PAGE  

[image: image1.jpg]H'd e




A Multi-Dimensional Policy Analysis of Texas Senate Bill 50: The Need to Build the Capacity of Texas’s Uncoupled System of Early Childhood Education and Development

By,

John W. Gasko, Ph.D.
Director of Research and Public Policy

Texas Early Childhood Education Coalition

A Multi-Dimensional Policy Analysis of Texas Senate Bill 50: The Need to Build the Capacity of Texas’s Uncoupled System of Early Childhood Education and Development
Conversations and strategic initiatives abound in the state of Texas around the issues of “closing the education achievement gaps” and “ensuring that students are adequately prepared and ready” to meet the future demands of higher education and the workforce. According to the Texas Higher Education Plan report (2006) titled, Closing the Gaps, the alignment of the P-16 education system is a crucial component of the goal to promote the success of all students in the state. In addition, the Texas Governor’s Business Council (GBC) issued a report in 2002 titled, Building an Effective and Aligned P-16 Education System, that highlighted the demographic challenges to this alignment as well as depicted what an aligned system should look like. The GBC also released a report in 2004 that suggested the need to “create a more robust accountability system” (p. 3) that, among other priorities, supports evaluation of state supported pre-kindergarten and K-2 programs on their success in preparing students for future academic work (p. 3).  

While the rhetoric regarding the importance of an effectively aligned P-16 system continues, the reality of such alignment as it pertains to what exists and what is actually happening throughout the state is an entirely different matter. Given the complexity involved in trying to formulate strategies and solutions to establish a seamless P-16 system, the potential to overlook existing problems in various facets of the system, from the early grades through high school, represents a potentially formidable barrier. Given the span of years between a child’s entry into the public education system—as early as three years of age—to his or her potential exit at seventeen or eighteen, it is important to consider both the micro and macro ramifications of what this alignment would entail.  What is meant through use of the term micro is, for example, a focus on different, select components of the education “pipeline” such as birth through pre-k, k-5, 6-8, 9-12, and 13-16. The utilization of a corresponding macro focus, meaning a need to not only focus on the micro aspects of the system but to keep in mind how these aspects impact the entire system, ensures continuity towards the goal of longitudinal alignment. 

The focus of this paper will be on the effective alignment and capacity enhancement of the pre-k system (including all providers of early childhood education and development from birth to age 5) throughout the state of Texas. The ability to align and merge the various facets and mini-systems contained in the early childhood educational policy orbit represents a necessary stage in promoting the longitudinal alignment of the P-16 education system throughout the state. Accordingly, this paper is organized to include a discussion of the background of the policy problem based on a mapping of Texas’s diverse socio-political environment, a multi-dimensional analysis (including the social, economic/financial, organizational, and ethical aspects) of the policy problem and related reviews of the literature, and will conclude with specific policy recommendations. The ultimate goal of this paper will be to elaborate on the problems inherent in Texas’s uncoupled system of early childhood education and development as a means to building the capacity of this “P” system—based on the promise of Texas Senate Bill 50—in order to support the long-term educational achievement of all children as they progress along the larger P-16 pipeline. 

Background of the Policy Problem

Mapping the Pre-k System in Texas: What is “Pre-k” and What Types of Delivery Systems Does Texas Have?

In order to appreciate the scope of Texas’s diverse pre-k delivery system a preliminary definition of what is meant by the term “pre-k” is warranted. According to Mitchell (2001, pgs. 7-8), “pre-k” or “preschool”:

Implies a certain level of educational quality, an expectation that young children are learning in a setting they attend in the years before they enter school. Quality preschool education means operationally a program that promotes growth in the complementary areas of cognitive, social-emotional and physical development necessary for children to be ready to succeed in the primary grades. Such a program has a well designed and delivered curriculum, teachers who are qualified and well prepared for teaching young children, and small class sizes.


While mention of the term pre-k is often associated with the public school system, pre-k delivery systems in Texas are broad and include: (1) public, private, and faith-based child care centers and home providers (funded in part through a subsidy system based on the federal Child Care Development Block Grant); (2) federal Head Start and related programs (including Early Start and Migrant Head Start); and (3) public school pre-kindergarten classrooms. In addition, these categories often overlap and, for example, could include possibilities like a public school contracting out its pre-k services to a private child care provider. Also, it is important to keep in mind that pre-k systems based on the aforementioned definition represent age populations from birth to age four. 

Characteristics and A Brief History of Early Childhood Education in Texas


Each of the aforementioned programs, with the exception of certain for-profit providers, is designed to assist low-income and disadvantaged children. According to a recent state profile generated by Pre[k]now (2007), Texas’s publicly funded prekindergarten initiative maintains the largest total enrollment of any state funded pre-k initiative in the country (p. 1). Established in 1984 as a result of Texas House Bill 72, to provide a half-day education-based program to children who are three or four years old and who are homeless, unable to speak and comprehend English, and who qualify for free or reduced price lunch, the Texas Public School Prekindergarten initiative required school districts to offer such services and fund them according to K-12 average daily attendance (ADA) formulas if there are 15 or more eligible children in a given district. An amendment to Texas House Bill 1 in 2006 expanded public school pre-k eligibility requirements to three and four year old children whose parents are either on active military duty, in an activated reserve unit, or who were killed or wounded in military action. As the present 2007 80th Legislative Session convenes, there are additional bills filed (House Bills 482 and 575; Senate Bills 113 and 335) that seek to expand eligibility requirements to include children in foster care and children who are under the court-appointed custody of their grandparents.


