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Abstract 

The issue of early care and education is squarely on the policy agenda at the federal, 

state, and local levels of government. Research and long-term evaluations of early childhood 

programs have shown that high quality early learning programs can close achievement gaps at 

school entry and have long lasting positive effects on children’s growth and development, 

ultimately leading to better societal outcomes. As a result, states are increasingly investing in 

preschool through a variety of institutional forms. This dissertation will examine the variation 

among those state policy choices and possible predictors for such choices. Utilizing the literature 

to define three frames for early care and education, those three frames of education, social 

service and workforce development then become the building blocks for seven typologies of 

institutional form of state pre-kindergarten programs. This research uses the NIEER survey data 

from 2003 – 2018 to quantify the characteristics associated with the three frames and then 

develop the typologies of institutional form for state pre-kindergarten that become the dependent 

variables of the study. The independent variables are state characteristics within the categories of 

education, socioeconomics, and politics. Each of the seven typologies and the state 

characteristics are analyzed through logistic regression to offer insight into the state 

characteristics that may predict the state choice of institutional form. The goals of the study are 

to develop an understanding of the variation in state choice for institutional form of state pre-

kindergarten as an important early care and education policy and to identify potential predictors 

for the choices made by the states. 
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Chapter 1: The Context of Early Childhood Policy 

Over the past several decades, the issue of early care and education has landed squarely 

on the policy agenda. With more households having all parents in the workforce, demand for 

child care is higher than at any time during history (U.S. Department of Labor, 2019). 

Additionally, the field of neuroscience has provided substantial evidence that most brain growth 

occurs in the first five years of a child’s life. The brain architecture that occurs during these early 

years builds the foundation for cognitive, social emotional and executive functions throughout 

the remainder of children’s lives (Barnett et al. 2003; Gormley 2011; Kagan and Cohen 1997; 

Olson 2016; Shonkoff and Levitt 2010).  This significant period of brain development impacts 

long term success in school and in the workforce and is thus an important frontier in public 

policy.  Brain research has been translated into public policy by scholars and economists, 

including Nobel laureate James Heckman, who have written extensively about the substantial 

return on investment of programs that target children in their youngest years (see e.g Heckman, 

2011, p. 7). This research and the recognition that a child’s earliest years provide a vital 

foundation for his or her future have also led to calls for higher quality early learning programs. 

The policy problem is embedded in the fact that early care and education is a complex set of 

programs with different funding streams and different goals. 

All levels of government, as well as multiple cross sector collaborations, are engaged in 

providing early childhood education (ECE) services, and each has a unique target audience and 

purpose. Early childhood policy is administered primarily at the state level and lends itself to a 

study of state choices. This dissertation first develops a taxonomy of frames for such programs to 

first understand the different orientations and policy goals of the varying early childhood 
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programs. Second, the dissertation explores the question of which state characteristics may lead 

to choices about goals, treatment, and governance of early care and education. The literature 

offers three basic frames for the typologies to be developed on which this dissertation is built: 

education, social services, and workforce development. Each frame is characterized by 

characteristics of its institutional form including the target population, rules for access, and 

program goals. The research questions to be considered are identifying contributing factors in 

states choices of the frame of the preschool program(s) in each state.  

Public Policy and Administration Implications 

An issue of interest in public policy and public administration is how the states achieve a 

common policy goal when states can, and do, administer the programs designed to accomplish 

the policy goal differently. Early childhood education and development provides policy scholars 

with a policy example that is attempting to address multiple goals. Through federal grants such 

as the Race to the Top and the Preschool Development Grant, the federal government has 

encouraged states to be laboratories of democracy (Tarr, 2001). However, each state has made 

choices about the administration and goals of ECE, and as a result, early care and education 

continues to be a disjointed group of programs funded through multiple federal, state, and local 

sources (McCabe & Sipple, 2011, p. e3). While the broader field of ECE, which includes both 

child development and early childhood education, has established cognitive, social-emotional, 

health, and family support goals for the programs, each state makes choices about how to 

administer programs and which goals will be prioritized.  

The topic of governance of early childhood programs is a recurring theme in the ECE 

literature. With the persistent label of ECE as a patchwork, a non-system, and siloed and with the 

growth of ECE on the policy agenda, governance has been viewed as the necessary solution (see 
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e.g. Hustedt & Barnett, 2011). These questions of governance are related to rules, authority, 

management, decision making, and structure (Goffin, Martella, & Coffman, 2011; Kalifeh, Lora, 

& Grass, 2011; Regenstein & Lipper, 2013). The governance issue in ECE is often tied to 

systems building and questions of who will manage the system of early care and education. 

However, this dissertation argues that institutional form provides a different vantage point from 

which to examine ECE in the states, particularly the program of state preschool. While 

governance may be a consideration in the broad term of institutional form, it is not the primary 

nor the only criterion for examining the policy. Institutional form defined as the “rules and 

penalties that condition access to resources and structure the treatment citizens receive in 

government programs” provides the broader lens through which to exam the variation and 

similarities of ECE policies and programs (Soss, Schram, Vartanian, & O’Brien, 2001, p. 379).  

Categorizing and understanding the variation in ECE and their relationships to policy 

provides a key link between policy and administration. Preschool or early care and education is 

not a single system of service provision. Therefore a study that categorizes ECE policy using the 

tool of institutional form (Soss et al., 2001) makes a valuable contribution to the public policy 

field by identifying and connecting policy levers to the achievement of policy goals (Pianta, 

Barnett, Burchinal, & Thornburg, 2009, p. 78). This dissertation takes a two-step approach by 

first creating a categorization of early care and education programs that will be used to develop a 

taxonomy of state programs. Secondly, this study identifies correlations between state 

characteristics and the framing choices for ECE in each state.  While understanding the variation 

in ECE policy and administration among the states is a gap in the public policy and 

administration literature, an additional benefit to this study is that ECE is a growing policy area 

that has significant potential for closing achievement gaps among children of poverty with their 
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peers from more affluent homes. The fragmentation and variation among the states, however, is a 

barrier to making programmatic and administrative changes which might impact such substantial 

outcomes. States continue to develop and implement ECE policy with little guidance and history 

of administration from which to draw. Early care and education as a policy area provide fertile 

ground for examining issues of state choice. The complex and fragmented governance and 

financing of early care and education provide a wealth of information for this and future policy 

work.  

This dissertation will establish three distinct frames for ECE policy. The categorization of 

the variety of ECE programs into three frames provides a new perspective for examination of 

public policy as well as contributes to the understanding of the multiple purposes of ECE and 

how those purposes might be administered. The three frames of education, social service, and 

workforce development have been addressed through separate literature but have not been 

explicitly scored and named together in any one work. The definition of the frames in general 

terms as well as the assignment of characteristics to each frame establishes the dependent 

variable in this dissertation and thus provides much broader implications for the future of ECE as 

a policy area. States and other entities that choose to implement ECE programs will have a 

foundation for decision making related to goals and delivery. Policy scholars will have a theory- 

based taxonomy of programs, studied through the broader lens of institutional form, through 

which to study variation and similarities among states. The concept of institutional form 

encompasses a broad range of characteristics that help segment the complexities of the policy 

into identifiable and measurable components. The diversity of where each state chooses to place 

the various ECE programs, as well as the variety of shared characteristics with ECE programs 

other than state preschool, can otherwise be a barrier to effective study of the policy. Breaking 



15 

 

this policy into individual components to rebuild frameworks will assist in understanding the 

variety of state choices. 

Early care and education policy is an underrepresented area of research within the field of 

public policy and public administration. The recency of its arrival on the policy agenda and the 

rapid growth of early care and education as a priority contribute to its lack of study. While the 

ECE field continues to conduct research on the efficacy of programming and practices which 

lead to positive long-term outcomes, ECE has not been studied broadly within the policy arena. 

The implications for state choice research as well as federalism, cross-sector collaboration, 

public finance, and evidence-based policy are also substantial and provide an opportunity for 

examination of the application of policy studies utilizing the lens of early care and education 

policy.   

ECE as Workforce Development 

 Early care and education, as a policy issue, is seen as a workforce development issue in 

three distinct ways: a support for working families, a need to professionalize and compensate the 

early care and education workforce, and growth of the future workforce. Two of the perspectives 

are addressed in Chapter 2 of this dissertation through the creation of the frames that comprise 

the dependent variable. The third perspective is related neither to the dependent nor independent 

variables but is vital to understanding what has influenced the placement of ECE on the policy 

agenda. 

 “Achievement gap” is the term used to describe the difference between children who are 

ready for school success and those who are not. The presence of such gaps at school entry is 

shown to lead to longer term negative outcomes such as lack of ability to read on grade-level by 
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the end of third grade, later school failure, and eventually school dropout and the societal and 

economic issues that result from lack of education. Research has shown that achievement gaps 

between socioeconomic and racial groups exists prior to a child’s kindergarten entry (W. S. 

Barnett & Frede, 2010; Pianta, Steven Barnett, Burchinal, & Thornburg, 2009). These 

achievement gaps continue to grow and result in increasingly more severe gaps by third grade 

which is a time that children move from learning to read to reading to learn. Children not reading 

on grade level by the end of third grade are at least four times more likely to drop out of school 

without receiving a high school diploma and even more likely to drop out as their poverty level 

increases (Hernandez, 2012, p. 4).  

The premise of Head Start, the first national preschool program, is that all children, 

including children from low-income families and children of color, should be provided an even 

playing field at school entry. Head Start is designed to reduce those achievement gaps through a 

combination of preschool programs as well as supports for improving health and family 

outcomes of children. However, Head Start only reaches a portion of the population in poverty. 

Historically, children who have had the greatest achievement gaps are those in poverty and those 

of color. As time has progressed, however, middle class children have also shown to display the 

negative outcomes such as not being ready for school, failing in school, and eventually dropping 

out of the education system (W. S. Barnett, 2011, p. 34).  As such, business groups like the 

Business Roundtable and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce have placed high quality early 

learning on their advocacy agendas to ensure an effective and educated future workforce. 

Research helps advocates connect the dots from early childhood to third grade achievement and 

from third grade achievement to high school graduation or lack thereof. Thus, business groups 

have joined the advocacy community for increased investment in early care and education as it 
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prepares the workforce of the future (Bushouse, 2009a; Watson, 2011). Students who drop out of 

high school are certainly not eligible for college and otherwise not prepared for the workforce 

needed to sustain the economy.  

Early Care and Education Programs 

The three primary early care and education programs to be considered through this 

dissertation are child care, Head Start, and state preschool. Both child care and Head Start 

programs have a long history in the United States while state preschool is a relatively recent 

program developed in response to the aforementioned brain research as well as to a substantial 

push for its presence on the state and national policy agendas (Bushouse, 2009b). 

History of Child Care  

Child care is not fully a public good nor fully privately provided. Child care services are 

provided in the private market by providers that have as their business custodial care for 

children. The federal government provides subsidies to child care providers for the care of 

children whose families are considered low income. The federal funds are awarded to states in 

the form of a block grant, the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF), and are then utilized 

for the purposes of subsidizing the cost of child care as a support for working parents. Child care 

as provided for in CCDF is the provision of custodial care to keep children safe while mothers 

work (Lowenstein, 2011, p. 95). These block grants are provided to state agencies who are then 

responsible for distribution. Each state chooses the structure and form for administration of 

CCDF, but the purpose of the funds is to provide, at minimum, custodial care of children.  

Throughout the nation’s history, the issue of who will care for children has revolved 

around economic and social issues including poverty which required women of a lower class to 
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work outside of the home. Charities began to form in the late 1700’s which were designed to 

help women of poverty forced to work due to economic and social conditions. The charities 

formed day nurseries which were designed to provide custodial care for the children of poverty 

while the mothers worked in low paying jobs. At the same time, nursery schools were created to 

provide a more educational and social environment for the middle and upper class children to 

learn and socialize  (Michel, 1999). Even from the birth of the U.S. as a country, questions were 

being asked about whether early childhood programs were custodial care or education. However, 

there was not a significant public funding stream to support early care and education until the era 

of the Great Depression. In 1933, the federal government provided funding for day nurseries 

designed to care for children while mothers worked (Cohen, 1996, p. 28). Following the 

Depression federal funding for day nurseries grew with crises, such as World War II, and shrank 

as crises ended. In 1940, the Lanham Act was passed as a workforce development tool and 

provided federal funding in the form of grants and loans to help parents work in areas most 

affected by the war (Cohen, 1996, p. 29). This first foray into the government’s support of 

working mothers was met with some resistance from the values that mothers should be home 

with their children. However, the need for working mothers during wartime outweighed more 

traditional values regarding the role of women and their children. These wartime child care 

programs were primarily housed in public schools and were mostly closed in 1946 following the 

end of the federal funding. It was not until 1974 that the federal government again provided 

funding for child care, this time through Title XX of the Social Security Act (Michel, 1999, p. 

251) and in 1976 through the Aid to Day Care Centers Act (Cohen, 1996, p. 32). The support 

was intended to subsidize child care for low-income families and to enable parents to work and 

become self-sufficient. Funds to support those in poverty and to encourage entry into the 
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workforce were the only significant federal funding to support child care. As a component of 

these programs, states were required to provide a match and were eligible for federal funds of up 

to three dollars for every one dollar provided by the state. This combination of funds provided 

slots for children in centers which held contracts with the state, effectively limiting parental 

choice only to programs which received the funds (Cohen, 1996; Michel, 1999). Parents were 

thus often forced to choose between quality and affordability. 

During the Reagan years, Title XX was transformed into a block grant to the states in 

response to the perception that the federal government was an out-of-control bureaucracy, 

particularly in the case of welfare (Cohen, 1996).  In addition to the change in administration, the 

funds were cut by nearly twenty percent and the requirements that tied the funds to programs 

meeting regulatory standards were eliminated (Cohen, 1996, p. 32). The combination of the 

devolution of child care to the states and the different state matching efforts has led to problems 

in being able to effectively measure the total amount of public funds dedicated to child care. 

Through the 1980’s, child care and welfare reform were woven together by requiring that 

those who received child care subsidy to be actively engaged in working or job training. With the 

passage of the Family Support Act (FSA) in 1988, the federal government tied child care directly 

to entering and remaining in the workforce. Additionally, the FSA tied child care rates to the 

local market rates by not allowing publicly funded payments to “exceed the local market rate 

charged for child care” (Cohen, 1996, p. 34). This led to inequity among the states in the ability 

to fund child care. States such as Alabama and Louisiana received the minimum rates while 

states such as Ohio, Virginia and Wisconsin received higher rates than ever before (Cohen, 1996, 

p. 34). 
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In 1996, Congress approved the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) which 

combined multiple federal streams and state funds. CCDF still provides the largest funding 

source for child care in the United States and is administered as a block grant to the states. 

Regulations require that states spend at least 70 percent of federal and matching funds on the 

provision of child care services (Greenberg, Lombardi, & Schumacher, 2000, p. 3). States have a 

great deal of discretion in the administration of the funds and each state receives an amount of 

federal funding directly related to the state’s individual contribution or match. States can use a 

variety of funds such as state pre-kindergarten, private funds, and certain types of state funds to 

match federal dollars (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, n.d.). The complicated 

funding and administration systems are designed to provide families the necessary supports to 

work which in turn should reduce the number of families at risk of needing Temporary 

Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). The variety in administration of child care mirrors the 

variety of administration in all other early childhood care and education programs: fragmented 

and siloed without a shared vision or goals. The differences in the levels of funding are also 

substantial. With the growing emphasis and policy agenda on the importance of early brain 

development, advocates are raising awareness about the need for child care to focus on more 

than custodial care but also to be of high quality and encouraging and supporting healthy 

development of all children. This recognition adds to the goals of a system that was originally 

designed for custodial care. 

History of Head Start  

Head Start, the most notable early childhood federal program, was developed out of the 

War on Poverty in the 1960’s. Head Start, administered through the Administration for Children 

and Families within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, provides funds directly 
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from the federal government to community organizations, often community action agencies, to 

fund the programs targeted primarily to low-income children and families. 

The Head Start program is one of the few remaining programs established as part of the 

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964  (Cohen, 1996; Kalifeh et al., 2011). Head Start 

appropriations have, in terms of actual dollars, increased over time as indicated in Figure 2. What 

initially started as a summer program for a small number of children has grown to serve nearly 

900,000 children and their families in 2018 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 

2019).  
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Figure 1.1 

Head Start Appropriations 1966-2019 

 

Head Start was born out of a belief that providing a comprehensive education program 

that focused on child learning and development would help break the cycle of poverty. The 

program targeted not only the child but also the family who was expected to be engaged 

Figure 2  

Head Start Actual Appropriations 1966-2019 

 

 

 

Note: FY2009 funding includes ARRA funds. 

