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ramatic changes in the

American family during the last
35 vears have brought child care and
carly childhood education to the top
of the public policy agenda. With
more parents working outside the
home, reluble, developmentally
appropriate, and atfordable child
care has become a necessity. The
care of young children, however,
involves complex public policy
wssues. On the one hand, extensive
rescarch has documented that high-
quality classroom environments,
teacher continuity, and other socual
and health services aid children’s
development. On the other hand,
there is an inadequate resource base
in the industry. Costs for tamilies are
high, teacher salaries are low, and
turnover 18 common. Contnuity of
children’s care is difficult 1o guaran-
tee. As a resule, such contradictions
have provided justificadon for
public involvement in the funding
and provision of child care and
carly educadion.

Maost often, public programs are
targeted toward disadvantaged chil-
dren. Head Stary, for example,
primarily serves three- and four-
vear-old children from poor families.
Many state preschool programs also
provide services to disadvantaged
three- and four-year-olds, be they
children hiving in poor families or
conununites, or those otherwise
defined as “at risk.” State programs
that provide subsidies to help pay for
child care expenses alse focus on
serving low-income famuhes; state
income ehgibility cut-offs range
trom 125 percent to 255 percent of
the federal poverty level! As a result,
these public initiatives are often tar-
geted toward the same population
of children.

Traditionally, public dollars have
cither provided enriched early child-
hood experiences in part-day
programs or subsidized the cost of
full-day child care in the market. In
the ltast 10 years, however. changes
have been occurring in the early
childhood community. ¥.ocal pro-
grams have begun to combine
multiple scurces of public doliars
and break down the boundaries thar
have separated the early childhood
community. Motivated by the
increased demand among low-
mcome famibies for high-quality,
full-time care that is provided
throughour the year, these initatives
provide a new model of service
delivery worth examining furdher.

Policy Environment

‘The public role in financing carly
childhood programs has developed
along three parallel but distnet
cracks. ke 1965, the Head Stsrt pro-
gram was established as part of the
anti-poverty initiatives of the Great
Seciety. As a federal mitative, Head
Start traditionally operated in a sep-
arate sphere from other ecarly
childhood programs. Detailed per-
formance standards provide a
blaeprint for national implementa-
tion, teachers and managers receive
professional development, and pro-
grams undergo standardized
monitoring. This infrastructure cre-
ated by the U.S. Department of
Health and T luman Services has sup-
ported the delivery of
comprehensive services to low-
income families in part-day,
part-year programs which have been
the hallmark of the Head Start inter-
vention for more than 30 years.-
According 10 a survey conducted by
the National Head Start Association,

in 1993 only 1 percent of children
received full-day, full-year care. Yet,
the new work requirements imposed
by welfare reform have caused an
increased demand for dhus type of
care among the poor families Head
Start serves.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s,
state governments also began allo-
cating resources to part-day
preschool programs focused on
three- and four-year-olds. These ini-
tiatives are administered by state
education departments, which ni-
tially allowed a school district to
operate programs at its own option.
State commitment to preschool edu-
cation has grown over tune; by 1998,
39 states funded at least one
preschool initiative. While state gov-
ernments make policies, locai school
districts often hold considerable
authority in making curricular deci-
sions, developing teacher training,
and monitoring quality. Typieally,
preschool programs operare during
the school year with part-day ses-
sions like most kindergarten classes.
Preschool programs, however, also
are striving to better meet the needs
of working parcnts.
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1 Data are from 1999 Siate Policy Documentation Progect, “Child Care for Low Incomea Fam hes,” a proect of the Cenver on Budget and Poucy Priorties
and the Center for Law and Social Policy, July 2000 www.spdp.org/tanf/ichildcare

2 This mode: was so popular that, as of 1998, 18 states naa decided to supplement the federal ‘unds for Head Start These intigtives typically buile upon
the Head S.art infrastructure without changing any programmatic requirements
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W‘%ﬂ more garent?’%wwkmg cuiside the home, reliable,
déVeFopmeﬁta y apgmgmate and affordable child care
has become n ESSﬁ:y The care of young children,

héwever, it

Agses comrplex public policy issues. On the

one hand, extensive research has documented that
high-quality classroom environments, teacher continuity,
and other social and health services aid children’s
development. On the other hand, there is an inadequate
resource base in the industry. Costs for families are

high, teacher salaries are low, and turnover is common.
Continuity of children’s care is difficult to guarantee. As
a result, such contradictions have provided justification
for public involvement in the funding and provision of

child care and early education.

