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Closing the achievement gap is a large task requiring strategic planning and action at the 
classroom, local, state, and federal levels.  For children in highest-risk families and poorest 
communities, even the best early care and early learning opportunities will not be enough to help 
them perform on a level consistent with their more advantaged peers.  However, a strong evidence 
base is showing that there are pathways to increase the early literacy and early match 
achievement for low-income preschool-aged children.  The challenge is to use this knowledge so 
that it gets into the hands of those working directly with the millions of low-income preschool-
aged children across this country. 

~Klein and Knitzer (2006), “Pathways to Early School Success” 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
Increasingly, policymakers and funders are recognizing what educators and psychologists have 
long known about the importance of early childhood experiences for later development.  Of 
particular interest is the potential value of high-quality early childhood experiences in 
improving the school readiness of low-income children who traditionally start school behind 
their more advantaged peers.  Experimental interventions—such as the High/Scope Perry 
Preschool Project (Schweinhart et al., 2005)—that enrich early childhood environments have 
been shown to produce more successful youth and adults by raising both cognitive and 
noncognitive skills (also, Heckman, 2006; Heckman & Masterov, 2004; Reynolds, Ou, & 
Topitzes, 2004; Temple & Reynolds, 2006).  Although early childhood experiences are not the 
only factors in children’s future success, evidence indicates that from an economic standpoint, 
educational interventions targeting disadvantaged children in the first 5 years of life have much 
higher returns than later interventions.   
 

As a result, a growing number of state initiatives to establish universal or voluntary pre-
kindergarten programs in an effort to improve school readiness have emerged during the past 
two decades.1  Florida’s Voluntary Prekindergarten (VPK) Program, which began during the 
2005-2006 school year and provides 540 hours of free preschool education a day for all 4-year-
olds in school- and community-based settings during the school year, or 300 hours during the 
summer, is just one recent example.  Early research on several state-funded programs indicate 
promising impacts on children (Clifford et al., 2005; Gillam & Zigler, 2000; Gormely, et al., 
2005).   

 
However, questions remain about the best way to structure the new preschool programs, 

given available resources.  One question is whether these programs should be universally 
available or targeted to children with greater need (Barnett, Brown, & Shore, 2004; Loeb et al., 
2006).  Other questions have to do with the length of the program day, age of children served, 
class size, teacher credentials, and program location (schools, community centers, or both).  
There is little disagreement that the effects of early childhood programs on children’s 

                                                 
1 As of April 2006, only six states did not provide any state funding for preschool programs.  In several states, the 
pre-kindergarten program is a state supplement to Head Start. In some states, it is a combination of a state 
supplement to Head Start and other funds specifically for providing pre-kindergarten (National Association for the 
Education of Young Children [NAEYC]: http://www.naeyc.org).  Despite the overall expansion in funding, recent 
shortfalls have led to declining enrollments and lower per-child expenditure (adjusted for inflation) in some states 
(National Institute for Early Education Research [NIEER]: http://nieer.org). 
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development and learning depend, in large part, on the quality of their experiences in these 
programs.  However, there are concerns that many current state pre-kindergarten initiatives are 
underfunded and that the qualifications of early childhood staff in community-based child-care 
centers have been declining over the past two decades (Herzenberg, Price, & Bradley, 2005).  
A large body of research indicates that quality includes not only structural characteristics of 
programs such as teacher-child ratios and level of teacher education, but also processes such as 
the nature of social interactions and instructional experiences in these programs (e.g., Brooks-
Gunn, 2003; Burchinal, Cryer et al., 2002; Burchinal, Roberts et al., 2002; Frede & Barnett, 
1992; Howes, 1997; Howes & Smith, 1995; NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 
2000, 2001; Pianta et al., 2002; LaParo, Pianta, & Stuhlman, 2004).   