Source: https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ 
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throughout the learning process. Head Start programs were initially located in local education 

agencies (LEA’s) and in the newly created infrastructure of Community Action Agencies which 

were designed to serve as “clearinghouses to administer and coordinate social service, education, 

job training, and legal service programs” to those in poverty (Flanagan, 2001, p. 585).  

The history of Head Start, much as the history of federal funding for child care, has not 

been without some disagreement about its orientation, purpose, or values. The program, formed 

under President Johnson, was originally housed within the executive branch’s Office of 

Economic Opportunity. Five years later, President Nixon moved the program to the Office of 

Child Development within the Department for Health, Education and Welfare. In 1978, this large 

federal agency was dissolved and separated into the Department of Education and the 

Department of Health and Human Services. There was some debate about whether Head Start 

should be a part of education or human services. Once again, the debate focused on the intent of 

the program. Head Start became a part of the Department of Health and Human Services where it 

remains. 

While federal funding for child care for low income families is provided from HHS 

through the states, Head Start funding bypasses the states and grants funds directly to local 

entities including community organizations, school systems, foundations and private entities 

(Kalifeh et al., 2011, p. 49). This bypassing of the states is significant in the consideration of 

institutional forms. There is not a governing body at the state level which monitors Head Start 

quality nor its administration. Head Start programs are governed by federal regulations and 

monitored by the regional offices of the Administration for Children and Families. With the 

variation in administration, the state preschool program may or may not be integrated with Head 
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Start. The relationship between state preschool programs and Head Start varies substantially 

among the states.  

State Preschool  

The most recent development in the field of early care and education is the establishment 

and growth of state funded preschool, sometimes called state pre-kindergarten or state pre-k, 

focused on preparing children for school. This program has significant variation among the states 

in terms of its purposes, target populations, funding mechanisms, and institutional home. 

Currently, forty- four states and the District of Columbia administer sixty different state funded 

preschool programs, each choosing their own eligibility requirements and funding mechanisms 

(A. Friedman-Krauss et al., 2019).  

The growth of funding has elevated the issue of early care and education to one with 

serious fiscal implications. State funding for pre-k has increased from just under $2.5 billion, 

dollars not adjusted for inflation, in 37 states during 2001-2002 (W. S. Barnett et al., 2003, p. 38) 

to $8.75 billion in 44 states and the District of Columbia during the 2018-2019 school year  

(Friedman-Krauss et al., 2020, p. 10). This increase in resources dedicated to state preschool is 

an indicator of its importance on the policy agenda as well as the need for increased coordination 

for the purposes of accountability and effectiveness. Each state chooses the administrative home, 

the institutional arrangements, the funding sources and the rules and regulations for its own 

program. Many states have chosen to house the preschool program in their department of 

education which is, in most cases, a separate agency from the one that administers child care. 

Some states have chosen to administer multiple programs, each with a different administrative 

home as well as a different funding source. Other states choose to establish separate agencies 

dedicated solely to early care and education. The variation in the institutional forms of state 
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preschool provide the basis for this dissertation. The specific characteristics and their base in the 

literature are discussed fully in the dependent variable description presented in Chapters 2 and 3. 
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Chapter 2: Construction of the Variables from the Academic Literature 

Public policy around the issue of child care and early education is “inconsistent, 

fragmented, with troubling consequences” (Stoney & Greenberg, 1996, p. 84). However, early 

care and education as a policy issue is growing on the policy agenda at the federal and state 

levels. This dissertation takes a two - stage approach to studying the issue within the public 

administration and public policy context. Using the broad definition of institutional form from 

the political science literature, this dissertation constructs a typology of early care and education 

choices for institutional form based on characteristics of education, workforce development, and 

welfare programs. These three frames then become the dependent variables of the research. 

Secondly, this dissertation seeks to explain why states make the choices that they make about the 

frames within the individual states. 

As debates continue about the federal role in education policy and as states take on more 

diverse policies, it is important to understand both the variation and similarities in policy choices. 

Similar to welfare policy, no longer does the federal government dictate institutional form for 

early care and education policy (Lieberman & Shaw, 2006; Soss et al., 2001). State choices 

impact policy, politics, and service provision as well as constituencies that benefit from such 

policies. Developing a classification of institutional forms for early care and education can 

provide some rhythm to the discord among the states. The academic literature has historically 

classified early childhood policy as either custodial or educational in its goals and structure 

(Grubb, 1987; Karch, 2013; Michel, 1999). This dissertation, however, provides a more specific 

typology based on the institutional form based on Grubb’s 1987 report that offers the third 

classification of workfare as a need for early care and education policy. This dissertation extends 

the workfare argument made by Grubbs (1987) to a workforce development frame that includes 
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both custodial arrangements for children as well as the opportunity to develop the education and 

wages of the early care and education workforce as well as the potential workforce of the parents 

of children engaged in the state program.  

The characteristics of institutional form used in this research specify three overarching 

goals for early care and education: workforce development that facilitates working families, 

social services that are designed to uplift families and thus communities, and education that is 

focused on improving the cognitive and academic outcomes. These three frames are created 

within this dissertation by examining characteristics of their institutional forms and then become 

the dependent variables of the research. Providing common vocabulary and classifications can 

help us understand both the variation and the similarities.  

This dissertation seeks to answer the research questions about determinants for state 

framing of early childhood education and development as exhibited by the characteristics of the 

state funded preschool program(s) in each state. Which state characteristics are associated with 

choice of education, social service, or workforce development frames? Do states choose multiple 

frames? How does the interaction of state funded preschool with other funding streams impact 

the definition of the program and its policy goals?  

This chapter organizes the theory and literature according to its association with the 

dependent and/ or independent variables. Such organization allows for a thorough but focused 

examination of the literature.  Broadly, the literature that is used in support of the overall model 

falls into the policy, administration, and education fields. In order to build the three frames, 

literature related to institutional form as well as literature related to social service, workforce 

development, and education policies are used.  
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Institutional Form 

Institutional form is broadly defined as the rules, norms, cultures, practices, and 

structures that comprise institutions that seek to address needs of society (Casto & Sipple, 2011; 

Lieberman & Shaw, 2006; Soss et al., 2001; Weisbrod, 1998).  The elements of institutional 

form and the combination thereof come together for a specific purpose or function. Ideally, the 

institutional form would derive from explicit choices made by government about the purpose of a 

particular program. However, early care and education as a policy or set of policies has been 

shown throughout the literature to have varying policy goals (Adams & Rohacek, 2002; 

Greenberg et al., 2000; Karch, 2013; Michel, 1999; Stoney & Greenberg, 1996). As a result, 

understanding the institutional form and its typology will provide an additional understanding of 

why a particular early childhood care and education (ECCE) program is or is not meeting its 

targets. While this is an interesting by-product of this study, it is not the primary research 

question. Instead, the research questions are around those factors that contribute to states making 

the choices they do about institutional form.   

This study of institutional form is important to the fields of public policy, politics, and 

administration in that assumably, state choices regarding institutional form are related to the 

purpose of the policy. However the purpose of early childhood is shown to be somewhat of a 

puzzle (Michel, 1999). The choices for purpose of early care and education span multiple policy 

areas, primarily workforce development, education, and social service. These frames for ECCE 

may or may not be the outright choices of the states. However, understanding the association 

between state choices for institutional form and state characteristics may provide some insight 

into the future policy directions for ECCE at the federal, state, and local levels.  Certain states 

may have social service goals for ECCE, but the elements of their institutional form more closely 
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relate to education.  In still other states, the expressed purpose of ECCE could be education, but 

the form reflects social service characteristics. This study provides a classification of institutional 

forms for ECCE policies, specifically state preschool and provides a practical tool to help guide 

states as they consider purpose and choice. This study contributes to the academic literature by 

first offering a measured classification of the three prominent frames for early care and education 

policy: education, workforce development, and social service or welfare. Secondly, the study 

builds a bridge between the early education literature and the policy literature by applying the 

institutional form framework to the emerging issue of ECCE. Thirdly, this study applies the state 

comparative literature to the study of early care and education policy choices which are 

underrepresented in the state policy literature. Finally, this study lays the groundwork for future 

research in linking policy choices for institutional form to effectiveness of programs, specifically 

those in the ECCE realm. 

By providing a classification of institutional forms based on each one’s characteristics, 

this dissertation extends the research about institutional form. In addition to the literature which 

defines those conditions and constraints, this dissertation will apply characteristics associated 

with three typologies: social service or welfare, education, and workforce development.  

State Preschool 

State preschool, also known as state pre-kindergarten or state pre-k, is the program 

through which state framing will be evaluated. The institutional form for state preschool will be 

measured through a series of characteristics which are associated with each frame of social 

service, education, and workforce development.  
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A state preschool or state pre-kindergarten program is defined as one which is funded and 

controlled by the state, focuses on a three and/or four-year-old child’s early education, provides 

learning in a group setting at least two days per week, and is not focused on children with 

disabilities (W. S. Barnett et al., 2003, p. 11; A. H. Friedman-Krauss et al., 2020, p. 40). 

Throughout its many years of State Preschool Yearbooks, the National Institute for Early 

Education Research (NIEER) has established a consistent definition for state pre-kindergarten. In 

additional to identifying the general characteristics which define state preschool, the yearbooks 

also provide insight into what preschool is not. While state pre-kindergarten or preschool can 

indeed be coordinated with state child care funds, the child care program and the state preschool 

program are not the same program. Additionally, state preschool is not the same program as 

Head Start, even if the state supplements Head Start programs, unless such supplement 

substantially increases access or additional services. Finally, programs that focus on parent 

education or establish a work requirement for parents are not considered state preschool (A. 

Friedman-Krauss et al., 2020, p. 40). This definition of state preschool establishes the parameters 

for the programs to be considered in this study yet still allows for enough variation to allow for 

the classification of programs according to characteristics closely resembling social service, 

education, and/or workforce development programs. 

Preschool Politics and the States 

The variation in institutional forms among the states serves as the dependent variable of 

this dissertation’s models. This variation and the evidence of fragmentation are results of a long 

history of political struggles between the interests and the intent of ECCE (Karch, 2013). At one 

point in time, there was an opportunity for a unified approach to early childhood policy. 

However, a critical juncture in 1971 caused the effort for unification to derail and for advocates 
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to choose a different path for early care and education (Karch, 2013). Those who sought to 

expand the government’s intervention in the early care and education field were forced to shop 

for other venues that included the states (Karch, 2013). President Nixon’s veto of the 

Comprehensive Child Development Act in 1971 led to a more permanent fracturing of the early 

care and education community, particularly those special interests already entrenched and 

recipients of federal funding. This one event is still viewed as the turning point and critical 

juncture in the field of ECCE policy; the opportunity to have one federal system which 

comprehensively addressed the needs of children and working families was lost when Nixon 

vetoed the bill (Karch, 2013; Michel, 1999). This transition from a focus on federal level policy 

and framing to a decentralized state policy arena led directly to the variation among the states 

and the lack of systems and continuity in ECCE policy and administration. Each state has 

implemented the different components of ECCE policy differently. When federal child care 

funds were provided to states as a block grant, each state made choices about implementation 

and use of the funds. As states began to address the educational needs of young children, each 

state chose different forms for state funded preschool as well as how state preschool was to 

combine with other funding sources such as child care block grant, Head Start grants, and federal 

and state education funds. 

State preschool programs can be classified as targeted or universal. These two types of 

programs have different goals and different constraints that are directly related to their 

institutional form (Weisbrod, 1998) Targeted programs have the constraint that they serve those 

perceived as highest need based on income or other risk factors associate with lower school 

performance. Head Start is the federal program that targets children from the lowest income 

families and was initiated as part of the War on Poverty in the 1960’s. States implementing 
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preschool programs have often followed suit and initially targeted their programs to children of 

low-income families. However, even targeted programs still do not reach the majority of low-

income children (W. S. Barnett, 2015). States such as Oklahoma, Georgia, and Florida were 

among the first to provide universal pre-kindergarten to children regardless of income or other 

achievement risk factors (Smith, 2020). Universal pre-kindergarten has fewer constraints and is 

thought to be a vehicle that provides access and benefits to all children, and even more so to the 

highest need children. Universal preschool offers at least two substantial advantages over 

targeted programs; first, it removes the stigma of entitlement or means-tested programs, and 

second, universal programs are shown to have a stronger, more long-lasting positive impact on 

those children with the highest needs (W. S. Barnett, 2015; Van Huizen & Plantenga, 2018). 

Without federal guidance or incentives, states have been left to make policy choices about 

whether they want to provide universal or targeted pre-kindergarten programs. The primary 

stated objective of many state pre-kindergarten programs is to close achievement gaps between 

groups of children (Lipsey, Farran, & Durkin, 2018; Valentino, 2018). The question about 

whether states utilize the institutional form consistent with targeted or universal is thus a central 

policy question to be answered by each state.  

Just as questions about whether to provide universal or targeted programming, states 

must also make choices about requirements and standards of quality. Choosing higher quality 

often involves choosing to fund programs at a higher level per child. NIEER, the national leader 

on such quality research, has defined the minimum quality elements which offer the best chance 

for programs to achieve the objectives of closing achievement gaps and having lasting positive 

impacts on children’s cognitive and non-cognitive learning. The ten elements of quality 

identified by NIEER are around teacher education and qualifications, curriculum and teacher 
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support, developmental and health screenings and referrals for children, and class size (A. 

Friedman-Krauss et al., 2020). The quality standards are based on research that shows which 

elements lead to better outcomes for children (S. W. Barnett, 2016; Van Huizen & Plantenga, 

2018). 

How states govern preschool is also a consideration in the institutional form. A majority 

of states house the state preschool program within the state education agency also responsible for 

governance and administration of K-12 education. However, the administrative home is only a 

piece of the governance puzzle. In most states, the funding for pre-kindergarten is separate from 

the K-12 funding formula and is thus subject to separate governing legislation and guidelines. 

The variation among the states, while a positive for this study, is indicative of its fragmentation. 

Such a patchwork leads to a substantial variation among the states in all components of 

institutional form including who has access to state pre-kindergarten services and what those 

services are (Karch, 2013, p. 7). The fragmentation that began in the early 1970’s with Nixon’s 

veto has substantially increased over the past fifty years. 

The Three Typologies as Dependent Variables 

The creation of the three typologies based on the institutional form characteristics 

provides the dependent variable for this dissertation. By creating the three forms, this dissertation 

contributes a more granular understanding of the characteristics and forms of early childhood 

education in the states. State pre-kindergarten does not have one institutional form nor one set of 

established goals and constraints. Each state makes specific choices related to the institutional 

form through both legislative and administrative decisions that include administrative home, 

services provided, funding streams, and eligibility regulations. These choices are not always 

related to the desired outcomes, and there is very little guidance for states around specific policy 
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choices regarding institutional form and how those choices relate to the goals of the programs. 

This dissertation establishes a method of classification of state preschool programs into one of 

three categories and uses those classifications as the dependent variables: social service or 

welfare, education, and workforce development. 

Social services or welfare has been a driver at different points in history for federally 

funded ECCE programs such as child care and Head Start. While states also provide matching 

funds for the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF), the overall purpose and use are 

established at the federal level. Unlike CCDF and Head Start, states fund and develop the rules 

for state preschool without federal oversight or official guidance, and the variation among the 

states provides insight into how early care and education are valued as well as the accepted 

purposes for such programs. 