In 1999 the Texas legislature appropriated $100 million per year, through the Pre-k Expansion Grant Program, to offer competitive grants to school districts and charter schools interested in expanding their half-day pre-k programs to full-day programs. In recognition of the growing need to improve the readiness of school children and promote collaboration between the multiple early childhood education and development delivery systems, the Texas Early Education Model (TEEM) was developed and approved in 2003 through Texas Senate Bill 76. In 2006, the TEEM model was significantly expanded through Texas Senate Bill 23, and the Texas School Readiness Certification System was developed to encourage the growth of quality of pre-k programs. Presently, the 80th Texas Legislature is considering a bill—specifically Texas Senate Bill 50—that seeks to significantly expand the TEEM model throughout the state, improve child care reimbursement rates to providers, and promote high-quality professional development among early childhood professionals. 

Demographic Transformations in Texas and the Implications for Early Childhood Education and Development

Based on the most recent (2006) population projections from the Texas State Data Center and Office of the State Demographer, “by 2010, Texas is likely to have 25 million people and by 2040 could have more than 51.7 million people” (p. 2). In addition, based on the predictions by Murdock, White, Hoque, Pecotte, You, & Balkan (2003) the following future population and number of household trends are likely:

Table 1

Population for the State of Texas in 2000 and Projections to 2040

	Year
	Anglo
	Black
	Hispanic
	Other
	Total

	2000
	11,074,716
	2, 421,653
	6,669,666
	685,785
	20,851,820

	Assuming Rates of Zero Net Migration (0.0 Scenario)

	2010
	11,292,858
	2,604,162
	7,986,640
	776,088
	22,659,748

	2040
	10,599,190
	2,697,888
	11,408,456
	856,047
	25,561,581

	Assuming Rates of Net Migration (0.5 Scenario)

	2010
	11,494,673
	2,730,659
	8,999,827
	953,348
	24,178,507

	2040
	11,382,992
	3,283,413
	18,391,333
	1,954,592
	35,012,330

	Assuming Rates of Net Migration (1.0 Scenario)

	2010
	11,700,471
	2,863,397
	10,164,378
	1,168,772
	25,897,018

	2040
	12,225,486
	3,995,349
	29,926,210
	4,435,916
	50,582,961


Table 2

Number of Households for the State of Texas in 2000 and Projections to 2040

	Year
	Anglo
	Black
	Hispanic
	Other
	Total

	2000
	4,540,078
	843,712
	1,789,623
	219,941
	7,393,354

	Assuming Rates of Zero Net Migration (0.0 Scenario)

	2010
	4,762,878
	977,518
	2,304,591
	267,695
	8,818,719

	2040
	4,826,827
	1,190,014
	3,804,178
	329,243
	10,150,262

	Assuming Rates of Net Migration (0.5 Scenario)

	2010
	4,855,688
	1,022,198
	2,607,216
	333,617
	8,818,719

	2040
	5,203,862
	1,441,747
	6,200,085
	770,565
	13,616,259

	Assuming Rates of Net Migration (1.0 Scenario)

	2010
	4,950,419
	1,068,979
	2,956,070
	414,118
	9,389,586

	2040
	5,610,322
	1,746,730
	10,231,880
	1,787,865
	19,376,797



Given the data provided in the foregoing tables, the future population of Texas will not only be more diverse but could, for example, in the case of Hispanics potentially increase by 449% (assuming the 1.0 Scenario; National Task Force on Early Childhood Education for Hispanics, 2007; Pre[k]now, 2006). This potential, rapid explosion in Texas’s population and in the potential increase in the number of diverse households is inextricably linked to its child population and thus has considerable implications. 


Based on the research of Steve Murdock and Stephen Kleinberg (2004, p. 8):

The proportion of the Texas population that is composed of persons under the age of 18 has remained steady (at about 28 percent), but the increase in numbers has been dramatic. The child population grew from about 4.8 million in 1990 to about 5.9 million in 2000 […and] from 2000-2003 [this number increased] to more than 6.2 million.  

In addition, the Texas State Data Center (2002) predicts, according to the high growth scenario, that the state’s child population will increase by roughly 84 percent and potentially reach 10.8 million in 2040. As a consequence, Murdock et al (2003) predict that the number of students in Texas’s public schools could increase by more than 76 percent by 2040. Such changes in terms of child population could have a potentially staggering impact on the ability and capacity of the state to adequately educate pre-k age children.

Poverty in Texas


As the population increases and becomes more diverse, Texas faces a significant problem in terms of the numbers of individuals living in poverty, especially the number of young children living in poverty. According to U.S. Census Bureau (as quoted in Kluever, 2005) estimates based on a three-year average, the poverty rate in Texas is 15.8% compared to the national average of 12.1%. Not only does Texas exceed the national poverty rate, but also these rates are even more pronounced for the state’s largest and fastest growing population: Hispanics. The poverty rate for children under the age of five is also estimated to be 28.3% in comparison to the national average of 19.6%. This suggests that more than one out of every four children under the age of 5 in Texas live in poverty. 

What is the Problem? 