 
The Early Childhood Cluster Initiative 

 
In the context of these concerns, the Children’s Services Council (CSC) of Palm Beach County, 
the United Way of Palm Beach County, the School District of Palm Beach County, and Palm 
Beach Community College (PBCC) launched the Early Childhood Cluster Initiative (ECCI) 
during the 2005-2006 school year.  The central feature of ECCI is a full-day pre-kindergarten 
program in twenty classrooms based on the design of the High/Scope Perry Preschool model 
(Hohmann & Weikart, 2002; Schweinhart, et al., 2005) located in ten Title I elementary schools 
in four targeted geographic areas (TGAs)—the Glades, Lake Worth/Lantana, Riviera 
Beach/Lake Park, and West Palm Beach—that have high levels of risk for poverty, teen 
pregnancy, crime, and child abuse and neglect.2  The name “cluster initiative” reflects the fact 
that the program is connected to several other programs or systems operating in the TGAs, 
including Beacon Centers, Comprehensive Services, and community child-care centers.  Initial 
plans for expanding ECCI call for the gradual addition of community child-care centers and 
homes.  One community-based child-care center serving infants and toddlers as well as 
preschool-aged children has been added for the 2006-2007 school year. 

 
The overarching goal of ECCI is to provide low-income children with a high-quality, 

year-round preschool experience that will enhance their development and help them acquire the 
foundational skills necessary to prepare them for school.  Central to the initiative are the use of 
the High/Scope curriculum, a highly regarded educational model that has documented positive 
outcomes for children3; low teacher-child ratios; and the use of state-certified teachers.  Two 
other aspects of ECCI that were only partially implemented in the first year but will be fully 
implemented during the second year are (1) a program of activities to strengthen parent 
involvement, facilitated by a volunteer coordinator, which may include monthly meetings with 
parents, classroom volunteer activities, and, in the case of the community child-care center, 

                                                 
2 For example, according to the 2003 State of the Child in Palm Beach County, 75 to 93 percent of children in the 
TGAs receive free or reduced lunch; the rate of child abuse and neglect is between 4.1 and 6.6 times the county 
average; and crime rates range from 14 to 93 percent above the county rate in the TGAs. 
3 The findings from the long-term evaluation of the Perry Preschool Project demonstrated that the participants of 
the program performed better through the years on achievement, literacy, cognitive, and language tests than those 
who did not participate.  Moreover, the participants were more likely to be high school graduates, be employed, 
and earn higher incomes than non-participants (Schweinhart et al., 2005).  These results and other research on the 
High/Scope curriculum suggest that children who participate in high-quality early care and education programs 
have better outcomes than children of comparable backgrounds who do not (Epstein, 1993; Frede & Barnett, 1992; 
Schweinhart et al., 2005). 
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home visits by teachers, and (2) the use of the High/Scope Child Observation Record (COR) by 
teachers for assessing children’s progress and planning. 

 
High/Scope’s “active learning” approach to early childhood education is based on 

developmental theory and educational practice that indicate that children learn best from 
concrete experiences in which they personally plan, carry out, and reflect on their activities 
with appropriate support and guidance from adults (Hohmann & Weikart, 2002).  To 
implement the High/Scope model, ECCI makes use of intensive training and mentoring in the 
High/Scope curriculum combined with logistical best practice to ensure quality.  Each 
classroom has three staff with a maximum of eighteen children for a 1:6 staff-to-child ratio.  
Lead teachers, who are hired by school principals in consultation with the ECCI manager, must 
have a bachelor’s degree and early childhood certification, and attend 4 weeks of intensive 
High/Scope training and additional in-service training during the school year.  The other 
classroom staff are Early Learning Associates (ELAs), who are hired directly by the ECCI 
manager.  They must have a minimum of a Child Development Associate credential (CDA)4 
and must complete an “Introduction to High/Scope” class at Palm Beach Community College.   

