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I. INTRODUCTION 

• Research consistently shows an extensive and growing need for high quality, out-of-
home child care for infants and toddlers from low-income families.  

• To meet both children’s developmental needs and parents’ workforce needs, government 
leaders and policymakers have expressed support for partnerships at the point of service 
delivery to build more seamless care systems and promote quality across settings.  

• Recently, the administration further highlighted this approach by funding an expansion of 
effective early learning opportunities for children from birth to age 3 through Early Head 
Start–child care partnerships.  

- $500 million in new grants will allow new or existing Early Head Start programs to 
partner with local child care centers and family child care providers to serve infants and 
toddlers from low-income families. 

• Yet the research base for how these partnerships support quality and meet low-income 
families’ needs is not well understood (Bryson, Crosby, & Stone, 2006; Chien et al., 
2013).  

A. The study of Early Head Start–child care partnerships 

• In fall 2013, the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation (OPRE) in the 
Administration for Children and Families (ACF) awarded a contract to Mathematica 
Policy Research—along with its subcontractor, the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill, led by Dr. Margaret Burchinal, and two consultants, Dr. Diane Horm of the 
University of Oklahoma at Tulsa and Dr. Jessica Sowa of the University of Colorado 
Denver—to carry out the Study of Early Head Start–Child Care Partnerships.  

• This 14-month study is intended to fill a knowledge gap about the state of the field of 
Early Head Start–child care partnerships and identify models or features of partnerships 
that expand access to high quality care for infants and toddlers; provide continuity of 
care; meet working families’ needs for child care; and improve outcomes for providers, 
families, and children.  

• The study includes a review of the literature to summarize the current knowledge base 
around Early Head Start–child care partnerships; the development of a theory-of-change 
model to articulate relations among key features, characteristics, and expected outcomes 
of partnerships; and the development of a measurement framework.   

• For purposes of the study, we define Early Head Start–child care partnerships as formal 
arrangements between an Early Head Start program and a community child care setting 
(child care center or family child care home). The child care provider (1) must meet Head 
Start Program Performance Standards (HSPPS); (2) is subject to the required monitoring 
visits to ensure compliance with HSPPS; and (3) provides care to infants and toddlers 
receiving Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) subsidies.  
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B. Expert engagement 

• An important component of the study is the engagement of an expert panel, including 
researchers and practitioners, to provide input on the current state of the knowledge base. 

• Specifically, the expert panel is providing input on (1) the literature review, including 
recommending studies to include in the review and providing feedback on the key 
findings, and (2) the theory of change, including providing guidance on the inputs, 
activities, short- and long-term outcomes, and organizational and contextual factors that 
are important to include in the model to guide future research.  

• Table 1 includes a list of the expert panel members.  

Table 1. Expert work group members  

Name Affiliation 
Juliet Bromer Erikson Institute 
Bill Castellanos Child, Family, and Youth Services, Community Action Partnership of San Luis 

Obispo County, Inc. 
Betsi Closter Office for Children, Fairfax County, Virginia Department of Family Services 
James Elicker College of Health and Human Sciences, Purdue University 
Helen Raikes Child, Youth and Family Studies, University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
Martha Staker Project EAGLE at the University of Kansas Medical Center 
Kathy Thornburg Center for Family Policy and Research, University of Missouri 
Marty Zaslow Office for Policy and Communications, Society for Research in Child 

Development 
      

C. Literature review purpose and methods 

• The literature review is designed to guide the theory of change and measurement 
framework for the Study of Early Head Start–Child Care Partnerships and to inform 
future research and practice.   

• The literature review is examining the following five research questions: 
1. What are the characteristics and/or components of partnerships? 

2. What are the potential benefits of partnerships to programs, providers, and families?  

3. What are common barriers to forming and sustaining partnerships?  

4. What factors may facilitate partnerships (such as funding supports, policies and 
procedures, technical assistance, or other infrastructure supports)? What are promising 
models or features of partnerships that the research literature suggests have the potential 
to improve quality and support child development and family well-being? 

5. What are the gaps of the existing literature?  

• To answer these questions, we reviewed research on partnerships in the field of early 
childhood education, such as partnerships among Head Start/Early Head Start, child care, 
and state prekindergarten programs.  

- The review included studies that examined two or more entities partnering to plan and 
implement direct early childhood care and education (ECE) services.   
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- We included journal articles as well as unpublished and non-peer-reviewed materials 
(such as project reports and white papers) published in the past 15 years (January 1, 
1998 through December 31, 2013).  

- We chose this timeframe to capture studies conducted since welfare reform was enacted 
in 1996, which included work and workforce development requirements for welfare 
recipients. This requirement meant that many more low-income families needed child 
care for infants, toddlers, and preschool-aged children while they worked or participated 
in education and training programs.    

D. Designs of studies reviewed 

• We reviewed 64 studies of ECE partnerships (Table 2).  