In a 2004 (pgs. 668-669) analysis of trends in child care and early childhood education and development policy in the United States, Linda White noted:

Child care and education policy have traditionally developed on two separate jurisdictional tracks. The federal government has authority of child care and child development programs [for low-income children] through, for example, Head Start and the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG), while states have authority over education, including pre-kindergarten. The substantive goals of these two tracks have differed as well.

In Texas, the historical lack of coordination between child care (public/private/faith-based) providers, federal-based programs including Head Start, and public pre-k programs, as well as historical and present inequities in early care and education (Sachs, 2000) results in an uncoupled, non-integrated approach to early childhood education and development and has significant consequences for children and families, and early childhood organizations. As a result, current conversations about goals related to the importance of school readiness and longitudinal student academic success will prove difficult to realize, especially in terms of an aligned P-16 system. A national report conducted by the Center for the Study of Social Policy (2003) suggests that several problems need to be redressed: “a crisis in quality and a crisis in coordination” (p. 8). Given the aforementioned demographic trends and the potential explosion in terms of the child population, coupled with Texas’s alarming poverty statistics, the lack of an integrated system is highly problematic.


While the problems associated with the integration and coordination of early childhood education and development delivery systems are not insurmountable, their solution entails the need for strategic planning, effective support and resources, viable policy, and effective tactical implementation strategies. In essence, Texas needs to move beyond disjointed, uncoupled, and fragmented (Barnett, 1993) single-program solutions and consider an integrated and aligned multi-program delivery system (Stoney, Mitchell, & Warner, 2006; Center for Law and Social Policy, 2006). Given the recent Texas Legislative Budget Board’s proposed budget for the 2008-2009 biennium, which includes over $20 million in proposed cuts to pre-k expansion in Texas (while all of the other states in the nation with pre-k programs are expanding their budgets), the successful passage of Texas Senate Bill 50 represents a necessary step in achieving this goal of integration.

What is Senate Bill 50 and Why is it Important?


Building on the successes of the previously mentioned Senate Bills 23 and 76, Senate Bill 50 has the potential to significantly expand pre-k services in Texas as well as increase child care reimbursement rates to providers and promote the development and retention of early childhood education professionals.


An omnibus bill, Senate Bill 50 was developed based on the successes of the TEEM model, which has been piloted in thousands of classrooms throughout the state. With a potential fiscal note of $300 million dollars, this bill would provide for roughly 14,400 new classrooms throughout the state and would serve an additional 268,000 new students. What is unique about the bill is that $200 million of the fiscal note would expand pre-k services through expansion of the TEEM model to classrooms and centers throughout the state, which entails collaboration between child care and early education systems. In other words, normally, a given community or neighborhood within a particular school district boundary comprises a variety of options with regards to child care and pre-k education. A parent, if they qualify, could potentially choose between Head Start, a private child care facility, and a public school pre-k program for their child or children. The problem is that these different providers all compete for the same federal and state funds and for the same customers, and there has traditionally been no reason to collaborate in terms of serving the maximum amount of children. The TEEM model, therefore, requires participating entities to collaborate and share resources, including professional development and curriculum materials. It creates incentives for a public school pre-k teacher to travel to a local child care facility and share best practices and resources. While part of the incentive for these entities to participate is financial, there have been recorded benefits in other domains.


In Texas, all federal monies appropriated through Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and the previously mentioned Child care Development and Block Grant (CCDBG), as a result of Texas’s 1995 House Bill 1863, are managed by the Texas Workforce Commission (TWC), which distributes federal revenue and state matching funds to 28 different regional workforce boards. One problematic issue associated with this fact is that each regional board is granted the authority to determine and set eligibility criteria for families seeking funds for subsidized child care. Thus, child care and early education providers, in many cases, do not receive adequate reimbursement for the children they serve and, as a consequence, quality and safety issues are rampant. 


Accordingly, in order for the state of Texas to be in a position to develop, implement, and regulate a multi-provider, integrated system of early childhood education and development, from ages birth to five, and thus work towards an aligned “P” system (and in the long-term, a P-16 system), Senate Bill 50, if passed, will have a potentially substantial impact towards achieving this goal based on its emphasis on raising reimbursement rates to providers that serve low-income families. 

Multi-Dimensional Analysis

The Social Dimension


A recent 2007 report by the National Scientific Council Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University suggests that “the explosion of research in neuroscience that clarifies the extent to which the interaction between genetics and early experience literally shapes brain architecture” (p. 3) rests on a reliable record of evidence. In addition, the report (p. 4) specifies core concepts of development and the implications these concepts have for early childhood education and development. The core concepts include:

(
Child development is a foundation for community development and  economic development, as capable children become the foundation of a prosperous and sustainable society.

(
Brains are built over time.

(
The interactive influences of genes and experience literally shape the architecture of the developing brain, and children’s mutual engagements in relationships with their parents and other caregivers in their family or community are the “active ingredients.”

(
Both brain architecture and developing abilities are built “from the bottom up,” with simple circuits and skills providing the scaffolding for more advanced circuits and skills over time.

(
Cognitive, emotional, and social capabilities are inextricably intertwined throughout the life course.

(
Toxic stress in early childhood is associated with persistent effects on the nervous system and stress hormone systems that can damage developing brain architecture and lead to lifelong problems in learning, behavior, and both physical and mental health.

(
Creating the right conditions for early childhood development is likely to be more effective and less costly than addressing the problems at a later age. 