 
Resource teachers experienced in the application of High/Scope are responsible for 

providing ongoing supervision, training, and support to teachers, with one resource teacher 
assigned to five classrooms.  A High/Scope master trainer from Palm Beach Community 
College mentors the resource teachers on a regular basis, helping them learn to use a method of 
observation and feedback to work with classroom staff to foster change.  One additional 
“roving” resource teacher is responsible for preparing teachers in ECCI classrooms for 
assessments on the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale, Revised Edition (ECERS-R) 
(Harms, Clifford, & Cryer, 2005) as part of the Palm Beach County Early Childhood Quality 
Improvement System (QIS).   

 
As designed, ECCI will involve and affect a variety of participants, including children, 

families, teachers and other school staff, and Beacon Centers.  The model for the program, 
which is based on the Planning, Implementation, and Evaluation (PIE) document developed 
collaboratively by program and research staff at CSC and the school district,5 is built on the 
belief that well-trained and experienced teachers will provide developmentally appropriate 
learning environments and activities to children that will foster their cognitive, social, 
emotional, physical, and language and literacy development and thus better prepare them for 
kindergarten.  In addition, because children’s learning experiences with their families at home 
also have an effect on their preparation for school, teachers’ interactions with parents and other 
family members are another important element of ECCI because they will increase parents’ 
knowledge and understanding of their children’s learning and how they can best support their 
children in school.   

 
Figure 1 is an illustration of the logic model underlying ECCI.   

                                                 
4 The CDA is a performance-based credential conferred by the Council for Professional Recognition 
(http://www.cdacouncil.org).  In addition to holding a high school diploma, CDAs must have 480 hours of 
experience working with children and 120 hours of formal child-care education, both within the past 5 years, and 
pass a written and oral assessment by the Council for Professional Recognition.   
5 PIE for Early Childhood Cluster Initiative, Children’s Services Council document, February 21, 2006 
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ECCI Evaluability and Implementation Study 
 
Chapin Hall Center for Children contracted to conduct an evaluability assessment and 
preliminary look at implementation midway through the first year of the initiative.  Research 
questions for the implementation stusy of ECCI were the following: 
 
• What are the quality and consistency of implementation?  Was the program implemented as 

planned?  Is it reaching its intended target?  Did the program work as designed and 
implemented?  What did not work and why? 

• Do early childhood teachers demonstrate best practices in early childhood? Are teachers 
using High/Scope methods in their work with children?  Does their knowledge of the 
High/Scope curriculum and ability to put them into practice increase over time? 

• What are the experiences of teachers with the program? How satisfied are they with their 
experiences? What is the quality of training and supervision they receive?   

• What are the experiences of children and families with the program? Does the program 
meet their expectations?  Are children who have been identified with developmental delays 
or socio-emotional issues being linked with appropriate resources?  Are ECCI families 
participating in classroom, school, and Beacon Center activities? 

• What is the quality of communication and relationships within the program?  What were the 
facilitators and barriers to collaboration and communication?   

• What changes should be made to improve program implementation and increase the 
likelihood that intended outcomes will be achieved? 

 
Primary research activities included (1) providing guidance and feedback on the 

program theory of change (2) conducting observations of program implementation, and (3) 
assessing the evaluability of the initiative and what kind of evaluation of ECCI would be most 
useful and feasible for stakeholders in Palm Beach County.  Chapin Hall examined the goals, 
strategies, and activities of the ECCI program and their implementation through interviews 
with key stakeholders, surveys of teachers and assistant teachers, program observations, and 
review of documents.  This report summarizes the results of the evaluability assessment and 
early look at implementation, which include a description of the program and the program 
theory (i.e., projected relationships among program objectives, activities, and intermediate and 
long-term outcomes) and identification of potential implementation and evaluation issues. 

 
KEY FINDINGS 

 
In the first year of the initiative, ECCI was implemented in twenty classrooms in ten Title I 
schools.  All of the schools also housed Beacon Centers, in an effort to foster families’ 
relationships with their children’s schools and link them to supports (e.g., after-school 
activities) that would continue after children entered kindergarten.  Additional supports, 
including health and developmental screening and service referrals, were provided to children 
and families through the Health Care District’s Comprehensive Services program.  Each 
classroom’s activities were conducted by a team of three teachers, including a certified teacher 
and two Early Learning Associates with at least a CDA credential.  Each classroom had no 
more than eighteen children, resulting in a low teacher-child ratio of 1:6.  Children eligible to 
enroll in the program were 3- and 4-year-olds residing in the school attendance area, with two-
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thirds of the slots reserved for 4-year-old children.  In addition to their work with children, 
teachers also provided lending libraries, parent-child activities in the classroom, meetings, and 
workshops for parents.   
 