Table 2. Characteristics of studies of ECE partnerships  

 Total 
HS or EHS—
child care 

Preschool—child 
care or HS 

Other 
partnerships 

Study design     
Implementation study 45 11 30 4 
Descriptive outcomes 
study 10 3 3 4 
QED 4 2 2 0 
Other 5 0 5 0 
 
Study respondentsa     
Family/parent(s) 13 3 6 4 
Teachers/providersa 26 8 13 5 

Child care  19 8 8 3 
HS or EHS  6 1 1 4 
Public preschool  5 0 5 0 
Other 4 1 0 3 

Program administratora 34 9 21 4 
Child care  26 9 14 3 
HS or EHS  11 5 3 3 
Public preschool  14 0 14 0 
Other 1 1 0 0 

State-level administratora 13 4 8 1 
Child care  7 4 3 0 
HS or EHS  8 4 3 1 
Public preschool  7 0 7 0 
Other 2 1 0 1 

Other 16 4 11 1 
 
Data collection methoda     
Telephone Interview 37 10 22 5 
Survey 24 7 13 4 
Administrative records 11 3 7 1 
Observation data 11 4 4 3 
Site visit 8 1 6 1 
Child assessment data 5 1 4 0 
Other 9 3 4 2 

Total number of studies 64 16 40 8 
Note: For some studies, information on the study sample, sample size, and/or data collection methods was not 

reported. 
aNumbers do not add up to the total number of studies because some studies included samples from multiple 
categories and/or multiple data collection methods. 

EHS = Early Head Start; HS = Head Start; QED = quasi-experimental design. 
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- There were three primary categories of partnership studies: (1) studies on partnerships 
between Head Start and Early Head Start grantees and community-based child care 
providers (16 studies); (2) studies on partnerships between school districts and 
community-based child care providers and Head Start agencies (40 studies); and (3) 
studies that examine other types of partnerships, including partnerships with home-based 
caregivers (including family, friend, and neighbor caregivers and family child care 
providers) to enhance quality, and partnerships between early intervention and other 
ECE organizations to serve children with disabilities in inclusive environments (8 
studies).   

- More than 70 percent of the studies (45 studies) reviewed were implementation studies. 
We identified ten descriptive outcome studies and four matched comparison group 
quasi-experimental design (QED) studies. We did not identify any randomized 
controlled trials.   

o For purposes of this review, we define implementation studies as research 
that describes the design, implementation, administration, and operation of 
services; descriptive outcome studies as observation studies that describe 
participants’ outcomes but did not include a comparison group; and 
matched comparison group QEDs as studies of program effectiveness with 
comparison groups constructed by matching participants and non-
participants on relevant characteristics.  

o Most descriptive outcome and QED studies also provided information 
about implementation; information about implementation from all studies 
is included in the outline.  

- The studies most commonly collected data through telephone interviews (37 studies) and 
surveys (24 studies). Eleven studies conducted observations and five collected child 
assessment data.   

- Across studies, data were collected from a range of respondents and mostly commonly 
included program administrators (34 studies), including Head Start and Early Head Start 
directors, child care center directors, and state preschool leadership (such as 
superintendents). Twenty-six studies collected data from teachers or family child care 
providers; in most of these studies (19), teachers were employed at child care centers. 
Thirteen studies included data collected data from families.    

E. Limitations of the preliminary findings 

• The literature review has several limitations that provide important context for 
interpreting the findings.  

- The preliminary findings do not take into account the quality of the study of the design. 

- Many of the findings are based on a very small number of studies, and some are based 
on 1 to 2 studies only.  

- Very few studies included partnerships between programs serving infants/toddlers (9 
studies) or home-based programs (13 studies).  
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- Most studies collected data primarily from the lead partner (most often state preschool, 
Head Start, or Early Head Start) perspective and very few collected data at the individual 
classroom or family and child levels.
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II. CHARACTERISTICS AND COMPONENTS OF PARTNERSHIPS 

A. Inputs to partnerships 

• In this section, we describe the literature on the inputs to partnerships, including the types 
of partners; the goals or motivations for forming partnerships; and the levels of staff 
involved in partnerships.  

• We also describe the national, state, and local inputs to partnerships, including funding 
streams and associated policies and regulations, as well as the inputs available for 
supporting quality services for families.  

1. Who partners? 

• The studies focused on three categories of partnerships: (1) partnerships between Head 
Start and Early Head Start grantees and community-based child care providers (16 
studies); (2) partnerships between school districts and community-based child care 
providers and Head Start agencies (40 studies); and (3) other types of partnerships, 
including partnerships with home-based caregivers to enhance quality and partnerships 
between early intervention and other ECE organizations to serve children with disabilities 
in inclusive environments (8 studies).   

2.  What motivates organizations to partner? 

• Across studies of ECE partnerships, the primary motivation for forming partnerships was 
to expand services to more families and/or add more hours per day and days per year 
(reported by 18 studies).  

3. What staff are involved in forming and sustaining partnerships? 

• Studies reported that partnerships required multiple levels of staff involvement, including 
program administrators, supervisors, and teaching staff (reported by 5 studies).  

4. What are the national, state, and local inputs to partnerships?  

• Partnerships were initiated and existed within multilayered systems that created 
opportunities and constraints and included (1) policies, regulations, and standards 
governing various programs; (2) funding streams, including the rules governing the 
funding; and (3) quality improvement supports.  