Given these core concepts and their implications in terms of the need for adequate and aligned, high-quality early childhood education and development systems, the social benefits associated with such systems include a reduction in the historical achievement gap as a result of improved school readiness and student achievement.


According to Loeb, Bridges, Bassok, Fuller and Rumberger (2005), “young children benefit from exposure to preschool or child-care centers, at least among those from poor families and within the domains of cognitive growth and school readiness” (p. 1; see also Campbell & Ramey, 1994; Hustedt, Barnett, Jung, & Thomas, 2007; Loeb, Fuller, Kagan, & Carrol, 2004; Fontaine, Torre, & Grafwallner, 2006; and Ramey, Campbell, Burchinal, Skinner, Gardner, & Ramey, 2000) In addition, Loeb and colleagues (2005) maintain that this improvement in growth and readiness is significant given that “children in the lowest socio-economic groups are several months behind their middle-class peers in pre-reading and early math skills at kindergarten entry” (p. 2). It is well known that “the achievement gap has deep roots that begin before school entry” (Laosa, 2005, p. 1), therefore the benefits of early childhood education and development suggest the need to expand access to high quality programs to all children and families, especially those from the most disadvantaged of circumstances.


Based on evaluations of prekindergarten programs nationwide since 1962, the Southern Regional Education Board published a report (2001) titled, “Improving Children’s Readiness for School: Preschool Programs Make a Difference, but quality Counts!,” that stipulated that high-quality prekindergarten can “help children be more ready for school; improve students’ scores on standardized tests; reduce students’ chances of repeating a grade; reduce referrals to special education; and improve students’ chances of finishing high school” (p. 3). Associations between access and participation in early childhood education and development interventions have been proven by a variety of research studies (Barnett, 1995; Barnet & Hustedt, 2005; Barnett, Young, & Schweinhart, 1998; Bryant and Maxwell, 1997; Campbell, Pungello, Miller-Johnson, Burchinal, & Ramey, 2001; Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, Sparling, & Miller-Johnson, 2002; Fuller, Kagan, Loeb, & Chang, 2004; Gormley, Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005; Gormley & Phillips, 2005; Ou, 2005; Ou & Reynolds, 2004; Reynolds, Mavrogenes, Bezruczko, & Hagemann, 1996; Reynolds, Temple, Roberson, & Mann, 2001). However, some studies demonstrate initial, positive effects that persist for disadvantaged students, but dissipate for the rest of the population included in the research (Magnuson, Ruhm, Waldfogel, 2007; Loeb, Bridges, Bassok, Fuller, & Rumberger, 2007).


While the effects of early interventions in education and care on school achievement are demonstrated, the concept of school readiness is contested and complex. A study by Scott-Little, Kagan, and Frelow (2006) found that the concept of readiness “has been elusive” (p. 153) and remains so due to the discrepancies and gaps found in early learning standards established by states. An earlier study by Carlton and Winsler (1998) supports the general idea that the concept of readiness has been elusive and goes one step further to claim that “the construct of school readiness has suffered from a narrow […] theoretical perspective, which presents the problem as residing within the child, with the determination of readiness being the duty of the school systems” (p. 338). Based on the work of Kagan (1990) and Lewitt and Baker (1995), Carlton and Winsler (1998) state that “readiness has been historically defined as two separate concepts: readiness to learn and readiness for school […where] readiness to learn is viewed as a level of development at which an individual is able to learn […and] readiness for school indicates that the individual also will be able to be successful in a […] school context” (p. 338).  However, the authors support another perspective of school readiness that views “development as a complex, ongoing, and dialectical process whereby children’s biology and sociocultural environment reciprocally interact with an affect one another to co-create development” (p. 345) as opposed to the traditional, maturationist perspective  that assumes that children “mature sufficiently to do well in school” (p. 346) in a 

predictable manner.


Although the construct of school readiness is complex the effects of early childhood education and development on a child’s readiness to succeed in school as measured by his or her achievement is proven, despite some inconsistencies. In addition to achievement, an often-overlooked indicator of readiness is a child’s socio-emotional—sometimes referred to behavioral—maturity. Caine and Caine (1991), for example, conclude that “emotions and cognition cannot be separated” (p. 66). Bagdi and Vacca (2005) suggest that the “importance of attending to the social and emotional well being of very young children” (p. 145) should be a primary consideration when discussing issues of school readiness and should be a “primary focus of early learning” (p. 145). Bodrova and Leong (2005) support this conclusion and insist that early childhood education “must bolster basic cognitive and social-emotional competencies” (p. 44) by fostering self-regulation by “helping children develop mature intentional play, by modifying existing activities to support cognitive skills, and by minimizing or eliminating activities that are counterproductive to developing such skills” (p. 46).

How Does this Relate to Senate Bill 50?


Building upon established empirical findings that demonstrate the positive effects and impact that various early child education and development programs have on a variety of children, it is important to examine two facets of Senate Bill 50 that are directly related to these findings.


As mentioned previously, Senate Bill 50 is an omnibus bill that is comprised of three main focus areas: (1) expansion of the TEEM model; (2) increased child care reimbursement rates; and (3) an increase in teacher professional development. In order to sustain the effects of early childhood education and development on a child’s readiness for school, and his or her achievement and socio-emotional development, effective models and a vision for integration—in terms of bringing together a variety of service delivery providers—is essential. 