State preschool and early care and education in general have multiple characteristics that 

do not fit neatly into one of the frames provided. Not including those characteristics in this study 

does not diminish their importance or significance. However, the characteristics chosen are ones 

that are based in the research, and which are dominant in one of the frames indicated. Multiple 

studies have provided descriptive research on the multiple characteristics of early care and 

education, specifically universal preschool. To provide a taxonomy and to understand state 

choices, this work focuses on those 15 characteristics in Table 2.1 that literature has shown to be 

associated with each frame.  
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Table 2.1  

State Preschool Policy Frames 

 Social Service 

 

Education 

 

Workforce 

Development 

Income as a condition of eligibility ✓   

Child health services required ✓   

Screenings (health and/or 

developmental required) 

✓   

Referral to social services required ✓   

Delivery system includes Head Start ✓   

Education and job training for parents   ✓ 

TANF funds support program   ✓ 

CCDF funds support program   ✓ 

Work day is length of daily 

programming 

  ✓ 

Delivery system includes private child 

care 

  ✓ 

Lead teachers must have bachelor’s 

degree 

 ✓  

Transition to Kindergarten activities 

required 

 ✓  

School day is length of daily 

programming 

 ✓  

Program is funded at least in part 

through state school funding formula 

 ✓  

Delivery system includes public schools  ✓  

 

Social Service Frame 

In terms of early childhood, social services have some distinguishing characteristics that 

are aligned with Head Start characteristics.  Among the unique characteristics of the social 

service frame are that services are targeted to low income children and/or their families and are 

intended to incentivize and facilitate change at the community level (Kalifeh et al., 2011; Nichols 

& Jurvansuu, 2008). “The key outcomes in human services are not only the health and well-

being of children and their families, but also the building of community capacity and social 

capital” (Nichols & Jurvansuu, 2008, p. 121). Head Start programs fit the social service frame. 



36 

 

They are designed to impact the poverty community by improving health, education, and family 

outcomes for children and families. Head Start “is a program aimed at improving the 

comprehensive school readiness of low-income American children through an array of 

education, health and social services” (Gilliam & Ripple, 2004, p. 17)  In order to create the 

taxonomy of policy frames for state preschool perspectives, Head Start is used as the benchmark 

program for the social service frame. In determining which state program fits into a specific 

frame, the NIEER annual survey data are used. This survey asks every state to respond to a series 

of questions about the governance, policies, eligibility, and other characteristics of each state’s 

preschool program. To develop each frame, the states’ answers to a selected number of questions 

is grouped and scored according to the frame of social service, education, or workforce 

development.  

The first characteristic that identifies the state pre-k program as a social service program 

is whether eligibility for participation is based on family or household income. The targeted 

nature of the program to individuals who are considered high risk for needing public assistance 

will provide insight into the policy frame for state preschool. If the state program’s eligibility for 

participation is based on income, that program receives a point on the social service scale. 

Because social service programs are also characterized by providing health and 

comprehensive services (Nichols & Jurvansuu, 2008), a state’s affirmative responses to the 

survey questions about health and developmental screenings, referrals for social services, and the 

requirement for provision of health services for children are also included as points in the social 

services scale. The presence of all three characteristics indicates a strong social service 

orientation while the presence of only one might indicate that the state has chosen to limit 

resources on social services to focus on another purpose of the program. Head Start is often more 
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expensive due to the federal requirement for comprehensive and family services. States who are 

focused on school readiness may not invest the dollars into health and family services which are 

the hallmark of Head Start. 

Finally, an affirmative answer that Head Start funds support the state preschool program 

will be an indicator of the orientation toward social service than toward education or workforce 

development. The use of Head Start funds requires that the state preschool program using such 

funds will comply with Head Start guidelines and practices which are social service in nature. 

Education Frame 

The education framing of early care and education is not without its own controversies. 

There is a divide in the field of education about whether pre-kindergarten is the new kindergarten 

which has become the new first grade. Those on the early childhood education and child 

development side of the argument provide research that preschool practices should be different 

than elementary education practices (McCabe & Sipple, 2011). The disconnect and need for 

transition between early childhood and elementary education has been well documented (K. A. 

Kauerz, 2010). Children sitting at desks and completing worksheets has no impact on long term 

future school success; instead, high quality early childhood learning is relational and relies 

heavily on the teacher-child interaction (Pianta, Hamre, & Nguyen, 2020). However, the 

practices in K-12 are ingrained and long standing. Additionally, the stakes are becoming higher, 

particularly in states that have adopted testing at the third-grade level and that requires students 

be retained in grade until they are able to read at the appropriate level as defined by the state. If 

the state preschool program is framed as education, there are many questions about whether it is 

framed as early childhood or elementary education. However, for the purposes of this study, we 

will define education as the focus on “improved educational outcomes for students” (Nichols & 



38 

 

Jurvansuu, 2008, p. 121). In a comparison of Head Start and state funded preschool, Gormley 

states that state pre-k is “more clearly focused on early learning” as the vehicle to “prepare 

young children for school” (Gormley, Phillips, Adelstein, & Shaw, 2010, p. 397). 

The responses to questions regarding the length of the instructional day, the yearly 

calendar and alignment with K-12 practices are used as indicators of the program falling within 

the education frame. One indicator is that the program follows the school year or even school 

day as opposed to the calendar year or school year. Alignment of early learning standards to K-

12 standards as well as requiring transition to kindergarten activities are also indicators of the 

education framing of the early childhood policy. If eligibility is based solely on age rather than 

on income or risk factors, this also parallels K-12 policies. Funding of the programs through the 

K-12 funding formula or foundation program is another indicator of an education orientation of 

the program.  

Workforce Development Frame 

The workforce development frame is one in which early childhood services are provided 

in order to support child caregivers such as parents in the workforce (Cohen, 1996; Kalifeh et al., 

2011). The child care subsidy program was initially created and comes from a long history of 

providing supports for mothers to work (Adams & Rohacek, 2002). Workforce development’s 

primary focus is to help individuals being socioeconomically upwardly mobile through 

improving individuals’ abilities and skills in order to grow professionally and become qualified 

for better paying jobs (Adams & Heller, 2015).   Workforce development as a policy fits 

squarely into Peterson’s (1995) definition of developmental type policy that is designed 

specifically for economic growth (Hwang & Gray, 1991). By growing skills, abilities and 

earning potential of the human capital of a state, workforce development efforts are closely 
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linked to economic development and growth (Jones & Kelly, 2007). State preschool programs 

that are framed as workforce development have two primary objectives in achieving the goal of 

developing the workforce. First, they enable parents to work a full day, full calendar year job by 

providing care and education for the children of the members of the workforce. Secondly, the 

workforce development frame is one that encourages growth of the early childhood workforce 

itself. The multiple purposes of the workforce development frame provide specific indicators that 

are found within the NIEER survey as well.  

To identify those state preschool programs that fit more in the workforce development 

camp, questions that illustrate requirements for full year or extended day programs rather than 

school year and school day are among the most obvious. Specifically, the response to the survey 

questions which ask if after school care is a requirement and if the programs are required to 

provide services for a full calendar year or an extended day will be used as indicators. 

Additionally, a workforce development type program would most likely respond in the 

affirmative to the question which asks if education or job training services are provided for 

parents. The survey contains distinguishing characteristics about the type of services required for 

each state program, some of which fit in the social services frame and some of which fit in the 

workforce development frame. Those questions that support growing or developing the 

workforce, whether it be the ECCE workforce or the parents of students in the program, will be 

used to measure the characteristics of this frame. 

The Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) was created with the intended purpose of 

providing subsidizing child care so that parents can work. The Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children (AFDC) cash assistance program was replaced by the Temporary Assistance to Needy 

Families (TANF) block grant program as a result of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work 
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Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), and work requirements were placed as a condition 

of benefits. Responding yes to the questions regarding the use of TANF and CCDF funds to 

support the preschool program are indicators of the program’s fit within the workforce 

development frame.  

Finally, the workforce development component that encourages parents to improve their 

skills through providing education and job training services for parents. State preschool 

programs that have characteristics that facilitate working parents, growing skills for the parents 

of children in the program, and using TANF and/ or CCDF are considered workforce 

development type programs. 

Independent Variables 

Peterson provides three classifications of municipal policies that have been extended to 

state policies and that are useful in the classification of types of policies and internal and external 

determinants of such state policies (Hwang & Gray, 1991; Peterson, 1995). Peterson’s 

classifications of redistributive, allocational, and developmental types of social service policy 

provide structure within which to examine determinants of state policy and selected institutional 

form of such policy. Hwang and Gray (1991) utilize Peterson’s classifications in looking at 

determinants and posit that political factors will mostly be relevant for the social service frame 

that is redistributive in nature. The education and workforce development typologies are more 

aligned with Peterson’s developmental type policy, however the conservative perception of the 

public provision of child care services is often perceived as an over-reach by government (Karch, 

2013; Michel, 1999) . Education can be a combination of the allocational and developmental, but 

Hwang and Gray (1991) found that it was more closely aligned with developmental. These 
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categories are important in that they provide some broad guidance in constructing hypotheses 

about determinants of state choices. 

 Hwang and Gray (1991) examine two broadly used determinants of choice: 

socioeconomic characteristics of the state and political characteristics of the state. Additionally, 

in the tradition of V.O. Key, Soss et al (2001) and Lieberman and Shaw (2006), also use state 

needs as a determining factor in state choice. Following the logic of Nice and Karch, “policy 

adoption is more likely when the policy responds to conditions within a state” (Karch, 2010, p. 

224; see also Nice, 1994). Needs can be classified as certain socioeconomic characteristics or in 

other relevant needs. For the purposes of this dissertation, certain education factors will be 

considered as an indicator of state need. 

This study moves beyond whether a state adopts the policy of funding and implementing 

state preschool and moves to the examination of the characteristics of such preschool as well as 

typing the institutional form of the program based on those characteristics. The institutional form 

is classified in the three categories of social service, education, and workforce development; the 

explanatory variables chosen are ones that are related to the adoption of specific characteristics 

of the institutional form of the state preschool program(s) in each state. To conduct the analysis, 

each state preschool program will be classified according to the characteristics as summarized in 

the dependent variable section and will then be related to other policies which share 

characteristics of the categories of institutional form developed in this dissertation. 

Education Characteristics of the States  

Education factors are relevant state characteristics to help in understanding the policy 

choices of the states when those choices are related to education, workforce development or 
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social services. Both Curran and Barnett have utilized K-12 expenditures as a predictor of state 

commitment to education (W. S. Barnett et al., 2003; Curran, 2015). To take the analysis one 

step further in looking at commitment, education expenditures per student for kindergarten 

through 12th grade will be used as a measure of commitment to education (Jackson, 2020).  

States that show increased commitment to K-12 as measured through per pupil education 

spending are expected to be more likely to adopt education characteristics. The National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) scores at fourth grade which are low are also an 

indicator of education need in the tradition of Soss, et al. (2001) and will be an indicator of the 

institutional form framed as education. 

An additional education related state characteristic of interest will be based on the growth 

or decline of the school age population. According to Dr. Steven Barnett at NIEER, states that 

have adopted preschool programs, particularly in the education frame, may have had a declining 

school age population in grades kindergarten through 12th grade, opening an opportunity to add 

another grade (pre-k) without changing the funding formula (Bushouse, 2009; Fernandez & 

Rogerson, 2001; Phone conversation with Barnett, February 2020). 

An education characteristic with economic implications for states is the high school 

completion and drop-out rates. Students who drop out of high school are less likely to earn a 

professional living wage and more likely to have social as well as economic costs in terms of 

crime, welfare, and low productivity (Acosta & Martin, 2013). It is thus assumed that states with 

a higher percentage of the population that have less than high school attainment will be more 

likely to choose social service and workforce development characteristics for the state 

preschool’s institutional form.  

Socioeconomic Characteristics of the States  
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Socioeconomic characteristics of states including racial make-up and other characteristics 

of the population and the state economy provide insight into state choices. A variety of 

demographic variables will be considered as possible correlates to the adoption of certain frames 

for state funded preschool. Relevant state demographic variables include the percent of the 

population that is non-white. According to research about the provision of non-cash based social 

service programs, such programs are not as widely provided and supported in states with higher 

populations of those who would receive the service (T. L. Gais, 2009). Specifically, research has 

demonstrated that states with larger non-white populations are less inclined to adopt social 

services oriented policies (Federico, 2004; Fellowes & Rowe, 2004; Karch, 2010; Soss et al., 

2001). Thus, the percent of the population that is non-white will be used as a predictor related to 

the adoption of a state preschool program which is targeted to lower income children and fits 

within the social service frame. Additionally, a higher percentage of unwed or single mothers is 

expected to be associated with a lower likelihood of adopting social service characteristics 

(Fellowes & Rowe, 2004; Soss et al., 2001). 

State economies have been shown to have a substantial impact on the adoption of 

policies, so it follows that the characteristics of such policy would also be impacted by state 

economic indicators (T. L. Gais, 2009). The overall fiscal health of the state has been shown to 

have a direct impact on the adoption of policy, particularly those policies which go over and 

above federal requirements as does state preschool (F. S. Berry & Berry, 1990; Curran, 2015). A 

commonly used economic indicator in state comparative studies is per capita income as a proxy 

for state wealth and will be used in this analysis as well (T. L. Gais, 2009; Lieberman & Shaw, 

2006). The theory is that states with greater wealth are more likely to invest in developmental 

type policies (Fellowes & Rowe, 2004; Peterson, 1995). Gais (2009) separates social service 
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programs into three categories of cash assistance, medical payments, and social service 

programs. This research provides a more specified explanation that states with higher wealth 

may not invest as highly in cash assistance programs but instead are more likely to invest in 

social services (T. L. Gais, 2009).  

The Gini Index of Income Inequality will also be used as a determinant about the type of 

institutional form chosen for state pre-kindergarten. As income inequality decreases, states are 

more likely to invest in social service or welfare programs (Fellowes & Rowe, 2004; Ringquist, 

Hill, Leighley, & Hinton-Anderson, 1997).  

As an indicator of state fiscal health, the unemployment rate will also be used. As 

unemployment rates decrease, it is expected that the likelihood of states selecting social service 

characteristics for the state pre-kindergarten program will increase (T. Gais, Dadayan, & Bae, 

2009; T. L. Gais, 2009).  

Political Characteristics of the States 

Political variables are also well researched and are predictors in multiple types of policy 

including welfare policy typologies as well as the adoption of state preschool. Specifically, the 

liberal or conservative nature of the state government provides insight into the adoption and 

framing of policy. The presence of a republican governor and/ or republican legislature has been 

used extensively in state comparative literature (Lieberman & Shaw, 2006). Market driven 

policies are more closely associated with Republican leaning states while investment in 

education seems to be more closely aligned with Democratic leaning states (Tandberg, 2010, p. 

746). As such, it is expected that more conservative and more Republican states will be less 

likely to choose the social service frame for state preschool. It is more likely that liberal states 
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and those with a higher turnout of low-income voters will choose the social service frame for 

their state preschool programs (Erikson, Wright, & McIver, 2007; Fellowes & Rowe, 2004; 

Peterson, 1995; Soss et al., 2001). 

Political variables related to the citizenry are also important characteristics to consider in 

understanding the framing of specific policies. Citizen ideology offers an understanding of the 

liberal or conservative nature of the citizenry (W. D. Berry, Ringquist, Fording, & Hanson, 1998; 

Erikson et al., 2007; Fellowes & Rowe, 2004). States with more conservative citizen ideologies 

are less likely to increase expenditures on social service programs and thus less likely to frame 

pre-kindergarten as a social service program. 

Organization of Independent Variables 

 For the purposes of developing hypotheses and organizing the large number of variables 

to clarify future findings, the predictor variables are sub-categorized beyond the education, 

socioeconomic, and political groupings. The individual predictors in the education and 

socioeconomic groups are also assigned to a sub-category of need and capacity indicators as 

shown in Figure 2.1 below. The political variables use conservatism as the reference category. 
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Figure 2.1 

Sub-Categories of Predictor Variables 

 

 

 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses offered in this dissertation are designed to identify the relationship 

between state choice of institutional form for state preschool and state characteristics. The 

predictor variables are organized into three categories and subsequent subcategories as described 

in Figure 2.1 above.  

Category of Predictors Sub Category of Predictors Predictor Variables

Higher per student state spending K-12

Declining school age population

Lower NAEP scale scores

Percent of population < than high school

Higher per capita income

Size of population

Lower unemployment rate

Percent of pop non-white

Unwed mothers

Lower Income Inequality (Gini)

Republican Governor

Republican Legislature

Trifecta Republican

Conservative citizen ideology

Conservative government ideology

Political Conservative

Socio Economic

Capacity

Need

Education

Capacity

Need
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The hypotheses are built around the dependent variable in terms of its frame of education, 

social service, and/or workforce development. The predictor variables have also been further 

classified into capacity and need in both the education and socioeconomic groups of 

characteristics. Table 2.2 below summarizes both the groups of predictors as well as the expected 

direction of the hypotheses.  