• State agencies and other stakeholders. The local partnerships were supported at the 
state level by state departments of education and state departments of social or human 
services (or the state agency responsible for administering CCDF child care subsidies, 
setting child care regulations, and overseeing child care licensing); Head Start State 
Collaboration directors; early childhood advisory councils; and representatives from 
governors’ offices(reported by 4 studies).  

• Local stakeholders. Other local stakeholders included CCR&Rs, community colleges, 
and four-year colleges and universities (reported by 4 studies).   

• Policies, regulations, and standards. Partnerships were operated in the context of the 
policies, regulations, and standards that governed their programs and funding streams 
(reported by 5 studies). Head Start and Early Head Start programs were required to 
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adhere to the Head Start Program Performance Standards (HSPPS). Child care providers 
were required to meet child care licensing rules and regulations. State preschool 
programs were required to meet state and local requirements regarding staff credentialing 
and training and program standards.  

• Funding sources. Partnerships relied on a number of funding streams to support service 
delivery but most frequently relied on (1) Head Start and Early Head Start grant funds; 
(2) CCDF child care subsidies; and (3) state and local preschool funds (reported by 5 
studies).  

- Other sources of funding reported included Title I funding (federal funds distributed to 
states and school districts to support programs and services for educationally 
disadvantaged children);  Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) funding 
(funds primarily for welfare that some states used to support child care); and Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) funding (federal funds distributed to states and 
school districts to create a system of early intervention services for children from birth 
through age 3 with disabilities and provide funding for special education and related 
services for preschool children); and other state revenue including tobacco settlements 
and gaming revenue (reported by 1 study). Given the limited research available on this 
topic, future research is needed to better understand the implications.   

B. Partnership activities 

• In this section, we summarize the activities reported in the literature that organizations 
engage in to develop and implement partnerships.   

1. What activities are involved in developing partnerships?  

• We identified three main steps involved in developing partnerships.  

- Identify partners (reported by 3 studies): Licensing status, staff qualifications, quality 
ratings, approach/philosophy 

- Recruit partners (reported by 3 studies): Request for Proposal (RFP), advertising, 
CCR&R recommendations 

- Establish agreements (reported by 12 studies): Memoranda of understanding or contracts 

• We identified two additional steps identified in one or two studies. Given the limited 
research on these steps, future research is needed in order to interpret the implications. 

- Survey community needs and resources (reported by 2 studies): Families needs, 
availability of child care slots 

• Clarify expectations (reported by 1 study): Joint process to agree on partnership terms 

2. What activities are involved in funding partnerships?  

• Partnerships used multiple federal, state, and local funding streams to fund services and 
took a variety of approaches to combining or coordinating these funds.  

• Among studies of Head Start and Early Head Start–child care partnerships, we identified 
three primary approaches to combining funds (reported in 8 studies):    
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- Child care subsidies paid for the cost of care and the Head Start program provided 
comprehensive services.  

- Child care subsidies paid for the cost of care and the Head Start or Early Head Start 
program provided additional funds for program quality enhancements.  

- Head Start funds supplemented child care subsidy dollars to cover gaps in child care 
subsidy eligibility. 

• Studies of state preschool–child care partnerships reported that state funds for preschool 
programs paid for part- or full-day programs (ranging from 2.5 to 6.5 hours per day 
depending on the state) during the school year. To extend services for more hours per day 
or days per year, studies reported that partnerships drew on child care subsidies and 
parent fees or copayments (reported by 5 studies).     

3. What activities are involved in implementing partnerships? 

• Across the studies reviewed, we identified two primary activities involved in 
implementing partnerships: (1) building relationships and maintaining ongoing 
relationships among partners and (2) implementing comprehensive services.  

• Eight studies discussed two strategies for building relationships and maintaining ongoing 
communication among partners.  

- Hold regular management meetings 

- Assign a point person  

• We identified three strategies for delivering comprehensives services through 
partnerships (reported by 8 studies of Head Start and Early Head Start–child care 
partnerships):   

- Early Head Start staff conducted weekly visits to provide comprehensive services. 

- Head Start funds were allocated to child care providers to pay for comprehensive 
services. 

- Early Head Start programs and child care providers shared responsibilities for providing 
comprehensive services.  

• Two studies also reported on implementing systems to promote continuity of care across 
home and care settings and communication with families. Given the limited research 
available on this topic, future research is needed to better understand the implications.  

- Teachers and family advocates participated in monthly meetings to discuss each family’s 
goals and progress. 

- Family advocates conducted bi-monthly classroom visits to review children’s 
developmental goals and progress. 

4. What activities are involved in supporting quality in partnerships? 

• Across the studies reviewed, we identified three primary activities involved in supporting 
quality in partnerships: (1) assessing quality to identify program improvement needs, (2) 
supporting program improvement, and (3) meeting staff credentialing requirements.  
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• Four studies discussed strategies for assessing quality to identify program improvement 
needs.  