The primary goals for the first year were to get the program established and to provide 
intensive training for staff in the High/Scope method to ensure the curriculum was 
implemented with fidelity.  Within the first month, most of the classrooms were fully staffed, 
and 94 percent of the 360 children targeted by the initiative were enrolled.  By the end of 
November, enrollment stood at 98 percent; although some children had moved out of the 
system by February, others had taken their places, so that enrollment remained high until the 
end of the regular school year.  Nearly all (97%) of the ECCI children at the ten schools were 
from minority ethnic backgrounds, and a large majority (91%) were eligible for free or reduced 
lunch, indicating that the initiative was serving its intended population.  During the fall, 
teachers began their High/Scope training, coordinated through Palm Beach Community 
College, and all classrooms were being visited and mentored by resource teachers.  A full 
schedule of meetings got underway, including monthly meetings of the ECCI Management 
Committee and resource teachers and bimonthly meetings of the certified teachers.  During the 
winter and spring, a volunteer coordinator was hired and a Parent Partnership Committee 
formed to develop a broad plan for involving and building relationships with families.   

 
Program Quality 

Importantly, the High/Scope curriculum model was successfully carried out across the ten 
schools.  The rigorous and ongoing training provided for teachers in High/Scope principles and 
practices, as well as the on-site technical assistance provided by resource teachers, resulted in 
positive changes in nearly all aspects of program quality as assessed by the High/Scope PQA 
instrument from the beginning to the end of the school year.  Although there was variation 
among the classrooms in their quality and the progress of implementation, there were increases 
in PQA scores for all of the ECCI classrooms from fall to spring (see Table 1).  These increases  
 

 
Table 1. Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 Mean Ratings on PQA Form A Suhscales for Twenty ECCI 
Classrooms 

Mean Ratinga 

PQA Subscale Time 
Minimum Maximum Mean* 

Standard 
Deviation 

Fall 2.3 3.9 3.1 0.39 I. Learning Environment  
Spring 3.2 4.6 3.8 0.37 
Fall 1.8 4.3 2.8 0.67 II. Daily Routine  
Spring 3.0 4.9 4.0 0.58 
Fall 1.3 4.7 2.5 0.95 III. Adult-Child Interaction 
Spring 2.5 4.8 3.7 0.67 
Fall 2.4 3.4 2.6 0.34 IV. Curriculum Planning and Assessment  
Spring 3.0 4.6 3.4 0.36 

a The PQA rating scale ranges from 1 to 5. 
*All changes in mean scores from fall to spring were statistically significant using a t-test for paired samples (p < .001). 
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“I believe High/Scope is the greatest 
curriculum to come along for pre-K in many 
years.  I see such a difference in the 
children.  They are much more relaxed, and 
they retain much of what they learn.  They 
enjoy coming to preschool.  They learn to 
make their own plans, decisions, and to 
solve their own problems.  From the 
beginning of the year I soon start seeing 
children taking the initiative in their play, in 
their speech, in their daily routine.” 
 
“I have ample resources and a lot of 
positive support from my resource teacher.  
The High/Scope curriculum has made me a 
better teacher. I now understand that 
children should have shared control in the 
classroom.” 
 
“High/Scope allows children to be total 
individuals, following their vision, learning 
at their own pace, and having fun while 
learning.  High/Scope is appropriate for all 
students because they do not have to be a 
carbon copy of anyone else ... High/Scope 
encourages children to be the best that they 
can be and have high self-esteem  as they 
climb the ladder of success.” 
 