Table 2.2  

Summary of Hypotheses 

 

 
 

 

 

In general, it is expected that those states with higher education need as measured through the 

predictors within the education category will choose a typology within the Education frame for 

state pre-kindergarten. It is also expected that the states with more fiscal capacity as defined in 

the socioeconomic category of predictors will choose an institutional form for state preschool 

Category of 

Predictors
Education (ED)

Social 

Service 

(SS)

Workforce 

Development 

(WD)

Capacity + + ─
Need + ─ ─
Capacity + Need + ─ +

Capacity + + +
Need ─ ─ +
Capacity + Need + ─ +

Political Conservative + ─ ─

Family of Typology

Education

Socio Economic
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that includes education. And finally, it is expected that states that are more conservative are more 

likely to invest in state preschool programs that fall into one of the four education typologies. 

The following hypotheses are offered based on the literature and evidence related to state choices 

of institutional form for state pre-kindergarten programs. 

H1: States with more capacity in K-12 education are more likely to choose a typology in the 

Education frame. 

H1a: States with higher spending per student for K-12 education are more likely to 

choose a typology within the Education frame. 

H1b: States with declining school age population in K-12 education are more likely to 

choose a typology within the Education frame. 

H2: States with higher levels of education need are likely to choose a typology within the 

Education frame. 

H2a: States with lower fourth grade NAEP scores are likely to choose a typology within 

the Education frame. 

H2b: States with a higher percentage of the adult population with less than high school 

achievement are more likely to choose the Education-Workforce Development (EDWD) 

frame. 

H2c: States with a higher percentage of the adult population with less than high school 

achievement are less likely to choose a Social Service frame. 
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H3: States with higher levels of both education capacity and education need are more likely to 

choose a typology with three or more characteristics in both Education and Workforce 

Development frames. 

H4: States with greater fiscal capacity are more likely to choose at least three characteristics 

from all three frames. 

H5: States with greater socioeconomic need are more likely to choose a Workforce Development 

frame. 

H5a: States with a higher percentage of the population that is non-white are less likely to 

choose the Social Service frame. 

H6: States with higher fiscal capacity and higher socioeconomic need are more likely to choose 

at least three characteristics each from the Education and Workforce Development frames. 

H7: States that are more conservative are more likely to choose the Education frame over either 

the Social Service or Workforce Development frames. 

Chapter 3 provides the measurement and operationalization of each of the variables that 

comprises the three frames and the seven specific typologies as shown above in Figure 2.2. 

Additionally, the measurement and operationalization of the predictor variables are described in 

detail in Chapter 3. 
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Chapter 3: Operationalization and Measurement of the Typologies and Variables 

The policy of state preschool or state pre-kindergarten provides an example of a policy 

that has appeared in the federal government’s space since the 1960’s and the beginning of the 

war on poverty. Through an evolution of federalism, early childhood care and education, as a 

policy, moved to the state and local arena in the form of state preschool or state pre-kindergarten. 

The issue is in the process of a great deal of newly focused federal attention through a series of 

grants aimed at building state systems of early care and education. Additionally, President 

Biden’s proposed policy agenda has paid special attention to the issues around early care and 

education and how they impact future school success as well as how early childhood care and 

education (ECCE) impacts the ability of the workforce to be present in the workplace. The issue 

of early childhood care and education, specifically state preschool, provides a lens through which 

to study both federalism as well as state variation in a policy with a shared general vision as well 

as diversity and lack of clarity in the purpose and goals. This study attempts to understand state 

choices so that practitioners in states as well as policy researchers may understand the 

relationship of policy choice to policy outcomes.  

This dissertation first constructs the three typologies or frames for state preschool 

institutional form from the annual state survey administered by the National Institute for Early 

Education Research (NIEER) at Rutgers University. NIEER  collects data from each of the states 

that administers state preschool programs, and this survey is the basis for the annually published 

State of Preschool Yearbook. The yearbook provides data regarding the administration, policies, 

enrollment, and context for each state’s program. While there are many data points collected 

across the survey from 2004 through the most recent survey, this dissertation utilizes 15 of the 
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data points as characteristics of institutional form to define the framing of the state preschool 

program. The 15 items selected are ones that are both consistently reported across the years and 

that are found in the literature used to define and construct each typology. 

The first yearbook was published in 2003 and provided data about the 2001-2002 school 

year. Due to differences in data between 2003 and the remaining yearbooks, the 2004 survey 

data will be the first year used for this research. Initially, 24 characteristics, eight for each 

typology, were identified as possible descriptors for each of the frames. After in depth review of 

the survey content over time, 15 data points, five for each frame that are comparable across the 

years, have been consistently collected each year, and have theoretical basis in the literature to 

define the three typologies. Each state program is given a score of 0-5 on each of the frames 

according to the number of characteristics present from that frame in the preschool program. 

This chapter outlines the specific characteristics and operationalization of the concepts that 

create the three frames. It is anticipated that state programs will have characteristics in multiple 

frames, and the modeling and methodology will take that into account. 

NIEER Survey, Research, and Yearbook 

 The National Institute for Early Education Research was formed at Rutgers University as 

a result of a substantial grant and longer term funding commitment by the Pew Charitable Trusts 

as a part of its campaign for state pre-kindergarten (Bushouse, 2009b). Pew saw the need for an 

independent research arm as a function of the campaign to grow state efforts and capacity to fund 

preschool. NIEER was formed to study state pre-k efforts across the nation and was formerly the 

Center for Early Education Research (CEER) focused on New Jersey’s preschool efforts 

(Bushouse, 2009b). Dr. W. Steven Barnett was the CEER director and NIEER’s first director. 

Dr. Barnett was already an established economist who had published extensive research on the 
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economic returns of investing in high quality early learning. Dr. Barnett, in partnership with 

leading researchers in the field and Pew Charitable Trusts, established NIEER as the most 

recognizable university-based research center focused on early childhood research. NIEER and 

Pew funded multiple state studies and evaluations of established state pre-k programs (Bushouse, 

2009b). 

 In 2003, NIEER conducted its first survey of state preschool programs to establish 

baseline data upon which to build as state pre-kindergarten programs began to grow. The 2003 

survey examined the access, quality, and administration of 45 state preschool programs in 40 

states. The survey is administered through an instrument sent out by NIEER, answered by state 

preschool staff and administrators, and returned to NIEER for review. The most recent surveys 

have been administered through a computer assisted interview (CAI) process of each of the 

administrators of state preschool programs in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and U.S. 

territories (A. Friedman-Krauss et al., 2021). Once the survey results are submitted, NIEER staff 

conduct follow-up interviews with state administrators to collect clarifying and additional 

information (W. S. Barnett et al., 2003).  

 Each year since 2003, NIEER has continued the process of collecting data and publishing 

that data in the annual State of Preschool Yearbook that provides information about the access, 

quality, growth, and specific policies related to state preschool programs. The yearbook is the 

only national report that provides detailed information about access, administration, and funding 

of state preschool programs in the U.S. (“Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation Washington State,” 

2021). The 2020 survey regarding the 2018-19 school year asked states to respond to 292 

questions regarding the programs and followed up with each state’s program administration to 

verify and clarify reported information. 
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 The yearbook is organized consistently across the years. Following the Executive 

Summary of the yearbook, the National Overview section  provides an overall picture of the state 

of pre-k based on the assembly of state responses to the survey. The overview identifies 

highlights and themes that arise in terms of the enrollment or access, quality or standards, and 

resources dedicated to the program. The yearbook often highlights current events that impact 

state preschool such as the most recently released edition highlighting the impact of COVID-19 

on early learning. Following the overview and any special topics, the yearbook provides a 

definition of state preschool and a guide to each of the state information pages. Each state 

program is described in a two-page summary of the access, spending, and quality standards 

highlights of each state’s program. The Appendix of each yearbook contains the detailed 

information about each program and provides specific information about access, enrollment, 

quality, standards, teacher qualifications and supports, and resources dedicated to the program. 

While the state summaries provide general information, the appendices are the actual responses 

from the states to the survey. The following sections describe the data to be used in the framing 

of the typologies. 

Education Typology 

 The five characteristics from the NIEER survey that define the education typology are 

ones that most closely mirror policies of the public education system or indicate a close 

relationship with public education. As shown in Table 3.1, the five characteristics are taken 

directly from questions in the NIEER survey of the states. 
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Table 3.1  

Education Typology Characteristics 

Variable Identifier Characteristic 

E1 State policy requires that lead teachers in state preschool programs have 

at least a bachelor’s degree 

E2 State policy requires that state preschool programs provide transition to 

kindergarten activities 

E3 State preschool programs meet daily for a length comparable to a school 

day (6 hours) 

E4 State preschool is funded through the state’s K-12 school funding 

formula 

E5 State preschool is delivered, at least in part, in public schools 

 

The five characteristics outlined in Table 3.1, while not the only characteristics in the NIEER 

survey that indicate the alignment with the K-12 education system, are selected based on their 

consistency in collection across the years and their consistency in definition throughout the 

survey’s history. 

The first characteristic defining the education frame is the requirement that teachers in 

ECE classrooms have a bachelor’s degree. Teachers with a bachelor’s degree are almost 

exclusively relegated to traditional K-12 school settings. Early care and education settings have a 

history of not requiring any sort of education or professional requirements for teachers for 

children. This lack of required education and experience for ECE workers has led to a call for 

professionalizing the field of early care and education through both education and compensation.  

Additional characteristics of the education frame are the requirement for activities related to the 

transition to kindergarten, the requirement that the program meets for the number of hours 

comparable to a school day, the program is funded through the state’s school funding formula, 

and the program is delivered in public schools.  
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 Early care and education classrooms nationally are often staffed with people with few 

qualifications other than a high school diploma and a minimum age set by state policy. The early 

childhood workforce is often only paid a minimum wage and is infrequently compensated at the 

same level as a professional teacher as in the kindergarten through 12th grade continuum. To 

operationalize the education frame, one of the characteristics measured in the NIEER survey is 

whether the state requires that the lead teacher in the pre-kindergarten program have a bachelor’s 

degree. The requirement that the lead teacher has a bachelor’s degree is a measurement of the 

similarity between the pre-kindergarten class characteristics and the K-12 education system 

where more than 95% of kindergarten teachers are required to have a bachelor’s degree (Pianta, 

Steven Barnett, et al., 2009). The NIEER survey questionnaire asks specifically if the state 

requires a bachelor’s degree for lead teachers. This particular question was present and 

consistently asked on the survey each year from 2004 – 2019. 

 The second characteristic that defines the education frame is the state requirement that 

preschool programs provide transition to kindergarten activities as part of the preschool year. 

The transition to kindergarten activities characteristic indicates a focus on kindergarten readiness 

and alignment with kindergarten, the first year of the K-12 education continuum (S. Barnett & 

Carolan, 2013). The survey asks if there is a policy requiring that state preschool programs 

provide kindergarten transition activities. The purpose of transition to kindergarten activities is to 

support the entrance into kindergarten for children and families; if done well, transition to 

kindergarten activities are an effective tool for school success at school entry (K. Kauerz & 

Schaper, 2021). 

 The third characteristic selected from the NIEER survey to create the education frame is 

the length of the school day. Early childhood programs are loosely categorized as partial day, 
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school day, and work day in the length of the services provided. Those programs that answered 

that they provide services for a minimum number of hours comparable to a school day (+/- 6 

hours) were coded as having this characteristic. The length of the preschool day is not dictated 

by policy in some states, but in those where it is required to be comparable to a school day, that 

state’s program was given a “1” for the presence of this characteristic.  

 Funding for state preschool programs comes from a variety of sources. In some states, 

there is a dedicated budget line item specifically for the program. In other states, the program is 

funded through a variety of federal and state sources. State preschool programs that are funded 

through the school funding formula in the state are assigned this education characteristic. This 

funding mechanism indicates a close alignment with the kindergarten through 12th grade 

continuum and is thus scored as such. 

 The final characteristic used for identifying the education frame is whether the program is 

delivered, at least in part, in public schools. State preschools often have what is referred to as 

diverse delivery systems. States often utilize existing resources such as private child care, 

community organizations providing child care, and Head Start centers in addition to public 

schools. A few states such as Oklahoma deliver preschool exclusively through the public school 

system. The variation in delivery provides an opportunity to distinguish the frame for preschool; 

if a state program delivers any of its services through the public schools, that preschool program 

was scored accordingly. 

Social Service Typology 

 The social service typology of state preschool also utilizes five characteristics and is 

scored on a 0-5 scale. The five characteristics are those that are consistent with the literature as 
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well as found consistently present and defined in the NIEER survey from 2004- 2019. The 

characteristics are developed from the literature that defines social service programs as one in 

which the focus is on “the health and well-being of children and their families, but also the 

building of community capacity and social capital” (Nichols & Jurvansuu, 2008, p. 121). As 

shown in Table 3.2 below, the characteristics of the social service typology are those that are 

consistent with the definition of social service according to the literature. 

Table 3.2  

Social Service Typology Characteristics 

Variable Identifier Characteristic 

SS1 Eligibility based on income 

SS2 State policy requires provision of health services to children 

SS3 State policy requires screenings of children for health and/or 

developmental issues 

SS4 State policy requires referrals for social services 

SS5 State preschool is delivered, at least in part, in Head Start programs 

 

The first characteristic is related to the eligibility to participate in the program. If a state 

program targets its program to those with low income by limiting access to a percent of the 

poverty scale, that program was given a point for the social service typology. State preschool 

programs have differing policies on income eligibility; some require participants to be at or 

below the federally defined poverty level while others allow participation from children whose 

family income is as much as 300% of the poverty level. If income eligibility was a criterion for 

entry to the program, no matter the percentage of poverty, the program was considered to have 

this characteristic of a social service program. 

 The second characteristic that defines the social service frame is if the preschool program 

is required to provide health services for children in the program. Social service programs are 
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characterized by their comprehensive nature. Head Start, the largest social service program for 

young children and their families, is required to provide services to ensure children are healthy as 

part of the development of young children and family. The NIEER survey has asked over the 

years about the required services provided to children by state preschool programs. States that 

require the provision of health services to children are given one point in the social service 

frame. 

 The third characteristic of the social service typology is whether a policy exists at the 

state level that requires screenings of children. Research shows that early identification of 

existing or potential health and developmental issues through screenings and subsequent referrals 

and treatment to address issues can increase a child’s chances of being successful in school. The 

data related to screenings in the survey are most clearly presented over time. The survey asks 

about both screenings and referrals to services based on any issues found in the screenings. 

However, the data used for this research are simply the screenings. These screenings can fall into 

multiple categories such as dental, vision, general health, and developmental. If a state preschool 

program responded that it requires any sort of screening during the year of the survey, the 

program was coded as 1 or yes to the requirement. There is much variability in types and 

amounts of screenings, but any positive response to any type of screening resulted in that state 

program coded as yes. 

 Characteristic number four of the social service typology is the requirement that state pre-

k programs refer children and families for social services. This question, while sounding similar 

to the referrals related to screenings, is operationally different than the screenings and referrals 

questions. The referral to social services is a choice in a list of comprehensive services in a 

separate question and section in the survey. The other comprehensive services listed include 
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health services for children, as described in the second characteristic above, health services for 

parents and parent involvement among other specifically listed services considered 

comprehensive. Those states that responded that the referral to social services is a state 

requirement received one point for the social service typology. 

 The fifth and final characteristic used for this research to classify institutional form as 

social service is whether the program is delivered at least in part through Head Start providers. 

As noted in Chapter 2, Head Start is the definition of a social service program in that it targets 

low-income children and families and is required at the federal level to provide comprehensive 

services to uplift children and families experiencing poverty. If the state preschool delivery 

system includes Head Start, that preschool program is given a point in the social service frame.  

Workforce Development Typology 

 Workforce development has multiple meanings in the context of early childhood 

education. Developing the future workforce is often the meaning of workforce development in 

this context. According to much of the economics research, the young children of today are the 

workforce in 15-20 years, therefore it is important that investments are made in early learning 

and brain development so that they will be successful in school and later in life (Belfield, Nores, 

Barnett, & Schweinhart, 2006; Heckman, Moon, Pinto, Savelyev, & Yavitz, 2010). 

 The second meaning of workforce development in the context of early care and education 

is the need to grow, develop, and compensate the teachers and providers of early care and 

education services. Teachers and staff of ECE programs are among the least paid of all fields. 

The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) has a specific and 
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large- scale effort targeted at raising awareness about the need to professionalize the ECE field 

through increasing competencies and compensation.  

 The third meaning of workforce development is one that supports working parents. This 

definition is the one that is used as the primary focus of the workforce development frame for 

this research. The workforce development typology is an economic perspective on the issue of 

early care and education. The characteristics, as shown in Table 3.3, of this typology are ones 

that enable parents to participate in the workforce. 

