214 Such “bridging” activities between 

developmental contexts are key to supporting and sustaining the acquisition of new 

skills and abilities. Implementing transitional policies and practices for children, such as 

increased parental involvement during the child’s move to a new school environment, is 

particularly important for low-income families. A study examining the effects of poverty 

on parent involvement with children’s transition to kindergarten found that the negative 

effects of poverty in the home environment were mediated through school-based parent 

involvement.215 Taken together, this evidence suggests that state policymakers may want 

to focus attention on a multi-pronged approach to easing young children’s transitions 

across learning environments—an approach that involves intentionally and proactively 

engaging both parents and educators individually and collectively in planning for and 

moving through these important transitions. 

	 Access	to	effective	pre-service	education,	training	and	on-site	support		

for	applying	knowledge	to	practice

Pre-service preparation, hiring/licensing requirements and requirements for ongoing 

professional development vary significantly across the sectors and settings in which 

educators work. Qualifications of the current ECCE workforce and teachers in the early 

grades reflect these differences. For example, recent data indicate that nearly half of 
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teachers in child care centers and licensed family child care settings have attained  

only a high school diploma as their highest level of educational attainment.216 Program 

directors and preschool teachers (making up 30 percent of the ECCE workforce) are 

more likely than other teachers working with children ages birth through five to have 

attained a bachelor’s degree, though under half have reached this level of education.  

A majority of the ECCE workforce seeking to engage in professional development  

is already working full-time and is diverse in language and culture.217 In contrast, over  

50 percent of teachers working with children in kindergarten and the early grades have 

attained education beyond a Bachelor’s degree, and nearly 100 percent participate  

in professional development activities each year.218 

Consideration of approaches to promote effective pre-service preparation begins 

with an acknowledgement that licensing regulations and/or hiring requirements for 

the ECCE workforce and for teachers in the early grades are key drivers of workforce 

qualifications. Improving pre-service preparation for the ECCE workforce includes efforts 

to strengthen the requirements for licensing and/or hiring by designating required 

levels of educational attainment and/or attainment of national or state certificates 

with specialization in early childhood development and pedagogy. In kindergarten and 

the early grades, teacher preparation can be strengthened by supplementing content 

learned in teacher preparatory courses with ongoing, on-site support for putting 

knowledge into practice through practica and supervised student teaching. Teachers in 

the early grades may benefit particularly from additional on-site support for math and 

science instruction, or for addressing the needs of dual language learners. Yet, research 

indicates that student teacher placements for early childhood teachers are uncommon, 

and many early childhood educators do not have access to a coach or consultant.219 

Analysis of faculty qualifications and curricula in existing preparation programs 

also indicate minimal attention to children of diverse races, cultures, languages and 

abilities.220 Preparation programs can be strengthened by addressing these concerns.

	 Training	and	coaching	for	teachers	working	with	special	populations	including		

dual	language	learners	and	children	with	disabilities

Professional development opportunities for early childhood educators must be tailored 

to fit the demographic characteristics of the children who are served. For example, 

early childhood educators should be trained to be familiar with the developmental 

stages of language acquisition for children learning a second language. Specifically, 

they should be aware that there are different patterns of language development for 
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those learning two languages simultaneously (i.e., before the age of three) as opposed 

to sequentially (i.e., after the age of three).221 Specifically, it is typical for young 

children simultaneously learning two or more languages to develop language skills in 

a particular language more slowly; this phenomenon should not be misunderstood as 

a developmental delay. Researchers argue that all children, regardless of background 

characteristics, benefit from high-quality early care and education experiences, but 

children from diverse backgrounds could need, in addition, some specialized supports 

in early childhood settings to maximize their ability to benefit from these experiences.222 

In addition, children with disabilities may need accommodations in the physical setting 

or in the method by which they demonstrate their abilities in an assessment situation.223 

Yet studies of existing pre-service and other professional development opportunities 

indicate that issues related to poverty, diversity, children who are dual language learners, 

and children with special needs are not adequately addressed.224 

Both the content of professional development and the qualifications of the faculty or 

trainers need to be considered. Faculty in early childhood preparatory programs may 

not match the diversity of the students taking the coursework or of the children that  

will be served, and many have not had recent experiences in the field that would provide 

grounding in effective practices for working with diverse children.225 State policymakers 

should consider investments in faculty, preparatory programs and ongoing professional 

development that can support educators with appropriate specialized education and 

training. Professional standards should be updated to ensure that they reflect best 

practices in teaching diverse populations, including children from different racial/ethnic 

backgrounds, dual language learners and children with special needs. Some promising 

strategies include, but are not limited to:

• Ensuring components of diversity in both coursework and field experiences  
(or practica)—although there is no research consensus on whether this content  
needs to be infused throughout pre-service training or is sufficient to be included  
in targeted coursework or practica;226

• Including within an early care and education program’s goals/mission the explicit 
support of diversity;227

• Implementing a multicultural program or curriculum in classrooms, especially 
those that include a focus on anti-bias, intergroup relationships, and specific 
accommodations for children from ethnic-minority backgrounds, linguistic backgrounds, 
and different ability levels.228 These strategies have been demonstrated to affect 
outcomes such as children’s cognition, behavior, and academic achievement;229 and 

• Using research-based curricula and instructional practices that support first and 
second language and literacy development, incorporate elements of children’s 
diverse cultures and languages into the curricula, implement activities that view 
children’s emergent bilingualism as an asset rather than as a deficit, and build  
on children’s prior knowledge.230
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	 Coordinated	professional	development,	including	coaching	and	training	that	

improves	practice	and	provides	effective	learning	opportunities	for	all	children

Professional development goals and strategies at the state level can be guided by 

an extensive research base. Recent reviews of the empirical literature on teacher 

preparation and professional development including a meta-analysis of the research  

on training have identified characteristics of effective professional development.231  

The evidence indicates that effective professional development is specific in goals and 

content. Clear objectives for learning with specific curriculum aimed at those objectives 

are more effective in training than content that is more open or flexible. The content 

for professional development should be aligned with standards for educators and 

early learning guidelines for children. Effective teacher preparation and professional 

development also have direct links to practice and interactions with children. The 

results of numerous studies show larger improvements in practices with children when 

professional development pairs delivery of relevant research-based content with 

individualized supports such as coaching to apply new knowledge and skills in work  

with children.232 Effective professional development also aligns the intensity and 

duration with the content. Evidence suggests that content with multiple components 

(for example, knowledge and practices to support children’s early literacy) cannot 

be conveyed or applied in one-time workshops or even multiple sessions of short 

duration. However, single session workshops may be effective for a single pedagogical 

strategy or specific skill (for example, a training on first aid and cardio pulmonary 

resuscitation - CPR) or for raising awareness about an issue (for example, a workshop to 

promote awareness of the state early learning guidelines). Finally, effective professional 

development must have a strong foundation in child development and promoting 

the specific skills needed to observe, assess, and develop plans to support children’s 

individualized learning. 

Research indicates that outcomes for young children can be improved by providing 

coordinated professional development opportunities for teachers and caregivers that 

link knowledge of child development and pedagogy with individualized supports for 

better teaching through coaching and consultation.233 Research on effective coaching 

and consultation in early care and education and primary school settings identifies 

core features that are linked to positive effects on teaching practices and children’s 

outcomes. For example, effective coaching typically follows a specific approach or 

model with clearly articulated goals. Implementation of the coaching is supported by 

training, supervision and fidelity checks in the field to ensure that the model is being 

implemented as intended. Effective coaching usually is linked to other professional 
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development strategies such as training, coursework or professional learning 

communities that ensure delivery of relevant content with an opportunity to reflect on 

and apply new knowledge. Research is not clear about the dosage of coaching that is 

most effective in supporting change in practice, though there is general consensus that 

the intensity and duration of coaching should be matched with the goals of coaching. 

Changes in multiple teacher practices will need more support than changes targeting 

single skills or practices.

Promoting access to effective professional development is a challenge, given the 

structure of existing opportunities (with specific opportunities within early childhood 

sectors such as Head Start and pre-kindergarten programs that are not available 

widely) and the characteristics of the workforce.234 Discrepancies across different 

professional development opportunities in their accessibility, quality, alignment with 

professional standards and relevance for individual needs are an important backdrop 

for efforts by state policymakers to design or refine professional development for the 

program directors, teachers, and caregivers working with children ages birth through 

eight. For example, a pre-kindergarten teacher working in a public school may have 

access to regular in-service training provided by a highly qualified trainer while a family 

child care provider working in a rural area may encounter limited training offerings 

within 50 miles of her home and addressing a content area that matches her needs for 

particular knowledge and skills. Accommodations and incentives may be necessary 

to promote participation.235 A number of promising strategies for improving access 

have been identified including the provision of scholarships (Teacher Education and 

Compensation Helps; T.E.A.C.H.™) that support access to degree-granting institutions 

and wage incentive and retention programs that aim to provide additional resources to 

educators who seek additional education and training on the job.236 Distance learning 

opportunities that offer remote access to training or education are increasing to provide 

options for educators who have difficulty attending face-to-face training or coursework. 

Cohort models, which provide a peer group and other supports for students, are also a 

promising approach to encouraging participation and completion of coursework by non-

traditional students (e.g., those who are working full-time or are dual language learners). 237

A challenge in designing and implementing accessible, effective professional development 

policies and programs that is ensuring that the needs of a diverse workforce, working in 

a variety of settings serving children ages birth through eight, are being met. Planning 

for professional development should include a comprehensive assessment of the 

workforce that identifies key characteristics and needs as well as a scan of available 

opportunities in communities and institutions of higher education that can highlight 

gaps and duplication of services in the state and opportunities to improve access.
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	 Specialized	certification	areas	that	reflect	the	education	continuum,		

birth	through	grade	three	

Research on the qualifications of teachers and caregivers working with young children 

demonstrates associations between high-quality environments for young children and  

qualifications that are specific to early childhood (for example, a degree in an early care 

and education or an early childhood-related field).238 Yet there is a range of different  

certification options for teachers and caregivers and distinct requirements for coursework,  

training and/or demonstration of skills/direct practices with children. Innovations are 

needed to develop more effective strategies for ensuring that early care and education 

educators have gained the required skills and that they can apply them to their 

daily work. There are limited strategies for identifying whether or not a teacher has 

achieved proficiency on a given skill.239 State policymakers can work with professional 

development stakeholders including institutions of higher education to design strategies 

for certification that include rigorous processes for ensuring proficiency on skills across 

the education continuum. Some states have developed certification processes to encourage 

specialization in care for infants and toddlers, children with special needs or school-age 

care. These certification strategies should be evaluated to determine their effectiveness 

in promoting higher quality environments across age groups and across sectors.
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POLICY FOUNDATIONS: 

STANDARDS, SCREENING AND ASSESSMENT,  

AND ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS

Implementation science asserts that positive outcomes for young children and families 

can be achieved when programs and services are provided by a skilled workforce 

working within well-designed programs under strong leadership that will ensure 

adequate support and resources for the program, and that will collect and use data for 

continuous program improvement.240 Policy choices must be based on evidence and 

undergirded by standards, assessment practices, and accountability practices in order 

to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of programs and services and to sustain good 

outcomes. These foundational elements cut across the areas of health, family support, 

and learning and serve as the underlying base for effective policy implementation. 

STANDARDS

Standards for both programs and children are important 

for a birth through eight state policy framework. Program 

standards establish quality and practice expectations for 

the field, and early learning and development standards 

for children establish expectations that guide children’s 

developmental progress. Many states have developed 

a statewide quality rating and improvement system to 

define, measure, monitor, and promote high-quality early 

learning in homes, centers, or school-based settings.241 Quality standards vary across 

states but usually include measures of professional development or the qualifications of 

teachers and caregivers, the quality of the learning environment, and family engagement 

efforts. Core knowledge and competency standards support effective job performance 

for early childhood and early elementary teachers and caregivers who work with young 

children.242 Learning standards or guidelines articulate what children should know and 

do at all stages of development.243 In early childhood, these standards and guidelines 

typically address cognitive skills (language, reading, math, science) and foundational 

skills (social skills, behavioral control, motivation, problem solving) because both are 

essential for success in school and in life. In the early elementary years, standards 

address content areas such as mathematics, language arts, health education, science, 

social studies, and physical education. The alignment of program, professional, and 

learning standards between early childhood and K-12 systems is critical for maintaining 

continuity in the level of quality of children’s experiences from birth through age eight 

and supporting children as they transition to new settings.244
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Standards	Policy	Choices

	 Developmentally,	linguistically,	and	culturally	appropriate	early	learning	standards	
that	reflect	the	major	domains	of	development	(social-emotional,	physical,	
cognitive,	and	language)	and	foundational	skill	areas	(literacy,	math,	science,		
social	studies,	and	the	arts);

	 Alignment	of	early	learning	standards	and	K-12	standards	across	the	major	domains	
of	development	and	foundational	skill	areas;

	 Core	competencies	for	professionals	tied	to	standards	and	desired	outcomes;

	 Implementation	of	standards	through	teacher	preparation,	training,	curricula		
and	assessment,	with	review	of	results	for	vulnerable	children;	

	 Quality	Rating	and	Improvement	Systems	(QRIS)	that	are	financed	to	advance	
programs	to	higher	quality	ratings	and	improved	child	outcomes;	and

	 Development	and	use	of	program	quality	and	practice	standards	for	family		
support	providers.

The	Research	Base	for	Standards	Policy	Choices

	 Developmentally,	linguistically,	and	culturally	appropriate	early	learning	standards	

that	reflect	the	major	domains	of	development	

State early learning standards articulate what children should know and do at all stages 

of development. Early learning standards address major domains of development 

(social-emotional, physical, cognitive, and language) and foundational skill areas 

(literacy, math, science, social studies, and the arts) because both are essential for 

children to be successful in school and in life. Developmentally appropriate standards are 

designed to meet children where they are at each stage of their development. Culturally 

and linguistically appropriate standards honor the values, traditions, and languages of 

children from all backgrounds. States have only recently developed learning standards 

for children from birth to age five who participate in early care and education settings. 

Yet, for decades, states have developed, refined, and expanded learning standards for 

children in the K-12 education system. In 2010, 45 states adopted the Common Core 

State Standards in literacy and mathematics and are working to incorporate these 

standards into their existing grade level expectations.245

In 2002, through the Bush Administration’s Good Start Grow Smart initiative, states 

worked to develop voluntary early literacy and math standards for children between 

the ages of three and five and to align them with their K-12 standards.246 The 2007 

Head Start Reauthorization Act required governor appointed states advisory councils 

to, “make recommendations for improvements in state early learning standards and, 
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where appropriate, develop high-quality comprehensive early learning standards.”247 

As of 2013, all 49 of the funded state and territory councils focused on revising or 

expanding existing early learning standards, developing new early learning standards for 

infants and toddlers, or working to align existing standards to the Common Core State 

Standards or the existing state K-12 education standards.248

Though states have worked in recent years to develop, refine, and expand early learning 

standards, the adoption and use of these standards is voluntary for most early care and 

education programs, and as such, have not been widely adopted. It is important for 

state policymakers to articulate why the use of learning standards are fundamental to 

the success of children’s growth and development and that professionals have the skills 

and competencies needed to foster these skills and abilities. Early learning standards 

articulate the set of expectations for what children should know and be able to do 

at each stage of their development so that they can be ready for their transition into 

kindergarten. Articulating these expectations helps to make clear the skills early care 

and education professionals need to support children from birth through school entry. 

	 Alignment	of	early	learning	standards	and	K-12	standards	across	the	major		

domains	of	development	and	foundational	skill	areas	

Alignment between early care and education and the K-12 system can improve student 

achievement; reduce the need for costly special education services; and produce a 

more educated, skilled, and competitive workforce.249 Coordination between these two 

systems includes alignment across the foundational skill areas such as math and literacy 

as well as the major domains of development, such as social emotional development, 

cognitive, and physical development. Though many state early childhood advisory 

councils have reported engaging in efforts to align their current early learning standards 

to the K-12 Common Core State Standards or their state’s K-12 education standards, 

these efforts have largely focused on alignment in the areas of math and literacy, due in 

part to the Common Core emphasis on these areas of learning in the early grades. 

	 Core	competencies	for	professionals	tied	to	standards	and	desired	outcomes

Professional standards or core competencies define the goals of professional 

development activities as well as the desired outcomes for teachers and caregivers.250 

Multiple recommendations for voluntary standards/competencies exist currently at 

the state and national levels that are distinct by sector or sponsor and may not always 

reflect the most current research.251 A challenge for state policymakers is developing 

a set of integrated standards that are aligned across the settings and schools in which 
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teachers and caregivers work and ensure that there are no gaps in skill sets or in 

practices that are relevant for particular subgroups of children including dual language 

learners, children with special needs, and infants and toddlers. Strengthening the 

qualifications of directors, principals, teachers, and caregivers working with young 

children will require an alignment of core competencies across sectors with professional 

development opportunities. For example, state policymakers can consider embedding 

the competencies within the QRIS (if available) to ensure that the professional 

development received by educators is directly linked to the competencies deemed most 

important for children and aligned with requirements for teachers working with children 

in the early grades.252 Skills and qualifications can also be embedded in regulatory 

structures such as licensing that determine the entry requirements for jobs in certain 

early childhood settings.

	 Implementation	of	standards	through	teacher	preparation,	training,	curricula		

and	assessment,	with	review	of	results	for	vulnerable	children

The best designed early learning standards will have minimal impact on children’s 

success unless they are incorporated into the early childhood professional development 

system and program curriculum and assessment practices.253 An effective way to 

promote the use of state early learning standards is to provide early care and education 

professionals with access to training and coursework that incorporates the standards. 

State policymakers can support effective implementation by embedding early learning 

standards in the syllabi of early care and education courses, curricula, and trainings that 

are offered to early childhood professionals. Further, state policymakers can support 

onsite coaching, mentoring, and promote the use of appropriate curricula, teaching, and 

assessment strategies that align with the state’s early learning standards.254 States can 

also align early learning standards with a core knowledge and competency framework 

and with a QRIS.255 Such alignment can help define a pathway for early childhood 

professionals to obtain (and gain recognition for) the foundational knowledge and skills 

they may need to provide optimal support for children’s learning.256 

	 Quality	Rating	and	Improvement	Systems	(QRIS)	that	are	financed	to	advance	

programs	to	higher	quality	ratings	and	improved	child	outcomes	

A QRIS is a framework of activities to promote high-quality early care and education 

that will support children’s learning and development. In a QRIS, early care and 

education and (in some states) school-age care quality is defined, measured, and rated. 