Established by Senate Bill 76 in 2003 and significantly expanded through Senate Bill 23, the TEEM model of early childhood education was developed based on Governor Rick Perry’s Early Start Initiative. The TEEM model was initially piloted in fifteen Texas cities and served over 4,200 three and four year-old children. The composition of these classrooms is roughly 68% Hispanic, 16% Causasian, 14% African American, and 2% from other ethnicities. 98% of all of these children are characterized as at-risk for school failure as defined by the Texas Education Agency. 66% of children in all TEEM classrooms can be classified as English Language Learners (ELLs) (SB 76 TEEM Project Profile, 2006). As a result of the successful passage of Senate Bill 23 in 2006, 800 new classrooms were funded and signed up to participate in the TEEM model, which significantly expanded capacity to serve more students. It also set in motion the School Readiness Certification System that will be utilized to ensure that as many classrooms and pre-k programs as possible are ready and capable of serving the needs of children in proven, high quality ways. Senate Bill 50, if passed, would add an additional 14,400 classrooms that could potentially impact over 268,000 children.


According to the Texas-based State Center for Early Childhood Development (SB 76 TEEM project profile, 2006), TEEM has thus far produced the following results:

(
Teachers participating in TEEM are 4 times more likely to focus on student learning.

(
Students in TEEM classrooms outperformed their non-participating peers in language, vocabulary, letter recognition, letter sounds and phonological awareness by a range of 55% to 82%.

(
For the first time, Texas is developing a system to assess school readiness based on student knowledge regardless of child care setting.

(
Each site participating in the pilot served children in multiple settings, including 39% in school district pre-k programs, 33% in Head Start programs, and 28% in private sector child care.

(
The TEEM project confirmed that improvements in teaching and classroom quality in ALL SETTINGS leads to greater gains in children’s school readiness.

Given that between 2000-2003 Texas had the fastest growing child population in the U.S. and that there are now over 647,190 three and four year-old children in the state, Senate Bill 50 expands the state’s capacity to meet the needs of at-risk children. When one considers the projected future demographic changes for Texas, increasing capacity through use of an effective, integrated model represents a promising step in a positive direction. 

The Economic/Financial Dimension

A subject of controversy in education—regardless of the issues invoked—is how to adequately and equitably fund programs in order to provide the maximum amount of quality to as many recipients as possible.  One challenge, according to Levin (1989), is that “after resources are committed to education, questions remain about how they can most productively be used [as] some allocations of resources within education are likely to produce greater results in terms of student achievement and other educational outcomes than their alternatives” (p. 13). The good news, however, is that “states are on the move with preschool” (Clothier & Poppe, 2007). In addition,  this movement is founded on solid research. While the scholarship on the economic benefits and costs associated with early childhood education and development is not as robust as the long-term academic and socio-emotional benefits associated with participation, there are a few promising studies that have been conducted by prominent individuals that conclude that there are positive economic and future workforce benefits associated with increased investments and funding (Barnett, 1992; Barnett & Ackerman, 2006; Barnett & Masse, 2007; Committee for Economic Development, 2006; Dickens, Sawhill, & Tebbs, 2006; Friedman, 2004; Heckman, 2006; Heckman & Masterov, 2004; Knudsen, Heckman, Cameron, & Shonkoff, 2006; Reynolds & Temple, 2006; Temple & Reynolds, 2007).  In addition, the economic benefits of child care are suggested (Warner, 2006), however, further research is limited due to the fact that child care, nationwide, lacks adequate financing.


In a 2006 National Institute for Early Education Research report, Barnett and Robin conclude that state-funded preschool programs, nationwide, have seen their enrollments increase by more than 100,000 children from 2002-2005 (p. 1). In addition, as enrollment continues to increase in most states, especially Texas, the ability to generate the funding necessary to keep pace with this rapid growth is cause for concern. 

According to Barnett and Robin (2006, pgs. 1, 13) we know:

(
The quantity of resources a state devotes to preschool education impacts both the number of children that can be served and the quality of service they receive. 

(
Resources may be used with varying levels of efficiency, but as a general rule, higher quality and more effective programs tend to be more costly.

(
Preschool education—like education generally—is a combined federal, state, and local responsibility.

(
Too many children in the United States lack access to any preschool program at all and too many others do not have access to a high quality educational program.

In addition, Brandon (2004, p.4 ) has identifies several major program design issues that affect cost:  

(
What [exactly] are elements of quality [early childhood education and development]: staffing; quality assurance; [and] ancillary services?

(
How many hours a day and days a year are early education services provided?

(
What share of the population is eligible to participate, particularly which age and income groups?

(
Are parents asked to share the financial burden directly through co-payments or fees, or indirectly through taxes?

How Does this Relate to Senate Bill 50?


A major problem that exists in terms of the financing of early childhood education and development statewide revolves around the multitude of funding streams that are, in most cases, separate from each other and originate in different agencies. Senate Bill 50 attempts to build on the success of the TEEM model and seeks to work towards integration of these separate entities. A 2004 research report by the Child and Family Policy Center argues that “(t)he number and complexity of these [early care and education] programs and services easily can obscure whether the overall level of investment [in early childhood education and development] is sufficient to meet […] needs” (p. 3). However, according to the State Center for Early Childhood Development (2006, p. 2) “TEEM provides clear evidence that by integrating the disparate child care funding streams—school based pre-k, Head Start and non-profit or for-profit child care—into a more unified system Texas children can dramatically improve their readiness for school while providing greater efficiency in the use of all types of funding.”