While states began preschool ini-
tiatives, other state departments
simultaneously developed programs
to help defray child care costs for
low-ncome families involved in
work or job training. Designed for
families who have found their own
child care arrangements, these sub-
sidy programs are typically
admunistered through state human
service deparunents. While several
federal funding sources for child care
subsidies existed during the 1980s
and 1990s, they were consolidated as
part of the 1996 welfare reform law
into the Child Care Development
Tund. States vary widely in the
degrec to which they supplement
these federal child care dollars.
Subsidies can be used to purchase
full-day, full-year care. Yet, because
child care subsidy provides a “ser-
vice” for parents rather than a
developed “program” for children,
there is not much attention to moni-
toring quality, developing curricula,
or educating teachers. As a result,
child care subsidy programs have
suffered from a lack of resources,
something that has not affected the
other two branches of the carly
childhood community.

‘T'hese three public approaches w
funding early education and care
have developed at different levels of
government. Within most states,
administration of preschool and sub-
sidized child care programs also
oceurs within different departments.
As a result, although they are all
focused on the care and education of
disadvantaged children, three dis-
tinct early education systems have
developed, each with different
administrative rules, eligibility crite-
ria, programmatic requircmments, and
funding levels.

Recently, however, the distinctions
among these three public policy
strategies have begun to blur.
Recognizing the demand for finan-
cially supported, high-quality
programs that meet the scheduling
needs of working parents, policy-
makers have developed new
regulations and created incentives
that encourage collaboration zcross
these houndaries. Since 1997, the
annual Head Start appropriation has
targeted funds toward local pro-
grams extending their hours or
weeks of service 1o “better respond
to the child care needs of families.”
In addition, special priority is given
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to organizations using multiple
sources of public dollars or partner-
ing with child care providers to
deliver full-day, full-year services.

Similarly, state preschool pro-
grams have begun to allow
non-school providers to operate
classroois. According to the
Children’s Defense Fund, more than
75 percent of the states allow their
state preschool dollars to go to non-
school-based programs. In some
cases, the state contracts directly
with Head Start or child care cen-
ters; in others, local school districts
subcontract with these entities.
States also have developed other
policies—such as funding the cost of
transporting children to other child
care facilities, giving funding priori-
ties to programs that operate on a
fulil-day, full-year schedule, or pro-
viding techmical assistance—to
encourage preschool providers to
collaborate with other early child-
hood programs. Like the [fead Start
community, state carly childhood
administrators are recognizing the
diverse needs of famlies and adopt-
ing program innovations to
encourage the blending of public
monies to respond to these needs.

While estimates do not yet cxist
concerning the magnitude of these
collaborative efforts, it is undeni-
able that there 1s increasing overlap
among the three early childhood
communities. Such organizarions as
the Children’s Defense Fund, Child
Care Action Campaign, and the
Bush Center in Child Development
and Social Policy at Yale University
have written reports highlighting
local programs that blur these
boundaries. The federal govern-
ment 1s buttressing these efforts by
supporting a website, Quality in
Linking Together Early Education
Partnerships (QUILT), that pro-
vides information and technical
assistance for local program
operators.



Local Program Innovations

On a local level, these various policy
initiatives converge and, increasingly,
create conditions where early chuld-
hood professionals can collaborate
across programmatic and profes-
sional divides. The pohicy changes
mirror what practitioners have long
recognized: high-quality early child-
hood programming can meet both
children’s developmental needs and
parents’ needs for safe care during
their workirg hours.