Table 3.3  

Workforce Development Typology Characteristics 

Variable Identifier Characteristic 

WD1 State requires that program meets for a length comparable to a work day 

(+/- 10 hours per day) 

WD2 State policy requires provision of education and job training for parents 

WD3 State program is funded, at least in part, by Temporary Assistance for 

Needy Families (TANF) funds 

WD4 State program is funded, at least in part, by Child Care Development 

Fund (CCDF) 

WD5 State preschool is delivered, at least in part, in private child care 

programs 

 

 State preschool programs range in length from half day to work day. The school day 

length, approximately six hours, is used as a characteristic of the education frame. The work day 

length allows parents to drop off children on the way to work and pick up the children after they 

complete their work day. The work day length is a combination of learning and custodial care 

and is consistent with child care service provision length. 

 The second characteristic is a state requirement that the preschool program provides 

education and job training services for parents of the children in the program. This requirement is 
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a direct workforce development activity to help improve the knowledge, skills, and abilities of 

the parents and thus develop the workforce. Child care that is workforce development focused 

has as one of its primary goals to help parents obtain and retain jobs that are well paying. To do 

so, child care that is framed as workforce development will provide the necessary job training 

and education to help parents enter into and remain in the workforce successfully. This approach 

is an example of the two-generation approach to helping children and families out of poverty 

(Adams & Heller, 2015). 

 The two funding sources that define the third and fourth characteristics, TANF and 

CCDF, are both federal sources that are related to working families. Temporary Assistance to 

Needy Families (TANF) requires that recipients are engaged in work related activities. The goal 

is to incentivize job seeking and work behavior and reduce the long term dependence on welfare 

(Soss et al., 2001). States are allowed to use TANF to fund workforce supports such as preschool 

and child care. The Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF) is specifically designed to 

subsidize the private child care market so that low-income families have access to affordable 

child care specifically for the purpose of allowing parents to work. The CCDF supports both 

child care access through state defined subsidy programs as well as child care quality that some 

states have chosen to use as a support and funding source for preschool.  

 The literature review in Chapter 2 defines the evolution of the current child care system 

and the original intent of the precursor nursery schools to support mothers in poverty who were 

forced to work during national crises. Child care is a system that is the original workforce 

support and is squarely within the workforce development typology. If the state preschool 

program is delivered, at least in part, in a private child care, the preschool is given a point for the 

workforce development frame. 
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Scoring of the Typologies 

 The dependent variable for this study is the state’s typology choice for state preschool 

program. Each state preschool program will be given one point for each of the characteristics 

within each frame. While it is impossible for any one state program to have all 15 characteristics 

due to the mutual exclusiveness of some of the choices, it is expected that individual state 

preschool programs may fall into multiple frames. As a result, the specific typologies for the 

dependent variable are anticipated to be as follows: 

1. Education, 

2. Social Service, 

3. Workforce Development, 

4. Education/ Social Service combined, 

5. Education/ Workforce Development combined,  

6. Social Service/ Workforce Development combined, or 

7. Education/ Social Service/ Workforce Development combined. 

 The creation of the dependent variable is a multi-step process that first involves 

scoring each of the programs according to the three frames. Preschool programs that have three 

or more characteristics of a frame will be assigned that frame. Then each program’s scoring will 

be assessed to determine in which of the above seven categories each program falls. The seven 

categories will then be used as the dependent variable in the model.  

The dependent variable is organized into a total of seven typologies: the three previously 

mentioned of Education, Social Service, and Workforce Development as well as combinations of 

each of the individual typologies as shown in Figure 3.1 below.  
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Figure 3.1 

Seven Typologies of Institutional Form 

 

Characteristics of some states are predicted to be associated with more than one of the 

three frames.  If a state is classified as having three or more characteristics in more than one 
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frame, the state is assigned that combined typology such as Education & Social Service (EDSS) 

which is a composite typology and considered one of the seven typologies as illustrated in Figure 

3.1 above.   

The seven typologies can be classified in three frames. For example, those typologies in 

which three or more education characteristics are demonstrated by the state’s pre-kindergarten 

program are considered part of the education frame of typologies. Figure 3.2 below illustrates the 

three frames of Education (ED), Social Service (SS), and Workforce Development (WD). 

Figure 3.2 

Typologies by Frame 
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Independent Variable Groups 

 The independent variables are categorized into three broad groups: education, political, 

and socioeconomic. Because state preschool is often considered a contributor to future academic 

success, the hypotheses are that certain state education characteristics indicate a stronger 

incentive for the state preschool program to fall into the education frame. The education category 

of explanatory variables includes those that indicate either an education need in the state or that 

reflect the state’s investment in education.  

State Education Need Indicators 

 The first explanatory variable related to education need is the K-12 spending per pupil. 

The spending per pupil is available from the U.S. Census Bureau Annual Survey of School 

System Finances data tables as well as from the National Center for Education Statistics of the 

Institute of Education Sciences. The spending per pupil amount is adjusted for inflation and the 

actual dollars per student will be used as a continuous variable within the explanatory variable 

group. 

 The second explanatory variable that is an indicator of education need is a declining 

population of school age children in kindergarten through 12th grade. These data are calculations 

based on the state school enrollment data available from the National Center for Education 

Statistics. This research will use simple math calculations to determine the difference, whether 

increase or decrease, in school age population each year. The difference from one year to the 

next will be the continuous number used for the data analysis. 

 The third data point in the education need category to be used as a potential explanatory 

variable is the state’s percent of students who are proficient on the 4th grade reading portion of 
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the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Lower proficiency scores on NAEP 

reading are linked to higher need for early education as the NAEP scores are a national indicator 

of student success. While individual NAEP assessments are offered in math, science, writing, 

and history, reading is the specific skill most broadly associated with future student success 

throughout the K-12 years. Table 3.4 below describes the score frequency and the coordinating 

school and NIEER Yearbook years.   

Table 3.4 

Variable Years 

 

The National Center for Education Statistics is the source for this statistic that is offered every 

two years, and the statistic will be used for a two-year period. 

 The final indicator used as part of education need is the high school dropout rate as 

provided by the American Community Survey (ACS) through the U.S. Census Bureau. The 

School Year NIEER Yearbook Year NAEP Year Scores Used

2003 2004 2003

2004 2005 2003

2005 2006 2005

2006 2007 2005

2007 2008 2007

2008 2009 2007

2009 2010 2009

2010 2011 2009

2011 2012 2011

2012 2013 2011

2013 2014 2013

2014 2015 2013

2015 2016 2015

2016 2017 2015

2017 2018 2017

2018 2019 2017
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measure for this variable is the percent of population age 25 and older that has less than a high 

school education attainment as measured through the ACS and made available through the Social 

Explorer data tables tool. This variable is a continuous variable measured as a percentage and is 

available for each of the years of this study from 2003 – 2018. 

Political Variables 

 The political influences at the state level will be measured broadly in terms of the 

government ideology, citizen ideology, and party of the government in the state. Both 

government ideology and citizen ideology are based on the work of Berry et al in 1998 and 2010 

(W. D. Berry, Fording, Ringquist, Hanson, & Klarner, 2010; W. D. Berry et al., 1998). These 

measures of ideology are continuous variables that reflect partisanship on a continuum of 

liberalism to conservatism. On a scale of 0-100, the higher scores reflect a higher level of 

conservatism. While there are other measures of ideology at both the citizen and state 

government levels, the Berry et al measures have been well utilized in literature, particularly in 

the seminal Soss et al. (2001) work on correlating state characteristics to welfare reform among 

the states. The data are available through the 2016 year; for 2017-2018, the values of the final 

year available will be imputed for the most recent two years. 

 An additional measure of the political leaning of the state will include the party of the 

governor, the party of the legislature, and whether the state is a trifecta of the republican party. 

The trifecta is defined as both houses of the legislature as well as the governor are all three a 

majority republican. The reference category for the party of the governor and the party of the 

legislature will be the republican party. The party of the governor will be a dichotomous variable 

with zero as not republican and one as republican. The same is true for the legislature and the 
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republican trifecta. These data are gathered from the National Conference of State Legislatures 

and the National Governors Association.  

Socioeconomic Indicators of Need 

 A variety of socioeconomic variables will be utilized in this panel data including per 

capita income, size of population, unemployment rate, percent of population that is non-white, 

the percent of mothers who are unwed, and the Gini Index of income inequality. Each of these 

data are continuous variables obtained from the American Community Survey administered by 

the U.S. Census Bureau.  

 Per capita income will be in terms of dollars and will reflect 2019 inflation adjustments. 

The size of the population will be the actual number of individuals in the state’s population. 

Unemployment, non-white population, and unwed mothers will be presented as percentages of 

the total population for each state. The Gini index or coefficient is a scale of 0-1 with 0 being 

perfect income equality and 1 being perfect inequality. The coefficient is expressed in continuous 

decimals along the scale. States with a higher coefficient will be those with greater income 

inequality among the population. 

Coding for Analysis 

The unit of analysis is the program typology in a state year. To establish unique 

identifiers for each program within each state year, each case was assigned a code comprised of 

the year of the program, the state abbreviation, and number assigned to each program code. For 

example, the Alabama First Class Pre-K program in 2015 was Alabama’s only state preschool 

program. The data for the program were presented in the 2016 NIEER yearbook. The code for 

the 2015 Alabama program presented in the 2016 yearbook is 2015AL1. The master list of state 
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codes can be found in Appendix 1. The codes were established so that future research can focus 

on the time series component, and for the purpose of this research, each state program in a state 

year is assigned a unique program identifier. 

Methodology 

 The methodology to be used for this study is logistic regression analysis. The data were 

entered, coded, and cleaned using Microsoft Excel. The logistic regression analyses were 

performed using Stata-17. To best analyze the data, each of the dependent variables or typologies 

of the institutional form for state pre-kindergarten are coded as 0 and 1 and analyzed using logit. 

Each individual state program is assigned a typology for each state year based on the 

characteristics of the program in that year. Programs are only assigned to one typology; for 

example, if a program has three or more characteristics of the Education (ED) frame and three or 

more characteristics of the Social Service frame, that program is classified as Education-Social 

Service (EDSS) only and not as ED, SS, and EDSS. Each state program in each year is uniquely 

classified in only one typology. 

 This dataset is a compilation of state pre-kindergarten program data from each of the 

NIEER yearbooks from 2003-2018 and could be utilized as a panel dataset. However, for the 

purposes of this study to develop the typologies as well as to determine the relationship between 

state choices of institutional form and the characteristics of state pre-kindergarten programs, the 

data were used as a pooled cross section to maximize the number of cases.  The population of the 

study is the individual programs within each state in each year, recognizing that some states only 

have one program while other states have as many as four programs. States without programs 

will be excluded from the study and introduced when and if the state develops a program in a 
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subsequent year. For example, Montana appears for only one year; the state had a pilot program 

that was not subsequently funded by the legislature. 
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Chapter 4: Creating the Typologies and Analyzing State Choices 

 This dissertation first constructs the dependent variable that is the typology of the 

institutional form for state preschool programs. The dependent variable, on which future research 

will be built, is a construct of fifteen individual characteristics that fit into one of three 

categories, called frames for the purpose of this research. The frames and their combinations then 

comprise the seven individual typologies. While there are multiple other characteristics of state 

pre-kindergarten programs collected annually through the National Institute for Early Education 

Research (NIEER), the data used for this research are selected based on their consistency with 

literature as well as consistency over time in being collected in the survey. This survey is the 

only consistent data collection tool and publication describing state pre-kindergarten programs 

from 2002 through the present time. This chapter describes the results of the construction of the 

dependent variable as well as the analysis of the relation of the dependent variable to state 

characteristics. This multilayer process of analysis is described first through the results of the 

individual characteristics, then through the results of typologies as created by the combination of 

the individual characteristics. Finally, the analysis of the relationship between typologies and 

state characteristics is described. The common unit of analysis across programs, states, and 

characteristics is state year that is a construct of the specific state in which the program is located 

and the year in which the school year ended. 

Characteristics as Components of Construction of Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variable was constructed using the fifteen characteristics found over time 

in the survey of state preschool programs administered by NIEER. The NIEER survey collects a 

plethora of information about state pre-kindergarten programs, and fifteen of the data points were 

selected to be classified and used in the construction of the dependent variable for this research. 
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The program characteristics used are measured across the 16-year period of data from the NIEER 

surveys. Each characteristic is reported both by year in terms of the number of state pre-

kindergarten programs that have such characteristics each year as well as across time in terms of 

state years. To ensure that the selected characteristics did not directly lead to a prediction of the 

presence of another, a correlation analysis of the characteristics was conducted. As shown in 

Table 4.1 below, one of the two highest correlating characteristics (0.62) are the requirement that 

children are provided with health services and the requirement for referral to social services. The 

other characteristic that is over the 50% correlated is the delivery in Head Start and private child 

care. This may be explained by the fact that there are three primary delivery systems for state 

pre-kindergarten: public schools, private child care and Head Start. Public school is the most 

prominent of the three which leaves a de facto correlation between Head Start and private child 

care. While correlations among the characteristics that are the building blocks for the typologies 

are not related to bias in the model, the purpose of the chosen characteristics was to choose ones 

which were not automatically associated with each other to build a more thorough and reflective 

model of each typology. It was surprising that correlations were not stronger, particularly among 

the use of TANF and CCDF funds as well as between income eligibility and Head Start 

programs. As shown later in the analysis and in Figure 4.1, income eligibility is one of the most 

frequently reported characteristics of state pre-kindergarten programs. 
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Table 4.1 

Correlation of Dependent Variable Characteristics 

  

Bach Degree K Transition School Day School Fund Form Public School Deliv Income Elig Health Svcs Screenings Social Serv Ref Head Start Deliv Work Day Job Training TANF CCDF Private CC Deliv

Bach Degree 1.00 0.00 0.21 0.17 0.18 -0.25 -0.13 0.06 -0.13 -0.31 0.05 -0.18 -0.02 -0.08 -0.20

K Transition 0.00 1.00 0.15 -0.01 -0.04 0.16 0.36 0.31 0.36 0.21 -0.01 0.29 0.03 -0.01 0.18

School Day 0.21 0.15 1.00 -0.02 0.11 -0.05 0.08 0.18 0.02 -0.03 -0.07 -0.02 0.14 -0.07 0.02

School Fund Form 0.17 -0.01 -0.02 1.00 0.08 -0.13 0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.37 -0.11 -0.01 -0.06 -0.01 -0.35

Public School Deliv 0.18 -0.04 0.11 0.08 1.00 -0.12 -0.12 -0.01 -0.15 0.06 -0.25 -0.22 -0.06 0.01 0.28

Income Elig -0.25 0.16 -0.05 -0.13 -0.12 1.00 0.21 0.07 0.20 0.14 0.08 0.21 0.03 -0.02 0.01

Health Svcs -0.13 0.36 0.08 0.03 -0.12 0.21 1.00 0.37 0.62 0.13 0.03 0.43 0.12 -0.03 0.01

Screenings 0.06 0.31 0.18 -0.01 -0.01 0.07 0.37 1.00 0.33 0.11 0.07 0.18 0.17 0.03 0.03

Social Serv Ref -0.13 0.36 0.02 0.01 -0.15 0.20 0.62 0.33 1.00 0.15 0.02 0.43 0.06 -0.02 0.03

Head Start Deliv -0.31 0.21 -0.03 -0.37 0.06 0.14 0.13 0.11 0.15 1.00 -0.03 0.12 0.00 0.04 0.69

Work Day 0.05 -0.01 -0.07 -0.11 -0.25 0.08 0.03 0.07 0.02 -0.03 1.00 -0.09 0.10 -0.01 0.07

Job Training -0.18 0.29 -0.02 -0.01 -0.22 0.21 0.43 0.18 0.43 0.12 -0.09 1.00 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02

TANF -0.02 0.03 0.14 -0.06 -0.06 0.03 0.12 0.17 0.06 0.00 0.10 -0.02 1.00 0.25 0.01

CCDF -0.08 -0.01 -0.07 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.03 0.03 -0.02 0.04 -0.01 -0.01 0.25 1.00 0.05

Private CC Deliv -0.20 0.18 0.02 -0.35 0.28 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.69 0.07 -0.02 0.01 0.05 1.00
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Understanding the relative frequencies and correlations of the individual characteristics that 

comprise the frames offers a deeper understanding of the construction of the seven typologies. 

The frequencies of the characteristics reported present in the states over the years of the study are 

shown in Figure 4.1 below. 