~Comments of ECCI Teaching Staff 

were apparent in all four of the subscales of the PQA 
and in most of the individual items that make up 
each of the subscales. The only item in which an 
increase in ratings was not found was in the use of a 
valid method for observing and planning for 
children; while the ECCI classrooms were in the 
process of learning to implement anecdotal notes and 
the COR, their training was incomplete at the time of 
the second PQA assessment.   
 

It is noteworthy that the most dramatic 
increase in scores was seen in the Adult-Child 
Interaction subscale (see Table 2).  Many early 
childhood educators and researchers consider this 
dimension the most important measure of program 
quality.  Furthermore, in contrast to some of the 
other categories measured by the PQA, this subscale 
largely reflects internalized behaviors on the part of 
teachers and may be less amenable to change than 
other areas.  Thus, the large increase in this score 
suggests considerable teacher buy-in and response to 
training and mentoring activities.  
 

The classrooms also received generally high 
scores on the ECERS-R, the instrument used in the 
Palm Beach County QIS to measure the use of 
developmentally appropriate practices.   

 
Additional information about teachers’ views of High/Scope were obtained from a 

paper and pencil survey of the ECCI teaching staff.  Although not all teachers responded to the 
survey—our response rate was 52 percent—acceptance of and enthusiasm for the High/Scope 
curriculum appeared widespread among those certified teachers and ELAs who did complete 
the survey (see Table 2).  Most respondents were very satisfied with the goals and philosophy 

 

Table 2.  ECCI Teachers’ Views of High/Scope Implementation (n = 29) 

Statement about High/Scope  %  
“Strongly Agree” 

%  
“Agree” 

Mean 
Agreementa 

High/Scope has made me a better teacher 41 45 3.3 
I have the resources and support I need to fully 

implement High/Scope 48 38 3.3 

High/Scope prepares children well for kindergarten 28 55 3.1 
High/Scope is appropriate for all students in my class 24 55 3.0 
High/Scope is similar to other training I have   7 66 2.7 

a A 4-point rating scale was used, with responses ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 4 (“strongly agree”). 
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of the ECCI program as well as their training and knowledge of High/Scope.  In addition, 
teachers were largely satisfied with their relationships with other participants in the initiative 
(see Table 3). 
 
Table 3.  ECCI Teachers’ Satisfaction with Communication and Relationships (n = 29) 

Aspect of ECCI %  
“Very Satisfied” 

% 
“Satisfied” 

Mean 
Satisfactiona 

Relation with the school principal 52 45 3.5 
Relations between teachers and children 43 50 3.4 
Relation with other teachers in the school 52 31 3.3 
Relations between teachers and parents 36 61 3.3 
Relation with resource teacher 31 66 3.3 
Relation with other teachers in the room 31 59 3.2 
Relation with other teachers in the ECCI program 28 62 3.2 
How ECCI manager communicates with you 31 48 3.0 
a A 4-point rating scale was used, with responses ranging from 1 (“very dissatisfied”) to 4 (“very satisfied”). 
 

Relationships with Parents 

By design, parent-teacher relationships and parent involvement within the High/Scope 
framework were not fully addressed in the first year.  However, parents did participate in a 
wide range of activities to varying degrees across the ten schools.  Open houses, visits to eat 
breakfast or lunch with their children, and the lending library were some of the more popular 
activities.   
 

Participation was affected, in part, by parents’ work or school schedules and language 
differences, but also, perhaps, by a lack of information about the ECCI program and their role 
in it.  Parents who participated in group meetings with ECCI staff at the end of the year 
indicated they were not aware of the High/Scope curriculum or the fact that ECCI is such a 
resource-intensive, high-quality early education program.  They also expressed some 
dissatisfaction with the channels of communication used: for example, some parents said they 
did not like being contacted at work unless it was an emergency.  As mentioned, the ECCI 
management committee created a parent partnership subcommittee charged with addressing 
these issues and developing a feasible plan to foster school-home relationships and parent 
involvement.  This subcommittee began its work late in the school year, after the dedicated 
volunteer coordinator was hired and trained.  It included several parents in the hopes of 
soliciting both ideas and participation.  