In review, Senate Bill 50 seeks to expand the TEEM model considerably (a $200 million investment) throughout the state and seeks to increase child care reimbursement rates (by $100 million) to providers that serve at-risk children. The TEEM model itself is a proven model of integration with regards to a variety of early childhood education and development providers, and an expansion of revenue into the child care reimbursement realm further supports this integration. To give the reader an idea of the complexity involving multiple funding streams for early interventions in the state, consider the following sources of revenue: (1) federal Head Start funding through Health and Human Services; (2) federal Child Care and Development Fund funding through Health and  Human Services; (3) federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) funding through Health and Human Services; (4) Preschool Grants Program through the US Department of Education; (5) Even Start funding through the US Department of Education; (6) Title I funding through the US Department of Education; (7)federal  Social Services Block Grant through Health and Human Services; (8) Early Reading First through the US Department of Education; Grants for Infants and Families with Disabilities through the US Department of Education; and all of the corresponding state generated revenue through state agencies and matching funds, and school district-based financing through property taxes and weighed average daily attendance (ADA) formulas. 

In order to be able to consider how to adequately fund early childhood care and education initiatives in Texas and work towards integration, not only is an understanding of the diverse sources of funding available necessary, but also how Texas’s finance infrastructure works against this goal of integration. A major crisis that Senate Bill 50 seeks to address deals with child care financing. It must be reiterated, however, that child care and pre-k education cannot be separated if integration of services is the goal. As mentioned previously, the Texas Legislature passed House Bill 1863 in 1995 which devolved responsibility for multiple workforce development programs, including child care, from several state agencies to the newly created Texas Workforce Commission (TWC) (Schexnayder, Schroeder, Tang, Lein, Beausoleil, & Amatangelo, 2004). Anticipating President Clinton’s 1996 federal legislation titled, Personal Responsibilities and Work and Opportunities Responsibility Act (PRWORA), “transferring its child care programs from its human services agency to its workforce development agency, […] emphasized child care’s role as a support service that families needed to work” (Schexnayder et al., 2004, p. 7). However, this transfer actually became problematic in that it created 28 different local workforce development boards throughout the state where each board had its own authority to determine reimbursement rates. 

Unfortunately, the rates decided upon have not only remained stagnant for, in some cases, a decade, but they are typically 50% below market rates, which translates into significant losses for child care and pre-k providers.  This has resulted in an obstacle to the integration of multiple early childhood education and development providers and services because it does not provide the funding mechanisms necessary to sustain collaboration and the development of quality programs. Senate Bill 50, therefore, represents an opportunity to begin to bridge this gap in the state.

The Organizational/Operational Dimension


The policy objectives of Senate Bill 50 have clear implications for early childhood education and development organizations and how they operate. Specifically, how organizations learn and their ability to sustain long-term growth directly relates to the extent to which they are empowered to do so. 

Based on a synthesis of the literature on the subject (Argyris, 1983; Argyris & Schon, 1978; Daft & Weick, 1984; Etheredge & Short, 1983; Friedlander, 1983; Fry & Pasmore, 1983, Mitroff, 1983; Schon, 1983; Senge, 1990), Mitchell and Sackney (1998, p. 179) identify several themes as indicators that organizational learning has occurred:

· Raising to awareness tacit assumptions and beliefs through reflective self-analysis

· Engaging willingly in professional learning and growth

· Understanding systemic influences and relationships

· Sharing information openly and honestly

· Developing a spirit of trust, empathy, and mutual valuing

· Examining current practices carefully

· Experimenting with new practices

· Raising sensitive issues and information

· Understanding the inevitability of disagreement and conflict

· Managing differences of opinion through inquiry and problem solving

· Engaging in dialogue in order to understand others’ frames of reference

· Changing frames of reference as warranted by team dialogue

· Developing common understandings and language patterns

· Developing a shared vision

· Engaging in collaborative operation, planning, and decision-making practices

· Correcting disruptive power imbalances

Organizational learning is a process that allows an organization the ability to meet 

a complex array of challenges and demands. Without the ability to engage in this process, however, an organization’s ability to intervene and make changes according to these challenges and demands is jeopardized. Imants (2003, p. 302) identifies basic mechanisms for leveraging organizational learning: “steering of information about teaching and student learning” and “interaction among teachers and other workers in and around the school.” He bases this on two assumptions: (a) organizational learning is based on information; and that (b) organizational learning is a social activity. The extent to which organizations can both steer and interact around information determines, in part, the extent to which its capacity for learning is enhanced. 


Gray (2000) insists that regardless of type, learning organizations must contain interactive networks between people with the “intention to maximize colleagues’ sharing of information and experiences with a view to creating more explicit knowledge” (p. 236). Quoting Watkins and Marsick (1993), Thompson (2004, p.54) p. 54 lists “the Seven C’s of a learning organization as continuous, collaborative, connected, collective, creative, captured, and codified.” Dibella & Nevis (1998, p. 6) define “(t)he learning organization […as] having the ability to adapt to changes in its environment and to respond to lessons of experience by altering organizational behavior,” while Gorelick et al (2004), based on the work of Garvin (1993) define it as “an organization skilled at creating, acquiring, and transferring knowledge and at modifying its behavior to reflect new knowledge and insights” (p. 26).