The results of the ratings are disseminated (usually via a website) to support informed 

decision-making among parents and to provide information to programs that can help 
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them improve their quality over time, typically with the support of technical  

assistance and financial incentives. QRIS currently are operating or under development 

in the majority of states and territories.257 Participation is voluntary, though some states  

require provider participation in the QRIS for receipt of public funds such as child 

care subsidies. QRIS development typically includes six broad activities: selection and 

refinement of program quality standards and indicators; development of a process to  

rate program quality; provision of quality improvement supports, such as coaching; 

provision of financial incentives to recognize and reward quality and to support parental  

access to quality; marketing and dissemination of rating information to parents and the 

public; and data tracking and evaluation. While QRIS may have these basic components, 

there are still significant differences across states in how these basic components  

are implemented.

Investment in research on QRIS has increased in recent years, and a number of national 

and state-level reports have been produced that offer emerging evidence about the 

effectiveness of QRIS practices.258 Regarding implementation, the evidence indicates 

that enrollment is facilitated when the QRIS uses targeted outreach and individualized 

strategies that vary by program type. Nevertheless, participation rates vary greatly 

across QRIS (from under 10 percent of eligible programs to over 70 percent of eligible 

programs).259 More information about the conditions under which programs are willing 

to enroll and invest organizational resources in QRIS participation will be useful for 

further refining recruitment strategies and tailoring the supports that are provided. State 

policymakers can focus recruitment efforts in particular on programs that serve children 

with the highest needs. 

Research has also documented changes in program quality associated with participation 

in a QRIS.260 Currently, quality improvement strategies vary greatly across states.261 

Research on the on-site technical assistance provided to QRIS programs (which may 

include coaching, consultation or other professional development strategies depending 

on the state) indicates that there are opportunities to strengthen existing quality 

improvement strategies by including a greater focus on teacher/caregiver practices that 

are most likely to support children’s positive development. These efforts may begin first 

by designing or revising the quality standards to incorporate more practices directly 

related to children’s learning (for example, practices related to curriculum, progress 

monitoring, and individualized learning supports in domain specific areas such as 

language and literacy, mathematics, and social-emotional development) across a 

ll levels of the QRIS (not placing them only at the higher levels where they will  

reach fewer programs).262
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A growing number of states have invested in validation studies that examine the  

degree to which the QRIS standards and rating process are producing levels of quality 

that are distinct (for example, a program rated with four stars is truly different in 

quality than a program rated with two stars) and related to children’s developmental 

progress. Validation studies produce information that states can use to review their 

quality standards and engage in redesign or refinement efforts as needed.263 For 

example, states can examine whether the QRIS ratings are varying in the way that they 

expect. If all programs receive the highest or the lowest rating level, for instance, it will 

be beneficial to examine the scoring criteria in more detail and to refine the process 

as needed. Moving beyond questions about the mechanics of the QRIS ratings, states 

can also examine how measures of observational quality or assessments of children’s 

development vary across the QRIS rating levels. Studies demonstrate some capacity of 

the QRIS to differentiate observed quality, though distinctions between levels are not as 

large as expected.264 Similarly, findings on linkages between quality levels and children’s 

development are not as strong as expected. Therefore, state policymakers can continue 

to work with researchers and evaluators to develop strategies for refining QRIS rating 

processes and the tools used to assign QRIS ratings with a focus on strengthening  

the linkages between quality promotion and improvement activities and  

children’s development.

	 Development	and	use	of	program	quality	and	practice	standards	for	family		

support	providers

Family support services assist children and families who are at risk or in crisis and are 

designed to increase the strength and stability of families and caregivers so that they 

can in turn promote the health and well-being of the children in their care.265 Family 

support providers aim to strengthen families and support parents in their role as their 

child’s first teacher. Developing program quality and practice standards can help to 

define common expectations and understanding of practice among family support 

providers. For example, standards can articulate specific provider practices related to 

family centeredness, diversity, community building, and can serve as a programmatic 

tool for planning and implementing continuous program evaluation and improvement 

practices.266 State policymakers can promote the development and use of program 

standards for family support providers, which can help to define minimum quality 

requirements and support continuity in the experiences of children and families  

who benefit from these services. 
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SCREENING AND ASSESSMENT 

Screening provides essential information about whether  

a child appears to be progressing as expected. Screenings 

may also be effective when conducted by pediatricians 

during well-child visits that use protocols to detect 

maternal depression, which can have severe and negative 

effects on children’s development. The results of a 

screening indicate whether a more in-depth diagnostic 

assessment is needed to identify if a child needs specific 

intervention services.267 When screenings indicate that further action is needed, follow 

up typically includes the coordination of different groups including families, early 

educators, and medical or early intervention specialists.268

Assessments measure children’s progress towards meeting specified standards and 

benchmarks of child development.269 Assessments that are well designed are age 

appropriate in content and methodology, tailored for a specific purpose, and reliable, 

valid, and fair.270 Effective assessment systems benefit young children by informing 

adults and educators about individual children’s strengths and areas of growth, 

particularly as they transition from early care and education settings to elementary school. 

Screening	and	Assessment	Policy	Choices

	 Screenings	and	assessments	for	hearing,	vision,	metabolic	disorders,		
and	developmental	delays	with	appropriate	follow-up;

	 Timely,	appropriate	behavioral	and	mental	health	identification	and		
intervention	including	the	needs	of	children	who	come	to	the	attention		
of	the	child	welfare	system;

	 Timely	and	appropriate	screening,	referral,	and	enrollment	in	early	childhood	
development	and	prevention	programs;	

	 Child	assessment	tools	that	are	formative,	as	well	as	developmentally,	culturally,	
and	linguistically	appropriate;

	 Statewide	kindergarten	entry	assessment	to	assess	readiness	and	inform		
initial	instruction;	and

	 Aligned	early	learning,	kindergarten	entry,	and	K-3	assessments.	
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The	Research	Base	for	Screening	and	Assessment	Policy	Choices

	 Screenings	and	assessments	for	hearing,	vision,	metabolic	disorders,		

and	developmental	delays	with	appropriate	follow-up

Screenings for hearing and vision impairments, metabolic disorders, and development 

delays are an aspect of adequate and ongoing pediatric health care that can have 

significant effects on children’s developmental outcomes. Screening tests have been 

found effective in detecting hearing impairments in newborns for which treatment 

prior to 6 months of age can significantly improve language and communication 

outcomes for high-risk infants.271 Similarly, the most common cause of preventable 

vision impairment can be easily and effectively identified through current screening 

measures, enabling early treatment and reducing the likelihood of permanent vision 

problems and vision loss.272 Identifying risk factors for developmental delay is equally as 

important, as children with even mild impairments in language, cognition, and learning 

tend to have poorer health and academic outcomes in the absence of early and effective 

intervention.273 Professional communities across disciplines strongly endorse early 

intervention based on evidence that it can improve cognitive and academic outcomes, 

as well as have positive effects on employment later in life. In contrast, outcomes are not 

as positive when treatment is delayed, reaffirming the importance of early identification 

and intervention.274 States looking for guidance on best practice might refer to the 

Division of Early Childhood of the Council for Exceptional Children (DEC). The DEC 

has outlined 240 recommended best practices that are organized into seven strands 

such as: (1) assessment; (2) child-focused interventions; (3) family-based practices; (4) 

interdisciplinary models; (5) technology applications; (6) personnel preparation policies, 

procedures; and (7) systems change.275

When developmental concerns are identified early, intervention services can provide 

effective therapies and can assist with coordinating other services that may be needed, 

such as social work services, transportation, family training, counseling, and home visits.276  

Coordination between the medical community and early care and education professionals  

is also critical for supporting the developmental outcomes of children.277 However, even 

when developmental concerns are identified early, there is often a long delay before a 

referral; there may be no follow-up at all; or children may not participate in intervention 

services long enough to benefit.278 State policymakers can promote the importance and  

use of screenings by ensuring policies support and streamline the reimbursement process  

for conducting these tests. Further, policymakers can support efforts to ensure vulnerable  

children and families have access to a medical homeviii that conducts developmental screenings  

and early intervention services provided by the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA). 

viii A medical home is a team based health care delivery model that provides comprehensive, 
primary and continuous care to patients. 
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	 Timely,	appropriate	behavioral	and	mental	health	identification	and		

intervention	including	the	needs	of	children	who	come	to	the	attention		

of	the	child	welfare	system

Mental health during the first eight years of life can have a considerable impact on a 

children’s development across all domains, as well as affect outcomes later in life. In 

infancy and early childhood, poor mental health is associated with changes in brain 

architecture,279 disruptions in relationships with caregivers,280 and reduced opportunities 

for cognitive and social development.281 Once children enter primary school, the 

effects of poor mental health can become even more pronounced, often manifesting in 

behavioral problems that interfere with learning and socialization.282 These disruptions 

in learning can lead to poor academic outcomes and even affect employment and 

income in adulthood.283 Moreover, many adult psychiatric conditions originate in early 

childhood284 and, if identified and treated early, can be mitigated or avoided  

all together.285

Young children in the child welfare system may be particularly vulnerable to poor 

behavioral and mental health outcomes as they have often experienced severe stress 

that has significant and lifelong consequences.286 Yet most children in the child welfare 

system do not receive the mental health screenings and services they need.287 The 

screening and health services provided focus primarily on the physical safety of the 

child and not the child’s mental health.288 Providing timely, appropriate screening and 

intervention services to young children as early as possible should be a priority for  

the child welfare system, in addition to increasing access to high-quality services  

and treatment in order to prevent poor outcomes later in life.289

	 Timely	and	appropriate	screening,	referral,	and	enrollment	in	early	childhood	

development	and	prevention	programs	

An effective screening and referral system uses evidence-based screening tools to 

identify potential developmental concerns and connects parents and caregivers to 

appropriate services that may be needed in a timely fashion.290 State policymakers can 

support the development and use of screening and referral systems by promoting the 

buy-in and participation of physicians and public health partners as key resources in the 

referral system. Additionally, state policymakers can encourage families’ use of screening 

and referral systems by promoting the importance of early identification and consistent 

engagement in treatment and follow-up visits, especially among vulnerable families.291
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	 Child	assessment	tools	that	are	formative,	as	well	as	developmentally,	culturally,	

and	linguistically	appropriate

The early childhood field has gathered a wealth of relevant information on the 

appropriate use of early childhood assessments. Fifteen years ago, the National 

Education Goals Panel (NEGP) published Principles and Recommendations for Early 

Childhood Assessments,292 which provided important guidelines on assessing young 

children. The NEGP recommendations were that assessments should: 

• Bring about benefits for children;

• Be tailored to a specific purpose;

• Be reliable, valid, and fair;

• Bring about and reflect policies that acknowledge that as the age of the child 
increases, reliability and validity of the assessment increases;

• Be age-appropriate in both content and methodology;

• Be linguistically appropriate because all assessments measure language; and

• Value parents as an important source of assessment information.293

More recently in 2008, the National Research Council (NRC) Committee on 

Developmental Outcomes and Assessments for Young Children reiterated many of these 

principles and noted that child assessments are used for diverse purposes, including 

determining the level of functioning of individual children, guiding instruction, and 

measuring functioning at the program, community, or state level. The NRC Committee 

recommended that the purpose of a child assessment should guide all assessment 

decisions, including decisions about: (a) which developmental domains to measure; (b) 

which tools to use; (c) who will be assessed; (d) how the information will be collected, 

analyzed, interpreted, and reported; and (e) who will use the information (e.g., parents, 

educators, policymakers).294 Furthermore, the NRC Committee recommended selecting 

an assessment tool with acceptable reliability and validity for the specific purpose and 

population(s) of interest, and indicated that infrastructure and resources should be 

available to carry out the assessments and to respond to assessment findings.295 

The NRC Committee cautioned that it was inappropriate to use child assessment data in 

isolation to make decisions about early childhood programs. Rather, it was important to:

• Measure child progress rather than end-of-year status;

• Collect direct indicators of program quality;

• Collect information on risk status of families and children;

• Collect information on program resources (e.g., funding, administrative support, 
professional development); and 

• Have a clear plan for program improvement.296
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Assessing the abilities of children from diverse backgrounds and ability levels can 

pose unique challenges.297 For example, some researchers note that dual language 

learners may be over-diagnosed with developmental delays when they are, in fact, 

just developing language normally for a bilingual child.298 It is therefore important that 

all individuals involved in assessment and screening of young children understand 

what is considered normative development for culturally and linguistically diverse 

populations.299 Similarly, individuals involved in child assessment should be aware  

of the accommodations necessary to determine the accurate skill levels of children  

with disabilities.300

Collectively, this guidance from the early childhood field suggests that state 

policymakers consider child assessments to be used primarily for formative purposes 

(i.e., to guide individual, ongoing instruction) rather than for program accountability. 

State policymakers should also develop a state assessment system, which will include 

various assessments for particular purposes, rather than relying on a single child 

assessment to serve multiple purposes. Furthermore, when considering policies around 

early childhood screening and assessment, state policymakers should work with early 

childhood assessment experts to ensure that assessment materials and procedures 

are appropriate for the age, ability level, and cultural and linguistic background of the 

children being assessed, and that the assessment data are collected with care and 

fidelity by well-trained practitioners. 

	 Statewide	kindergarten	entry	assessment	to	assess	readiness	and	inform		

initial	instruction	

The “school readiness gap” that has been well-documented in early childhood 

research301 has focused state and federal efforts on initiatives to improve young 

children’s school readiness, such as through early care and education programs 

including Head Start, child care and public pre-kindergarten. These initiatives have 

also led to a proliferation of state early learning guidelines and kindergarten entry 

assessments aimed at articulating and evaluating the set of skills and competencies 

young children need in order to prepare them for the increased challenges and demands 

of kindergarten and to succeed in later schooling. 302

The number of states mandating kindergarten entry assessments has increased 

substantially in recent years; in 2011, 25 states had legislation requiring assessment of 

kindergartners near the beginning of the school year.303 Data collected from kindergarten 
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entry assessments can help states document population trends, set improvement goals, 

and quantify the school readiness gaps they must work to close. However, kindergarten 

entry assessments are also used in a formative manner to guide individualized 

instruction for children. Thus, kindergarten entry assessments may be used for multiple 

purposes: to “look back” and understand the cumulative benefits of investments made 

prior to entering the K-12 educational system, to set instructional plans for the current 

year, and to “look forward” and begin to plan for and support children’s successes  

within the K-12 system. 

As noted above, researchers do not recommend using a single child assessment tool 

for multiple purposes; it may be necessary to develop multiple kindergarten entry 

assessments to meet different purposes. Furthermore, a robust state early childhood 

data system can be a critical tool for tracking individual children’s experiences with 

multiple supports across disparate service sectors (e.g., prenatal care, early intervention, 

early care and education, nutrition programs, etc.). Robust data systems can also collect 

information on a host of family background characteristics (e.g., parental education, 

employment, and income, etc.). Developing these systems and ensuring they are in place 

and linked to the K-12 data system can help states make informed conclusions about 

early investments based on kindergarten entry assessment data. Few states have such  

a system currently in place. 

As with other types of early childhood assessments, the guidelines and safeguards 

that are considered “best practice” would apply to kindergarten entry assessments. 

“Best practice” includes using child assessments primarily for formative purposes 

(i.e., to guide individual, ongoing instruction) rather than for program accountability. 

Programs can be held accountable for appropriately monitoring children’s progress 

and providing interventions and supports when needed.304 When considering policies 

around early childhood screening and assessment, state policymakers should try to 

ensure that assessment materials and procedures are appropriate for the age, ability 

level, and cultural and linguistic background of the children being assessed, and that the 

assessment data are collected with care and fidelity by well-trained teachers and early 

childhood practitioners.305 

Position statements about kindergarten entry assessments and appropriate use of 

assessment have been released by the National Association of the Education of Young 

Children (NAYEC), the National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State 
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Departments of Education (NAECS/SDE), and the Council of Chief State School Officers 

(CCSSO).306 These organizations support the following guidelines for kindergarten  

entry assessments:

• Assessment instruments are:

-  Used for their intended purposes. Use multiple tools for multiple purposes,  
if necessary; 

-  Appropriate for ages and other characteristics of children being assessed;

-  Valid, reliable, and helpful in initial planning and information-sharing with parents;

-  Address multiple developmental domains and diverse cultural contexts; 

-  Aligned with early learning guidelines and common core standards; and 

-  Implemented in a systems-based approach, including informing all stakeholders 
of the purpose and process of assessment, thoroughly training the assessors to 
be valid data collectors, testing for reliability of data, and carefully analyzing and 
interpreting the gathered data. 

• Data and information gathered from assessments:

-  Are used to understand and improve learning;

-  Are gathered from realistic settings and situations that reflect children’s  
actual performance;

-  Are gathered from multiple sources including family and community-based 
contexts and prior early care and education experiences; 

-  Are gathered over time. That is, a one-time assessment at the beginning  
of the year provides limited information, especially for formative purposes; and  

-  Are not used inappropriately, specifically including high-stakes decisions, labeling 
children, restricting kindergarten entry, segregating children into extra-year 
programs prior to or following regular kindergarten, and predicting children’s 
future academic and life success.  

	 Aligned	early	learning,	kindergarten	entry,	and	K-3	assessments

Formative assessments used in early childhood and at kindergarten entry can be used 

as the initial assessment within a longitudinal, formative assessment system that can 

track children’s progress over their academic careers. Formative assessments such as 

kindergarten entry assessments can and should be aligned with both early learning 

standards and curriculum.307 Aligning assessment efforts that help to inform instruction 

from early childhood through the early elementary years can help support children 

as they transition into elementary school by ensuring that elementary educators are 

prepared to continue supporting their academic development and are also able to 

address any gaps in learning.308
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ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS

Accountability systems across the policy areas can inform 

good policy decisions, effective and efficient resource 

allocation, effective instruction and provision of services, 

and continuous quality improvement. For example, 

statewide longitudinal early childhood data systems that 

are linked to the K-12 data systems can provide information 

about children, the workforce, and programs as children 

progress from early care and education settings into 

elementary school.309 Accountability systems help define important benchmarks  

and outcomes for programs, children and families, and measure progress towards  

identified goals. 