- Conduct initial classroom/setting quality assessment  

- Use findings to develop quality improvement plans or goals to guide provision of 
technical assistance, materials, and supplies  

• We identified three main approaches to supporting quality improvement (reported in 15 
studies):  

- Provide on-site assistance or coaching 

- Offer training on curriculum 

- Provide resources for materials and equipment  

• We identified three strategies to meet these staff credentialing requirements (reported by 
8 studies):  

- Hire new, qualified staff  

- Assign public preschool teachers to deliver the preschool part of the day  

- Support staff credentialing  

5. What activities are involved in monitoring services and adherence to standards in 
partnerships?  

• Four studies discussed strategies for monitoring services and adherence to standards:   

- Regular monitoring by an on-site technical assistance provider or coach  

- Quarterly site visits to monitor quality 
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III. BENEFITS OF PARTNERSHIPS 

• In this section, we describe the benefits of partnerships as described in two types of 
studies: studies that reported on partnership outcomes and implementation studies that 
reported on perceived benefits of partnerships as described by study participants during 
interviews and through surveys (Tables 3 and 4).1

- We identified eight studies that examined outcomes of partnerships, including six 
descriptive outcome studies (meaning they did not include a comparison group) and two 
quasi-experimental design (QED) studies.

  

2

- We identified 26 studies through this review that reported on the potential or perceived 
benefits of forming and implementing partnerships.  

  

Table 3. Benefits of partnerships reported in outcome and implementation 
studies 

 Total Outcome studies 
Implementation 

studies 

Improving the quality of ECE 
services 22a 7 17 

Increasing staff credentials, 
knowledge, access to professional 
development  13 4 9 

Increasing access to 
comprehensive services 5 2 3 

aTwo studies reported on both outcomes and implementation analysis.   
ECE = early childhood education.  

Table 4. Benefits of partnerships reported in implementation studies only 

 Number of studies 

Increasing access to ECE services 15 

Meeting families’ child care needs and preferences  12 

Improving the quality of ECE for all children in care 7 

Sharing expertise and ideas among partners 5 

Setting the stage for future collaboration 5 

ECE = early childhood education. 

                                                 
1 There is some overlap between studies reporting outcomes and studies where respondents described 

perceived benefits since studies often included multiple data sources including outcome data and interview or survey 
data.  

2 The literature review included four QEDs; however two of these studies that examined the effect of state 
preschool partnership initiatives on child outcomes were not included in this section because they did not present 
findings separately for children enrolled in state preschool classrooms at public schools and children enrolled in 
partner classrooms (classrooms in community-based child care settings or Head Start programs).  
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• Two studies identified two additional potential benefits of partnerships. One study 
reported improved child outcomes, and another study reported a perceived benefit of 
reducing the number of transitions in care for children. Given the limited research 
available on these benefits, future research is needed to better understand the 
implications.
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IV. BARRIERS TO FORMING AND SUSTAINING PARTNERSHIPS 

• Thirty-four studies reported on the barriers organizations faced in forming and sustaining 
partnerships (Table 5).  

Table 5. Barriers to partnerships  

 Number of studies 

Regulatory differences across funding streams 18 

Poor collaboration quality 16 

Discrepancies in standards 14 

Insufficient funding 9 

Uncertain funding 4 

Discrepancies in teacher pay and teacher turnover 4 

Communication issues 3 
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V.  FACTORS THAT FACILITATE PARTNERSHIPS 

• Twenty-two studies reported on factors that facilitate partnerships (Table 6). These 
factors reflect what study respondents reported as being important considerations when 
planning and implementing partnerships.  

Table 6. Factors that facilitate partnerships  

 Number of studies 

Committed leadership 11 

Strong relationships and trust among program administrators 10 

A common vision and goals 7 

Formal agreements 5 

Joint trainings for staff 5 

Strong relationships and trust among teaching and service 
delivery staff 4 

Staff assigned to oversee the partnership 4 

A structured planning process 4 

A plan for ongoing communication 4 

A funding plan 3 

• We identified two additional factors reported in only one to two studies: (1) a process for 
exploring alignment issues related to regulations, standards, and policies (2 studies) and 
(2) partnership duration (1 study). Given the limited research available on these factors, 
future research is needed to better understand the implications. 
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VI. GAPS IN THE KNOWLEDGE BASE 

• In this section we present four research questions for future research and evaluation. 
Related to each question, we describe gaps in the existing knowledge base.  

1.  What Early Head Start-child care partnership models exist and what are their 
components?  

• Of the 64 studies included in the review, only nine studies focused specifically on 
partnerships serving infants and toddlers and their families.  

• More research is needed on the models commonly implemented in the field, the resources 
needed to implement these models, and the organizational and contextual factors that 
help facilitate partnerships.   

2. How are partnerships implemented with home-based child care providers?  

• Only13 studies included information about partnerships with home-based child care 
providers (including family child care providers and family, friend, and neighbor 
caregivers).  

• More research is needed on the ways partnerships are implemented in these settings, 
including the strengths and needs of these providers and the quality improvement 
supports available to them.  

3. How do child care providers involved in partnerships perceive the partnerships?  

• Most studies primarily reported findings from the perspective of a lead partner – in most 
cases, state preschool programs or Head Start and Early Head Start programs.  