"To better understand how the
blurring among the three early
childhood communities is occurring
at the local level, we have begun an
in-depth study, fnvestigating
Partmerships in Farly Childhood
Fducation (I-PIECE). "The sites
included 1 our study blend two or
more sources of public early child-
hood funds te provide full-day,
full-year care to three- and four-
vear-old children. This study is
designed o describe the models of
collaboration being used; assess how
the blurring of these boundaries
intluences the organization, staff,
and services provided to children;
and, finzlly, explore whether there is
any link among these collaborations
and the dual goals of these collabo-
rations—t¢ meet working parents’
satisfaction and to bolster chiddren’s
scnool readiness,

Iike any grassroots cffort, local
programs are biending public early
childhood dollars in multuple ways.
it 15 easy 1o understand this diversity

if one first examines the classroom
level. Through this lens, there ave
two strategies for collaborating
across subsidized child care, Head
Start and preschool funding streams.

First, some classrooms are oper-
ated by one organization that
decides to diversify its furding to
include another source of public doi-
lars. This strategy, called fiscal
integration, can involve didferent
programmatic mixes. For example, a
child care center may apply for and
recerve state preschool dollars for ies
classroom for four-year-o ds.
Alternatively, a local Head Start
grantee agency might decide o
expand 1ts hours in one classroor to
better respond to the necds of work-
ing parents. Because most Fead
Start families are low-mcome, most
children in the classroorn also gual-
ity for a child care subsidy.

A second maodel for blurring the
boundaries among public early
childhood programs is when separate
entities enter a formal partnership to
collaboratively deliver services in a
classroom, This strategy, administra-
tive integration, seems to be used
when early childhood programs do
not possess the physical, pohtical, or
managerial resources to expand on
their own.

An example of admunistrative part-
nering is a school district that
operates 2 preschool program and
decides to partner with a child care
center to offer “wraparound” child
care before and after the part-day

Traditionally, public dohars have either provided enriched

early childhood experiences in part-day programs or

subsidized the cost of full-day child care in the market. in

the iast 1C years, however, changes have been ocqugring in
the early childhood community. Local programs have begun
*o combine multiple sources of public dollars and break

down the boundaries that have separated the early - -

childhood community.

preschool curricutum. Managers from
each organization negotiate the
details of the parmership, deciding,
tor example, that the school district
will provide space in a school buld-
ing and access to a certified teacher
during the first half of the day. 'The
child care center will bring another
teacher to the classroom who “assists”
the school district teacher in the
morning and assumes lead teacher
responsibilities during the afternoon.
Another example of admmistrative
partneting is a site where a child care
center and Elead Start program
decide to develop a formal agree-
ment; again, managers must negotiate
the terms of the agreement.

A final vanation of this model
involves partnering among three dif-
ferent organizations to proevide
services in one classroom. For exam-
ple, one organization in our study is a
child eare center in a low-mcome
neighborhood that has parmered with
a Head Start agency. Three- and
four-year-old children are cared for in
a room by a child care teacher who
uses standardized curricula and child
assessments from the Head Start pro-
gram, mtegrates the Head Start nurse
into lessons about nutrition, and
relies upon Head Start family work-
ers to share important information
from visits they conduct tw children’s
homes. In the afterncon, the four-
year-olds from this classroom go
down the hall, where a teacher from
the school district provides a curricu-
lum explicitly designed to help the
children make the transition ro
kindergarten. The school district also
provides buses that are available for
tield trips which allow for a more
active learning approach.

Passible Implications for Local |
Programs, Children, and Famities
Although the motivation to attempt
fiscal or administrative mtegration
varies, there are many possible con-
sequences of these collaborative
mtiatives. From a policy perspec-
tive, these initatives provide a new
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strategy for offering high-quality,
continuous care that nurtures chil-
dren’s development. This is
particularly important given recent
data from the Census Bureau’s
Survey of Income and Program
Participation which docaments that
44 percent of preschoolers in care
regularly spent time in more than
one setting. Although parents know
what research confirms, that conti-
nuity of care is important for
children’s well-being, the demands
of employment and the realities of
the fragmented early childhood edu-

ation system often necessitate
trade-offs. The organizations
involved m blurring the boundaries
are trying to meet the needs of low-
income working families and enrich
children’s preparation for school.
The I-PIECE study will assess the
degree to which these dual aims are
being met.