Accountability	Systems	Policy	Choices

	 Evaluate	the	quality	of	learning	environments,	educator/child	interaction,		
and	teaching	strategies	by	collecting	early	childhood	data	that	can	be	analyzed		
at	the	level	of	children,	programs	and	the	workforce;

	 Clear	indicators	of	child,	family,	and	program	effectiveness	that	include	health,	
family	support,	and	learning	objectives;

	 Longitudinal,	linked	data	systems	between	programs	and	state	agencies	that	can	
be	disaggregated	by	risk	factors	to	inform	strategies	for	improving	program	quality	
and	child	outcomes;

	 Early	warning	systems	to	identify	problems	such	as	chronic	absence	and	allow		
for	timely	intervention;	and

	 Professional	development	for	data	users	(parents,	teachers,	administrators)		
to	support	the	correct	interpretation	and	use	of	data.	

The	Research	Base	for	Accountability	Systems	Policy	Choices

	 Evaluate	the	quality	of	learning	environments,	educator/child	interaction,		

and	teaching	strategies	by	collecting	early	childhood	data	that	can	be	analyzed		

at	the	level	of	children,	programs	and	the	workforce	

State-level data systems that include data about early care and education programs, 

educators and children can be used for a number of activities including monitoring 

access to programs, reporting to the federal government and other funders, using 

data for continuous program improvement, tracking trends over time to inform quality 

improvement efforts and to improve access to high-quality programs for children with 

high needs. A comprehensive data system can allow analysis of the characteristics of 

high-quality programs and the children they serve, changes in program quality and 
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practitioner qualifications over time, use of high-quality programs by children with 

different characteristics, and changes in availability of high-quality programs in the 

state by different regions or counties.310 Early care and education programs can use 

data to identify strengths and areas of need, develop improvement plans, and engage in 

continuous quality improvement with the support of a coach or consultant (if available). 

These data can also be used in the larger system through inclusion in a QRIS or other 

quality improvement system. When data are included at the system level, it is critical 

that provisions be in place to ensure reliability of data collection and data management 

systems that reduce error and duplication of data entry. 

	 Clear	indicators	of	child,	family,	and	program	effectiveness	that	include	health,	

family	support,	and	learning	objectives

Identifying and tracking discrete child, family, and program indicators can help states 

allocate limited resources, identify and set goals, track progress, and hold agencies and 

programs accountable for progress.311 Such indicators might include program quality, 

children’s health, education, and the economic status of children and their families. To 

identify the most relevant and meaningful indicators that should be tracked, many states 

have engaged in a vision setting process to identify the outcomes the state wants for 

children, families, and programs. This process often involves convening a diverse set 

of stakeholders, and primarily those that work in or represent the agencies, offices, 

services, or programs that support the vision the state has for young children and 

families. Some states have initiated this vision setting process on their own. Others have 

engaged in this process through the assistance of federal grants such as the Maternal 

and Child Health Bureau’s Early Childhood Comprehensive Systems Planning Grant and 

the Head Start State Advisory Councils (or Early Childhood Advisory Councils). 

For example, the Early Childhood Colorado Framework312 was developed in 2008 and 

involved input from over twenty stakeholder groups including state agency officials, 

local partners and providers, program administrators, advocates, advisors to the 

lieutenant governor, parents, and others. The process identified the key outcomes the 

state collectively wanted to work towards improving. Outcomes were outlined in three 

categories: Access outcomes that define the programs and services children and families 

should be able to obtain in the states; Quality outcomes, indicators of the quality 

improvements that should be made across programs and services; Equity outcomes, 

improvements that target specific populations. This framework is used at the state level 

in three ways: as a tool to communicate the state’s overall vision for children and families 

and the importance of early childhood; as a planning tool to identify the agencies, 

programs, and services that are working towards each of the outcomes; and as a tool  

to track change for children and families over time. 
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Once the vision and outcomes are identified, states can then identify the specific 

indicators that can be used to track improvements in the identified outcomes or how 

to allocate resources. For example, child well-being can be measured by indicators, 

such as percent of low-weight births, the rate of infant mortality in the community, 

and achievement test scores.313 Program quality can be tracked through a state’s tiered 

quality rating and improvement system. Tracking the economic status of families with 

young children can help to identify the percentage of children growing up in poverty. 

Some states such as Pennsylvania314, Maryland315, Louisiana316 and the District of 

Columbia317 have used a similar collection of “risk” indicators to look geographically at 

the needs of young children and their families in relation to available resources. Using 

child- and family-level indicators of “risk” at the regional- or county-level, policymakers 

can identify geographic pockets of high need. These findings are then compared with 

“reach” data that may include the type and location of selected health, family support, 

early childhood and education programs, capacity, and utilization rates, which can also 

be tracked over time in order to identity trends or emerging patterns. 

	 Longitudinal,	linked	data	systems	between	programs	and	state	agencies	that		

can	be	disaggregated	by	risk	factors	to	inform	strategies	for	improving	program	

quality	and	child	outcomes

Most states lack accurate and timely data that can inform efforts to improve the quality 

of early care and education programs and the workforce, and efforts to increase access 

to high-quality programs. As a result, state policymakers cannot answer basic questions 

about which children are able to access high-quality care, the availability of high-quality 

care, child outcomes, or the quality of the early care and education workforce.318 The 

Early Childhood Data Collaborative (ECDC) has established a national framework around 

early childhood data systems that identifies 10 fundamental characteristics of an early 

childhood data system. A statewide early childhood longitudinal data system that 

incorporates these 10 fundamentals can provide state policymakers with information 

to better understand the relationship between children, programs, and early care and 

education professionals over time. Such systems collect data over time, are connected 

to the K-12 education data system, and can easily link to data housed in related agencies, 

offices, or services that touch the lives of children ages birth to five and their families. 

While all states are in different stages of developing an early childhood data system, 

state policymakers can support data development efforts by conducting a review  

of the existing early childhood data efforts in relation to the 10 fundamentals  

identified by the ECDC.
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	 Early	warning	systems	to	identify	problems,	such	as	chronic	absence,		

and	allow	for	timely	intervention

Early warning systems combine information from multiple data points to provide 

actionable information for educators, administrators, and policymakers in support of 

long-term, positive outcomes for children and youth.319 Early identification of students 

who are either at risk for school disengagement or failure, or who may need to be 

placed in more rigorous academic programs, can be identified by the timely access 

to and use of high-quality data that can support the development of research-based 

indicators for predictive analysis. For example, the use of developmental screening 

instruments in early care and education settings can identify children at-risk for 

developmental delay and thus children who might benefit from early intervention 

services. In a school-based setting, data might be gathered to inform indicators related 

to school disengagement and dropout rates. Such data may include data on student 

behavior, student attendance, or parental involvement in school. For example, research 

indicates that problem behaviors, especially physical aggression, in early and middle 

childhood are predictive of later high school dropout.320 Hyperactivity-inattention and 

high levels of anxiety among kindergartners have also been associated with high school 

dropout.321 Being retained in first grade is also negatively related to school completion.322 

Chronic absence in kindergarten has been linked to lower levels of achievement in math, 

reading, and general knowledge in first grade;323 however, chronic absence may also 

be an indicator of poor health among children.324 Finally, teacher ratings of parental 

involvement in elementary school have been positively correlated with higher grade 

completion in high school.325 Early childhood educators and administrators can monitor 

indicators such as these over time and use that information to make actionable decisions 

about who should receive and when to provide extra support or resources. 

	 Professional	development	for	data	users	(parents,	teachers,	administrators)		

to	support	the	correct	interpretation	and	use	of	data

As early childhood data systems become embedded in state policy and programs, it 

is critical that data users receive adequate orientation, training, and support on using 

and interpreting the data. Teachers and administrators across early childhood programs 

will benefit from multiple opportunities, provided in different formats such as in-person 

sessions, webinars, and teleconferences, to become familiar with data use and strategies 

for interpreting the data. Likewise, parents reviewing assessment data or information 

about quality ratings need support to know what the data mean and how they can use 

the data to make decisions for their family.326
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CONCLUSION

 

The findings from decades of developmental research are clear that early childhood, 

from birth through age eight, is a critical period for supporting children’s health, their 

family relationships, and their opportunities for learning. During this period, children 

develop patterns of relating to others, regulating their own behavior and emotions, 

engaging in new experiences, and learning about the world through listening, talking, 

and reading. 

A Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework focuses attention on what is critical 

within and across different aspects of early childhood development, and it provides 

guidance for state-level investments that can lead to better health, family, and learning 

outcomes. The age range is important, as each experience influences the next and 

sustains the growth that comes before. With targeted supports, the period of time  

from birth through age eight can help put and keep children on a path to success.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

54

REFERENCES

1 Bronfenbrenner, U., & Evans, G. W. (2000). Developmental science in the 21st century: Emerging questions, 
theoretical models, research designs and empirical findings. Social Development, 9(1), 115-125. 

 Cairns, R. B., Elder, G. H., & Costello, E. J. (1996). Developmental Science. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge 
University Press. Fogel, A. (2011). Theoretical and applied dynamic systems research in developmental 
science. Child Development Perspectives, 5(4), 267-272.

 Knudsen, E. I., Heckman, J. J., Cameron, J. L., & Shonkoff, J. P. (2006). Economic, neurobiological, and 
behavioral perspectives on building America’s future workforce. Proceedings of the National Academy  
of Sciences of the United States of America, 103 (27), 10155-10162. 

 Sameroff, A. J, & Fiese, B. H. (2000). Transactional regulation: The developmental ecology of early 
intervention. In J. P. Shonkoff & S. Meisels (Eds.), Handbook of Early Childhood Intervention, Second Edition 
(pp. 135-159). New York: Cambridge University Press.

 Shonkoff, J. P. (2010). Building a New Biodevelopmental Framework to Guide the Future of Early Childhood 
Policy. Child Development, 81, 357–367. 

2 DiPrete, T. A.,, & Eirich, G. M. (2006). Cumulative advantage as a mechanism for inequality: A review  
of theoretical and empirical developments. Annual Review of Sociology, 32, 271-297.

 Hayward, M. D., & Gorman, B. K. (2004). The long arm of childhood: The influence of early-life social 
conditions on men’s mortality. Demography, 41(1), 87-107. 

 Willson, A. E., Shuey, K. M., & Elder, G. H., Jr. (2007). Cumulative advantage processes as mechanisms  
of inequality in life course health. American Journal of Sociology, 112(6), 1886-1924.

3 O’Scholl, T., & Johnson, W. G. (2000). Folic acid: influence on the outcome of pregnancy. American Journal  
of Clinical Nutrition, 71, 1295S-1303S.

4 American Dietetic Association. (2010). Position of the American Dietetic Association: Food insecurity  
in the United States. Journal of American Dietetic Association, 110, 1368-1377.

 Barker, D. J. P. (2006). Adult consequences of fetal growth restriction. Clinical Obstetrics and Gynecology, 
49(2), 270-283.

 Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University. (2010). The Foundations of Lifelong Health Are Built  
in Early Childhood. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University. 

 Dunifon, R. & Kowaleski-Jones, L. (2003).The influences of participation in the National School Lunch Program 
and food insecurity on child well-being. Social Service Review, 77(1), 72-92.

 Foltz, J. L., May, A. L., Belay, B., Nihiser, A. J., Dooyema, C. A., & Blanck, H. M. (2012). Population-level 
intervention strategies and examples for obesity prevention in children. Annual Review of Nutrition, 32, 391-415.

 Frieden, T. R., Dietz, W., & Collins, J. (2010). Reducing childhood obesity through policy change: Acting now  
to prevent obesity. Health Affairs, 29(3), 357-363. 

 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers. 

 Leunissen, R. W. J., Kerkhof, G. F., Stijnen, T., & Hokken-Koelega, A. (2009). Timing and tempo of first-year 
rapid growth in relation to cardiovascular and metabolic risk profile in early adulthood. Journal of American 
Medical Association, 301(21), 2234-2242.

 Painter, B. C., de Rooij, S. R., Bossuyt, P. M., Simmers, T. A., Osmond, C., Barker, D. J., . . . Roseboom, T. J. 
(2006). Early onset of coronary artery disease after prenatal exposure to the Dutch famine. American Journal 
of Clinical Nutrition, 84, 322-327.

 Waters, E., de Silva-Sanigorski, A., Hall, B. J., Brown, T., Campbell, K. J., Gao, Y., . . . Summerbell, C. D. (2011). 
Interventions for preventing obesity in children. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, 12.

5 Johnson, S. B., Riley, A. W., Granger, D. A., & Riis, J. (2012).The science of early life toxic stress for pediatric 
practice and advocacy. Pediatrics, 131(2), 319-327.

6 Danese, A., Moffitt, T. E., Harrington, H., Milne, B. J., Polanczyk, G., Pariante, C. M., . . . Caspi, A. (2009). Adverse 
childhood experiences and adult risk factors for age-related disease: Depression, inflammation, and clustering 
of metabolic risk markers. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 163(12), 1135-1143.

 Families USA. (2006). Why health insurance matters for children. Washington, DC: Campaign for Children’s 
Health Care. 

 Shonkoff, J. P., Garner, A. S., The Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family Health, Committee 
on Early Childhood Adoption and Dependent Care, & Section on Developmental and Behavioral Pediatrics. 
(2012). The lifelong effects of early childhood adversity and toxic stress. Pediatrics, 129, 232-246.

7 Shonkoff, J. P., Boyce, W. T., & McEwen, B. S. (2009). Neuroscience, molecular biology, and the childhood 
roots of health disparities: Building a new framework for health promotion and disease prevention. Journal  
of American Medical Association, 301(21), 2252-2259.

8 Fuller, B., Bridges, M., Bein, E., Jang, H., Jung S., Rabe-Hesketh, S., . . . Kuo, A. (2009). The health and cognitive 
growth of Latino toddlers: At risk or immigrant paradox? Maternal and Child Health Journal, 13, 755–768. 

9 Center for Disease Control. (2013). The Case for Coordinated School Health. Atlanta, GA: CDC. 

 Families USA. (2006). Why health insurance matters for children. Washington, DC: Campaign for Children’s 
Health Care. 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

55

10 Devoe, J. E., Tillotson, C. J., Wallace, L. S., Lesko, S. E., & Angier, H. (2012). The effects of health insurance and 
a usual source of care on a child’s receipt of health care. Journal of Pediatric Health Care, 26(5), e25-35.

 Eisert, S. & Gabow, P. (2002). Effect of child health insurance plan enrollment on the utilization of health care 
services by children using a public safety net system. Pediatrics, 110, 940-945.

 Newacheck, P. W., Stoddard, J. J., Hughes, D. C., & Pearl, M. (1998). Health insurance and access to primary 
care for children. The New England Journal of Medicine, 338(8), 513-519.

11 Child and Adolescent Health Measurement Initiative. (2012). National Survey of Children’s Health 2011/12  
[Data file].

12 Knudsen, E. I., Heckman, J. J., Cameron, J. L., &Shonkoff, J. P. (2006). Economic, neurobiological, and 
behavioral perspectives on building America’s future workforce. Proceedings of the National Academy  
of Sciences USA,103, 10155-10162. 

 Shonkoff, J. P., Boyce, W. T., & McEwen, B. S. (2009). Neuroscience, molecular biology, and the childhood 
roots of health disparities: Building a new framework for health promotion and disease prevention. Journal  
of American Medical Association, 301(21), 2252-2259.

13 Alexander, G. R., & Kotelchuck, M. (2001). Assessing the role and effectiveness of prenatal care: History, 
challenges, and directions for future research. Public Health Reports, 116, 306-317.

 Buck, G. M., Cookfair, D. L., Michalek, A. M., Nasca, P. C., Standfast S. J., & Sever, L. E. (1990). Timing of prenatal 
care and risk of sudden infant death syndrome. International Journal of Epidemiology, 19(4), 991-996.

 Central Intelligence Agency. (2013). World Factboook. Langley, VA: CIA.

 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (1992). Recommendations for the use of folic acid to reduce the 
number of cases of spina bifida and other neural tube defects. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 44, 
903.

 Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University. (2010). The Foundations of Lifelong Health Are Built  
in Early Childhood. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University.

 Evans, W. N., & Lien, D. S. (2005). The benefits of prenatal care: evidence from the PAT bus strike. Journal  
of Econometrics, 125, 207-239.

 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers.

 Scholl, T. O., & Johnson, W. G. (2000). Folic acid: Influence on the outcome of pregnancy. American Journal  
of Clinical Nutrition, 71(suppl), 1295-1303.

 UN Interagency Group for Child Mortality Estimation. (2012). Levels and Trends in Child Mortality, Report 2012. 
New York, New York: United Nations Children’s Fund.

14 Cassedy, A., Fairbrother, G., & Newacheck, P. W. (2008). The impact of insurance instability on children’s 
access, utilization, and satisfaction with health care. Ambulatory Pediatrics, 8, 321-328. 

 Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University. (2010). The Foundations of Lifelong Health Are Built  
in Early Childhood. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University. 

 Cummings, J. R., Lavarreda, S. A., Rice, T., & Brown, E. R. (2009). The effects of varying periods of uninsurance 
on children’s access to health care. Pediatrics, 123(3), 411-418. 

 Devoe, J. E., Tillotson, C. J., Wallace, L. S., Lesko, S. E., & Angier, H. (2012). The effects of health insurance and 
a usual source of care on a child’s receipt of health care. Journal of Pediatric Health Care, 26(5), e25-35.

 Egerter, S., Braveman, P., & Marchi, K. (2002).Timing of insurance coverage and use of prenatal care among 
low-income women. American Journal of Public Health, 92(3), 423-427.

 Eisert, S. & Gabow, P. (2002). Effect of child health insurance plan enrollment on the utilization of health care 
services by children using a public safety net system. Pediatrics, 110, 940-945.

 Kempe, A., Beaty, B. L., Crane, L. A., Stokstad, J., Barrow, J., Belman, S., & Steiner, J. F. (2005). Changes in 
access, utilization, and quality of care after enrollment into state child health insurance plan. Pediatrics, 
115(21), 364-371. 