How Does this Relate to Senate Bill 50?


The TEEM model brings together and integrates a variety of early childhood education and development providers—both public and private, state and federal—in order to create a more tightly coupled and aligned system. As the foregoing literature on learning organizations indicates, learning is a social activity that implies collaboration between individuals. As this paper has suggested, Texas’s system of early childhood education and development is carved up into a variety of—in most cases—mutually exclusive organizations that interact at minimal levels. 


Given the preliminary results (the Texas Education Agency has recently awarded a research proposal to the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory to conduct an independent evaluation of TEEM performance and cost-effectiveness) generated by comparisons of TEEM versus non-TEEM student performance on a variety of measures (Senate bill 76: The Texas early education model, 2005) the result of bringing together these diverse organizations seems clear. All organizations that participate in TEEM are given shared curriculums, shared professional development, mentoring, and technology to track student performance. These common forms of collaboration provide the conditions for the possibilities of effective organizational learning. Since most of the literature on organizational learning and learning organizations focuses on individuals within one organization and how they interact to learn about relevant information and solve common problems, Senate Bill 50, directly and indirectly, promotes an expanded notion of organizational learning that encompasses networks of institutions. Fostering network learning not only has the potential to significantly increase levels of learning across a broad range of diverse individuals, but when one considers that this diverse, broad learning is focusing on similar children with similar needs, the readiness and success of children to learn is greatly enhanced. 

The Ethical Dimension


There are several potential ethical problems directly related to having an uncoupled system of early childhood education and development. These problems arise, simply stated, are a result of the following: (1) inadequate state funding; and  (2) inadequate child care reimbursement rates for early childhood providers.

As indicated previously in this analysis, Texas has one of the fastest growing child populations in the nation, and future demographic projections situate the state as having one of the largest projected general populations based on increased levels of immigration. In addition, as previously stated, Texas has a child and general poverty rate that exceeds national trends. Unfortunately, Texas has not demonstrated that it is willing to meet these demographic challenges with adequate levels of financial support. Consider, for example, that since 1996 federal spending on child care has grown significantly, but state spending has remained stagnant, despite slight increases. According to Sabo, Bresette, and DeLuna Castro (2002), “child care funding has roughly tripled [since 1996], but approximately three-quarters of that increase is due to increases in federal, not state, spending” (p. 9). As a result, “for child care to make any more progress the balance of state and federal funding cannot remain so lopsided” (Sabo et al., 2002, p. 9). 

A 2002 report by the Center for Law and Social Policy states: “Low-income families with [child care] subsidies are more likely to access formal and regulated child care than their peers without a subsidy. However, low payment rates [reimbursement rates] and insufficient supply of necessary and appropriate child care may be limiting the ability of these families to access a broad range of care” (Mezey, Schumacher, Greenberg, Lombardi, & Hutchins, p. 5). Quoting an Illinois child care provider, this report emphasizes:

Low reimbursement rates means cutting corners—and that usually means not being able to pay staff an adequate/living wage. That means programs suffer with staff turnover, low quality, less nutritious meals, [fewer] needed projects such as new equipment, playground improvements, and/or facility repairs as a direct result of the low reimbursement rate. It is difficult for centers to attract quality staff. Staff in most centers receiving this low reimbursement rate does not receive any benefits.

In support of these concerns, Schulman and Blank (2006) raise awareness to the costs of child care and how “many low-income families are unable to receive the child care assistance they need” (p. 1) Since “only nine states had adequate reimbursement rates for providers who serve families receiving child care assistance in 2006” the potential consequences are severe (p. 1). 

How Does this Relate to Senate Bill 50?


Texas has one of the highest child care waitlists (over 33,000 children) and lowest reimbursement rates in the nation (see Schulman & Blank, 2006). While the aforementioned Texas Workforce Commission (TWC) empowers 28 regional workforce boards to set their own reimbursement rates, the majority of these regional boards have established reimbursement rates that are well below the market rate, which is suggested at 75%. In most cases there is a –40% difference between regional reimbursement rates and the suggested 75% of market level usually required to insure healthy and safe conditions for the education and development of children (Schulman & Blank, 2006).


The previously mentioned Texas House Bill 1863 sets ambitious targets in order to get as many people off welfare and to get them jobs. However, what is problematic about this is that it assumes that children will be well cared for while families work. Given Texas’s large child care waiting lists and low reimbursement rates, education and child care providers are less inclined to serve low-income children.  This is resulting in a growing capacity and quality crisis. 


In addition to promoting collaboration and integration (Holcomb, 2006; Schumacher, Ewen, Hart, & Lombardi, 2005; Stebbins & Scott, 2007) among multiple early childhood education and development providers—by expanding the TEEM model and increasing shared professional development opportunities—Senate Bill 50 seeks to significantly increase child care reimbursement rates throughout the state by making revenue available for regional boards.  Increasing these rates would lead to an increase in child care and education quality and safety, improved facilities, and would lead to increased teacher quality and retention. If the reimbursement rates do not improve, and more children become eligible for public and private early childhood education and development programs as a result of demographic changes and probable increases in poverty rates, then the capacity of the system will collapse and children will become even more at risk of being exposed to poor quality and unsafe care and education, and the goal of improved school readiness—a major target of Senate Bill 50—will remain elusive. 