• More research is needed about the perspective of child care providers on their 
motivations for establishing partnerships, their experiences with the partnerships, and 
their perspective on factors that facilitate partnerships, as well as partnerships’ successes 
and challenges.  

4. Are Early Head Start-child care partnerships effective in improving outcomes for 
children, families, Early Head Start programs, and child care providers?  

• Insufficient rigorous research has been done to assess whether ECE partnerships actually 
improve quality or child outcomes.  

• There is a need for descriptive outcome studies designed to assess whether partnerships 
are “on track” to meet short- and long-term outcomes for partners, families, and 
communities.  

• Large-scale, rigorous research is needed to test the effectiveness of Early Head Start–
child care partnerships on both short- and long-term outcomes.   



STUDY OF EARLY HEAD START-CHILD CARE PARTNERSHIPS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

 
 
 15  

REFERENCES 

Academy for Educational Development. (2009). The invisible children of migrant and seasonal 
farmworkers in the United States: An examination of existing pre-K partnerships. 
Washington, DC: National Migrant and Seasonal Head Start Collaboration Office.  

Allen, B. L., & Smith, A. (2008). Oregon blazes a path for Head Start expansion. NHSA Dialog 
Briefs, 11(2), 1–7. 

Amirkhanyan, A. A., Kim, H. J., & Lambright, K. T. (2012). Closer than “arms length”: 
Understanding the factors associated with collaborative contracting. American Review of 
Public Administration, 42(3), 341–366. 

Ansell, C., & Gash, A. (2008). Collaborative governance in theory and practice. Journal of 
Public Administration Research & Theory, 18(4), 543–571.  

Barnett, W. S., Jung, K., Youn, M., & Frede, E. C. (2013). Abbott preschool program 
longitudinal effects study: Fifth grade follow-up. New Brunswick, NJ: National Institute for 
Early Education Research.  

Boressoff, T. (2012). Strengthening and expanding prekindergarten in the Children First 
reorganization. New York: Child Care, Inc.  

Brekken, L. (2011). Early Head Start and early intervention: Partnerships that make a difference 
for young children with disabilities and their families. Zero to Three, 31(4), 32–38.  

Bromer, J. (2011). Network coordinators’ perspectives on family child care, support, and 
training: Final report on program evaluation activities. Chicago: Erikson Institute.  

Bromer, J., & Korfmacher, J. (2012). Evaluation of a relationship-based training pilot for 
agency specialists working with home-based child care providers, final report summary. 
Chicago: Erikson Institute.  

Bromer, J., Weaver, C., & Korfmacher, J. (2013). Evaluation of Erikson Institute Family Child 
Care Specialist Training Program phase II. Chicago: Erikson Institute.  

Bryson, J. M., Crosby, B. C., & Stone, M. M. (2006). The design and implementation of cross-
sector collaborations: Propositions from the literature. Public Administration Review, 66(s1), 
44–55.  

Buell, M. J., Hallam, R. A., & Beck, H. L. (2000). Early Head Start/childcare partnerships: 
Working together to increase childcare quality for infants and toddlers. Newark, DE: 
University of Delaware, Center for Disabilities Study.  

Buell, M. J., Hallam, R. A., & Beck, H. L. (2001). Early Head Start and child care partnerships: 
Working together to serve infants, toddlers, and their families. Young Children, 56(3), 7–12.  



STUDY OF EARLY HEAD START-CHILD CARE PARTNERSHIPS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

 
 
 16  

Buell, M. J., Pfister, I., & Gamel-Mccormick, M. (2002). Caring for the caregiver: Early Head 
Start/family child care partnerships. Infant Mental Health Journal, 23(1), 213–230.  

Campbell, D. C. (2002). Southern regional initiative on child care. Collaboration among child 
care, Head Start, and pre-kindergarten: A telephone survey of selected southern states. 
Columbia, SC: The Southern Institute on Children and Families.  

Center for Law and Social Policy, & Zero to Three. (2012). Illinois: Child care collaboration 
program. Washington, DC: Author. 

Center for Law and Social Policy, & Zero to Three. (2012). Illinois: Prevention initiative. 
Washington, DC: Author. 

Center for Law and Social Policy, & Zero to Three. (2012). Kansas: Early Head Start initiative. 
Washington, DC: Author. 

Center for Law and Social Policy, & Zero to Three. (2012). Maryland: Early Head Start 
initiative. Washington, DC: Author. 

Center for Law and Social Policy, & Zero to Three. (2012). Missouri: Early Head Start 
initiative. Washington, DC: Author. 

Center for Law and Social Policy, & Zero to Three. (2012). Nebraska: Early Head Start 
initiative. Washington, DC: Author. 

Center for Law and Social Policy, & Zero to Three. (2012). Oklahoma: Early Head Start 
initiative. Washington, DC: Author. 

Chien, N., Blasberg, A., Daneri, P., Halle, T., King, C., Zaslow, M., et al. (2013). 
Conceptualizing and measuring collaboration in the context of early childhood care and 
education. OPRE research brief OPRE 2013-29. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, 
Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services.  

Colvard, J., & Schmit, S. (2012). Expanding access to Early Head Start: State initiatives for 
infants & toddlers at risk. Washington, DC: Center for Law and Social Policy and Zero to 
Three.  