 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers.

 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Health Resources and Services Administration, Maternal and 
Child Health Bureau. (2009). Women’s Health USA 2009. Rockville, Maryland: U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

15 Kaplan, D. W., Brindic, C. D., Phibbs, S. L., Melinkovich, P., Naylor, K., & Ahlstrand, K. (1999). A comparison 
study of an elementary school-based health center. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 153, 235-
243. 

 Keyl, P. M., Hurtado, M. P., Barber, M. M., & Borton, J. (1996). School-based health centers: students’ access, 
knowledge, and use of services. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 150, 175-180.

 King, J. C., Stoddard, J. J., Gaglani, M. J., Moore, K. A., Magder, L., McClure, E., . . . & Neuzil, K. (2006). 
Effectiveness of school-based influenza vaccination. New England Journal of Medicine, 355(24), 2523-2533.

 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers. 

 Rones, M. & Hoagwood, K. (2000). School-based mental health services: A research review. Clinical Child and 
Family Psychology Review, 3(4), 223-242. 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

56

16 Shonkoff, J. P., Garner, A. S., The Committee on Psychosocial Aspects of Child and Family Health, Committee 
on Early Childhood Adoption and Dependent Care, & Section on Developmental and Behavioral Pediatrics. 
(2012). The lifelong effects of early childhood adversity and toxic stress. Pediatrics, 129, 232-246.

17 American Dietetic Association. (2010). Position of the American Dietetic Association: Food insecurity in  
the United States. Journal of American Dietetic Association, 110, 1368-1377.

 Dunifon, R. & Kowaleski-Jones, L. (2003). The influences of participation in the National School Lunch 
Program and food insecurity on child well-being. Social Service Review, 77(1), 72-92.

 Foltz, J. L., May, A. L., Belay, B., Nihiser, A. J., Dooyema, C. A., & Blanck, H. M. (2012). Population-level 
intervention strategies and examples for obesity prevention in children. Annual Review of Nutrition, 32, 391-415.

 Frieden, T. R., Dietz, W., & Collins, J. (2010). Reducing childhood obesity through policy change: Acting now  
to prevent obesity. Health Affairs, 29(3), 357-363.

 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers. 

 Waters, E., de Silva-Sanigorski, A., Hall, B. J., Brown, T., Campbell, K. J., Gao, Y., . . . Summerbell, C. D. (2011). 
Interventions for preventing obesity in children. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews, 12.

18 Central Intelligence Agency. (2013). World Factboook. Langley, VA: CIA.

19 UN Interagency Group for Child Mortality Estimation (2012). Levels and Trends in Child Mortality, Report 2012. 
New York, New York: United Nations Children’s Fund.

20 Alexander, G. R., & Kotelchuck, M. (2001). Assessing the role and effectiveness of prenatal care: History, 
challenges, and directions for future research. Public Health Reports, 116, 306-317. 

 Danese, A., Moffitt, T. E., Harrington, H., Milne, B. J., Polanczyk, G., Pariante, C. M., . . . Caspi, A. (2009). Adverse 
childhood experiences and adult risk factors for age-related disease: Depression, inflammation, and clustering 
of metabolic risk markers. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 163(12), 1135-1143.

 Shonkoff, J. P., et al. (2012). The lifelong effects of Early Childhood Adversity and toxic stress. Pediatrics, 129, 
232-246. 

21 Evans, W. N., & Lien, D. S. (2005). The benefits of prenatal care: evidence from the PAT bus strike. Journal  
of Econometrics, 125, 207-239.

22 Buck, G. M., Cookfair, D. L., Michalek, A. M., Nasca, P. C., Standfast S. J., & Sever, L. E. (1990). Timing of prenatal 
care and risk of sudden infant death syndrome. International Journal of Epidemiology, 19(4), 991-996.

23 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (1992). Recommendations for the use of folic acid to reduce the 
number of cases of spina bifida and other neural tube defects. Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 44, 903.

 Scholl, T. O., & Johnson, W. G. (2000). Folic acid: Influence on the outcome of pregnancy. American Journal  
of Clinical Nutrition, 71(suppl), 1295-1303.

24 Barker, D. J. (2004). The developmental origins of adult disease. Journal of the American College of Nutrition, 
23, 588S-595S. As cited in: Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University (2010). The Foundations of 
Lifelong Health Are Built in Early Childhood.

25 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and child health: Programs, problems, and policy in public health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers.

26 National Survey of Children’s Health. NSCH 2011/12. Data query from the Child and Adolescent Health 
Measurement Initiative, Data Resource Center for Child and Adolescent Health website. 

27 American Academy of Pediatrics/Bright Futures, Committee on Practice and Ambulatory Medicine. (2000). 
Recommendations for Preventive Pediatric Health Care (RE9939). Elk Grove Village, IL: American Academy  
of Pediatrics. 

 Friedman-Krauss, A. & Barnett, W. S. (2013). Early Childhood Education: Pathways to Better Health, Preschool 
Policy Brief, 25. New Brunswick, NJ: National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER). 

28 Devoe, J. E., Tillotson, C. J., Wallace, L. S., Lesko, S. E., & Angier, H. (2012). The effects of health insurance  
and a usual source of care on a child’s receipt of health care. Journal of Pediatric Health Care, 26(5), e25-35.

29 Freed, G. L., Clark, S. J., Pathman, D. E., & Schectman, R. (1999). Influences on the receipt of Well-Child Visits 
in the first two years of life. Pediatrics, 103(4), 864-869.

30 dela Cruz, G. G., Rozier, R. G., & Slade, G. (2004). Dental screening and referral of young children by pediatric 
primary care providers. Pediatrics, 114(5), 642-652.

 Lewis, C. W., Grossman, D. C., Domoto, P. K., &Deyo, R. A. (2000). The role of the pediatrician in the oral health 
of children: A national survey. Pediatrics, 106(6), 1-7. 

31 Hom, J. M., Lee, J. Y., Silverman, J., & Casamassimo, P. S. (2013). State Medicaid Early and Periodic Screening, 
Diagnosis, and Treatment guidelines. Journal of the American Dental Association, 144(3), 297-305. 

32 National Survey of Children’s Health. NSCH 2011/12. Data query from the Child and Adolescent Health 
Measurement Initiative, Data Resource Center for Child and Adolescent Health website.

33 Friedman-Krauss, A. & Barnett, W. S. (2013). Early Childhood Education: Pathways to Better Health, Preschool 
Policy Brief, 25. New Brunswick, NJ: National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER). 

34 dela Cruz, G. G., Rozier, R. G., & Slade, G. (2004). Dental screening and referral of young children by pediatric 
primary care providers. Pediatrics, 114(5), 642-652.

 Guide to Children’s Dental Care in Medicaid. The Center for Medicaid Services (CMS), The U.S. Department  
of Health and Human Services, October 2004.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

57

 Lewis, C. W., Grossman, D. C., Domoto, P. K., & Deyo, R. A. (2000). The role of the pediatrician in the oral 
health of children: A national survey. Pediatrics, 106(6), 1-7. 

35 Hom, J. M., Lee, J. Y., Silverman, J., & Casamassimo, P. S. (2013). State Medicaid Early and Periodic Screening, 
Diagnosis, and Treatment guidelines. Journal of the American Dental Association, 144(3), 297-305. 

36 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Health Resources and Services Administration, Maternal and 
Child Health Bureau. Women’s Health USA 2009. Rockville, Maryland: U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2009. 

37 Eisert, S. & Gabow, P. (2002).Effect of child health insurance plan enrollment on the utilization of health care 
services by children using a public safety net system. Pediatrics, 110, 940-945.

 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers.

38 Cassedy, A., Fairbrother, G., & Newacheck, P. W. (2008).The impact of insurance instability on children’s 
access, utilization, and satisfaction with health care. Ambulatory Pediatrics, 8, 321-328. 

 Cummings, J. R., Lavarreda, S. A., Rice, T., & Brown, E. R. (2009).The effects of varying periods of uninsurance 
on children’s access to health care. Pediatrics, 123(3), 411-418. 

 Devoe, J. E., Tillotson, C. J., Wallace, L. S., Lesko, S. E., & Angier, H. (2012). The effects of health insurance and 
a usual source of care on a child’s receipt of health care. Journal of Pediatric Health Care, 26(5), e25-35.

 Kempe, A., Beaty, B. L., Crane, L. A., Stokstad, J., Barrow, J., . . . Steiner, J. F. (2005). Changes in access, 
utilization, and quality of care after enrollment into state child health insurance plan. Pediatrics, 115(21), 364-371. 

39 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers. 

40 Colley, J. R., Douglas, J. W., & Reid, D. D. (1973). Respiratory disease in young adults: Influence of early 
childhood lower respiratory tract illness, social class, air pollution, and smoking. British Medical Journal, 
3(5873), 195-198. As cited in Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University (2010). The Foundations  
of Lifelong Health Are Built in Early Childhood. 

41 Keyl, P. M., Hurtado, M. P., Barber, M. M., & Borton, J. (1996). School-based health centers: students’ access, 
knowledge, and use of services. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 150, 175-180.

42 Kaplan, D. W., Brindic, C. D., Phibbs, S. L., Melinkovich, P., Naylor, K., & Ahlstrand, K. (1999).A comparison study 
of an elementary school-based health center. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 153, 235-243.

43 King, J. C., Stoddard, J. J., Gaglani, M. J., Moore, K. A., Magder, L., McClure, E., . . . Neuzil, K. (2006). 
Effectiveness of school-based influenza vaccination. New England Journal of Medicine, 355(24), 2523-2533.

44 Rones, M. & Hoagwood, K. (2000). School-based mental health services: A research review. Clinical Child and 
Family Psychology Review, 3(4), 223-242.

45 Egger, H. L., & Angold, A. (2006). Common emotional and behavioral disorders in preschool children: 
presentation, nosology, and epidemiology. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 47(3/4), 313-337.

46 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers.

47 Johnson, S. B., Riley, A. W., Granger, D. A., & Riis, J. (2012). The science of early life toxic stress for pediatric 
practice and advocacy. Pediatrics, 131(2), 319-327. 

48 Johnson, S. B., Riley, A. W., Granger, D. A., & Riis, J. (2012). The science of early life toxic stress for pediatric 
practice and advocacy. Pediatrics, 131(2), 319-327. 

49 Danese, A., Moffitt, T. E., Harrington, H., Milne, B. J., Polanczyk, G., Pariante, C. M., . . . Caspi, A. (2009). Adverse 
childhood experiences and adult risk factors for age-related disease: Depression, inflammation, and clustering 
of metabolic risk markers. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 163(12), 1135-1143.

 Shonkoff, J. P., et al. (2012). The lifelong effects of Early Childhood Adversity and toxic stress. Pediatrics, 129, 
232-246.

50 Ibid.

51 Danese, A., Moffitt, T. E., Harrington, H., Milne, B. J., Polanczyk, G., Pariante, C. M., . . . Caspi, A. (2009). Adverse 
childhood experiences and adult risk factors for age-related disease: Depression, inflammation, and clustering 
of metabolic risk markers. Archives of Pediatric and Adolescent Medicine, 163(12), 1135-1143.

52 American Dietetic Association. (2010). Position of the American Dietetic Association: Food insecurity in the 
United States. Journal of American Dietetic Association, 110, 1368-1377.

53 Kotch, J. B. (2005). Maternal and Child Health: Programs, Problems, and Policy in Public Health. Sudbury, MA: 
Jones and Bartlett Publishers. 

54 Ritchie, L. D., Boyle, M., Chandran, K., Spector, P., Whaley, S. E., James, P., Samuels, S., . . . Crawford, P. 
(2012). Participation in the Child and Adult Care Food Program is associated with more nutritious foods and 
beverages in child care. Childhood Obesity, B(3), 224-229.

55 IOM (Institute of Medicine). (2011). Child and Adult Care Food Program: Aligning Dietary Guidance for All. 
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. 

56 Wu, C. F., & Eamon, M. K. (2010). Need for and barriers to accessing public benefits among low-income 
families with children. Children and Youth Services Review, 32(1), 58-66.

57 Emple, H. (2011). Food Insecurity Among Children Ages 0-3 in Baltimore City: Barriers to Access and Initiatives 
for Change. Baltimore, MD: Department of Pediatrics. University of Maryland School of Medicine.

 Martin, K. S., Cook, J. T., Rogers, B. L., & Joseph, H. M. (2003). Public versus private food assistance: Barriers 
to participation differ by age and ethnicity. Journal of Education and Behavior, 35(5), 249-254. 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

58

58 Dunifon, R. & Kowaleski-Jones, L. (2003).The influences of participation in the National School Lunch Program 
and food insecurity on child well-being. Social Service Review, 77(1), 72-92.

59 Love, J. M., Kisker, E. E., Ross, C. M., Schochet, P. Z., Brooks-Gunn, J., Paulsell, D., . . . Brady-Smith, C. (2002). 
Making a difference in the lives of infants and toddlers and their families: The impacts of Early Head Start, 
Executive Summary. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Administration for 
Children and Families Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation. 

60 Langford, J. (2009). The role of family support in an integrated early childhood system: Helping families get 
what they need to support their children’s development. Washington, DC: Center for the Study of Social Policy. 

61 Cox, M. J. & Harter, K. S. M. (2003). Parent-Child Relationship. In Bornstein, M. et al. (Eds.), Well-Being: Positive 
Development Across the Life Course (pp. 191-204). Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

62 Shonkoff, J. P., & Phillips, D. A. (2000). From neurons to neighborhoods: The science of early childhood 
development. Washington, DC: National Academy Press Committee on Integrating the Science of Early 
Childhood Development. 

63 Ainsworth, M. (1979). Infant-mother attachment. American Psychologist, 34, 932-937.

 Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss: Vol. 1. London: The Hogarth Press and the Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

 Dykas, M. J., & Cassidy, J. (2011). Attachment and the processing of social information across the life span: 
Theory and evidence. Psychological Bulletin, 137, 19-46. 

64 NOTE: A lack of a warm positive relationship also includes insecure attachment; harsh, inflexible, rigid, or 
inconsistent discipline practices; inadequate supervision of and involvement with children; marital conflict  
and breakdown; and parental psychopathology (particularly maternal depression).

 Coie, J. D. (1996). Prevention of violence and antisocial behavior. In R. D. Peters & R. J. McMahon (Eds.), 
Preventing childhood disorders, substance abuse, and delinquency (pp. 1-18). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

 Loeber, R., & Farrington, D. P. (1998). Never too early, never too late: Risk factors and successful interventions 
for serious and violent juvenile offenders. Studies on Crime and Crime Prevention, 7(1), 7-30.

65 Zaslow, M. J., Dion, M. R., Hair, E., Sargent, J. & Ahluwalia, S. (2001). Maternal depressive symptoms and 
low literacy as potential barriers to employment in a sample of families receiving welfare: Are there two 
generational implications? Women and Health, 32, 211-251.

66 Smith, S., Robbins, T., Stagman, S. & Mahur, D. (2013). Parent engagement from preschool through grade 3:  
A guide or policymakers. New York: National Center for Children in Poverty.

67 Roggman, L. A., Boyce, L. K., & Cook, G. A. (2009). Keeping kids on track: Impacts of a parenting-focused 
Early Head Start program on attachment security and cognitive development. Early Education and 
Development, 20(6), 920-941. 

68 Marcynyszyn, L. A., Maher, E. J., & Corwin, T. W. (2011). Getting with the (evidence-based) program: An 
evaluation of the Incredible Years parenting training program in child welfare. Children and Youth Services 
Review, 33, 747-757. 

69 Bromer, J., & Henly, J. R., (2004). Child care as family support: Caregiving practices across child care 
providers. Children and Youth Services Review, 26, 941-964. 

70 Langford, J. (2009). The role of family support in an integrated early childhood system: Helping families get 
what they need to support their children’s development. Washington, DC: Center for the Study of Social Policy. 

 Love, J., Kisker, E., Ross, C., Raikes, H., Constantine, J., & Boller, K., (2005). The effectiveness of Early Head 
Start for 3-year-old children and their parents: Lessons for policy and programs. Developmental Psychology, 
41(6), 885-901. 

 Martin, A., Gardner, M., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Hill, J. (2008). Early Head Start Impacts Over Time and by Level  
of Participation. Washington, DC: Mathematica Policy Research.

71 Sanders, M. R., Turner, K. M., & Markie-Dadds, C. (2002). The development and dissemination of the Triple 
P-Positive Parenting Program: A multilevel, evidence-based system of parenting and family support. 
Prevention Science, 3(3), 173-189.   

72 Langford, J. (2009). The role of family support in an integrated early childhood system: Helping families get 
what they need to support their children’s development. Washington, DC: Center for the Study of Social Policy. 

73 Jung, S., Fuller, B., & Galindo, C. (2012). Family functioning and early learning practices in immigrant homes. 
Child Development, 83(5), 1510-1526. 

74 National Center for Children in Poverty. (2007). Family support: A key topic resource list. New York, New York: 
Columbia University. 

75 Avellar, S., & Paulsell, D. (2011). Lessons Learned from the Home Visiting Evidence of Effectiveness Review. 
Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services. Mathematica Policy Research.

 Kahn, J. A, & Moore, K. A. (2010). What works for home visiting programs: Lessons from experimental 
evaluations or Programs and interventions.Child Trends Fact Sheet. Washington, DC: Child Trends. 

  NOTE: Child Trends reviewed rigorous evaluations for 35 Home Visiting Programs targeting children ages 
birth to three and found positive effects in 17.

 McKlindon, A., Kahn, J., & DeVooght, K. (2010). Home Visiting: A Review of National and Local Models. 
Washington, DC: Child Trends. 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

59

 Olds, D., Henderson, C. R., Kitzman, H., & Cole, R. (1995). Effects of prenatal and infancy nurse home visitation 
on surveillance of child maltreatment. Pediatrics, 95(3), 365–372.

 Sweet, M. A., & Appelbaum, M. I. (2004). Is home visiting an effective strategy? A meta-analytic review of 
home visiting programs for families with young children. Child Development, 75(5), 1435-1456.