 
Thus, at the time of this report, the goals of developing strong home-school partnerships 

and intensive parent involvement are very clear.  However, the strategies to execute these 
goals—including training of teachers to work with parents—are still being explored and 
developed; pilot projects are underway at selected schools.  One source of concern and 
confusion was home visits, which were an integral part of the original Perry Preschool Project 
and a strong priority for the funder—but which also proved impossible to implement in the 
same form 40 years later in the Palm Beach County public school system.  Despite or perhaps 
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because of these challenges, committee members have proposed that a pilot home visiting 
program be developed at a community childcare site during the second year of ECCI.   
 
Management and Organizational Challenges 
 
There were several organizational challenges that came with implementing the program within 
the public school context, particularly in working with school principals.  Because of the shared 
responsibility for hiring between ECCI and the school principals, there were periodic staff 
vacancies both at the onset of the initiative and during the year as a result of teacher turnover.  
There were also compatibility problems between ECCI and local school policies that affected 
the implementation of some aspects of the High/Scope model, including developmentally 
appropriate mealtime activities and home visiting, and some teachers reported confusion and 
frustration in dealing with conflicting assessment parameters.  Other problems arose in working 
with Beacon Center directors—for example, in scheduling activities in conjunction with the 
Beacon Center calendars (which differed from those of the school district), coordinating the 
purchase of food with Beacon Centers, and arranging transportation for summer activities—but 
these problems usually were easier to resolve. 

 
Many of these problems resulted from a lack of clear lines of communication between 

ECCI and school administrators.  After an initial session in which the basic framework was 
explained to the school principals, communication with them was usually limited to problem 
management at individual schools.  Although plans to meet regularly with principals existed at 
the outset of the initiative, it proved difficult to assemble busy principals for regular group 
meetings.  The inability to inform principals about the High/Scope curriculum and obtain their 
buy-in for it meant that principals, who had responsibility for hiring and placing certified 
teachers within their schools, sometimes made personnel decisions that worked against the 
interests of ECCI, terminating or moving teachers to other positions apparently without regard 
to the impact on the early childhood program.  It also meant that principals sometimes 
evaluated their teachers on different standards than those promoted by ECCI management, 
potentially undermining the training ECCI staff received and leading to frustration among 
teachers and resource teachers. 

 
Another source of tension for ECCI was the hiring of new certified teachers in 

classrooms that already contained experienced teaching staff who in some cases had long 
histories as lead teachers.  Because ECCI required that its lead teachers have bachelor’s degrees 
and early childhood certification, those lead teachers who held only a CDA were demoted to 
assistant teachers.  This was a natural source of tension in many classrooms, which could have 
been exacerbated by the fact that certified teachers had no training in the High/Scope method at 
the beginning of the year, whereas all returning assistant teachers had taken at least one course 
on High/Scope at the community college.  Based on the survey responses and PQA ratings, it 
appears that considerable progress was made in developing a sense of collaboration among the 
classroom teachers during the year, but a few teachers responding to the survey mentioned 
teamwork as a remaining challenge at the end of the first year. 

 
Additional concerns of a small number of teachers included the adequacy of support 

and supervision to properly implement High/Scope, relationships with their resource teachers, 
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and burdensome administrative tasks.  Some teachers also expressed frustration with parent 
involvement and with inconsistencies in the standards that were being applied to their 
classrooms—that is, between the ECERS assessment process and the High/Scope PQA, and 
between principals’ expectations and the ECCI goals and strategies. 