Garnering additnonal public
resources may have other important
consequences for the carly child-
hood system as well. It may increase
the availability of other supportive
services to families. Unlike child
care centers, Head Start and
preschoel programs typically include
additional services. For example,
federal Head Start rules require that
programs provide health and devel-
opmental screenings; referrals to
health, mental health, and social ser-
vices; and parental education and
involvement. Most often, a family
support worker assigned to the class-
room facilitates these activities.
Stmlarly, according to the
Children’s Defense Fund, many state
preschool programs cither have sim-
ilar requirements or strongly
encourage local programs to provide
these types of comprehensive ser-
vices. When a local child care center

fiscally integrates Head Start or
preschool funds into their agency or
partners with another organization,
they suddenly have both the man-
dates and the resources to provide
these other services.

Similarly, Head Start and state
preschool dollars also often carry
with them resources and require-
ments to bolster classroom quality.
Formalized curricula are common,
with atrention to children’s individ-
ual learning patterns,
age-appropriate skills, and activities
that integrate elements of health and
nutritional services into the pro-
gram. The regulations for Head
Start and most state preschool pro-
grams also require formal child
assessment and ohservauon to assist
teachers in appropriate curricular
planning. In addidon, the class size
and child/staff rato gmdelmes typi-
cally arc smaller than many states’
child care licensing rules. These
guidelines assure that children have
access to adequate numbers of care-
givers throughout their day.

The blending of public early
childhood resources also may lead to
increased professional development
among early childhood profession-
als. “Iraditionally, teachers in child
care classrooms have received lower
salaries and fewer benefits than
teachers in Flead Start or preschool
classrooms. According to the Bureau
of Labor Statistics, child care work-
crs earned a median hourly wage of
$7.03 in 1997, compared to $9.09
for preschool teachers. "The salary
differential reflects the different cre-
dentials required by the three
systems.’ Yet, the fiscal or adiminis-
trative mtegraton of public carly
childhood programs can provide
more resources for programs that
can improve salaries or benefits.

These models also create circum-
stances where the varicus
populations of carly childhood
teachers come together, often work-
ing with each other in the same
classrcom. They can learn each
other’s practices, appreciate different
classroom innovations, and partici-
pate in maltdiscipiinary professional
teams. In some instances, these
experiences may motivate teachers to
return to school or seek additional
education, thereby creating a career
ladder within carly childhood pro-
fessions. Addrtionally, since ongoing
professional education is emphasized
in most state preschool mittatives
and Head Start programs, collabora-
tion also provides increased
resources for professional develop-
ment, making pre- and in-service
training a reality.

Although many of these conse-
quences are focused on the
classroom level, it is notable that fs-
cal or administrative integration may
also influence the operation of an
entire carly childhood program. In
some sites, nurses and social workers
brought in with Head Start dollars
provide emergency medical assis-
tance to all children at the center.
Teachers returning from specialized
training hold workshops for their
colicagues teaching in other class-
rooms te share some of the lessons
learned. In other sites, mcreased rev-
enue allows for the purchasc of
equipment—playground structures,
buses, or computers, for example—
that can benefit the operation of the
entire organtzation. Thus, the blur-
ring of boundaries among the three
streams of pubkic early childhood
funding can potentdally have the
unintended benefit of spreading
some henefits, albeit indirectly, to 2
larger number of children.

3 Typically, state preschool programs emoloy teachers certified in elementary or early education (according to the Chitdren’s Defense Fund, cniy 4 out of
48 state nmatives in 1998-99 did not have any reguirements) Similarly, the 1988 reauthonzation of Head Start requires that by 2003, at least one-
half of al: Head Start teachers have an asscciates, bachelors, or advanced degree 'n early childhood education In cantrast, according to the Center for
Career Development in Early Care anc Ecucation in Bosion, 31 states’ child care licensing standards do 1ot requ re teachers in certers of have any early

childhood train:ng at all
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Al &a?%g ch&!ﬁhocd professionals, whether they are program
admm s%?ﬁtafﬁ, local directors, or teachers, must recognize