76 Crosby, D. A., Gennetian, L. A., & Huston, A. C. (2005). Child care assistance policies can affect the use of 
center-based care for children in low-income families. Journal of Applied Developmental Science, 9(2), 86-106.

 Danziger, S. K., Ananat, E. O., & Browning, K. G. (2003).Childcare subsidies and the transition from welfare to 
work.(Working paper series #03-11). Ann Arbor, MI: National Poverty Center. 

 Forry, N. D., & Hofferth, S. (2010). Maintaining work: The influence of child care subsidies on child care related 
work disruptions. Journal of Family Issues, 32, 346-368.

 Goerge, R., Harris, A., Bilaver, L. M., Franzetta, K., Reidy, M., Schexnayder, D., . . . Resnick, D. M. (2009). 
Employment outcomes for low-income families receiving child care subsidies in Illinois, Maryland, and Texas. 
Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Service. 

 Press, J. E., Fagan, J., & Laughlin, L. L. (2006). Taking pressure off families: Child-care subsidies lessen 
mothers’ work-hour problems. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 68, 155-171.

77 Adams, G., & Compton, J. (2011). Client-friendly strategies: What can CCDF learn from research on other 
systems? Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 

78 Forry, N., Bromer, J., Chrisler, A., Rothenberg, L., Simkin, S., & Daneri, P. (2012). Family-provider relationship 
quality: Review of conceptual and empirical literature of family-provider relationships, OPRE Report #2012-46, 
Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services.

 Forry, N., Moodie, S., Simkin, S. & Rothenberg, L. (2011). Family-provider relationships: A multidisciplinary 
review of high quality practices and associations with family, child, and provider outcomes. OPRE Issue Brief 
#2011-26a. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and 
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

 National Center on Parent, Family and Community Engagement. (2011). The Head Start parent, family, and 
community engagement framework promoting family engagement and school readiness from prenatal to 
age eight. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Office of Head Start.

 Weiss, H. B., Bouffard, S. M., Bridglall, B. L., & Gordon, E. W. (2009). Reframing family involvement in 
education: Supporting families to support educational equity (Equity Matters: Research Review No. 5).  
New York, NY: The Campaign for Educational Equity, Teachers College, Columbia University.

79 Field, T., Widmayer, S., Greenberg, M. A., & Stoller, S. (1982). Effects of parent training on teenage mothers  
and their infants. Pediatrics, 69(6), 703-707. 

 National Commission to Prevent Infant Mortality. (1989). Home visiting: Opening doors for America’s pregnant 
women and children. Washington, DC: National Commission to Prevent Infant Mortality

 Olds, D. L., Henderson, C. R., Tatelbaum, R., & Chamberlain, R. (1986). Improving the delivery of prenatal care 
and outcomes of pregnancy: A randomized trial of nurse home visitation. Pediatrics, 77(1), 16-28.

 Roberts R. N., & Wasik B. H. (1990). Home visiting programs for families with children birth to three: Results  
of a national survey. Journal of Early Intervention, 14(3): 272-84.

 Siegal, E., Bauman, K. E., & Scheafer, E. S. (1980). Hospital and home support during infancy: Impact on 
maternal attachment, child abuse and neglect, and health care utilization. Pediatrics, 66(2), 191-197.

80 Byrd, M. E. (1995). The home visiting process in the contexts of the voluntary vs. required visit: Examples  
from fieldwork. Public Health Nursing, 12(3), 196-202.

81 Pfannenstiel, J. C., & Zigler, E. (2007). Prekindergarten experiences, school readiness and early elementary 
achievement. Unpublished report prepared for Parents as Teachers National Center.

 Pfannenstiel, J., & Seltzer, D. (1989). New Parents as Teachers: Evaluation of an Early Parent Education 
Program. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 4(1), 1-18.

82 Weiss, H., & Klein, L. G. (2006). Changing the conversation about home visiting: Scaling up with quality. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard Family Research Project.

83 Home Visiting Vision Statement. (2008). Joint statement of five leading national home visiting programs: 
Healthy Families America, Home Instruction for Parents of Preschool Youngsters, Nurse-Family Partnership, 
Parents as Teachers, and Parent-Child Home Program. www.parentsasteachers.org.

84 Daro, D. Home visitation: Assessing progress, managing expectations. Chicago, IL: The Ounce of Prevention 
Fund and Chapin Hall Center for Children. 

85 Ibid.

86 National Conference of State Legislatures. (n.d.). Maternal, Infant, and Early Childhood Home Visiting 
Programs. Washington, DC. 

87 Pew Center on the States. (2011). States and the new federal home visiting initiative: An assessment from the 
starting line. Washington, DC. 

88 Love, J. M., Kisker, E. E., Ross, C. M., Schochet, P. Z., Brooks-Gunn, J., Paulsell, D., . . . Brady-Smith, C. (2002). 
Making a difference in the lives of infants and toddlers and their families: The impacts of Early Head Start, 
Executive Summary. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Administration for 
Children and Families Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation. 

89 Ibid. 

http://www.parentsasteachers.org


The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

60

90 Caughy, M. O., Huang, K., Miller, T., & Genevro, J. L. (2004). The effects of the Healthy Steps for Young 
Children Program: Results from observations of parenting and child development. Early Childhood Research 
Quarterly, 19, 611-630. 

91 Zigler, E., Pfannenstiel, J., & Seitz, V. (2008). The Parents as Teachers Program and school success:  
A replication and extension. Journal of Primary Prevention, 29, 103-120. 

92 Child Trends. (2010). Nurse-family partnership: Program overview. What Works Lifecourse Interventions  
to Nurture Kids Successfully (LINKS) Database. Washington DC: Child Trends.

93 Ibid. 

94 Office of Child Care (2012). Child care and development fund average monthly adjusted number of 
families and children served (FFY 2010). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families.

95 Schulman, K., & Blank, H. (2011). State Child Care Assistance Policies 2011: Reduced Support for Families  
in Challenging Times. Washington, DC: National Women’s Law Center. 

96 Meyers, M. K., Peck, L., Davis, E. E., Collins, A., Kreader, J. L., Georges, A., . . . Olson, J. A. (2002). The dynamics 
of child care subsidy use: A collaborative study of five states. Report. New York: Columbia University, Mailman 
School of Public Health, National Center for Children in Poverty.

97 Ha, Y. (2009). Stability of child care subsidy use and earnings of low-income families. Social Service Review, 
83(4), 495-523.

98 Davis, E., Krafft, C., Blasberg, A., Carlin, C., Forry, N., Isner, T., & Tout, K. (2013). Minnesota child care choices: 
Continuity of care and participation in the child care assistance program. Washington, DC: Child Trends, 
Minneapolis, MN: The University of Minnesota and the Amherst H. Wilder Foundation. 

99 Howes,C., & Hamilton, C. E. (1992). Children’s relationships with caregivers: Mothers and child care teachers. 
Child Development, 63(4), 859–66.

 Weber, R. B. (2005). Measurement of Child Care Arrangement Stability: A Review and Case Study Using 
Oregon Child Care Subsidy Data. Ph.D. Dissertation, Oregon State University.

100 NICHD Early Child Care Research Network (2003). Does amount of time spent in child care predict 
socioemotional adjustment during the transition to kindergarten? Child Development, 74(4), 976–1005.

101 Huston, A. C., Young E. C, and Gennetian, L. (2002). Family and individual predictors of child care use by  
low-income families in difference policy contexts. The Next Generation Working Paper 9. New York: MDRC.

102 Loeb, S., Fuller, B., Kagan, S. L., Bidemi, C., Carroll, J., & McCarthy, J. (2003). Child care in poor communities: 
Early learning effects of type, quality, and stability. Working Paper 9954. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau  
of Economic Research.

103 Tran, H., & Weinraub, M. (2006). Child care effects in context: Stability, and multiplicity in nonmaternal child 
care arrangements during the first 15 months of life. American Psychological Association, 42(3), 566–82.

104 Howes, C. (1988). Relations between child care and schooling. Developmental Psychology, 24(1), 53–57.

105 deSchipper, J., Clasien, L. W. C., Tavecchio, M. H,. Van IJzendoorn, & Linting, M. (2003). The relation of flexible 
child care to quality of center day care and children’s socio-emotional functioning: A survey and observational 
study. Infant Behavior and Development, 26(3), 300–25.

106 Ryan, R., Johnson, A., Rigby, E., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2011). The impact of child care subsidy use on child care 
quality. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 26(3), 320-331.

107 Anderson, P. & Levine, P. (1999). Child Care and Mothers’ Employment Decisions.

 Baum, C. (2002).A Dynamic Analysis of the Effect of Child Care Costs on the Work Decisions of Low-Income 
Mothers with Infants. Demography, 39(1), 139-164. 

 Kimmel, J. (1998). Child Care Costs as a Barrier to Employment for Single and Married Mothers. The Review  
of Economics and Statistics, 80(2).

 Press, J., Fagan, J., & Laughlin, L. (2003). The Effect of Child Care Subsidies on Mothers’ Work Schedules. 
Presented at Seventh Annual International Women’s Policy Research Conference, Women Working to Make  
a Difference.

108 Forry, N. D., & Hofferth, S. L. (2011). Maintaining Work: The Influence of Child Care Subsidies on Child  
Care-Related Work Disruptions. Journal of Family Issues, 32(3), 346-368.

109 Crosby, D. A., Gennetian, L., & Huston, A. C. (2005). Child Care Assistance Policies can affect the use of 
center-based care for children in low-income families. Applied Developmental Science, 9(2), 86-106. 

110 Michalopoulos, C., Lundquist, E., & Castells, N. (2010). The effects of child care subsidies for moderate-income 
families in Cook County, Illinois. New York, New York: MDRC.

111 Adams, G., Snyder, K., & Sandfort, J. (2002). Getting and retaining child care assistance: How policy and 
practice influence parents’ experiences. Assessing the new Federalism Occasional Paper #55. Washington, DC: 
The Urban Institute. 

112 Adams, G., & Compton, J. (2011). Client-friendly strategies: What can CCDF learn from research on other 
systems? Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 

113 Ibid. 

114 Ibid. 

115 Ibid.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

61

116 Ibid. 

117 Horton, C. (2003). Protective factors literature review: Early care and education programs and the prevention 
of child abuse and neglect. Washington, DC: Center for the Study of Social Policy. 

118 Ibid.

119 Center for the Study of Social Policy (2013). Raising the bar Child welfare’s shift toward well-being. A brief 
from the State Policy Advocacy and Reform Center (SPARC). 

120 A call to action on behalf of maltreated infants and toddlers. (2011). American Humane Association, Center for 
the Study of Social Policy, Child Welfare League of America, Children’s Defense Fund, and ZERO TO THREE.

121 Ibid.

122 ZERO TO THREE and Child Trends. (2013). Changing the course for infants and toddlers. A survey of state 
child welfare policies and initiatives Washington DC: Child Trends and ZERO TO THREE. Publication #2013-36.

123 A call to action on behalf of maltreated infants and toddlers. (2011). American Humane Association, Center for 
the Study of Social Policy, Child Welfare League of America, Children’s Defense Fund, and ZERO TO THREE. 

124 American Humane Association. (n.d.). About Differential Response. Washington, DC: National Quality 
Improvement Center on Differential Response.

125 Ibid. 

126 Horton, C. (2003). Protective factors literature review: Early care and education programs and the prevention 
of child abuse and neglect. Washington, DC: Center for the Study of Social Policy

127 Reynolds, A. J. & Dylan L. R. (2003). School-Based Early Intervention and Later Child Maltreatment in the 
Chicago Longitudinal Study. Child Development, 74(1), 3–26.

128 De Graaf, I., Speetjens, P., Smit, F., De Wolff, M., & Tavecchio, L. (2008). Effectiveness of the Triple P Positive 
Parenting Program on behavioral problems in children: A meta-analysis. Behavior Modification, 32, 714-735. 

129 Avellar, S., Paulsell, D., Sama Miller, E., & Del Grosso, P. (2012). Home Visiting Evidence of Effectiveness Review: 
Executive Summary. Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Washington, DC. 

130 Nelson, K., Walters, B., Schweitzer, D., Blythe, B. J., & Pecora, P. J. (2009). A Ten-Year Review of Family 
Preservation Research: Building the Evidence Base. Casey Family Programs.

131 Ibid. 

132 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families Office of Head 
Start. (2011). The Head Start Parent, Family, and Community Engagement Framework: Promoting Family 
Engagement and School Readiness from Prenatal to age 8. Washington, DC: The National Center on Parent, 
Family, and Community Engagement.

133 Ibid.

134 Ibid.

135 Heinicke, C. M., Goorsky, M., Moscov, S., Dudley, K., Gordon, J., Schneider, C., & Guthrie, D. (2000). 
Relationship-based intervention with at-risk mothers: Factors affecting variations in outcome. Infant Mental 
Health Journal, 21(3), 133-155.

 Roggman, L. A., Boyce, L. K., & Cook, G. A. (2009). Keeping kids on track: Impacts of a parenting-focused Early 

 Head Start program on attachment security and cognitive development. Early Education and Development, 
20(6), 920-941.

 Sheridan, S. M., Knoche, L. L., Edwards, C. P., Bovaird, J. A., & Kupzyk, K. A. (2010). Parent engagement 
and school readiness: Effects of the Being Ready Intervention on preschool children’s social-emoional 
competencies. Early Education and Development, 21(1), 125-156

136 Forry, N., Moodie, S., Simkin, S. & Rothenberg, L. (2011). Family-provider relationships: A multidisciplinary 
review of high quality practices and associations with family, child, and provider outcomes. OPRE Issue Brief 
# 2011-26a. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and 
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

137 Scarcella, C. A., Ehrle, J., & Geen, R. (2003). Identifying and addressing the needs of children in grandparent 
care. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 

138 U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 American Community Survey. Table B10056.

139 Dressel, P. L., & Barnhill, S. K. (1994). Reframing gerontological thought and practice: The care of 
grandmothers with daughters in prison. The Gerontologist, 34, 685-691. 

 Fuller-Thomson, E., Minkler, M., & Driver, D. (1997). A profile of grandparents raising grandchildren in the 
United States. The Gerontologist.37, 406-411. 

140 Fields, J. (2003). Children’s living arrangements and characteristics: March 2002. Current Population Reports, 
P20-547, U.S. Census Bureau.

141 Gomby, D. S., & Deal, L. W. (n.d.). Grandparents raising grandchildren. Baltimore, MD: Annie E. Casey 
Foundation. 

142 Generations United (2002). Grandparents and other relatives raising children: Support in the workplace.

143 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation. 
(2001). On their own terms: Supporting kinship care outside of TANF and foster care. Washington, DC. 

144 Ehrle, J. & Geen, R. (2002). Children cared for by relatives: What services do they need? Washington, DC:  
The Urban Institute. Assessing the New Federalism, Policy Brief B-47.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

62

145 Andrews, C., Bess, R., Jantz, A., & Russell, V. (2002). Collaboration between state welfare and child welfare 
agencies. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. Assessing the New Federalism, Policy Brief A-54.

146 Generations United (2000). Grandparents and other relatives raising grandchildren: grassroots concerns and 
solutions from across the United States. Washington, DC: Generations United. 

147 Hernandez, D. J. (2011). Double Jeopardy: How Third-Grade Reading Skills and Poverty Influence High School 
Graduation..P. 3. Annie E. Casey Foundation. April 2011. 

 Kagan, S. L., Moore, E., & Bredekamp, S. (1995). Reconsidering children’s early development and learning: 
Toward common views and vocabulary. Washington, DC: National Education Goals Panel Goal 1 Technical 
Planning Group.

148 See National Association for the Education of Young Children (2003). Early childhood curriculum, assessment 
and program evaluation: Building an effective, accountable system in programs for children birth through age 
8. (Position statement).

 Washington, DC: NAEYC. See also the position statement from the National Association of Early Childhood 
Teacher Educators on Early Childhood Certification for Teachers of Children 8 Years Old and Younger in Public 
School Settings. 

  NOTE: There are many institutes of higher education that support pre-service education for educators serving 
children ages birth to 8 which result in certificates and licensing for birth to eight educators, recognizing 
continuity across this time frame. 

149 Hoff, E., & Shatz, M. (2007). Blackwell Handbook of Language Development. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 

150 Snow, C. E., Burns, M. S., & Griffin, P. (1998). Preventing reading difficulties in young children. Washington, DC: 
National Academy Press. National Research Council Committee on the Prevention of Reading Difficulties in 
Young Children.

151 Duncan, G. J., Dowsett, C. J., Claessens, A., Magnuson, K., Huston, A. C., Klebanov, P., . . . Japel, C. (2007). 
School readiness and later achievement. Developmental Psychology, 43(6), 1428-1446. 

152 Brooks-Gunn, J., & Duncan, G. (1997).The effects of poverty on children. The Future of Children, 7(2). 

 Cox, M. J. & Harter, K. S. M. (2003). Parent-Child Relationships. In Bornstein, M. et al. (Eds.), Well-Being: 
Positive Development Across the Life Course (pp. 191-204). Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

 Lee, V., & Burkham, D. (2002). Inequality at the starting gate: Social background differences in achievement  
as children begin school. Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute.

 Shonkoff, J. P., & Phillips, D. A. (2000). From neurons to neighborhoods: The science of early childhood 
development. Washington, DC: National Academy Press Committee on Integrating the Science of Early 
Childhood Development. 

153 Reardon, S. F. (2011). The widening academic achievement gap between the rich and the poor: New evidence 
and possible explanations. In Murnane, R. & Duncan, G. (Eds.), Whither opportunity? Rising inequality and the 
uncertain life changes of low-income children. New York: Russell Sage Foundation Press.

154 Fryer, R., & Levitt, S. (2004). Understanding the black-white test score gap in the first two years of school. 
The Review of Economics and Statistics, 86, 447-464. 

 Halle, T., Forry, N., Hair, E., Perper, K., Wandner, L., & Vick, J. (2009). Disparities in Early Learning and 
Development: Lessons from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study—Birth Cohort (ECLS-B). Washington, DC: 
Child Trends.

155 Entwisle, D. R., & Alexander, K. L. (1999). Early schooling and social stratification. In R. C. Pianta & M. J. Cox 
(Eds.), The transition to kindergarten (pp. 13-38). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes Publishing.