Del Grosso, P., Akers, L., & Heinkel, L. (2011). Building partnerships between Early Head Start 
grantees and family child care providers: Lessons from the Early Head Start for Family 
Child Care Project: Final report. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research. 

Donovan, L. F. (2008). Learning from the experts: New Jersey educators talk about 
implementing a mixed delivery preschool program. Policy brief. Newark, NJ: Association 
for Children of New Jersey.  



STUDY OF EARLY HEAD START-CHILD CARE PARTNERSHIPS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

 
 
 17  

Edwards, C. P., Knoche, L., Raikes, A., Raikes, H., Torquati, J., Wilcox, B., et al. (2002). Child 
care characteristics and quality in Nebraska. Lincoln, NE: Center on Children, Families, 
and the Law.  

Emerson, K., Nabatchi, T., & Balogh, S. (2012). An integrative framework for collaborative 
governance. Journal of Public Administration Research & Theory, 22(1), 1–29.  

Ewen, D., & Hoffmann, E. Head Start and child care partnerships: Policy brief. Biloxi, MS: 
Mississippi Low-Income Child Care Initiative.  

Fagnoni, C. M. (1999). Education and care: Early childhood programs and services for low-
income families: HEHS-00-11. Washington, DC: United States General Accounting Office.  

Flynn, M., & Hayes, C. D. (2003). Blending and braiding funds to support early care and 
education initiatives. Washington, DC: Finance Project.  

Flynn, M., Hayes, C. D., Uyeda, K., & Halfon, N. (2002). Partnering schools, communities and 
Proposition 10: Financing considerations for early childhood initiatives. Los Angeles: 
UCLA Center for Healthier Children, Families, and Communities.  

Forry, N., Anderson, R., Zaslow, M., Chrisler, A., Banghart, P., & Kreader, J. L. (2011). Linking 
home-based child care and state-funded preschool: The community connections preschool 
program (Illinois Action for Children). Evaluation phase 1-implementation study. Chicago: 
Prepared for Illinois Action for Children.  

Forry, N., Tout, K., Rothenberg, L., Sandstrom, H., & Vesely, C. (2013). Child care decision-
making literature review. OPRE brief 2013-45. Washington, DC: Office of Planning, 
Research and Evaluation, Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services.  

Frede, E., Jung, K., Barnett, S. W., Lamy, C. E., & Figueras, A. (2007). The Abbott preschool 
program longitudinal effects study: Interim report. New Brunswick, NJ: National Institute 
for Early Education Research.  

Gasko, J. W., & Guthrow, K. Community-based school readiness integration partnerships: 
Promoting sustainable collaborations. Houston, TX: University of Texas Health Science 
Center at Houston, Children’s Learning Institute; Texas Early Childhood Education 
Coalition. 

Harms, T., & Clifford, R. M. (1989). Family Day Care Rating Scale. New York: Teachers 
College Press. 

Harms, T., Clifford, R. M. & Cryer, D. (1990). Infant/Toddler Environment Rating Scale. New 
York: Teachers College Press. 

Hicks, S. A., Lekies, K., & Cochran, M. M. (1999). Promising practices: New York State 
universal prekindergarten: Expanded edition. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University, Department 
of Human Development, Cornell Early Childhood Program. 



STUDY OF EARLY HEAD START-CHILD CARE PARTNERSHIPS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

 
 
 18  

Hustedt, J. T., & Barnett, W. S. (2011). Private providers in state pre-K: Vital partners. YC: 
Young Children, 66(6), 42–48.  

Illinois Department of Human Service. (2007). Child Care Collaboration Program evaluation 
report. Chicago: Author. 

Jacobson, L. (1999). Tensions surface in public-private preschool plans. Education Week, 19(2), 
1.  

Johnson-Staub, C., & Schmit, S. (2012). Home away from home: A toolkit for planning home 
visiting partnerships with family, friend, and neighbor caregivers. Washington, DC: Center 
for Law and Social Policy. 

Kania, J., & Kramer, M. (2011). Collective impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 9(1), 36–
41.  

Kiron, E. (2003). Blending early care and education funds: Issues, opportunities, and strategies. 
Center for Children & Families Research Brief, 1(2), 1–4.  

Kolben, N., & Paprocki, C. (2001). Next steps in blended funding: A policy recommendation, 
spring 2001. New York: Child Care, Inc.  

Lekies, K. S., Heitzman, E. H., & Cochran, M. (2001). Early care for infants and toddlers: 
Examining the broader impacts of universal prekindergarten. Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University, Department of Human Development, The Cornell Early Childhood Program.  

Lobman, C., & Ryan, S. (2008). Creating an effective system of teacher preparation and 
professional development: Conversations with stakeholders. Educational Policy, 22(4), 515–
540.  

Marietta, G., & Marietta, S. H. (2013). PreK-3rd’s lasting architecture: Successfully serving 
linguistically and culturally diverse students in Union City, New Jersey. New York: 
Foundation for Child Development.  