~thel rmmmm g@ﬁ? of caring for and nurturing the develop-
*4’%“&%&1%’@’? fiiﬁﬁé?ﬁ?taged children and pledge to work

dil geﬁi‘%y at %&i&%ﬁ"g past the profe@saom and administrative

divides that separate therr. |

is only then that we will move

closer to developing ccherent state and national policies
that assure the education and care of young childrer anc

support the needs of their working parents. Only ther will

we be able to talk about something more than a mere

blurring of boundaries among the three communities

Policy Strategies for
Encouraging Collaborative
Early Chiidhood Programming
Collaborations among 1lead Start,
preschool. and child care providers
take on different forms at the local
fevel. What is clear, however, is that
more full-day, full-year programns are
being created that incorporate the
enriched child development and
family support programs tradition-
ally relegated to part-day services.
These efforts offer the potenual to
better nurture children’s individual
development and support parents as
thev struggle o combine work and
farnily responsibilives. They also
offer the possibility of increasing the
avarlability of supportive services,
bolstering classroom quality, and
improving the salaries and profes-
sional development of teachers.

The local effores 1o fiscally or
adminstratively integrate programs
are clearly supported by the state and
tederat policies being developed in
Head Start, preschool education, and
subsidized child care programs.
Decisions made by the Head Start
bureau to reward collaborative
cfforts with funding priority for
cxpansion dollars have created a sys-
temic incentive toward fiscal or
adminstrative integration. Mandates
in state preschool programs to con-
tract with non-school providers or

decisions to allocate funds for trans-
portation alse create thesc same
incentives. Yet, federal and state
managers need to constanty be
aware of how new administrative
rules affect this movemen:. Does the
detinition of “fuli day” and “part
day” in the child care subsidy system
unnecessartly penalize local pro-
grams drawing down multiple
sources of funding? Do increased
doilars for professional development
or training work at cross-purposes
with those in another branch of the
earty childhood system? Are there
ways to streamline cligibility require-
ments to make 1t easier to serve
families with different sources of
public dollars?

Administrators also must recognize
that there is no way to ehserve—
from the state department of
education, the local department of
social services, or the regional Head
Start bureau~—the scope or etfect of
fiscal and sdministrative integration
across the three public eaily child-
hood programs. Because each
funding stream has 1ts own adminis-
trative structure, each mdependently
monitors the revenues expended,
number of children served, and num-
ber of organizations providing their
particular type of early childhood
services. They cannot see how these
three programs converge ut the local

level, int early childhood education
agencies, or in the classrooms.
Although public policy is motivating
and supporting the increased blur-
ring that is oceurring, there
currently is no way to assess its mag-
nitude or its effect. Yet, the 1998
Fead Start reauthorization created
Head Start State Collaboradon
offices whose mandate is to “foster
unified planning for quality full-day,
full-year services.” Without a clear
sense of the magnitude of local early
childhood collaboration, however, it
is unclear how these offices can
achieve this goal. At this juncture, it
is imperative for these offices to
assumne 2 leadership role in establish-
ing a baseline of information about
these local programs and monitoring
changes over time.

In this article, we have not stressed
the forces that impede and linmit the
full integration of early childbood
education across the three existing
branches. They are many, however.
Each community—1 [ead Start
grantees, preschool educators, child
care prov
sional norms, standards, language,
and knowledge base. In some com-
munities, historical tensions render it
almost impussible to work together
across these differences. Sadly, these
same Jivisions exist within many
state agencies. All early childhood
professionals, whether they are pro-
gram administrators, local directors,
or teachers, must recognize their
common goal of caring for and nur-
turing the development of
disadvantaged children and pledge to
work diligently at talking past the
professional and administrative
divides that separate them. It is only
then that we will move closer to
developing coherent state and
national policies that assure the edu-
caticn and care of young children
and support the needs of their work-
ing parents. Only then will we be
able to talk about somethmg more
than a mere blurring of boundaries
amony the three communites. @

MARCH

“"Copyright © 2001. Al rights reserved.

28901