156 Center for Early Care and Education Research—Dual Language Learners (2013). Dual language learners: 
Research informing policy. 

 Espinosa, L. M. (2010). Getting it right for young children from diverse backgrounds: Applying research  
to improve practice. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc.

 Peña, E. D., & Halle, T. G. (2011). Assessing preschool English learners: Traveling a multi-forked road. Child 
Development Perspectives, 5(1), 28-32.

 Spiker, D., Hebbeler, K. M., & Barton, L. R. (2011). Measuring quality in ECE programs for children with 
disabilities. In M. Zaslow, I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout, & T. Halle (Eds.), Measuring Quality in Early Childhood 
Settings. (pp. 229-256). Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing.

157 U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. Reading 2100: National Assessment  
of Educational Progress at Grades 4 and 8. NCES 2012-457. Figure 3, p. 10, and Figure 8, p.15. 

158 Peisner-Fienberg, E. S., & Burchinal, M. R. (1982). Relations between preschool children’s child-care 
experiences and concurrent development: The Cost, Quality, and Outcomes Study. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 
43(3), Invitational Issue: Child-Care Research in the 1990s: Child Care as Context and in Context (July 1997), 
451-477. 

 Thornburg, K. R., Mayfield, W. A., Hawks, J. S., &Fuger, K. L. (2009). The Missouri Quality Rating System School 
Readiness Study: Executive Summary. Kansas City, M.O.: Center for Family Policy & Research University of 
Missouri and the Institute for Human Development University of Missouri. 

 Vandell, D. L., Belsky, J., Burchinal, M., Steinberg, L., Vandergrift, N., & NICHD Early Child Care Research 
Network (2010). Do effects of early child care extend to age 15 years? Results from the NICHD Study of Early 
Child Care and Youth Development. Child Development, 81(3), 737-756. 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

63

159 Burchinal, M. (2000). Children’s social and cognitive development and child care quality: Testing for 
differential associations related to poverty, gender, or ethnicity. Applied Developmental Science, 4(3), 149-165. 

160 Halle, T. G., Hair, E. C., Burchinal, M., Anderson, R., & Zaslow, M. (2012). In the running for successful outcomes: 
Exploring the evidence for thresholds of school readiness. Technical Report. Washington, DC: Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

161 Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute (2012). Educare implementation study findings—August 2012. 

 Love, J., Kisker, E., Ross, C., Raikes, H., Constantine, J., . . . Boller, K. (2005). The effectiveness of Early Head 
Start for 3-year-old children and their parents: Lessons for policy and programs. Developmental Psychology, 
41(6), 885-901. 

 Martin, A., Gardner, M., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Hill, J. (2008). Early Head Start Impacts Over Time and by Level  
of Participation. Mathematica Policy Research, MPR Reference No. 6260-520.

 Yazejian, N., & Bryant, D.M. (2012). Promising early returns: Educare implementation study data, August 2012. 
Chapel Hill, NC: FPG Child Development Institute, UNC-CH. 

 Zaslow, M., Anderson, R., Redd, Z., Wessel, J., Tarullo, L., & Burchinal, M. (2010). Quality Dosage, Thresholds, 
and Features in Early Childhood Settings: A Review of the Literature, OPRE 2011-5. Washington, DC: Office of 
Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services.

162 Martin, A., Gardner, M., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Hill, J. (2008).Early Head Start Impacts Over Time and by Level  
of Participation.:Mathematica Policy Research, MPR Reference No. 6260-520.

 Yazejian, N., & Bryant, D. M. (2012).Educare Implementation Study Findings—August 2012. Chapel Hill: Frank 
Porter Graham Child Development Institute, UNC-CH.

163 Halle, T. G., Hair, E. C., Burchinal, M., Anderson, R., & Zaslow, M. (2012). In the running for successful outcomes: 
Exploring the evidence for thresholds of school readiness. Technical Report. Washington, DC: Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 

164 Bowman, B., Donovan, M. & Burns, M. (Eds.) 2001. Eager to Learn: Educating Our Preschoolers, Committee on 
Early Childhood Pedagogy, Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education, National Research 
Council, National Academy Press, Washington, DC. 

 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities:A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press. 

 NRC (National Research Council) and IOM (Institute of Medicine). (2000). From Neurons to Neighborhoods: 
The Science of Early Childhood Development. Committee on Integrating the Science of Early Childhood 
Development. Jack P. Shonkoff & Deborah A. Phillips (Eds.) Board on Children, Youth, and Families, 
Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press. 

 NICHD Early Child Care Research Network & Duncan, G.J. (2003). Modeling the impacts of child care quality 
on children’s preschool cognitive development. Child Development,74(5), 1454–1475.

 Tout, K., Zaslow, M., & Berry, D. (2006). Quality and qualifications: Links between professional development 
and quality in early care and education settings. In Martha Zaslow & Ivelisse Martinez-Beck (Eds.), Critical 
issues in early childhood professional development (pp. 77-110). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brooks.

 Whitebook, M. & Ryan, S. (2011). Degrees in context: Asking the right questions about preparing skilled and 
effective teachers of young children. Preschool Policy Brief, 22. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment and the National Institute for Early Education Research.

165 Burchinal, M., Kainz, K., & Cai, Y. (2011). How well do our measures of quality predict child outcomes? A 
meta-analysis and coordinated analysis of data from large-scale studies of early childhood settings. In Martha 
Zaslow (Ed.) Reasons to take stock and strengthen our measures of quality. Baltimore, MD: Brookes. 

166 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities: A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press. 

 U.S. Government Accountability Office. (2012). Early child care and education: HHS and Education are taking 
steps to improve workforce data and enhance worker quality (GAO-12-248). Washington, DC: U.S. GAO.

167 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities: A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press.

168 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities: A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press.

 Whitebook, M., & Sakai, L. (2003). Turnover begets turnover: an examination of job and occupational 
instability among child care center staff. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 18(3), 273-293.

169 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities: A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press.

170 National Professional Development Center on Inclusion (NPDCI). (2008). What do we mean by professional 
development in the early childhood field? Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, PFG Child 
Development Institute. 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

64

171 Burchinal, M. (2000). Children’s social and cognitive development and child care quality: Testing for 
differential associations related to poverty, gender, or ethnicity. Applied Developmental Science, 4(3), 149–165.

 Burchinal, M., Kainz, K., & Cai, Y. (2011). How well do our measures of quality predict child outcomes?  
A meta-analysis and coordinated analysis of data from large-scale studies of early childhood settings.  
In Zaslow, M., Martinez-Beck, I., Tout, K., & Halle, T. (Eds.), Quality measurement in early childhood settings  
(11-31). Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing Co.

 Burchinal, M., Xue, Y., Sideris, J., & Tien, H. (2013). Child care quality thresholds: Evidence from several studies. 
Presentation at the biennial meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development. Seattle, WA.

 Howes, C., Burchinal, M., Pianta, R., Bryant, D., Early, D., & Clifford, R. (2008). Ready to learn? Children’s  
pre-academic achievement in pre-kindergarten programs. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 23, 27-50.

 Love, J., Kisker, E., Ross, C., Raikes, H., Constantine, J., . . . Boller, K. (2005). The effectiveness of Early Head 
Start for 3-year-old children and their parents: Lessons for policy and programs. Developmental Psychology, 
41(6), 885-901. 

 NICHD Early Child Care Research Network.(1998). Early child care and self-control, compliance, and problem 
behaviors at twenty-four and thirty-six months. Child Development, 69(4), 1145- 1170.

 NICHD Early Child Care Research Network. (2000). The relation of child care to cognitive and language 
development. Child Development, 71, 960–980.

 Puma, M., Bell, S., Cook, R., Heid, C., Broene, P., Jenkins, F., . . . Downer, J. (2012). Third Grade Follow-up to the 
Head Start Impact Study Final Report, OPRE Report # 2012-45, Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research 
and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

 Vortruba-Drzal, E., Coley, R. L., & Chase-Lansdale, P. L. (2004). Child care and low-income children’s 
development: Direct and moderated effects. Child Development, 75, 296-312.

 Yazejian, N., & Bryant, D. M. (2012). Educare Implementation Study Findings—August 2012. Chapel Hill:  
Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute, UNC-CH.

 Zaslow, M., Anderson, R., Redd, Z., Wessel, J., Tarullo, L. & Burchinal, M. (2010). Quality Dosage, Thresholds, 
and Features in Early Childhood Settings: A Review of the Literature, OPRE 2011-5. Washington, DC: Office of 
Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services. 

172 Durlak, J. A., & Weissberg, R. P. (2007).The impact of after-school programs that promote personal and  
social skills.

173 Bohan Baker, M., & Little, P. (2002). The Transition to Kindergarten: A Review of Current Research and 
Promising Practices to Involve Families. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Family Research Project.

 Doucet, F., & Tudge, J. (2005).Co-constructing the transition to school: reframing the novice versus expert 
roles of children, parents, and teachers from a cultural perspective. In R. Pianta, M. J. Cox, & K. Snow (Eds.), 
School Readiness and the Transition to Kindergarten in the Era of Accountability (pp. 307-329). Baltimore: 
Brooks Publishing Co. 

 LeMoine, S. (2008). Workforce designs: A policy blueprint for state early childhood professional development 
systems. NAEYC Public Policy Report. Washington, DC: National Association for the Education of Young 
Children.

 Mantzicopoulos, P. (2004). The effects of participation in a Head Start–public school transition program on 
kindergarten children’s social competence. Perspectives in Education, 22(2), 51–66.

174 National Professional Development Center on Inclusion. (2010). Building integrated professional development 
systems in early childhood: Recommendations for states. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, FPG 
Child Development Institute.

 Schulting, A. B., Malone, P. S., & Dodge, K. A. (2005).The effect of school-based kindergarten transition 
policies and practices on child academic outcomes. Developmental Psychology, 41(6), 860–871.

  National Professional Development Center on Inclusion. (2010). Building integrated professional development 
systems in early childhood: Recommendations for states. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, FPG 
Child Development Institute.

 Whitebook, M. & Ryan, S. (2011) Degrees in context: Asking the right questions about preparing skilled and 
effective teachers of young children. Preschool Policy Brief, 22. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment and the National Institute for Early Education Research.

175 Buysse, V., Castro, D. C., & Peisner-Feinberg, E. (2010). Effects of a professional development program 
on classroom practices and outcomes for Latino dual language learners. Early Childhood Research 
Quarterly, 25(2), 194-206.

 Buysse, V., & Hollingsworth, H. L. (2009). Program quality and early childhood inclusion recommendations  
for professional development. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 29(2), 119-128.

 Espinosa, L. M. (2010). Getting it right for young children from diverse backgrounds: Applying research  
to improve practice. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc.

 Spiker, D., Hebbeler, K. M..& Barton, L. R. (2011). Measuring quality in ECE programs for children with 
disabilities. In M. Zaslow, I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout, & T. Halle (Eds.), Measuring Quality in Early Childhood 
Settings. (pp. 229-256). Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

65

176 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities: A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press.

 Kipnis, F., Whitebook, M., Almaraz, M., Sakai, L. & Austin, L. J. E. (2012). Learning together: A study of six B.A. 
completion cohort programs in early care and education: Year 4. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley.

 LeMoine, S. (2008). Workforce designs: A policy blueprint for state early childhood professional development 
systems. NAEYC Public Policy Report. Washington, DC: National Association for the Education of Young 
Children. 

 National Professional Development Center on Inclusion. (2010). Building integrated professional development 
systems in early childhood: Recommendations for states. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina, FPG 
Child Development Institute.

 National Professional Development Center on Inclusion. (2011). The big picture planning guide: Building 
cross-sector professional development systems in early childhood, 3rd ed. Chapel Hill: The University of North 
Carolina, FPG Child Development Institute.

 Ray, A., Bowman, B. & Robbins, J. (2006). Preparing early childhood teachers to successfully educate 
all children: The contribution of four-year undergraduate teacher preparation programs. Report to the 
Foundation for Child Development. Chicago, IL: Erikson Institute.

 Whitebook, M., Austin, L.J.E., Ryan, S., Kipnis, F., Almaraz, M., & Sakai, L. (2012). By default or design? 
Variations in higher education programs for early care and education teacher and their implications for 
research methodology, policy, and practice. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child Care Employment, 
University of California, Berkeley.

 Whitebook, M., Gomby, D., Bellm, D., Sakai, L., & Kipnis, F. (2009).Teacher preparation and professional 
development in grades K-12 and in early care and education: Differences and similarities, and implications for 
research. Part I of Preparing teachers of young children: The current state of knowledge, and a blueprint for 
the future. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley.

 Whitebook, M., Gomby, D., Bellm, D., Sakai, L., & Kipnis, F. (2009). Effective teacher preparation in early care 
and education: Toward a comprehensive research agenda. Part II of Preparing teachers of young children:  
The current state of knowledge, and a blueprint for the future. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley.

177 Burchinal, M. (2000). Children’s social and cognitive development and child care quality: Testing for 
differential associations related to poverty, gender, or ethnicity. Applied Developmental Science, 4(3), 149–165.

178 Burchinal, M., Kain, Z. & Cai, Y. (2011). How well do our measures of quality predict child outcomes? A meta-
analysis and coordinated analysis of data from large-scale studies of early childhood settings. In M. Zaslow, 
I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout, & T. Halle (Eds.), Quality measurement in early childhood settings (pp. 11-31). 
Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing Co.

179 Vortruba-Drzal, E., Coley, R. L., & Chase-Lansdale, P. L. (2004). Child care and low-income children’s 
development: Direct and moderated effects. Child Development, 75, 296-312.

180 NICHD Early Child Care Research Network. (1998). Early child care and self-control, compliance, and problem 
behaviors at twenty-four and thirty-six months. Child Development, 69(4), 1145 1170.

 Zaslow, M., Anderson, R., Redd, Z., Wessel, J., Tarullo, L., & Burchinal, M. (2010). Quality Dosage, Thresholds, 
and Features in Early Childhood Settings: A Review of the Literature, OPRE 2011-5. Washington, DC: Office of 
Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services.

181 Votruba-Drzal, E., Coley, R. L., Koury, A. S., & Millier, P. (2013). Center-based child care and cognitive skills 
development: Importance of timing and household resources. Journal of Educational Psychology, 105(3), 821-838. 

182 Puma, M., Bell, S., Cook, R., Heid, C., Broene, P., Jenkins, F., . . . Downer, J. (2012). Third Grade Follow-up to the 
Head Start Impact Study Final Report, OPRE Report # 2012-45. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research 
and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

183 Burchinal, M., Xue, Y., Sideris, J., & Tien, H. (2013). Child care quality thresholds: Evidence from several studies. 
Presentation at the biennial meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development. Seattle, WA.

 Zaslow, M., Anderson, R., Redd, Z., Wessel, J., Tarullo, L., & Burchinal, M. (2010). Quality Dosage, Thresholds, 
and Features in Early Childhood Settings: A Review of the Literature, OPRE 2011-5. Washington, DC: Office of 
Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services.

184 Capizzano, J., Tout, K., & Adams, G. (2000). Child care patterns of school-age children with employed 
mothers. Occasional Paper #41. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 

 Little, P. M. (2007). The quality of school-age care in after-school settings. Research-to-Policy Connections 
No. 7. New York, NY: Child Care and Early Education Research Connections. 

185 Love, J., Kisker, E., Ross, C., Raikes, H., Constantine, J., . . . Boller, K. (2005). The effectiveness of Early Head 
Start for 3-year-old children and their parents: Lessons for policy and programs. Developmental Psychology, 
41(6), 885-901. 

 Martin, A., Gardner, M., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Hill, J. (2008). Early Head Start Impacts Over Time and by Level  
of Participation. Mathematica Policy Research, MPR Reference No. 6260-520.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

66

186 See ‘Demonstrating Results’ at educareschools.org 

187 Baskett, R., Bryant, K., White, W., & Rhoads, K. (2007). Half-day to full-day kindergarten: An analysis 
of educational change scores and demonstration of an educational research collaboration. Early Child 
Development and Care, 175(5), 419-430.

 Lee, V. E., Brukam, D. T., Ready, D. D., Honigman, J., & Meisels, S. J. (2006). Full-day versus half-day 
kindergarten: In which program do children learn more? American Journal of Education, 112, 163-208.

188 Gormley, W. T. & Phillips, D. (2005). The effects of universal pre-K in Oklahoma: Research highlights and policy 
implications. Policy Studies Journal, 33, 65.

 Herry, Y., Maltais, C., & Thompson, K. (2007). Effects of a full-day preschool program on 4-year-old children, 
Early Childhood Research & Practice, 9(2).

 Landry, S. H., Swank, P. R., Smith, K. E., Assel, M. A., & Gunnewig, S. B. (2006). Enhancing early literacy skills 
for preschool children: Bringing a professional development model to scale. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 
39, 306-324.

 Leben, C. (1987). Prekindergarten: Full day vs. half day. Austin Independent School District, 1986-1987.

189 Cannon, J. S., Jacknowitz, A., & Painter, G. (2000). Is full better than half? Examining the longitudinal effects 
of full-day kindergarten attendance. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 25, 299–321.

 Cooper, H., Allen, A. B., Patall, E. A., & Dent, A. L. (2010). Effects of full-day kindergarten on academic 
achievement and social development. Review of Educational Research, 80, 34-70.

 Saam, J. & Nowak, J. A. (2005).The effects of full-day versus half-day kindergarten on the achievement status 
of students with low/moderate income status. Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 20, 27-35.

190 Reynolds, A. J. & Temple, J. A. (2008). Cost-effective early childhood development programs from preschool 
to third grade. The Annual Review of Clinical Psychology, 4, 109-139.

 Votruba-Drzal, E., Li-Grining, C. P., & Maldonado-Carreno, C. (2008). A developmental perspective on full- 
versus part-day kindergarten and children’s academic trajectories through fifth grade. Child Development, 79, 
957-978.

 Zvoch, K. (2009). A longitudinal examination of the academic year and summer learning rates of full- and 
half-day kindergartners. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 14, 311-333.

191 Heckman, J.J., & Raut, L.K. (2013). Intergenerational long term effects of preschool—structural estimates from 
a discrete dynamic programming model. National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 19077. 