 
In summary, ECCI is a multifaceted and ambitious initiative based on a well-articulated 

model.  Although the initiative was not fully implemented in the first year, it made significant 
progress and built a strong foundation for a high-quality preschool program.  Despite the 
organizational challenges, most observers agreed that getting the program up and running, 
despite a relatively short planning phase, was a major organizational achievement for the 
program manager and other ECCI stakeholders.  Many observers also remained optimistic that 
the organizational challenges, including staff turnover and relationships with principals and 
Beacon Centers, could be overcome in the second year.  Although the inability to implement 
home visiting by certified teachers was a disappointment, alternative activities are being 
planned by ECCI staff in collaboration with parents.  Indeed, ECCI may prove to be an 
opportunity to test other, innovative means for schools to build productive relationships with 
families. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
To assess the implementation of ECCI, we considered both the ECCI logic model as described 
in the PIE and the first-year implementation data.  The program model for ECCI specifies the 
goals, activities, and expected outcomes of the initiative as well as an underlying theory of how 
activities involving children, school staff, parents, and support services will collectively lead to 
short-term outcomes such as more qualified staff, better program quality, and increased parent 
involvement.  In turn, it is expected that high-quality learning experiences coupled with family 
support will increase children’s school readiness and school success.  These underlying 
assumptions are reasonable based on research that indicates that the benefit of preschool 
programs, especially for low-income children, depends on the quality of their instructional and 
social experiences.  There is also evidence that programs that involve families as well as 
children are more beneficial than programs directed at only children or only parents.  To build 
that quality, evidence also suggests that lead teachers should have a bachelor’s degree and 
training that involves not only coursework but also ongoing support and supervision to 
implement new ideas and reflect on what is being learned.   
 

Our analysis of ECCI during its first year provides some support for the assumptions 
contained within the logic model, and data on specific areas of accomplishment.  Interviews 
and surveys of participants and program observations indicate that there is considerable support 
for the initiative’s goals and activities among various community stakeholders; classrooms are 
reaching their targeted population with enrollment at or near capacity during the school year; 
and the High/Scope curriculum is being implemented successfully, despite some conflicts with 
school policies.  Moreover, measures of classroom activity indicate progress in using the 
High/Scope model.   
 
 At the same time, the ECCI program is still maturing.  Teachers are still learning the 
High/Scope curriculum, and 40 percent of the certified teaching staff will be new in the second 
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year.  Despite the progress made, according to High/Scope trainers, learning and internalizing a 
new curriculum such as High/Scope takes time, at least 2 or 3 years.  Teachers need time to 
practice their new skills and refine existing skills in order to apply them consistently and 
confidently.  Moreover, not all components of the model were fully implemented during 2005-
2006: for example, the parent involvement/home visiting components and the use of the 
High/Scope COR tool for assessing and planning for children.  In addition, there are still some 
organizational, staffing, and policy challenges facing ECCI that must be resolved in the next 
phase of the program in order for the initiative to have a chance of achieving its intended 
outcomes.  We would especially highlight the fact that the policies and relationships that are 
needed to support the initiative—most importantly, relationships with school principals, 
Beacon Center directors, and parents, but also child screening processes and referrals to support 
services through the Comprehensive Services program—are not yet in place.  There are also 
plans to add a community child-care site in the second year, which may create another layer of 
staff and organizational challenges.   

 
Thus, we recommend that evaluation activities in the second year of ECCI continue to 

focus on its implementation rather than on child outcomes.  The second-year implementation 
study will continue to assess the initiative’s goals, activities, expected outcomes, and theory of 
change to make sure underlying assumptions still hold.  Toward this end, the study will 
examine the achievement of short-term outcomes, such as improving teacher knowledge and 
practice of High/Scope principles, screening and assessing children and making referrals 
through Comprehensive Services, and increasing parent involvement in classroom and Beacon 
Center activities.  We also will be interested in learning more about the perceptions, 
experiences, and satisfaction with the initiative from the perspectives of teachers, parents, 
school principals and other staff, and Beacon Center staff.   