Marietta, G., & Marietta, S. H. (2013). The promise of PreK-3rd: Promoting academic 
excellence for dual language learners in Red Bank Public Schools. New York: Foundation 
for Child Development.  

Mead, S. (2009). Education reform starts early: Lessons from New Jersey’s PreK-3rd reform 
efforts. Washington, DC: New America Foundation.  

Miller, K. (2008). Increasing access to preschool: Recommendations for reducing barriers to 
providing full-day, full-year programs. Oakland, CA: Children Now; California Child Care 
Resource and Referral Network.  

Munoz, M. A. (2001). The critical years of education for at-risk students: The impact of an early 
childhood program on student learning. Louisville, KY: Jefferson County Public Schools.  



STUDY OF EARLY HEAD START-CHILD CARE PARTNERSHIPS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

 
 
 19  

National Infant & Toddler Child Care Initiative, & Early Head Start for Family Child Care 
Project. (2011). Promoting local partnerships between child care and Early Head Start: 
Ideas for state leaders. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
Administration for Children and Families, Office of Child Care.  

Oliver, C. (1990). Determinants of interorganizational relationships: Integration and future 
directions. Academy of Management Review, 15(2), 241–265.  

Ontai, L. L., Hinrichs, S., Beard, M., & Wilcox, B. L. (2002). Improving child care quality in 
Early Head Start programs: A partnership model. Infant Mental Health Journal, 23(1), 48–
61.  

Paprocki, C., & Kolben, N. (2002). The universal prekindergarten program in community school 
district eleven, New York City: A study in collaborative leadership and systems building. 
New York: Child Care, Inc.  

Paulsell, D., Cohen, J., Stieglitz, A., Lurie-Hurvitz, E., Fenichel, E., & Kisker, E. (2002). 
Partnerships for quality: Improving infant-toddler child care for low-income families. 
Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research.  

Paulsell, D., Mekos, D., Del Grosso, P., Rowand, C., & Banghart, P. (2006). Strategies for 
supporting quality in kith and kin child care: Findings from the Early Head Start enhanced 
home visiting pilot evaluation. Princeton, NJ: Mathematica Policy Research.  

Paulsell, D., Nogales, R., & Cohen, J. (2003). Quality child care for infants and toddlers: Case 
studies of three community strategies. Final report. Washington, DC: Zero to Three and 
Mathematica Policy Research.  

Perez, G. (2006). The promise of preschool: Local California efforts show the potential of a 
statewide preschool system. Oakland, CA: Children Now.  

Pregibon, N., Akers, L., Heinkel, L., & Del Grosso, P. (2011). The Early Head Start for Family 
Child Care Project: Profiles of the partnership teams. Final report. Princeton, NJ: 
Mathematica Policy Research.  

Prekindergarten: Four selected states expanded access by relying on schools and existing 
providers of early education and care to provide services: GAO-04-852(2004). Washington, 
DC: United States Government Accountability Office.  

Raden, A. (1999). Universal prekindergarten in Georgia: A case study of Georgia’s lottery-
funded pre-K program. Working paper series. New York: Foundation for Child 
Development.  

Rodgers-Rhyme, A., & Wright, A. (2003). Community approaches to serving four-year-old 
children in Wisconsin: Lessons learned from Wisconsin communities. Madison, WI: 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.  



STUDY OF EARLY HEAD START-CHILD CARE PARTNERSHIPS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

 
 
 20  

Rohacek, M. (2001). Child care & Head Start: Incentives, challenges & models for successful 
collaboration. Los Angeles: Los Angeles County Child Care Planning Committee.  

Romzek, B., LeRoux, K., Johnston, J., Kempf, R. J., & Piatak, J. S. (published online June 6, 
2013). Informal accountability in multisector service delivery collaborations. Journal of 
Public Administration Research and Theory. 

Sacramento County Office of Education. (2010). Ready for k...: Promising preschool practices: 
A report of selected California public school districts. Sacramento, CA: California County 
Superintendents Educational Services Association.  

Sandfort, J. R., & Selden, S. C. (2001). Blurring the boundaries: Local collaborations among 
Head Start, preschool, and child care programs. Policy & Practice of Public Human 
Services, 59(1), 18–23.  

Schilder, D., Broadstone, M., Chauncey, B. W., Kiron, E., Miller, C., & Lim, Y. (2009). Child 
care quality study: The impact of Head Start partnership on child care quality final report. 
Newton, MA: Education Development Center.  

Schilder, D., Chauncey, B. W., Broadstone, M., Miller, C., Smith, A., Skiffington, S., et al. 
(2005). Child care/Head Start partnership study: Final report. Newton, MA: Education 
Development Center.  

Schulman, K., Blank, H., & Ewen, D. (1999). Seeds of success: State prekindergarten initiatives, 
1998–1999. Washington, DC: Children’s Defense Fund.  

Schumacher, R., Ewen, D., Hart, K., & Lombardi, J. (2005). All together now: State experiences 
in using community-based child care to provide pre-kindergarten. Washington, DC: Center 
for Law and Social Policy.  

Schumacher, R., Greenberg, M., & Lombardi, J. (2001). State initiatives to promote early 
learning: Next steps in coordinating subsidized child care, Head Start, and state 
prekindergarten. Full report. Washington, DC: Center for Law and Social Policy.  