192 Chien, N., Blasberg, A., Daneri, P., Halle, T., King, C., Zaslow, M., . . . Dwyer, K. (2013).Conceptualizing and 
measuring collaboration in the context of early care and education. OPRE research brief. Washington, DC.

 Halle, T., Darling Churchill, K. E., Blasberg, A., Simkin, S., & Chrisler, A. (2010, October). Collaborations 
annotated bibliography. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Child Care Policy Research Consortium. 
Washington, DC.

 Hicks, D., Smith, B., & Sowa, J. E. (2010, October).Collaboration in early care and education: Establishing a 
framework for a research agenda - logic model. Paper presented at the annual meeting for the Child Care 
Policy Research Consortium, Washington, DC.

 Schilder, D., & Anastasopoulos, L. (2010). A Closer Look: Child Care, Head Start and Pre-K Collaboration. 
Presented at Collaborations in Early Care and Education: Establishing a Framework for a Research Agenda, 
Washington, DC.

193 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration on Children & Families. (2010a). 2010-2011 
CCDF Plan Guidance. 

194 Virtual CAP. (2003). The Head Start School Readiness and Coordination Act. 

195 The National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (NECTAC). (2004). Part C Federal Requirements  
on Transition. Chapel Hill, NC: National Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center.

196 Justia U.S. Law. (2001). 45 C.F.R. § 1357.15 Comprehensive child and family services plan requirements. 

197 Forry, N., Anderson, R., Banghart, P., Zaslow, M., Kreader, J. L., & Chrisler, A. (2011). Linking Home-Based 
Child Care and State-Funded Preschool: The Community Connections Preschool Program (Illinois Action for 
Children). Evaluation Phase 1–Implementation Study. Prepared for Illinois Action for Children, Chicago, IL. 

198 Forry, N., Anderson, R., Banghart, P., Zaslow, M., Kreader, J. L., & Chrisler, A. (2011).Linking Home-Based 
Child Care and State-Funded Preschool: The Community Connections Preschool Program (Illinois Action for 
Children). Evaluation Phase 1–Implementation Study. Prepared for Illinois Action for Children, Chicago, IL. 

199 Morrison, F. J., & Cooney, R. R. (2001). Parenting and academic achievement: Multiple paths to early literacy. In 
J. G. Borkowski, S. L. Ramey, & M. BristolPower (Eds.), Parenting and the child’s world: Influences on academic, 
intellectual, and socioemotional development (pp. 141–160). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

200 Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by nature and design. Harvard 
University Press.

201 Child Trends (2012). Family Meals. Child Trends Data Bank.

 Hofferth, S. L., & Sandberg, J. F. (2001). How American children spend their time. Journal of Marriage  
and Family, 63(2), 295-308.

202 Hofferth, S. L., & Sandberg, J. F. (2004). How American children spend their time. Journal of Marriage and 
Family, 63(2), 295-308.

http://educareschools.org


The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

67

203 Weigel, D. J., Martin, S. S., & Bennett, K. K. (2006). Mothers’ literacy beliefs: Connections with the home 
literacy environment and pre-school children’s literacy development. Journal of Early Childhood Literacy, 6(2), 
191-211.

204 Mahoney, J. L., Lord, H., & Carryl, E. (2005). An ecological analysis of after-school program participation  
and the development of academic performance and motivational attributes for disadvantaged children.  
Child Development, 76(4), 811-825. 

 Posner, J. K., & Vandell, D. L. (2008). Low-income children’s after-school care: Are there beneficial effects  
of after-school programs? Child Development, 65(2), 440-456. 

205 Pierce, K. M., Hamm, J. V., & Vandell, D. L. (1999). Experiences in after-school programs and children’s 
adjustment in first-grade classrooms. Child Development, 70(3), 756-767. 

206 Alexander, K. L., Entwisle, D. R., & Olson, L. S. (2007). Lasting consequences of the summer learning gap. 
American Sociological Review, 72, 167-180.	

207 Harris, E., & Wallace, A. (2012). Year-round learning: continuity in education across settings and time through 
expanded learning opportunities ( ELO Research, Policy and Practice Brief No.3). Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
Family Research Project.

208 Ibid.

209 Allington, R. L., & McGill–Franzen, A. (2003).The impact of summer set–back on the reading achievement.  
Phi Delta Kappan, 85(1), 68–75.   

210 Ladd, G. W., & Kochenderfer, B. J. (1996). Linkages between friendship and adjustment during early school 
transitions. In W. M. Bukowski, A. F. Newcomb & W.W. Hartup (Eds.) The company they keep: Friendship in 
childhood and adolescence. Cambridge studies in social and emotional development (pp. 322-345). New 
York, NY, U.S.: Cambridge University Press. 

 Pianta, R. C., Cox, M. J., & Snow, K. L. (2007). School readiness and the transition to kindergarten in the era  
of accountability. Baltimore, MD: Brookes. 

211 Doucet, F., & Tudge, J. (2005). Co-constructing the transition to school: reframing the novice versus expert 
roles of children, parents, and teachers from a cultural perspective. In Pianta, R., Cox, M. J., & Snow, K. (Eds.), 
School Readiness and the Transition to Kindergarten in the Era of Accountability (pp. 307-329). Baltimore, MD: 
Brooks.

212 Bohan Baker, M., & Little, P. (2002). The Transition to Kindergarten: A Review of Current Research and 
Promising Practices to Involve Families. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Family Research Project.

213 Mantzicopoulos, P. (2004). The effects of participation in a Head Start–public school transition program on 
kindergarten children’s social competence. Perspectives in Education, 22(2), 51–66.

214 Fogel, A. (2011). Theoretical and applied dynamic systems research in developmental science. Child 
Development Perspectives, 5(4), 267-272. 

 Reynolds, A. J., Magnuson, K. A., & Ou, S. (2010). Preschool-to-third grade programs and practices: A review 
of research. Children and Youth Services Review, 32, 1121–1131.

215 Schulting, A. B., Malone, P. S., & Dodge, K. A. (2005). The effect of school-based kindergarten transition 
policies and practices on child academic outcomes. Developmental Psychology, 41(6), 860–871.

216 U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO). (2012). Early child care and education: HHS and Education are 
taking steps to improve workforce data and enhance worker quality (GAO-12-248). Washington, DC.

217 Whitebook, M., & Ryan, S. (2011). Degrees in context: Asking the right questions about preparing skilled and 
effective teachers of young children. Preschool Policy Brief, 22. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment and the National Institute for Early Education Research.

218 Goldring, R., Gray, L., & Bitterman, A. (2013). Characteristics of Public and Private Elementary and Secondary 
School Teachers in the United States: Results From the 2011–12 Schools and Staffing Survey (NCES 2013-314). 
U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.

219 Whitebook, M., Gomby, D., Bellm, D., Sakai, L., & Kipnis, F. (2009b). Effective teacher preparation in early  
care and education: Toward a comprehensive research agenda. Part II of Preparing teachers of young children:  
The current state of knowledge, and a blueprint for the future. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley.

 Whitebook, M. & Ryan, S. (2011). Degrees in context: Asking the right questions about preparing skilled and 
effective teachers of young children. Preschool Policy Bref, No. 22. New Brunswick, NJ: National Institute for 
Early Education Research.

220 Ray, A., Bowman, B. & Robbins, J. (2006). Preparing early childhood teachers to successfully educate 
all children: The contribution of four-year undergraduate teacher preparation programs. Report to the 
Foundation for Child Development. Chicago, IL: Erikson Institute.

221 Espinosa, L. M. (2006). Young English language learners in the U.S. Parents as Teacher News. 

 Espinosa, L. M. (2010). Getting it right for young children from diverse backgrounds: Applying research  
to improve practice. New Jersey: Prentice Hall and Washington, DC: National Association for the Education  
of Young Children.

 Tabors, P.O. (2008). One child, two languages: a guide for early childhood educators of children learning 
English as a second language. Baltimore, MD: Brookes. 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00879.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00879.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1467-8624.00054/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1467-8624.00054/abstract


The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

68

222 Espinosa, L. M. (2010). Getting it right for young children from diverse backgrounds: Applying research  
to improve practice. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc.

 Peña, E. D., & Halle, T. G. (2011). Assessing preschool English learners: Traveling a multi-forked road.  
Child Development Perspectives, 5(1), 28-32.

 Spiker, D., Hebbeler, K. M., & Barton, L. R. (2011). Measuring quality in ECE programs for children with 
disabilities. In M. Zaslow, I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout, & T. Halle (Eds.), Measuring Quality in Early Childhood 
Settings (pp. 229-256). Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing.

223 Spiker, D., Hebbeler, K. M.. & Barton, L. R. (2011). Measuring quality in ECE programs for children with 
disabilities. In M. Zaslow, I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout, & T. Halle (Eds.), Measuring Quality in Early Childhood 
Settings. (pp. 229-256). Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing.

224 Ray, A., Bowman, B., & Robbins, J. (2006). Preparing early childhood teachers to successfully educate 
all children: The contribution of four-year undergraduate teacher preparation programs. Report to the 
Foundation for Child Development. Chicago, IL: Erikson Institute.

 Whitebook, M., Gomby, D., Bellm, D., Sakai, L., & Kipnis, F. (2009). Effective teacher preparation in early care 
and education: Toward a comprehensive research agenda. Part II of Preparing teachers of young children:  
The current state of knowledge, and a blueprint for the future. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley. 

225 Whitebook, M., & Ryan, S. (2011). Degrees in context: Asking the right questions about preparing skilled and 
effective teachers of young children. Preschool Policy Brief, 22. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment and the National Institute for Early Education Research.

226 Hollins, E., & Guzman, M.T. (2005). Research on preparing teachers for diverse populations. In M. Cochran-
Smith & K.M. Zeichner (Eds.), Studying teacher education: The report of the AERA Panel on Research and 
Teacher Education (pp. 477–548). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

 Lim, C. I., & Able-Boone, H. (2005). Diversity competencies within early childhood teacher preparation: 
Innovative practices and future directions. Journal of Early Childhood Teacher Education, 26, 225–238. 

227 Howes, C. (2010). Culture and child development in early childhood programs. New York: Teachers College 
Press.

 Wishard, A. G, Shivers, E. M., Howes, C., & Ritchie, S. (2003). Child care program and teacher practices: 
Associations with quality and children’s experiences. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 18, 65–103.

228 Ramsey, P. (2006). Early childhood multicultural education. In B. Spodek & O.N. Saracho (Eds.), Handbook  
of research on the education of young children (pp. 279–301). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

229 Cohen, E. G., &Lotan, R. A. (1995). Producing equal-status interaction in the heterogeneous classroom. 
American Educational Research Journal 32, 99–120. 

 De Marquez, T.M. (2002). Stories from a multicultural classroom. Multicultural Education, 9, 19–20. 

 Swadener, E. B. (1988). Implementation of education that is multicultural in early childhood settings: A case 
study of two day care programs. Urban Review, 20, 8–27.

230 Castro, D. C., Espinosa, L., & Páez, P. (2011). Defining and Measuring Quality in Early Childhood Practices that 
Promote Dual Language Learners’ Development and Learning. In M. Zaslow, I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout, & T. 
Halle (Eds.), Measuring Quality in Early Childhood Settings (pp. 257-280). Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing.

231 Fukkink, R. G., & Lont, A. (2007). Does training matter? A meta-analysis and review of caregiver training 
studies. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 22(3), 294–311.

 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities: A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press.

 Whitebook, M., Gomby, D., Bellm, D., Sakai, L., & Kipnis, F. (2009). Teacher preparation and professional 
development in grades K-12 and in early care and education: Differences and similarities, and implications for 
research. Part I of Preparing teachers of young children: The current state of knowledge, and a blueprint for 
the future. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley.

 Zaslow, M., Anderson, R., Redd, Z., Wessel, J., Tarullo, L., & Burchinal, M. (2010). Quality Dosage, Thresholds, 
and Features in Early Childhood Settings: A Review of the Literature, OPRE 2011-5. Washington, DC: Office  
of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health  
and Human Services.

232 Allen, J. P., Pianta, R. C., Gregory, A., Mikami, A. Y., & Lun, J. (2011). An interaction-based approach to 
enhancing secondary-school instruction and student achievement. Science, 33(6045), 1034-1037.

 Weber, R. & Trauten, M. (2008). A Review of the Research Literature: Effective Investments in Child Care and  
Early Education Profession. Oregon State University, Family Policy Program, Oregon Childcare Research Partnership.

233 Whitebook, M., Gomby, D., Bellm, D., Sakai, L., & Kipnis, F. (2009). Teacher preparation and professional 
development in grades K-12 and in early care and education: Differences and similarities, and implications for 
research. Part I of Preparing teachers of young children: The current state of knowledge, and a blueprint for 
the future. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley.

 Zalsow, M., Tout, K., Halle, T., Whittaker, J.V., & Lavelle, B. (2010). Toward the Identification of Features  
of Effective Professional Development for Early Childhood Educators: Literature Review. Washington, DC:  
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development, Policy and Program  
Studies Service.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

69

234 Whitebook, M. & Ryan, S. (2011). Degrees in context: Asking the right questions about preparing skilled and 
effective teachers of young children. Preschool Policy Brief, 22. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment and the National Institute for Early Education Research.

235 NRC (National Research Council) and IOM (Institute of Medicine). (2000). From Neurons to Neighborhoods: 
The Science of Early Childhood Development. Committee on Integrating the Science of Early Childhood 
Development. In J. P. Shonkoff & D. A. Phillips (Eds.), Board on Children, Youth, and Families, Commission  
on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press. 

236 Bridges, M., Fuller, B., Huang, D. S., & Hamre, B. (2011). Strengthening the early childhood workforce: How 
wage incentives may boost training and job stability. Early Education and Development, 22(6), 1009-1029.

237 Kipnis, F., Whitebook, M., Almaraz, M., Sakai, L. & Austin, L. J. E. (2012). Learning together: A study of six B.A. 
completion cohort programs in early care and education: Year 4. Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child 
Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley.

238 NRC (National Research Council) and IOM (Institute of Medicine). (2000). From Neurons to Neighborhoods: 
The Science of Early Childhood Development. Committee on Integrating the Science of Early Childhood 
Development. Jack P. Shonkoff and Deborah A. Phillips, eds. Board on Children, Youth, and Families, 
Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education. Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press. 

 Tout, K., Zaslow, M., & Berry, D. (2006). Quality and qualifications: Links between professional development 
and quality in early care and education settings. In M. Zaslow & I. Martinez-Beck (Eds.), Critical issues in early 
childhood professional development (pp. 77-110). Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brooks.

239 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The Early Childhood Care and 
Education Workforce: Challenges and Opportunities, A Workshop Report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press.

240 Fixsen, D. L., Blase, K., Duda, M., Naoom, S., & Van Dyke, M. (2010). Implementation of evidence-based 
treatments for children and adolescents: Research findings and their implications for the future. In J. Weisz & 
A. Kazdin (Eds.), Implementation and Dissemination: Extending Treatments to New Populations and  
New Settings (2nd ed., pp. 435-450). New York: Guilford Press.

 Fixsen, D. L., Naoom, S. F., Blase, K. A., Friedman, R. M., & Wallace, F. (2005). Implementation research:  
A synthesis of the literature. (FMHI Publication No. 231). Tampa, FL: University of South Florida, Louis de la 
Parte Florida Mental Health Institute, National Implementation Research Network. 

241 Tout, K., Starr, R., Soli, M., Moodie, S., Kirby, G., & Boller, K. (2010). Compendium of Quality Rating Systems and 
Evaluations (OPRE Report). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration 
for Children and Families, Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation.

242 Zaslow, M., & Martinez-Beck, I. (2005). Critical issues in early childhood professional development. Baltimore, 
MD: Brookes Publishing Company. 

243 Good Start, Grow Smart Interagency Workgroup. (2006). Good Start, Grow Smart: A guide to Good Start, 
Grow Smart and other federal early learning initiatives. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.

 Scott-Little, C., Kagan, S. L., &Frelow, V. S. (2006). Conceptualization of readiness and the content of early 
learning standards: The intersection of policy and research? Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 21, 153-173.

244 Kauerz, K. (2006). Ladders of Learning. New America Foundation (January 2006).

 Reynolds, A. J., Magnuson, K. A., & Ou, S. (2010). Preschool-to-third grade programs and practices: A review 
of research. Children and Youth Services Review, 32, 1121–1131.

245 National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers. (2010). 
Common Core State Standards. Washington, DC: National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, 
Council of Chief State School Officers. 

246 Good Start, Grow Smart Interagency Workgroup. (2006).

247 Head Start Reauthorization Act of 2007. P.L. 110-134.

248 Early Childhood State Advisory Councils: Status Report 2013. (2013). Washington, DC: Administration  
for Children & Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.

249 Graves, B. (2006). PK-3: What is it and how do we know it works? New York, NY: Foundation for  
Child Development.

250 IOM (Institute of Medicine) and NRC (National Research Council). (2012). The early childhood care and 
education workforce: Challenges and opportunities:A workshop report. Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press.

251 Ibid.

252 Smith, S., Robbins, T. A., Stagman, S. M., & Kreader, J. L. (2012). Practices for Promoting Young Children’s 
Learning in QRIS Standards. New York, NY: National Center for Children in Poverty.

253 Early Learning Standards: Creating the Condition for Success. A Joint Position Statement of the National 
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) and the National Association of Early Childhood 
Specialists in State Departments of Education (NAECS/SDE) (2002). Washington DC: National Association 
for the Education of Young Children.

254 Ibid.

255 LeMoine, S. (2008). Workforce designs: A policy blueprint for state early childhood professional development 
systems. NAEYC Public Policy Report. Washington, DC: National Association for the Education of Young Children. 



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

70

256 Smith, S., Robbins, T. A., Stagman, S. M., & Kreader, J. L. (2012). Practices for Promoting Young Children’s 
Learning in QRIS Standards. New York, NY: National Center for Children in Poverty.

257 Current Status of QRIS in States. (May, 2013). QRIS Learning Network. Build Initiative. 

 Tout, K., Starr, R., Soli, M., Moodie, S., Kirby, G., & Boller, K. (2010). Compendium of Quality Rating Systems and 
Evaluations. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation.