Figure 4.1 

Frequency of Characteristics Over All Years and All Programs 

 

Over the 844 observations of state preschool programs from 2003 – 2018, 758 reported that the 

delivery system was at least in part through public schools. Of the most frequently reported 

classified characteristics of state pre-kindergarten programs, the top five characteristics are in the 

Education and Social Service typologies. Overall, the Workforce Development typology 

characteristics are the least represented across all years and all programs.  

As shown in Figure 4.2, the overall number of education characteristics demonstrated 

through the survey has increased from 2003-2018.  
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Figure 4.2 

Number of Education Characteristics of State Preschool Programs by Year 

  

The characteristic with the most dramatic increase is whether the state preschool program is 

funded, at least in part, through the state’s school funding formula (ED4).  The overall most 

prevalent characteristic of all characteristics in any of the typologies is whether the delivery of 

the pre-kindergarten program is delivered either wholly or in part in the public-school setting 

(ED5).  By comparison, the number of social service characteristics have been relatively stable 

from 2003-2018 as shown in Figure 4.3 below. 
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Figure 4.3 

Number of Social Service Characteristics of State Preschool Programs by Year 

 

The exception to the stability of the social service characteristics is the requirement that 

programs screen children for health and/ or developmental issues. This increase coincides with 

the broad awareness of and publication about the importance of screening children for health and 

developmental delays prior to school entry (Lipkin, Macias, & Council on Children With 

Disabilities, 2020). The other four social service characteristics have remained relatively stable 

and consistent over time even as the number of state preschool programs has grown. 

 While workforce development is often a reason advocates give for the need for state 

preschool programs, the workforce development characteristics are the least frequent as shown in 

Figure 4.4 below. 
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Figure 4.4 

Number of Workforce Development Characteristics of State Preschool Programs by Year 

 

In particular, the number of state pre-kindergarten programs each year that are required to offer 

full work day programs has declined or remained flat over time. The most interesting line is that 

of the private child care delivery characteristic. As discussed in Chapter 2, child care is uniquely 

positioned as both a public good as well as a provision of service of the market. Additionally, 

child care has been characterized by some as educational and others as a day nursery or simply a 

place to keep children safe while parents work. The inconsistency of this line suggests that the 

identity and characterization of the purpose of child care may contribute to its lack of 

consistency as a provider of state pre-kindergarten and warrants further research as will be 

discussed in Chapter 5. 
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 Education characteristics appear to be growing, social service characteristics appear to 

remain relatively steady, and workforce development characteristics are either flat or mostly in 

decline. This may indicate that states are not conscious of the presence of or need for particular 

characteristics to meet specific policy goals. One reason is that the policies associated with the 

Workforce Development characteristics, such as providing workforce training or providing full 

day care for young children, have a substantial cost associated with them. Workforce 

development as a policy issue continues to be on the agenda of nearly every national, state, and 

local association and policy body, particularly as the country recovers from the Coronavirus 

pandemic of 2020-2021 and the impact on businesses and the workforce. A google search of 

workforce development policy returns nearly 64 million results. However, states have not chosen 

to apply characteristics consistent with workforce development efforts to state pre-kindergarten 

programs. Of the five most frequently reported characteristics using the pooled state years, those 

five characteristics fit in the social service or education typologies as shown in Figure 4.5 below. 

Of note is that none of the most five frequently reported characteristics are in the workforce 

development frame. This analysis of the individual characteristics provides insight into the 

choices for typologies for each of the state pre-kindergarten programs. 
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Figure 4.5 

Most Frequently Reported Characteristics by Year 

 

Defining the Typologies of Institutional Form 

The three categories of institutional form were defined by five characteristics each. While 

there are were initially three categories for institutional form, the combination of the 

characteristics shows that there are eight distinct typologies of institutional form for state 

preschool. As shown in Table 4.2, the base typologies of Education (ED), Social Service (SS), 

and Workforce Development (WD) combined to form seven possible combinations of the three 

base categories and one category that is for programs that do not meet the threshold of having 

three characteristics of any single frame.  
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Table 4.2 

Typologies By Year 

 

The trend of the programs that were considered No Type or non-categorized is shown in Figure 

4.6 below. The comparison of the two lines indicates a leveling off of the number of non-

categorized programs over the past three years as compared to the increase in overall number of 

state pre-kindergarten programs. 

  

Year EDSS SS

No 

Program ED

No 

Type SSWD EDSSWD EDWD WD

Total State 

Programs by Year

Total 

Observations

2003 5 14 12 8 11 2 2 0 2 44 56

2004 12 16 12 8 10 2 0 0 0 48 60

2005 15 18 12 4 8 1 1 1 0 48 60

2006 25 10 12 6 4 1 3 0 0 49 61

2007 22 11 12 6 6 1 2 2 0 50 62

2008 20 11 12 6 10 2 0 2 0 51 63

2009 18 11 10 10 6 2 3 2 0 52 62

2010 21 12 11 8 6 1 2 1 0 51 62

2011 25 11 10 7 6 3 0 0 0 52 62

2012 22 13 10 8 6 3 0 0 0 52 62

2013 24 11 10 9 5 3 0 0 0 52 62

2014 23 11 7 11 8 3 0 0 1 57 64

2015 19 13 7 14 7 2 2 0 1 58 65

2016 22 11 9 14 8 4 0 0 0 59 68

2017 20 10 5 16 9 4 1 0 0 60 65

2018 25 6 5 17 9 1 3 0 0 61 66

Totals by Type 318 189 156 152 119 35 19 8 4 844 1000
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Figure 4.6  

Non-Categorized State Pre-Kindergarten Programs and All Programs 

 

Finally, the number of states without programs proved to be an interesting and important 

observation to place perspective around the number of states over time without a state preschool 

program. The number of states with state preschool programs has grown over time. Some states 

have as many as four different programs that are considered state pre-kindergarten or preschool 

programs. As show in Figure 4.7 below, the number of states without state preschool programs 

has declined over time. While the reason for such decline in numbers will be the focus of future 

studies, the inclusion and recognition that more states overall have chosen to create and 

implement state pre-kindergarten programs is an interesting observation to provide context about 

state choices for the current research. 
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Figure 4.7 

States Without State Preschool Programs 

 

Each program was initially assigned its category if that program scored at least three of 

five possible characteristics in a specific category of ED, SS, or WD. If that program scored at 

least three of five possible characteristics in more than one base category of ED, SS, or WD, that 

program was assigned a combination typology. The four combinations are Education & Social 

Service (EDSS), Education & Workforce Development (EDWD), Social Service & Workforce 

Development (SSWD), and Education, Social Service, & Workforce Development (EDSSWD). 

Additionally, there were multiple occurrences of programs that did not meet the threshold of 

having three or more characteristics of any one typology. These programs, designated as No 

Typology, were in substantial enough numbers that it would have been an error not to include 

them in the analysis. Finally, over time, there are states that have no program. While the states 

with No Program are included in the descriptive analysis of the dependent variable of typology, 
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they are not included in the analysis of state characteristics and their association with choice of 

typology.  

The most prevalent typology of institutional form of state preschool is the Education & 

Social Service (EDSS) typology. Of the 844 state years of programs, 318 are classified as the 

EDSS typology. Figure 4.8 shows the trend of the EDSS typology year over year. 

Figure 4.8 

Education & Social Service (EDSS) Over Time 

 

The growth of the EDSS typology is reflective of the increase in programs with a focus on 

education over time. The Education (ED) typology shows the increase in programs focusing 

specifically on education as shown in Figure 4.9 below. 

  



84 

 

Figure 4.9 

Education Frame Over Time 

 

Conversely, as shown in Figure 4.10 below, the overall number of social service type state pre-

kindergarten programs has decreased. 
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Figure 4.10 

Social Services Frame Over Time 

 

The three most prominent named typologies are EDSS, ED, and SS. Additionally, the states with 

no state pre-kindergarten programs account for a large number of cases as do the states with 

programs that do not have enough characteristics in one typology to meet the base requirement 

for that typology. The remaining typologies each have a Workforce Development (WD) 

component and have very low frequencies. As shown in Table 4.1, the only WD typology 

characteristic that appears in the ten most frequently reported characteristics is the delivery 

through the private child care system.    
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Predictor Variables 

 The predictors were chosen based on the literature and to provide a broad picture of state 

characteristics that may be provide insight into the choices of institutional form. Table 4.3 below 

shows the correlations among the predictors. 
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Table 4.3 

Correlations of Predictor Variables 

K12 5-year 

Enrollment 

Change

Per 

Student 

Spending 

K12

NAEP 

4th Grade 

Avg 

Scale 

Score

Total 

Population

Per 

Capita 

Income 

(Adj. 

2019)

Unempl. 

Rate

% Pop 

Non-

White

% Pop  

<High 

School

Gini 

Index 

% Births 

to Unwed 

Mothers

Repub. 

Leg.

Repub. 

Gov

Trifecta 

Repub.

Citizen 

Ideology

K12 5 year Enrollment 

Change 1.00

Per Student Spending K12
-0.38 1.00

NAEP 4th Grade Avg 

Scale Score -0.20 0.56 1.00

Total Population
0.02 0.01 -0.03 1.00

Per Capita Income (Adj. 

2019) -0.11 0.76 0.58 0.19 1.00

Unemployment Rate
-0.11 -0.04 -0.13 0.14 -0.21 1.00

Percent of Population Non-

White 0.08 0.05 -0.29 0.23 0.18 0.19 1.00

Percent of Population < 

High School 0.14 -0.40 -0.57 0.22 -0.53 0.22 0.15 1.00

Gini Index of Income 

Inequality -0.05 0.15 -0.03 0.42 0.28 0.08 0.46 0.25 1.00

Percent Births to Unwed 

Mothers -0.07 -0.25 -0.51 -0.01 -0.41 0.26 0.41 0.41 0.39 1.00

Republican Legislature
0.16 -0.35 -0.11 0.09 -0.25 -0.06 0.05 0.00 0.09 0.26 1.00

Republican Governor
0.09 -0.14 -0.10 0.01 -0.10 -0.01 0.12 0.01 0.09 0.17 0.24 1.00

Trifecta Republican
0.16 -0.36 -0.13 0.10 -0.25 0.01 0.14 0.05 0.17 0.33 0.74 0.58 1.00

Citizen Ideology
-0.34 0.68 0.44 0.02 0.54 -0.11 -0.11 -0.25 0.02 -0.24 -0.46 -0.26 -0.41 1.00



88 

 

The original model included the variable Government Ideology that showed strong negative 

correlations with the Republican Legislature (-0.68), Republican Governor (-0.74), and Trifecta 

Republican (-0.79) variables. Additionally, Government Ideology shows strong correlation with 

Citizen Ideology (0.64). While some correlations among variables in the model are expected due 

to the interrelatedness of the independent variables, this one raised a red flag. As a result, 

collinearity diagnostics were downloaded into Stata and run on the predictor variables. While 

some tolerance for collinearity exists in the model, the Government Ideology exceeded the 

thresholds for collinearity (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group, n.d.). As a result, Government 

Ideology was dropped from the model.  

The variables of Per Capita Income and Trifecta Republican also showed more than one 

strong predictor. Additionally, the NAEP 4th Grade Average Scale Score was shown to have a 

correlation of 0.56 with the Per Student State Spending variable. When the collinearity 

diagnostics were completed on the model, these variables were within the parameters of what the 

model will allow for collinearity and were thus left in the model. Table 4.3 above shows the 

model with the predictive variables as finalized based on diagnostic testing results.  

Construction of the Model 

The unit of analysis for the independent variables is the state year coded through a 

combination of the second year of a program year and the state abbreviation. As an example, the 

2002-2003 school year spans from approximately September 2002 through approximately May 

2003. The year would be coded as 2003. The 2002-2003 Alabama program year was coded as 

2003AL. Characteristics of the state for the 2003AL state year were derived from 2003 state 

data. While there are arguments for using either of the calendar years that are represented in the 

school year, the decision was made to use the data from the concluding calendar of the school 
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year due to the fact that more months of the school year are contained within the second calendar 

year as well as the need to reduce opportunities for error in recording and thus analyzing data. 

Methodology 

The data allow for a variety of methods. For the purposes of this study, the data are 

considered a pooled cross section to increase the number of cases and thus learn more about the 

patterns of state characteristics and state choices for institutional form. While the dependent 

variable for this research is at the program level and programs are nested within states, it was not 

found to be helpful to use Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) regression that accounts for the 

two levels and potential clustering. The two factors that led to the decision not to use a multilevel 

model are that first, there are no predictor variables at level one (the program level), and second, 

the number of groups relative to the number of observations does not meet the threshold of 

multilevel modeling. As a result, it was determined to use a single level logistic regression 

analysis as the method for this research.   

In the analysis of the observations and variables, two different structures were created. 

The first structure describes the dependent variable construction of typology of institutional form 

and includes all states in all years from 2003 – 2018. This dataset had 1,000 observations over 

the 16-year period and included states and years that did not have state pre-k programs. Each 

program in each state year was assigned one of the seven typologies which are in one or more of 

the three frames of Education, Social Service, and Workforce Development; no program could 

fit into more than one typology for that year. For the 1,000 observations, there were 798 groups 

that would have served as the level two unit of analysis. The second dataset is a subset of the 

larger data and is used to analyze the relationship of the dependent variable of typology to state 

characteristics; these data did not include the states and years with no state pre-k programs. This 
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dataset has 844 observations with 700 groups. As such, the number of groups and the related 

number of observations did not meet the threshold established in the literature (Bell, Ferron, & 

Kromrey, 2004, p. 1122). Therefore, logistic regression for each of the constructed typologies 

was selected as the method of choice to analyze state choices of institutional form. 

Analysis of Independent and Dependent Variables 

 A logistic regression analysis was conducted on each of the typologies but not all 

typologies were analyzed through the model due to model errors. The Workforce Development 

frame only had one of its typologies to successfully make it through the modeling process. Five 

of the eight typologies were successfully completed. Due to the low number of cases of any of 

the Workforce Development (WD) combinations with the exception of the Social Service & 

Workforce Development (SSWD) typology, the analysis did not yield valid results for the other 

WD combinations. The logistic regression analysis for the WD, EDWD, and EDSSWD yielded 

zero successes in the analysis. Four of the established typologies are included in the models as 

well as the No Type model which includes state programs that do not meet the threshold of at 

least three characteristics in any one frame. 

Table 4.3 shows the coefficients as well as significance and standard errors of the five 

logistic regression analyses that were successfully analyzed using Stata. In many cases of the 

analysis, state characteristics may have shown statistically significant impacts, but the size of the 

impact was essentially zero.   
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Table 4.3 

Logistic Regression Results  

Category of Predictor Predictor Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

K12 5 Year Enrollment Change -0.0479* 0.0248 0.0148* 0.0278 -0.0510* 0.0254 0.1527* 0.0341 -0.0349 0.0779

Per Student Spending K12 0.0001*** 0.0000 0.0002*** 0.0001 -0.0003*** 0.0001 -0.0001*** 0.0001 -0.0006*** 0.0002

NAEP 4th Grade Avg Scale Score 0.0555* 0.0207 0.0098* 0.0245 -0.0201* 0.0209 0.0149* 0.0270 -0.0004 0.0526

% < High School Attainment 0.0005* 0.0478 -0.0574 0.0572 0.0305 0.0554 -0.0832 0.0754 -0.1457 0.1410

Total Population -0.0000*** 0.0000 -0.0000*** 0.0000 0.0000*** 0.0000 0.0000*** 0.0000 0.0000*** 0.0000

Per Capita Income (2019) -0.0001*** 0.0000 -0.0001*** 0.0000 0.0001*** 0.0000 0.0001*** 0.0000 0.0001*** 0.0001

Unemployment Rate 0.0118* 0.0449 -0.1900 0.0609 0.0653* 0.0497 0.1297 0.0671 0.2943 0.1077

% Population Non-White 0.0500** 0.0098 -0.0033* 0.0121 -0.0208* 0.0110 -0.0729* 0.0199 -0.0410* 0.0406

Gini Index of Income Inequality 40.4442 6.8730 11.1016 7.9270 -50.1101 7.5632 -29.7685 10.0733 22.6263 21.7403

% Births to Unmarried Mothers -0.0514* 0.0218 -0.0413* 0.0265 0.0345* 0.0245 0.1622* 0.0346 -0.0559 0.0623

Republican Legislature -0.5133 0.2868 -0.2664 0.3428 0.0778 0.2866 1.8908 0.3782 0.2426 0.7647

Republican Governor -0.0788 0.2120 -0.0958 0.2524 -0.2493 0.2351 0.8301 0.3193 -0.9130 0.5497

Trifecta Republican 0.3310 0.3574 0.9822 0.4279 -0.1942 0.4001 -1.4976 0.4771 -1.1053 1.3530

Citizen Ideology -0.0375** 0.0080 -0.0142** 0.0092 0.0120** 0.0089 0.0486* 0.0137 0.0927* 0.0291

Intercept -24.7241*** 5.0528 -3.4269 5.7994 20.9974*** 4.8741 -2.8053 6.4248 -13.3206 13.8467

Wald Test/ LR Chi-squared 158.88*** 42.04*** 104.10*** 128.62*** 84.72***

Pseudo R-squared 0.1421 0.0528 0.1160 0.1873 0.2908

N 844 844 844 844 844

*p ≤ .05; **p≤ .01; ***p≤ .001

Socio-Economic

Political

SSWDNo TypeSSEDEDSS

Education
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Summary of Actual Results Versus Expected Results 

 The expected results included the expected direction of the likelihood of state choices for 

the Education-Workforce Development (EDWD), the Education-Social Service-Workforce 

Development (EDSSWD). Neither of these typologies were in sufficient enough numbers to be 

estimated through the logistic regression models. The same is true for the Workforce 

Development (WD) frame. Table 4.4 below provides a summary of the expected versus actual 

findings of the frames with results that are discussed in depth later in this chapter. 