Schumacher, R., Irish, K., & Lombardi, J. (2003). Meeting great expectations: Integrating early 
education program standards in child care. Washington, DC: Center for Law and Social 
Policy. 

Schumacher, R., Mezey, J., & Greenberg, M. (2002). Southern regional initiative on child care: 
Analysis of potential barriers to creating coordinated absence policies for collaborations 
between Head Start and CCDF and TANF-funded programs. Washington, DC: Center for 
Law and Social Policy.  

Selden, S. C., Sowa, J. E., & Sandfort, J. (2006). The impact of nonprofit collaboration in early 
child care and education on management and program outcomes. Public Administration 
Review, 66(3), 412–425.  



STUDY OF EARLY HEAD START-CHILD CARE PARTNERSHIPS MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH 

 
 
 21  

Smith, E. C. (2002). Pre-kindergarten collaborations in Chicago: Model programs report. 
Chicago: Day Care Action Council of Illinois.  

Sowa, J. E. (2008). Implementing interagency collaborations: Exploring variation in 
collaborative ventures in human service organizations. Administration & Society, 49(3), 
298–323.  

Stebbins, H., & Scott, L. C. (2007). Better outcomes for all: Promoting partnerships between 
Head Start and state pre-K. Washington, DC: Center for Law and Social Policy.  

Sullivan, M. (2012). Evaluation report: ARRA – Incentives to communities to support layering of 
early childhood funding in order to increase participation of children in programs. 
Roseville, MN: Minnesota Department of Education.  

Summers, J. A., Steeples, T., Peterson, C., Naig, L., McBride, S., Wall, S., et al. (2001). Policy 
and management supports for effective service integration in Early Head Start and Part C 
programs. Topics in Early Childhood Special Education, 21(1), 16–30.  

United States Administration for Children and Families, Office of Planning, Research and 
Evaluation. (2010). Collaborations in early child care and education: Establishing a 
framework for a research agenda (meeting summary). Washington, DC: United States 
Administration for Children and Families.  

Vangen, S., & Huxham, C. (2012). The tangled web: Unraveling the principle of common goals 
in collaborations. Journal of Public Administration Research & Theory, 22(4), 731–760.  

Wat, A., & Gayl, C. (2009). Beyond the school yard: Pre-K collaborations with community-
based partners. Washington, DC: Pre-K Now.  

Weiner, J. S. (2006). Full inclusion preschool project: Year one research outcomes brief report, 
2002 Online Submission.  

Whitebook, M., Kipnis, F., & Bellm, D. (2007). Disparities in California's child care subsidy 
system: A look at teacher education, stability and diversity. Berkeley, CA: Center for the 
Study of Child Care Employment, University of California at Berkeley.  

Whitebook, M., Ryan, S., Kipnis, F., & Sakai, L. (2008). Partnering for preschool: A study of 
center directors in New Jersey’s mixed-delivery Abbott Program. Research report. 
Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child Care Employment, University of California at 
Berkeley.  

Winning Beginning NY. (2007). Implementing prekindergarten in New York State: Barriers to 
expansion. Albany, NY: Winning Beginning NY.  

 



 

 

 

www.mathematica-mpr.com 

Improving public well-being by conducting high quality,  
objective research and data collection 
PRINCETON, NJ  ■  ANN ARBOR, MI  ■  CAMBRIDGE, MA  ■  CHICAGO, IL  ■  OAKLAND, CA  ■  WASHINGTON, DC 

 

Mathematica® is a registered trademark  
of Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. 


	Preliminary Findings from the Literature Review Presented at the Technical Work Group Meeting for the Study of Early Head Start–Child Care Partnerships
	I. INTRODUCTION
	A. The study of Early Head Start–child care partnerships
	B. Expert engagement
	C. Literature review purpose and methods
	D. Designs of studies reviewed

	II. CHARACTERISTICS AND COMPONENTS OF PARTNERSHIPS
	A. Inputs to partnerships
	1. Who partners?
	2.  What motivates organizations to partner?
	3. What staff are involved in forming and sustaining partnerships?
	4. What are the national, state, and local inputs to partnerships? 

	B. Partnership activities
	1. What activities are involved in developing partnerships? 
	2. What activities are involved in funding partnerships? 
	3. What activities are involved in implementing partnerships?
	4. What activities are involved in supporting quality in partnerships?
	5. What activities are involved in monitoring services and adherence to standards in partnerships? 


	III. BENEFITS OF PARTNERSHIPS
	IV. BARRIERS TO FORMING AND SUSTAINING PARTNERSHIPS
	V.  FACTORS THAT FACILITATE PARTNERSHIPS
	VI. GAPS IN THE KNOWLEDGE BASE
	1. What Early Head Start-child care partnership models exist and what are their components?
	2. How are partnerships implemented with home-based child care providers? 
	3. How do child care providers involved in partnerships perceive the partnerships? 
	4. Are Early Head Start-child care partnerships effective in improving outcomes for children, families, Early Head Start programs, and child care providers? 

	REFERENCES