258 Tout, K., Starr, R., Soli, M., & Albertson-Junkans, L. (forthcoming). Synthesis of Research and Evaluation on 
Quality Rating and Improvement Systems. OPRE Report, OPRE 2013-XX. Washington, DC: Office of Planning , 
Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Human Services.

259 Tout, K., Starr, R., Soli, M., Moodie, S., Kirby, G., & Boller, K. (2010). Compendium of Quality Rating Systems and 
Evaluations. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation.

260 Ibid.

261 Isner, T., Tout, K., Zaslow, M., Soli, M., Quinn, K., Rothenberg, L., & Burkhauser, M. (2011). Coaching in early care 
and education programs and quality rating and improvement systems (QRIS): Identifying promising features. 
Washington, DC: Child Trends. 

 Smith, S., Robbins, T. A., Schneider, W. J., Kreader, J. L., & Ong, C. (2012). Coaching and quality assistance in 
quality rating improvement systems: Approaches used by TA providers to improve quality in early care and 
education programs and home-based settings. New York, NY: National Center for Children in Poverty.

 Tout, K., Isner, T., & Zaslow, M. (February 2011). Coaching for quality improvement: Lessons learned from 
Quality Rating and Improvement Systems (QRIS). Research Brief. Washington, DC: Child Trends. 

262 Smith, S., Robbins, T. A., Stagman, S. M., & Kreader, J. L. (2012). Practices for Promoting Young Children’s 
Learning in QRIS Standards. New York, NY: National Center for Children in Poverty.

263 Tout, K & Starr, R. (2013). Key Elements of a QRIS Validation Plan: Guidance and Planning Template. OPRE 
2013-11. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and 
Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 

 Zellman, G. L., & Fiene, R. (2012). Validation of quality rating and improvement systems for early care and 
education and school-age care. Research-to-Policy, Research-to-Practice Brief OPRE 2012, 29.

264 Lahti, M., Sabol, T., Starr, R., Langill, C. & Tout, K. (2013). Validation of Quality Rating and Improvement 
Systems: Examples from Four States. Research to Policy, Research to Practice Brief, OPRE 2013-XX. 
Washington, DC: Office of Planning , Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families,  
U.S. Department of Human Services.

265 Layzer, J., Goodson, B., Bernstein, L., & Price, C. (2001).National Evaluation of Family Support Programs Final 
Report Volume A: The Meta-Analysis. Washington DC: Department of Health and Human Services.

266 San Francisco Family Support Network. (2011). Family Support Standards. San Francisco, CA: San Francisco 
Family Support Network.

267 Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University. (2009). Maternal Depression Can Undermine the 
Development of Young Children: Working Paper No. 8. Cambridge, MA: Center on the Developing Child  
at Harvard University.

 Olson, A. L., Dietrich, A. J., Prazar, G., & Hurley, J. (2006). Brief maternal depression screening at well-child 
visits. Pediatrics, 118(1), 207-216.

268 National Research Council. (2008). Early childhood assessment: Why, what, and how. Committee on 
Developmental Outcomes and assessments for Young Children. In C. E. Snow & S. B. Van Hemel (Eds.), Board 
on Children, Youth, and Families, Board on Testing and Assessment, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences 
and Education. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.

269 Halle, T., Zaslow, M., Wessel, J., Moodie, S., & Darling-Churchill, K. (2011). Understanding and Choosing 
Assessments and Developmental Screeners for Young Children: Profiles of Selected Measures. Washington, 
DC: Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department  
of Health and Human Services.

 National Research Council. (2008). Early childhood assessment: Why, what, and how. Committee on 
Developmental Outcomes and assessments for Young Children. In C. E. Snow & S. B. Van Hemel (Eds.), Board 
on Children, Youth, and Families, Board on Testing and Assessment, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences 
and Education. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.

270 Shepard, L., Kagan, S. L., &Wurtz, E. (1998). Principles and recommendations for early childhood assessments. 
National Education Goals Panel.

271 Thompson, D. C., McPhillips, H., Davis, R. L., Lieu, T. A., Homer, C. J., & Helfand, M. (2001). Universal newborn 
hearing screening summary of evidence. The Journal of the American Medical Association, 286(16).

272 U.S. Preventive Services Task Force. Screening for visual impairment in children younger than 5 years: 
Recommendation statement. Annals of Family Medicine, 2, 264–266.

273 Sices, L. (2007). Developmental screening in primary care: the effectiveness of current practice and 
recommendations for improvement. New York, NY: Commonwealth Fund.

274 Mackrides, P. S. & Pyherd, S. J. (2011). Screening for Developmental Delay. American Family Physician, 84(5), 
544-549.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

71

275 The Division for Early Childhood. (2013). Recommended Practices. Los Angeles, CA: The Division for Early 
Childhood, The Council for Exceptional Children.

276 Council on Children With Disabilities, Section on Developmental Behavioral Pediatrics, Bright Futures Steering 
Committee, Medical Home Initiatives for Children With Special Needs Project Advisory Committee. (2006). 
Identifying Infants and Young Children With Developmental Disorders in the Medical Home: An Algorithm  
for Developmental Surveillance and Screening. Pediatrics, 118, 405-420.

277 American Academy of Pediatrics, Council on Children With Disabilities. (2005). Care coordination in the 
medical home: integrating health and related systems of care for children with special health care needs. 
Pediatrics, 116, 1238-1244.

278 Clements, K. M., Barfield, W. D., Kotelchuck, M., & Wilber, N. (2008). Maternal socio-economic and race/ethnic 
characteristics associated with early intervention participation. Maternal and child health journal, 12(6), 708-717.

 Roberts, G., Howard, K., Spittle, A. J., Brown, N. C., Anderson, P. J., & Doyle, L. W. (2008). Rates of early 
intervention services in very preterm children with developmental disabilities at age 2 years. Journal of 
paediatrics and child health, 44(5), 276-280.

 Rosenberg, S. A., Zhang, D., & Robinson, C. C. (2008). Prevalence of developmental delays and participation  
in early intervention services for young children. Pediatrics, 121(6), e1503-e1509.

 Tang, B. G., Feldman, H. M., Huffman, L. C., Kagawa, K. J., & Gould, J. B. (2012). Missed opportunities in the 
referral of high-risk infants to early intervention. Pediatrics, 129(6), 1027-1034.

279 Kaufman, J., & Charney, D. (2001). Effects of early stress on brain structure and function: Implications 
for understanding the relationship between child maltreatment and depression. Development and 
Psychopathology, 13(3), 451-471. 

280 Lieberman, A. F. (2004). Traumatic stress and quality of attachment: Reality and internalization in disorders  
of infant mental health. Infant Mental Health Journal, 25(4), 336-351.

281 National Scientific Council on the Developing Child. (2008/2012). Establishing a Level Foundation for Life: 
Mental Health Begins in Early Childhood: Working Paper 6. Cambridge, MA: National Scientific Council on  
the Developing Child. 

282 Ibid.

283 Currie, J. & Stabile, M. B. (2004). Child mental health and human capital accumulation: The case of ADHD.  
On-line working paper series. Los Angeles, CA: California Center for Population Research.

284 Kessler, R. C., Berglund, P., Demler, O., Jin, R., Merikangas, K. R., & Walters, E. E. (2005a). Lifetime prevalence 
and age-of-onset distributions of DSM-IV disorders in the national comorbidity survey replication. Archives  
of General Psychiatry, 62, 593–602.

285 National Scientific Council on the Developing Child.(2008/2012). Establishing a Level Foundation for Life: 
Mental Health Begins in Early Childhood: Working Paper 6. Cambridge, MA: National Scientific Council on  
the Developing Child.

286 Shonkoff, J. P., Boyce, W. T., & McEwen, B. S. (2009). Neuroscience, molecular biology, and the childhood 
roots of health disparities. JAMA: the journal of the American Medical Association, 301(21), 2252-2259.

287 Burns, B. J., Phillips, S. D., Wagner, H. R., Barth, R. P., Kolko, D. J., Campbell, Y., & Landsverk, J. (2004). 
Mental health need and access to mental health services by youths involved with child welfare: A national 
survey. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 43(8), 960-970.

288 Shonkoff, J. P., Boyce, W. T., & McEwen, B. S. (2009). Neuroscience, molecular biology, and the childhood 
roots of health disparities. JAMA: the journal of the American Medical Association, 301(21), 2252-2259.

 Cooper, J. L., Banghart, P., &Aratani, Y. (2010). Addressing the mental health needs of young children in  
the child welfare system: What every policymaker should know. New York, NY: National Center for Children  
in Poverty.

289 Burns, B. J., Phillips, S. D., Wagner, H. R., Barth, R. P., Kolko, D. J., Campbell, Y., & Landsverk, J. (2004). 
Mental health need and access to mental health services by youths involved with child welfare: A national 
survey. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 43(8), 960-970.

290 Kaye, N. & Rosenthal, J. (2008). Improving the delivery of health care that supports young children’s healthy 
mental development: Update on accomplishments and lessons from a five–state consortium. Washington, DC: 
National Academy for State Health Policy; Johnson and Rosenthal (2009).

291 Spark Policy Institute. (2013). Early Childhood Health Integration Evaluation Brief Report #4: Screening and 
Referral Systems. Denver, CO: Spark Policy Institute. 

292 Shepard, L. A., Kagan, S. L., & Wurtz, E. (Eds.). (1998). Principles and recommendations for early childhood 
assessments. Washington, DC: National Goals Panel.

293 Ibid.

294 National Research Council. (2008). Early childhood assessment: Why, what, and how. Committee on 
Developmental Outcomes and assessments for Young Children. In C. E. Snow & S. B. Van Hemel (Eds.), Board 
on Children, Youth, and Families, Board on Testing and Assessment, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences 
and Education. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press. 

295 Ibid.

296 Ibid.

297 Espinosa, L. M. (2010). Getting it right for young children from diverse backgrounds: Applying research  
to improve practice. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc.

 Peña, E. D., & Halle, T. G. (2011). Assessing preschool English learners: Traveling a multi-forked road.  
Child Development Perspectives, 5(1), 28-32.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

72

298 Castro, D. C.,García, E. E.,& Markos, A. M. (2013). Dual language learners: Research informing policy.  
Chapel Hill, NC: The University of North Carolina, Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute. 

299 Fuller, B., Bridges, M., Bein, E., Jang, H., Jung S., Rabe-Hesketh, S., . . . Kuo, A. (2009). The health and cognitive 
growth of Latino toddlers: At risk or immigrant paradox? Maternal and Child Health Journal, 13, 755–768.

300 Spiker, D., Hebbeler, K. M., & Barton, L. R. (2011). Measuring quality in ECE programs for children with 
disabilities. In M. Zaslow, I. Martinez-Beck, K. Tout, & T. Halle (Eds.), Measuring Quality in Early Childhood 
Settings (pp. 229-256). Baltimore, MD: Brookes Publishing.

301 Halle, T., Forry, N., Hair, E., Perper, K., Wandner, L., & Wessel, J. (2009). Disparities in early learning and 
development: Lessons from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Birth Cohort (ECLS-B) (Executive 
summary). Washington, DC: Child Trends. 

 Lee, V. L., & Burkam, D. T. (2002). Inequality at the starting gate: Social background differences in achievement 
as children begin school. Washington, DC: Economic Policy Institute.

302 Daily, S., Burkhauser, M., & Halle, T. (2010). A review of school readiness practices in the states: Early learning 
guidelines and assessments. Early Childhood Highlights, 1, 1-12.

 Scott-Little, C., Lesko, J., Martella, J., & Milburn, P. (2007). Early learning standards: Results from a national 
survey to document trends in state-level policies and practices. Early Childhood Research and Practice, 9.

303 Daily, S., Burkhauser, M., & Halle, T. (2010). A review of school readiness practices in the states: early learning 
guidelines and assessments. Child Trends: Early Childhood Highlights, 1(2). 

 Council of Chief State School Officers. (2010). State early childhood standards and assessments: Five years of 
development. Report of 2008 Survey by the Early Childhood State Collaborative on Assessment and Student 
Standards. Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers. 

 Council of Chief State School Officers (2011). Moving forward with kindergarten readiness assessment efforts: 
A position paper of the Early Childhood Education State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards. 
Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers. 

304 Nelson, K. (Ed.). (1998). Principles and recommendations for early childhood assessments. Darby, PA:  
DIANE Publishing.

305 Espinosa, L. M. (2010). Getting it right for young children from diverse backgrounds: Applying research  
to improve practice. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education, Inc.

 Shepard, L. A., Kagan, S. L., & Wurtz, E. (Eds.). (1998). Principles and recommendations for early childhood 
assessments. Washington, DC: National Goals Panel.

 National Research Council. (2008). Early childhood assessment: Why, what, and how. Committee on 
Developmental Outcomes and assessments for Young Children. In C. E. Snow & S. B. Van Hemel (Eds.), Board 
on Children, Youth, and Families, Board on Testing and Assessment, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences 
and Education. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.

306 Council of Chief State School Officers. (2011). Moving forward with kindergarten readiness assessment efforts: 
A position paper of the Early Childhood Education State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards. 
Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers.

 National Association for the Education of Young Children and National Association of Early Childhood 
Specialists in State Departments of Education. (2003). Early childhood curriculum, assessment and program 
evaluation: Building an effective accountability system in programs for children birth through age 8. 
Washington, DC: National Association for the Education of Young Children.

National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of Education. (2000). STILL 
unacceptable trends in kindergarten entry and placement. A position statement developed by the NAECS/
SDE. Washington, DC: National Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of Education.

307 Daily, S., Burkhauser, M., & Halle, T. (2010). A review of school readiness practices in the states: Early learning 
guidelines and assessments. Early Childhood Highlights, 1, 1-12.

308 Reynolds, A. J., Magnuson, K. A., & Ou, S. (2010). Preschool-to-third grade programs and practices: A review 
of research. Children and Youth Services Review, 32, 1121–1131.

309 Early Childhood Data Collaborative. (2010). Building and using coordinated state early care and education 
data systems: A framework for state policymakers. Washington, DC: Early Childhood Data Collaborative.

310 Early Childhood Data Collaborative. (2011). Ten Fundamentals of Coordinated State Early Care and Education 
Data Systems, Inagural State Analysis. Washington, DC: Early Childhood Data Collaborative. 

311 Brown, B., & Corbett, T. (1997). Social Indicators and Public Policy in the Age of Devolution. Washington, DC: 
Pew Charitable Trusts. 

 Lippman, L. (2007). Indicators and indices of child well-being: A brief American history. Social Indicators 
Research, 83, 39-53.

 Moore, K. A., Brown, B., & Scarupa, J. (2003). The uses (and misues) of social indicators: Implications  
for public policy. Washington, DC: Child Trends. 

 Murphey, D. (2010). Early childhood indicators: Making the most of measurement. Early Childhood Highlights. 
Washington DC: Child Trends. 

312 Early Childhood Leadership Commission. Early Childhood Colorado. Denver, CO: University of Denver.



The Research Base for a Birth through Age Eight State Policy Framework

73

313 Murphey, D. (2010). Early childhood indicators: Making the most of measurement. Early Childhood Highlights. 
Washington DC: Child Trends. 

314 Pennsylvania Key. (2012). Early Learning in Pennsylvania: Program Reach and County Risk Assessment,  
2011-2012. Harrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania Key.

315 Daily, S., Welti, K., Forry, N., & Rothenberg, L. (2012). Maryland Early Childhood Risk and Reach Assessment, 
2012-41. Washington, DC: Child Trends.

316 Louisiana State University & Tulane Early Childhood Policy and Data Center. (2012). Early Childhood Risk  
and Reach in Louisiana. New Orleans, LA: Tulane Early Childhood Policy and Data Center. 

317 Moodie, S., & Rothenberg, L. (2011). District of Columbia Early Childhood Risk and Reach Assessment. 
Washington, DC: Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE).

318 Early Childhood Data Collaborative. (2010). Building and using coordinated state early care and education 
data systems: A framework for state policymakers. Washington, DC: Early Childhood Data Collaborative. 

319 Data Quality Campaign. (2013). Using early warning data to keep students on track toward college and 
careers: A primer for state policymakers. Washington, DC: Data Quality Campaign. 

320 Jimerson, S., Egeland, B., Sroufe, A., & Carlson, B. (2000). A prospective longitudinal study of high school 
dropouts examining multiple predictors across development. Journal of School Psychology, 38(6), 525-549. 

 Kokko, K., Tremblay, R. E., Lacourse, E., Nagin, D. S., & Vitaro, F. (2006). Trajectories of prosocial behavior and 
physical aggression in middle childhood: Links to adolescent school dropout and physical violence. Journal  
of Research on Adolescence, 16(3), 403-428. 

321 Duchesne, S., Vitaro, F., Larose, S., & Tremblay, R. E. (2008). Trajectories of anxiety during elementary-school 
years and the prediction of high school noncompletion. Journal of Youth & Adolescence, 37, 1134-1146.

 Vitaro, F., Brendgen, M., Larose, S., & Tremblay, R. E. (2005). Kindergarten disruptive behaviors, protective 
factors, and educational achievement by early adulthood. Journal of Educational & Psychology, 97(4), 617-629.

322 Randolph, K. A., Rose, R. A., Fraser, M. W., & Orthner, D. K. (2004). Promoting school success among at risk 
youth. Journal of Poverty, 8(1), 1-22.

323 Chang, H. N., & Romero, M. (2008). Present, engaged, and accounted for: The critical importance of 
addressing chronic absence in the early grades. New York, NY: National Center for Children in Poverty. 

324 Cook, B. A., Schaller, K., & Krischer, J. P. (1985). School absence among children with chronic illness. Journal  
of School Health, 55, 265-267. 

 Fowler, M. G., Johnson, M. P., & Atkinson, S. S. (1985). School achievement and absence in children with 
chronic health conditions. The Journal of Pediatrics, 106(4), 683-687. 

325 Barnard, W. M. (2004). Parent involvement in elementary school and educational attainment. Children and 
Youth Services Review, 26, 39-62.

326 Bornfreund, L., Severns, M., & Early Education Initiative. (2010). Many Missing Pieces: The Difficult Task of Linking 
Early Childhood Data and School-Based Data Systems. Issue Brief. Washington, DC: New America Foundation. 

 Data Quality Campaign. Early Care and Education Data Landscape. Washington, DC: Data Quality Campaign.