Table 4.4 

Expected Versus Actual Results 

  

The Workforce Development frame is not included as there were no results from the 

model. One of the challenges of this research is the combination of the primary categories of 

Education, Social Service, and Workforce Development and their interactions. Policy and social 

science literature often focus on one of these types of policies, but there is little literature on their 

interactions as well as specific characteristics of the policies themselves. The point of this 

dissertation is to offer a unique perspective by associating individual policies with typologies 

Category of Predictors Sub Category

Expected Actual Expected Actual

Capacity + + + ─
Need + + ─ ─
Capacity & Need + + ─ ─

Capacity + * + +

Need ─ ─ ─ ND

Capacity & Need + ─ ─ ND

Political Conservative + ─ ─ +

+ indicates positive relationship, - indicates negative relationship, * indicates statistically 

significant but close to 0; ND = Not Defined

Education

ED SS

Socio Economic
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that may be useful in future research. The most frequently appearing typology, however, is the 

combination of Education and Social Service frames. 

Education & Social Service (EDSS) Typology Model 

As the most frequently appearing typology, Education-Social Service (EDSS) results are 

considered first in the analysis. The analysis included 844 observations, which is the full 

population of state pre-k programs from the years 2003-2018. The likelihood ratio Chi-square 

test was statistically significant at p ≤ .001 which indicates virtually no likelihood of obtaining 

the Chi-square statistic if the null hypothesis is true. This test of model fit is the first step in 

determining whether to accept or reject the null hypothesis. Due to the lack of consensus on the 

value of the pseudo-R-square statistic, this statistic was not considered in the evaluation of any of 

the models.  

The second test executed to determine the appropriateness of the model was the linktest 

command in Stata which is an indicator of the correctness of the specification of the model. The 

linktest as shown in Table 4.4 below indicates that this model does not appear to have omitted 

relevant variables nor has used incorrectly specified measures of the dependent or independent 

variables. 

Table 4.4 

Linktest of Specification of Model 

  

EDSS Coefficient SE p value

_hat 1.020 0.112 0.000

_hatsq 0.023 0.075 0.762

_cons -0.013 0.097 0.893
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The _hat variable1 is a statistically significant predictor of the model while the _hatsq variable is 

not statistically significant. Thus, the EDSS model appears to be correctly specified as well as 

inclusive of the predictive measures of the model (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group, n.d.). As 

a result of the post-estimate diagnostics, this model is determined to be acceptable. 

The predictors are organized into the three categories of education, socioeconomic, and 

political. Education related predictors that showed statistical significance of the choice of the 

EDSS typology include State Spending per Student for K-12 and the NAEP Fourth Grade Scale 

scores. However, the state spending variable is not substantively significant. Neither the odds 

ratio nor the coefficient of the logistic regression indicates a substantial impact although it is 

statistically significant in both cases. Each one dollar increase in per student state spending 

increases the odds of a state’s choice for the EDSS typology by a statistically significant .014%, 

holding all other variables in the model constant.  The NAEP Fourth Grade score variable is both 

statistically and substantively significant. Each one-point increase in NAEP score increases the 

odds of a state choosing the EDSS typology by a statistically significant 5.70%, ceteris paribus. 

The analysis shows that as a state’s Fourth Grade NAEP scores increase, so does the likelihood 

that the state will make policy choices that are reflective of the Education & Social Service 

(EDSS) institutional form for state preschool.  

 While five of the six economic and demographic state characteristics show statistically 

significant impacts on the state choice for the EDSS institutional form, two of those 

characteristics do not have a measurable impact due to their closeness to zero. The explanatory 

variables of total state population and per capita income are statistically significant but show 

 
1 In Stata, “linktest uses the linear predicted value (_hat) and linear predicted value squared (_hatsq) as the 

predictors to rebuild the model”  (UCLA: Statistical Consulting Group, n.d.). To pass this test of specification, the 

_hat value should be statistically significant, and the _hatsq value should not be statistically significant. 
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virtually no substantive impact. However, the higher the percent of the population that is 

considered non-white, the higher the likelihood that the state will choose the EDSS typology. 

Additionally, the higher the income inequality of the state as measured by the Gini Index of 

Income Inequality, the higher the likelihood that the state’s institutional form will be the EDSS 

typology. An interesting note across Table 4.3 is that the Gini index is not statistically significant 

in the choice of the Education typology. However, the Gini index is statistically significant and 

negatively correlated with the Social Service typology. As income equality increases, the 

likelihood of the state choosing the SS typology also increases. Income inequality is an indicator 

of the distribution of resources in a state, and when resources are more equally distributed, states 

are more likely to be generous with welfare type benefits such as those characteristics found in 

the Social Service frame (Fellowes & Rowe, 2004; Hisnanick & Rogers, n.d.). The final variable 

in the socioeconomic category of state characteristic is the percent of births to unwed mothers. 

States with lower percentages of births to unwed mothers are statistically significantly more 

likely to choose the EDSS typology for state preschool. 

 The only political variable that was shown to have a statistically significant and 

functional impact on state choice of the EDSS typology is citizen ideology. This correlation is a 

negative one; states with a more conservative citizen ideology are less likely to choose the EDSS 

institutional form for state pre-kindergarten.  The results show that income inequality was a 

strong positive and statistically significant predictor of the EDSS choice. Unemployment rates 

did not have statistically significant predictive power of the choice of EDSS.  

 In summary, the predictors of the choice of EDSS in states are higher NAEP scale scores, 

percent of population that is non-white, and higher income inequality. Predictors that have a 

negative relationship with the EDSS choice are percent of births to unwed mothers and citizen 
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ideology. While other predictors have a statistically significant relationship, the numbers are too 

small to have any predictive ability. 

Education (ED) Typology Model 

 The likelihood ratio Chi-square statistic is statistically significant in the Education (ED)  

model as well indicating little to no probability that the null hypothesis is true. However, the 

linktest indicated a potential problem with the model specification. While the _hat statistic was 

statistically significant, so was the _hatsq statistic. This finding indicates that there is possibly a 

problem with either the specification of the dependent variable or omitted variables. This means 

that either the definition of the ED typology as the dependent variable is not appropriately 

defined or that there are omitted variables or interactions that should be considered. This 

problem will be considered in future analyses.  

As in the EDSS typology model, there were predictors that were statistically significant 

while not functionally measurable with regards to impact. The Per Student State Spending in K-

12 education variable showed a statistically significant yet miniscule impact on the choice of 

Education as the typology for institutional form. Similarly, the Per Capita Income predictor was 

statistically significant and small, but negative, relationship with the ED choice. The 

Unemployment Rate predictor showed both a statistically significant and substantive impact on 

choice for the ED frame. The results show that lower rates of unemployment predicted a stronger 

likelihood that states would choose the Education typology of institutional form for state pre-

kindergarten programs. Overall, it was expected that state education characteristics would have 

predictive value in relationship to the choice of the Education typology. However, the only 

characteristic that was consistently predictive of state choice for the institutional form for state 

pre-kindergarten was the per student state spending predictor.  
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 Within the political predictors, only the Trifecta Republican variable was statistically 

significant and positively related to the Education choice as a frame for state preschool. If the 

Governor’s office and both houses of the state legislature were all Republican in a state, that 

state was nearly two and half times (2.42) more likely to frame state preschool as an education 

type program. This finding matches the hypothesis that states with more conservative leaning 

characteristics are more likely to frame the state pre-kindergarten program as Education. 

Social Service Typology Model 

 In the Social Service (SS) Model, the likelihood ratio Chi-square statistic was statistically 

significant indicating that this model also rejects the null hypothesis.  As with the other models, 

the number of observations includes the full universe of 844 state pre-kindergarten programs 

from the years 2003-2018. The post-estimate linktest for the SS Model shows a statistically 

significant _hat while the _hatsq was not statistically significant, indicating that the model is 

likely correctly specified.    

For the SS typology, many predictors were hypothesized to have a negative correlation 

with the likelihood of a state’s choice of the Social Service frame. It was predicted that declining 

school enrollment in the K-12 system of a state would be a predictor of the state’s choice of the 

Education typology. Instead, the declining school enrollment is a statistically significant 

predictor of the state’s choice of a Social Service frame. As K-12 school enrollment declines, the 

likelihood of the state choosing the Social Service typology increases. An additional education 

need predictor is also related to the choice of Social Service; states with higher state spending on 

K-12 are less likely to choose the Social Service frame. However, there is no indication that the 

K-12 spending is correlated with the probability that states will frame the program as Education 
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as was hypothesized. While the relationship between K-12 spending and the choice of Social 

Service frame is small, it is statistically significant.  

The socioeconomic factors that were expected to be negatively correlated with the choice 

for the SS frame are percent of population that is non-white as well as the percent of unwed 

mothers. However, neither of these predictors showed a statistically significant relationship with 

the state choice of the SS typology. The socioeconomic predictor that does have a statistically 

significant and measurable impact on the choice of the SS typology is income inequality. As 

income inequality increases in a state, that state is less likely to select the Social Service frame as 

the institutional form of state pre-kindergarten. The Gini index of income inequality was the 

most consistently and substantively predictive of each of the predictive variables across all 

models. 

Of the political variables, the presence of a Republican governor was a predictor of the 

lack of likelihood of a state choosing the SS typology for pre-k. However, it was surprising that 

the more conservative the citizen ideology is in the state, the more likely the state is to choose 

the Social Service institutional form for state preschool. The literature indicates that social 

services are associated with more liberal ideology rather than conservative. This may be 

consistent with the fact that state pre-kindergarten is not a cash based assistance program and is 

perceived overall as more developmental in nature per Peterson’s typing of social service 

programs (T. L. Gais, 2009; Peterson, 1995). The Trifecta Republican variable was statistically 

significant and positively correlated with the choice of ED and with EDSS. However, it was not 

shown to have a statistically significant negative relationship with the choices of SS nor WD. 

Social Service-Workforce Development (SSWD) Typology Model 
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 The final measurable institutional form for state preschool is the Social Service-

Workforce Development (SSWD) typology. There were no hypotheses related specifically to this 

combination of characteristics as social services and workforce development are treated in the 

literature as different types of policies (see Peterson, 1995). It was hypothesized that any 

combination of Social Service and Workforce Development would also include education and be 

a result of state capacity to invest in programs that delivered assistance to low-income families as 

well as developed the capacity for all families to become contributing members of the workforce 

through education and workforce development activities.  

 The SSWD typology holds a positive and statistically significant relationship with the 

presence of a Republican legislature as well as conservative citizen ideology. While this is not 

surprising with the Workforce Development characteristics, it is surprising that Social Service 

characteristics are also included. The unemployment rate also holds a statistically significant 

relationship to the SSWD choice and may provide a context for the seemingly surprising finding 

related to a state’s conservatism. As the unemployment rate increases, the likelihood of the 

SSWD typology decreases. Unemployment may also be an indicator of state fiscal health and 

may provide insight into the fact that the state has slack resources to be able to fund programs 

which are optional. The combination of the Workforce Development characteristics and the 

Social Service characteristics may provide enough cover for a more conservative government to 

fund these additional programs and services as an investment in future growth. 

States With No Typology of Institutional Form 

 The most surprising finding was the number of states that have invested in a state pre-

kindergarten program that has less than three characteristics in any one typology. As shown 

previously in Figure 4.6, there are states each year with programs that do not meet the criteria of 
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any of the seven typologies. This means that the program has less than three characteristics of 

either Education, Social Service, or Workforce Development. Because this subset of the 

population of state preschool programs was a substantial number, an additional model was added 

to the study that includes those state programs without a typology or frame. In Figure 4.6, they 

are referred to as Non - Categorized State Pre-Kindergarten Programs. 

 Because this model was an unexpected model, there are no hypotheses related to the 

predictors of the choice of groups of characteristics that comprise the frames. The results of the 

model, however, are presented in Table 4.3 as part of the overall table of results. Within the 

education category of predictors, the five - year enrollment change is statistically significant and 

positively predictive of the state having a program with no typology. Within the socioeconomic 

predictors, the population of non-white and the Gini index were both statistically significant and 

negatively correlated with the programs with no specified category. As income inequality 

increases, the likelihood of states having a program without specification decreases. As the 

percent of the population that is non-white increases, the likelihood that the state will have a 

program that meets none of the criteria of any category decreases.  

 The percent of births to unwed mothers, however, is determined to be a statistically 

significant positive predictor of the choice of a state not having enough characteristics in any one 

category to meet the threshold of a typology. Within the political predictor variables, there 

appears to be some inconsistency. The presence of a Republican legislature as well as a more 

conservative citizen ideology are statistically significant positive predictors of the state having a 

program that does not meet the typology threshold. However, the presence of a Republic trifecta 

has a statistically significant negative impact on the state having a program with no typology. 
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 The post estimation tests offer some insight into the problems with this model. In 

conducting the linktest in Stata, both the _hat and the _hatsq are statistically significant 

indicating that either the dependent variable is not correctly specified or that there are omitted 

variables. This is a limitation of this study and may be addressed in future studies. The intent of 

this dissertation is to identify state characteristics that are related to state choices. The No 

Category model may also be summarized as the lack of state choice and is a different research 

question. Two additional variables that would be helpful in this future analysis include the age of 

the state pre-kindergarten program and the presence of other pre-kindergarten or preschool 

programs in the state. Limitations of the overall study as well as future directions for research are 

presented in more detail in Chapter 5 of this dissertation. 

 Overall, direction of the hypotheses was consistent with the findings. However, it was 

unexpected that the Workforce Development frame would nearly disappear from the results with 

the exception of the SSWD typology. The lack of appearance of the five Workforce 

Development characteristics  in the analysis caused significant impacts on the models. With two 

remaining frames of Education and Social Service. There were two exceptions to the expected 

hypotheses within the two remaining frames. It was expected that higher education capacity 

would have a likely positive relationship with the choice of Social Service characteristics of the 

institutional form of state pre-kindergarten. However, education capacity’s relationship with 

Social Service characteristics was a negative one. The second surprising finding was that 

political conservatism as measured through citizen ideology was positively correlated with the 

state pre-k program having characteristics consistent with the Social Service frame. While the 

party of the policy makers did not have a statistically significant relationship as expected, the 
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conservative citizen ideology was positively and statistically significant predictors of social 

service characteristics.  

 The prominence of the presence of the EDSS model and the five characteristics that most 

frequently appeared throughout the 16 years of the NIEER survey data indicate that the most 

prominent institutional form of state pre-kindergarten is a program located in public schools that 

implements kindergarten transition activities. While the location of the program and the 

transition activities fit squarely in the Education frame, the other three characteristics fit squarely 

in the Social Service frame. State pre-kindergarten programs remaining three most frequently 

reported characteristics are eligibility for participation is based on income, the provision of 

health and development screenings, and referrals for social services. To summarize the most 

prominent institutional form of state preschool, it is a social service program located in an 

education environment. 