 
In this regard, it will be important to track changes in teachers’ knowledge and concerns 

about ECCI and High/Scope.  Our overall sense is that most of the teachers endorse the 
principles of the curriculum, believe in its value for preparing children for school, and feel well 
supported through their training and on-site mentoring as they learn to apply it to their daily 
work with children.  They may be bogged down or overwhelmed with some of the details of 
High/Scope—especially when practices conflict with the expectation of principals or the 
ECERS assessment process.  But if they have any reservations about High/Scope or its 
implementation, these have to do with apparent inconsistencies in the interpretation and 
application of the curriculum.  Teachers rarely had any suggestions for changing High/Scope, 
but they emphasized that teachers in a classroom team need to agree on how to implement the 
curriculum and school administrators must be fully informed about the curriculum.  Given that 
this was the first year to implement the High/Scope curriculum on a large scale, the concerns of 
those responding to the survey were relatively few.  However, it will be important to track these 
concerns over time to see what progress is made in terms of teachers’ knowledge of 
High/Scope, teamwork in the classroom, ability of trainers and resource teachers to explain the 
curriculum, as well as school administrators’ understanding and appreciation of the High/Scope 
approach. 

 
In addition, we will work with local stakeholders to determine whether an outcome 

evaluation is warranted and feasible in the third year.  Given the history of research on 



 

12 

High/Scope, one question is whether a formal outcome study of its effects on children is 
warranted.  That is, if the High/Scope model is well articulated and well implemented in the 
targeted schools, one could assume—based on previous research—that it will have positive 
effects on children.  On the other hand, the High/Scope model was first evaluated 40 years ago 
as part of the Perry Preschool Project with a small sample of ethnically homogeneous (African 
American) low-income families.  It has not been previously implemented in Palm Beach 
County, which is characterized by considerable ethnic, linguistic, and economic diversity and 
family mobility, posing specific challenges to parent involvement.  Furthermore, ECCI contains 
several other components that were not part of the original Perry model, including links to 
community child-care centers, Beacon Centers, social services, and a different approach to 
building relationships with families.  Thus, additional evidence about outcomes in addition to 
an implementation study would be valuable in helping understand the effects of this 
comprehensive program within a much more diverse community.  An outcome study would 
require—minimally—a comparison group of children who participate in either no early 
childhood program or in another early childhood program not using the ECCI model.  This 
would necessitate the agreement and assistance of the Palm Beach County school system to 
identify an appropriate comparison group, or possibly the use of a regression discontinuity 
design. 

 
In conclusion, much was accomplished during the first year, particularly in 

implementing the High/Scope curriculum in the classroom, developing relationships with 
families, and training and mentoring teachers. It also seems that relationships with staff of 
Beacon Centers, Comprehensive Services, and the Behavioral Health Program are starting to 
form.  However, much work remains to integrate the ECCI program into the school setting and 
build foundational relationships with school administrators, Beacon Center staff, and other 
service providers.  In order for ECCI to be successful in the school setting, it must be accepted, 
supported, and well integrated into the school system.  ECCI services should be regarded as 
integral rather than as supplemental within the context of the school.  To that end, it seems 
clear that written policies and procedures are needed outlining for administrators and Beacon 
Center staff their roles and responsibilities in relation to the ECCI classrooms, as well as the 
structures and facilities that should be in place in order for ECCI to function.  For example, 
some administrators who moved teachers to other positions in their schools may not have been 
sufficiently aware of the magnitude of the investment in teacher training or convinced of the 
importance of staff continuity for young children.  The successful implementation of ECCI 
ultimately depends on the development and maintenance of positive relationships between 
ECCI staff and school staff and frequent communication and coordination between them.   

 
In addition, teachers and their teacher trainers need to be cognizant of the limitations of 

the school policies and procedures, and creative in finding ways to resolve problems and 
negotiate differences between High/Scope and school policies.  Just as it will take teachers time 
to learn the High/Scope curriculum, it will take time for school administrators and other school 
staff to understand and appreciate the principles underlying the ECCI program and develop 
ways of working with ECCI staff and integrating ECCI into the life of the school.  Asking 
principals for their ideas might also work; they might feel more invested if they had been part 
of the initial formation of the initiative or were consulted now on how to improve its function 
within the school.   
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