Policy Recommendations

Policy Recommendations


The purpose of this analysis was to examine the potential of Senate Bill 50 in terms of its ability to make significant improvements to Texas’s uncoupled system of early childhood education and development. To provide insight into the scope of this problem, this analysis utilized a holistic approach to policy development that seeks to consider and understand policy issues and problems from diverse perspectives, including, for example, the socio-political landscape as well as organizational and operational implications. Based on the foregoing analysis, it seems clear that Senate Bill 50 provides a strategic direction to begin to solve some of the problems mentioned herein. For example, through expansion of the TEEM model, multiple early intervention providers collaborate to work with as many children as possible to promote school readiness, academic achievement, and socio-emotional development. In addition, by increasing child care reimbursement rates, Senate Bill 50 would allow thousands of providers of early intervention services to low-income children to develop healthier and safer environments, hire and retain more qualified staff and provide them with benefits, and help to foster a culture of quality among providers that is constantly at risk when resource support is provided at minimal levels. 


Senate Bill 50—in terms of the larger system of early childhood and development—is a necessary step towards working for alignment at the initial stage of the larger P-16 education trajectory. Based on the information gleaned from this analysis, several additional policy recommendations have been identified by prominent researchers and organizations (Ackerman & Barnett, 2006; National Economic Development and Law Center, 2005; National Governors Association, 2005) as a means to ensure a more tightly-coupled and aligned early childhood education and development system. 


According to Ackerman and Barnett (2006), there needs to be an improved method to blend existing funding streams, which includes revenue from Title I, IDEA, Head Start, child care subsidies, and local sources. They also suggest a need for tougher teacher requirements in the forms of educational and degree credentials, better professional development and training, shared learning standards, and ongoing formative evaluations of all programs to foster cultures and systems of continuous improvement.  

The National Economic Development and Law Center (2005) support the foregoing goals, but suggest additional requirements. These requirements include establishing clearly defined goals—short-term, intermediate, and long-term—for funding and improvement. The Center highlights the need to seek innovative financing solutions beyond existing streams, and the absolute need to integrate early childhood education and development infrastructures and oversight of these multiple systems into a seamless system. 

The 2005 report from the National Governors Association supports the latter suggestion and actually states the need to have a consolidated agency. A major problem associated with uncoupled systems of early childhood education and development systems—especially in Texas—is that there is no common point of collaboration for all of the diverse agencies involved in making decisions that impact children, from health and human services to education. 


An additional recommendation that received minimal coverage in the aforementioned reports and research deals with data and tracking. The data that is available to decision-makers and stakeholders involved in early childhood education and development is minimal and fragmented. Accordingly, what is need are tracking systems that monitor multiple measures such as funding, student achievement, student retention levels, special education referrals, and expanded demographic information. In Texas and other states, there is no integrated system of data collection that, for example, gives professionals information that provides a profile for students entering the public education system. Some students begin school in early childhood and pre-k, but others enter kindergarten having been placed in other public and private early childhood organizations. Having data of this sort not only allows educators to understand students’ previous learning, but can also be utilized to generate ongoing program evaluation projects that encourage high-quality services among organizations.  

Conceptual Alternatives


The title of this paper connotes the need to build capacity in the state of Texas for its uncoupled system of early childhood education and development. In addition to the aforementioned policy recommendations, envisioning effective capacity building solutions requires a framework, a way of conceptualizing alternatives (see Kingdon, 1984). Building on the scholarship of Rice and Croninger (2001), Malen and Rice (2004) provide such an alternative. 


Malen’s and Rice’s (2004) framework is useful as a framework to help guide future early childhood education and development policy due to its holistic approach to understanding capacity- building. Specifically, the framework encompasses two broad dimensions, each with unique components: (1) Resource dimension; and (2) Productivity dimension.  The resource dimension, derived from Rice and Croninger (2001), includes fiscal (direct allocations), human (knowledge and skills of professionals), social (community and collaboration), and cultural capital (develop relationships across ethnic and racial categories), as well as informational resources (outreach, professional development and training, and evaluation practices). The productivity dimension “takes into account the ability […of an organization] to translate resources into expected outcomes” (Malen & Rice, 2004, p. 635).


The resource dimension allows the complex system of early childhood education and development to be conceptualized according to domains that represent the essential elements of an effective system, namely a system that takes into account the multiple funding streams, the quality of teachers and other personnel in early childhood settings, levels of collaboration that occur within and among early childhood organizations, the ability to focus practices and develop relationships that are culturally relevant and meaningful, as well as the ability to develop effective professional development and trainings, evaluate ongoing improvement efforts, and  communicate results. All of these dimensions, as indicated throughout this paper, are based on effective and tested research.


The productivity dimension builds on and works in an aligned manner with the components of the resource dimension. Not only do early childhood organizations need adequate and coordinate resources, but also they need to be able to translate these resources into acceptable measures of performance and quality. Otherwise, without adequate levels of accountability and transparency, the potential for the flow of resources to be interrupted exists. Models like TEEM represent the kinds of networks that—according to preliminary results—demonstrate an ability to use resources productively and demonstrate real gains in student learning and school readiness. 


Making future policy and practice decisions—utilizing a framework that takes into account both a resource and productivity dimension—ensures that organizations that support early childhood education and development not only have adequate resources, but that these resources are effectively geared towards accountable and transparent results. 
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