 The most prominently present typology of state pre-kindergarten, EDSS, is more likely in 

states where school enrollment is decreasing, freeing up space in public schools. It is also more 

likely in states where the fourth grade NAEP scores are higher and where a larger percent of the 

population has at least a high school diploma or equivalent. This form of state pre-k is also more 

prominent in states where unemployment is higher and the percent of the population that is non-

white is higher. However, as the number of births to unwed mothers decreases, so does the 

likelihood of a state implementation of the EDSS typology. This typology is also more likely to 

appear in state with more liberal citizen ideology. State pre-kindergarten that takes this 

institutional form is not strictly welfare nor strictly education as defined in the academic 

literature. Chapter 5 identifies research and practical questions related to future academic and 

practitioner research.  
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Chapter 5: Summary of Findings and Next Steps 

This dissertation was designed to accomplish two research objectives: the construction of 

a typology for institutional form of state pre-kindergarten and insight into why states make 

choices they do related to the institutional form of state preschool. The construction of the 

typologies is perhaps the most interesting of the two objectives by applying a classification or 

frame of institutional form. The concept of institutional form for this dissertation is based on the 

seminal work of Soss et al. (2001) explaining the variation in state choices and form for the 

provision of welfare services as states transitioned from federal mandates to state choice. Their 

work also provided the basis for the state characteristics identified as potentially relevant to state 

preschool choices. 

State pre-kindergarten programs are a relatively new policy area for the states but are 

growing and continuing to receive more attention, particularly with the introduction of President 

Biden’s universal pre-k goal, part of the broader agenda currently being debated in congress. 

There is much debate across the states and the federal government about how the administration 

of state pre-kindergarten fits with the current Head Start and Child Care Subsidy programs. 

Policy questions are about who should receive the services, how the services should be delivered, 

and what rules characterize access to the service. How services will be funded and at what levels, 

who will staff the services, and how the services will be administered are among the 

administrative questions that are continuing to be asked as the country debates the role of early 

childhood policy in the public policy and administration realm. 

Summary of Findings 
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 The findings of this research show that the primary drivers of the characteristics of the 

program are education capacity and need related as well as socioeconomic need of the states. The 

conservatism of government has no statistically significant impacts on the types of policies 

adopted, but citizen ideology shows some impact. Of the three categories of predictor variables, 

education predictors offer the most insight into state choices. 

Workforce Development Frame  

 In looking through the individual findings to identify themes, it is clear that the 

Workforce Development frame and its composite typologies are the least frequently 

implemented. With the exception of the child care delivery component, Workforce Development 

individual characteristics are the least frequently reported by states. Although states may gain 

political credibility talking about the framing of pre-kindergarten in terms of workforce 

development, the characteristics of such frame are expensive to put into place and administer. 

Additionally, the WD frame has, in the past, been politicized as an overreach of government into 

the raising of children and an overstep into the family’s role (e.g. Nixon’s veto of the 1971 

Comprehensive Child Development bill). However, the Coronavirus pandemic has begun to 

change the narrative and once again shown the need for child care through emergency situations 

as the examples provided in Chapter 1 related to war and economic depression. 

In addition to the political debate over the role of government in the provision of child 

care, the characteristics of the WD frame often have an increased cost as compared to other 

frames. The WD frame and its associated typologies have as a characteristic the provision of a 

full work day of instruction and care. This is a dosage over and above the Education frame’s 

dosage of a school day. The difference between delivering services to allow parents of young 

children to work a full eight- or nine-hour day while allowing time for drop-off and pick-up of 
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the children amounts to the equivalent of ten hours per day and is more expensive to staff and 

deliver. Additionally, WD programs are expected to provide such services throughout the year 

beyond the school year. This dosage is also an additional expenditure. Workforce Development 

typologies also include as characteristics the provision of job training services for parents; this 

too is an additional expense and is not broadly associated with early childhood policy. This type 

of characteristic may evolve in the years to come but is not currently part of the early childhood 

programming in most states. 

 Two of the characteristics of the Workforce Development frames are the use of existing 

federal funding sources, CCDF and TANF, for state pre-kindergarten. CCDF and TANF have 

been in existence longer than state preschool programs and have, in most states, already been 

obligated to provide ongoing programs and assistance through established policies and 

procedures. At the same time, there have not been more than incremental increases in either 

funding source for long term allocation of new funds for state preschool. To add to the challenge 

of using TANF for child care is the increase in complex accountability measures required by the 

federal government (Schumacher, Greenberg, & Duffy, 2001). Reallocating existing fund 

sources for a new purpose is a core challenge in politics and public policy with both political and 

economic implications. As workforce development and early childhood policy converge, it 

becomes a conversation about equal rights as the burden for care falls primarily on women. It is 

expected that the workforce development issue will grow in attention and that funds will be 

invested in ensuring that supports are in place for families, particularly women, to have child 

care that includes both an education component as well as a custodial care component. It may no 

longer be enough to provide custodial care that is of questionable quality as is currently 

pervasive in the policy realm. The debates over whether child care is a public good or a market 
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driven commodity appear to be arriving more quickly than expected on the policy agenda as the 

Coronavirus pandemic impacts the workforce, specifically women. 

Education and Social Service Frames 

 The five most frequently reported characteristics fit in either the Education or Workforce 

Development frames as shown in Table 5.1 below. 

Table 5.1 

Five Most Frequently Reported Characteristics 

 

This combination of the top five characteristics shows that the program characteristics might be 

best summarized as a social service program in an education setting. In fact, the most frequently 

reported characteristic overall is delivery in a public-school setting. The implications from 

delivering a social service program in a setting which has traditionally been focused on education 

brings about tensions in the goals of the program. Without clear goals, it is difficult, if not 

impossible, to measure effectiveness.  In fact, early care and education has been criticized for not 

being clear about its goals. School readiness is a construct that has multiple definitions and 

perspectives (Brown, 2017; Carlton & Winsler, 1999). The tension between the social service 

perspective and the education perspective is a larger tension between social emotional concerns 

and cognitive goals. Kindergarten teachers, depending on the orientation of their education, also 

have different perspectives about the definition of school readiness. In its most basic terms, the 

question is about whether children know the cognitive skills necessary to learn to read such as 

Characteristic Number of Appearances Percent of Total Characteristics

E5: Public School Delivery 758 12.66%

SS3: Screenings, health and/ or developmental 691 11.54%

E2: Transition to Kindergarten Activities 625 10.44%

SS4: Referral for social services 506 8.45%

SS1: Income requirement for eligibility 486 8.11%
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their alphabet and letter sounds. Or is the goal of ECE to ensure that children are socially and 

developmentally ready to learn? Or are there multiple goals for early childhood policies and 

programs? While these questions have been asked in the early childhood education and child 

development fields, the questions about how to ensure that the institutional form matches the 

policy goals is a conversation that has yet to appear in the literature. 

 States are making decisions about the institutional form of a program that has multiple 

goals. Such decisions are, according to the data, often inconsistent with state need and capacity. 

These policy decisions made by the states do not indicate a clarity in desired outcomes for the 

program. As the federal government continues to debate if, or how, it will fund and implement 

universal pre-kindergarten programs, this research provides a guiding framework for making 

intentional policy decisions focused on state outcomes. Without clear goals and a clear 

understanding of how policy choices may or may not impact outcomes, the issue of state pre-

kindergarten may become a policy problem exacerbated by federal funds that offer incentives 

that are not consistent with program goals. Head Start is a social service program backed by 

research and is intended to change communities by improving a broad variety of outcomes for 

children and families in poverty. If, however, Head Start is the model on which state pre-

kindergarten is to be built, but the outcomes to be measured are primarily cognitive school 

readiness skills, the policy may be perceived as unsuccessful. Instead, a broader conversation is 

necessary about ensuring that incentives, policies, and goals are clear and that the policies match 

the goals. This is ultimately a policy debate about goals, state choice, and the role of the federal 

government. 

Limitations of the Research 
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 While this research provides the first typology of state pre-kindergarten programs 

according to the literature, there are missing characteristics that would help create more robust 

typologies. For example, the variable about the administrative home of the program was only 

collected in the survey for a small number of years and was not gathered with a question or set of 

questions consistent across time. The administrative home of the pre-kindergarten program 

would provide important insight into the creation of the typologies. The NIEER yearbook is an 

invaluable resource about the administration of state pre-kindergarten as well as the structural 

quality of the programs. Through the years since the survey first began, the yearbook has 

evolved in its definition of quality as has the definition according to the research. In 2016, 

NIEER changed the definition of quality to align with research that showed the importance of 

curriculum and continuous quality improvement efforts of state pre-kindergarten program 

administration (S. W. Barnett et al., 2016). The survey follows the research on quality and has 

made a priority to also offer timely and relevant research as part of the Yearbook each year. 

However, to build a more robust definition of each of the typologies, more characteristics 

specific to pre-kindergarten program policy and administration would provide an important 

resource. 

 An additional limitation of the research is the fact that the survey results are self-reported 

by the states. Although NIEER conducts training prior to sending out the survey as well as 

multiple follow-up and verification of information, there is still the risk that states do not 

accurately report information as a result of a lack of understanding or knowledge. This limitation 

is true for all self-reporting surveys, but particularly of one that is as comprehensive as the 

NIEER survey of state preschool programs. 
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 The limitation of the number of cases in the Workforce Development frame also provides 

a basis for developing future research. With so few states reporting Workforce Development 

characteristics of state pre-kindergarten programs, the limitation of this research is more the need 

for a more in-depth and possibly qualitative component of this research.  

 Finally, the limitation of the characteristics in terms of comparing structural quality with 

institutional form is one that should be highlighted. It was the original intent to include the 

quality score as a controlling factor and to gain insight about structural quality and typology. 

However, multiple variables are included as both a criterion of quality and in some form within 

the characteristics of typologies. Characteristics such as bachelor’s degree requirement for the 

lead teacher and the provision of comprehensive services are examples of characteristics that are 

part of both quality and framing. This potential multicollinearity could have caused bias of the 

research and thus prevented this question from being addressed. 

Implications for Research 

This research has attempted to define the importance of ensuring that the institutional 

form matches the policy goals in terms that can be understood by policy makers and 

practitioners. Additionally, this study has attempted to provide a foundation for future research in 

several areas of both public policy and early childhood education.  The guiding theory behind 

this research is that related to Soss et al. (2001) definition of institutional form that is more broad 

than administrative home or funding stream but a set of conditions that define access to, and type 

of, services provided. State pre-kindergarten programs are a relatively new policy at the state 

level but provide an example for state comparative research about choice for institutional form 

through defining the specific characteristics and components that create the form.  
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Even larger than a comparison of state choices is an interesting perspective about whether 

or not states realize that the choices they make about institutional form will be directly related to 

the desired outcomes. If the stated desired outcome is an improvement in third grade reading 

scores, then placing a social service-oriented program within a public-school setting will most 

likely not provide the desired outcome. Program development and administration requires a 

thought toward the desired outcome and if the policies of the program are indeed designed to 

achieve the desired outcomes.  

While Soss et al. (2001) and Lieberman and Shaw (2006) both studied the issue of 

welfare reform at a time when nationwide changes were concurrently happening, state pre-

kindergarten has seen a more incremental approach in growth than the welfare reform issue they 

studied. However, 2021 and 2022 offer opportunities for federal intervention and guidance 

through additional funding and supports. There is some advocacy from the National Head Start 

Association to build the future of state pre-kindergarten on the Head Start model. This research 

may help inform those policy decisions, and the policy decisions will provide opportunities for 

future research. The current proposals are unclear, and it is unknown if they will exacerbate the 

lack of system of early care and education or if they will create solutions. Universal pre-

kindergarten as a component of President Biden’s agenda implies that all children will have 

access thus fundamentally changing one of the most frequently reported characteristics of state 

pre-kindergarten programs: eligibility based on income. Universal pre-kindergarten is only 

available in three states and takes on very different institutional forms in the states of Florida, 

Georgia, and Oklahoma where it is available. As shown in this research, each state has a unique 

set of education, socioeconomic, and political influencing factors that impact the choice of 

institutional form. It is unknown if the federal government’s funding of universal pre-
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kindergarten across the states will change the current lack of system or impose a uniform system 

on all states.  

Future Research 

 The next natural research question is about measuring effectiveness of programs with 

certain typologies of institutional form. There is much research that structural quality is at least 

indirectly related to child outcomes; however, there is not research that looks at the institutional 

form of state pre-kindergarten to understand how it related to child outcomes. Answering 

questions about the relationship of child outcomes and institutional form is the next task for this 

research.  

 This dataset offers a myriad of potential research in addition to the outcomes. While this 

dataset was used as a pooled cross section dataset for the purpose of this dissertation, it can also 

be treated as a panel data set to look at change over time as well as the evolution of individual 

characteristics and typologies over time in relation to events in the states. Additionally, the 

dataset offers an opportunity to look through the diffusion of innovation lens so that there may be 

a predicted evolution over time by typology. 

 Two additional research questions can also be considered starting with this data set. First, 

an exploration of states without a state pre-kindergarten program offers an interesting case in 

understanding state behavior. Which states do not offer a state program and what are the 

characteristics of those states? By the same token, states that offer multiple programs are an 

interesting subject for future research. Understanding the characteristics of those states can also 

offer insight into choices for institutional form. The second additional research question is about 

the states with programs with no typology. A potential research question related to this could ask 
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if this is a function of the age of the program or characteristics of the states. It would have been 

an omission from this research to not address the “No Type” state years as a finding, but these 

states do not actually answer the research questions around this dissertation. As such, it is an 

important next step in continuing this research. 

 State choices of institutional form are important indicators of state values and politics. In 

this research, it was found that state choices for the institutional form of state preschool are 

directly related to education capacity and education need. This important insight provides a 

foundation for future research to test theory as well as to have implications for practice in this 

growing policy area. 
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Appendix 1: Program Coding Sample 

 

Yearbook Year Program Year State State Program Program CodeUnique Program ID

2004 2003 Alabama Alabama AL1 2003AL1

2004 2003 Arkansas Arkansas AR1 2003AR1

2004 2003 Arizona Arizona AZ1 2003AZ1

2004 2003 California California CA1 2003CA1

2004 2003 Colorado Colorado CO1 2003CO1

2004 2003 Connecticut Connecticut CT1 2003CT1

2004 2003 Delaware Delaware DE1 2003DE1

2004 2003 Georgia Georgia GA1 2003GA1

2004 2003 Hawaii Hawaii HI1 2003HI1

2004 2003 Iowa Iowa IA1 2003IA1

2004 2003 Illinois Illinois IL1 2003IL1

2004 2003 Kansas Kansas KA1 2003KA1

2004 2003 Kentucky Kentucky KY1 2003KY1

2004 2003 Louisiana Louisiana NSECD LA1 2003LA1

2004 2003 Louisiana Louisiana 8 (g) LA2 2003LA2

2004 2003 Louisiana Louisiana LA4 & Starting Pts LA3 2003LA3

2004 2003 Massachusetts Massachusetts MA1 2003MA1

2004 2003 Maryland Maryland MD1 2003MD1

2004 2003 Maine Maine ME1 2003ME1

2004 2003 Michigan Michigan MI1 2003MI1

2004 2003 Minnesota Minnesota HdSt MN1 2003MN1

2004 2003 Missouri Missouri MO1 2003MO1

2004 2003 North Carolina North Carolina NC1 2003NC1

2004 2003 Nebraska Nebraska NE1 2003NE1

2004 2003 New Jersey New Jersey Abbott NJ1 2003NJ1

2004 2003 New Jersey New Jersey ECPA NJ2 2003NJ2

2004 2003 New Mexico New Mexico NM1 2003NM1

2004 2003 Nevada Nevada NV1 2003NV1

2004 2003 New York New York EPK NY1 2003NY1

2004 2003 New York New York UPK NY2 2003NY2

2004 2003 Ohio Ohio PSP OH1 2003OH1

2004 2003 Ohio Ohio HdSt OH3 2003OH3

2004 2003 Oklahoma Oklahoma OK1 2003OK1

2004 2003 Oregon Oregon OR1 2003OR1

2004 2003 Pennsylvania Pennsylvania PA1 2003PA1

2004 2003 South Carolina South Carolina SC1 2003SC1

2004 2003 Tennessee Tennessee TN1 2003TN1

2004 2003 Texas Texas TX1 2003TX1

2004 2003 Virginia Virginia VA1 2003VA1

2004 2003 Vermont Vermont VT1 2003VT1

2004 2003 Washington Washington WA1 2003WA1

2004 2003 Wisconsin Wisconsin 4K WI1 2003WI1

2004 2003 Wisconsin Wisconsin HdSt WI2 2003WI2

2004 2003 West Virginia West Virginia WV1 2003WV1
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