
   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

 

Title Registration for a Systematic Review:  
Early Childhood Education Programs for 
Improving the Development and Achievement 
of Low-Income Children: A Systematic Review 
Douglas J. Besharov and Douglas M. Call 

Submitted to the Coordinating Group of: 

 Crime and Justice 

 Education 

  Disability 

 International Development 

  Nutrition 

 Social Welfare 

 Other:  

 
Plans to co-register: 

 No   

 Yes  Cochrane  Other 

 Maybe   

 
Date Submitted: January 15, 2016 
Date Revision Submitted: August 20, 2016 
Approval Date: August 28, 2016 
Publication Date: 
 

 



 1   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

TITLE OF THE REVIEW 

Early Childhood Education Programs for Improving the Development and Achievement of 
Low-Income Children: A Systematic Review 

BACKGROUND 

The achievement gap between middle-class and disadvantaged American children is large 
(and, by some accounts, growing) (Reardon, 2011), with serious economic, social, and moral 
consequences. After a slow start in their early years, many disadvantaged children (in the 
United States and elsewhere) continue to lag behind their more affluent counterparts (with 
some evidence that the gap grows as they age) (Fryer & Levitt, 2004; Reardon & Robinson, 
2012). They have higher rates of school suspension and other disciplinary actions, higher 
school dropout rates, lower college attendance and completion rates, and lower workforce 
skills generally, leading to a lifetime of lower employment rates and lower average earnings 
(Auf, Fox, & Ramani, 2010; NCES, 2013; NCES, 2010; NCES, 2012; BLS Weekly Earning, 
2015; BLS Employment Situation, 2015; & Hipple, 2010). 

There are many policy proposals for narrowing the achievement gap, starting with more 
effective K-12 education, and including expanded parental education and teen pregnancy 
prevention programs, increased neighborhood and school integration, and more income 
support and less income inequality. But, by far, the most prominent proposed solution is 
expanded early childhood education (ECE), that is, center-based, predominantly classroom-
style programs serving preschool children. (In the United States, Head Start is the largest 
and most visible of these programs, but there are many others.) 

Unfortunately, there is sharp disagreement among experts (and policy advocates) about the 
effectiveness of early childhood education programs.  

ECE supporters argue that early intervention can compensate for the conditions that, at 
school entry, put disadvantaged children behind on various developmental dimensions—
with the gap increasing as school becomes more demanding. On a selective basis, they point 
to various studies (e.g. High/Scope Perry Preschool Project, Abecedarian Project) that show 
lasting gains in educational attainment, employment, and earnings, and substantial 
reductions in out-of-wedlock births and criminal behavior. 

Naysayers argue that the ECE intervention is not strong enough to counter other forces in 
the child’s life (such as family and neighborhood) and that these other factors are much more 
important to the child’s cognitive and socioemotional development. They point to studies 
(e.g. Head Start Impact Study, Westinghouse Report) that show no or small effects or whose 
effects seem to disappear in a few years (“fade out”).  
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As is apparent, there is a certain selectivity in the way past studies are used to decide 
whether ECE programs can narrow the achievement gap. Wise policy in this area calls for as 
full an accounting as possible of what is known about their effectiveness. 

OBJECTIVES 

To reach their potential, children need a combination of physical care, cognitive stimulation, 
and emotional support. Most disadvantaged children simply do not enjoy the same level and 
quality of these developmental inputs as do more advantaged children. In theory, then, some 
sort of compensatory intervention could narrow the resulting developmental and longer-
term achievement gap (at least partially).  

The two related questions for policy are: (1) How well do existing ECE programs provide 
these compensatory inputs, and, (2) What program variations (center-based or otherwise) 
seem more effective than others? 

A number of other Campbell Collaboration systematic reviews pursue similar comparative 
analyses. Although they do not explicitly say that their purpose is to identify ways to make 
the programs studied more effective, that is an important byproduct. After a brief review of 
recent reviews in the Campbell library, we found at least five within the Education 
Coordinating Group that do what we hope to do: Baron, Evangelou, Malmberg, and 
Melendez-Torres (2015); Furlong, McLoughlin, McGilloway, and Geary (2016); Keenan, 
Connolly, and Stevenson (2016); Spier et al. (2016); and Wilson, Gill, Olaghere, and McClure 
(2016). 

We would adopt an approach similar to these reviews in exploring the relative effectiveness 
of different service configurations and different programmatic strategies. We would do this 
in two ways: 

First, we would compare the effectiveness of various approaches and configurations of 
center-based, classroom-style interventions to assess which, if any, seem to be more effective 
than others. We may, for example, be able to compare the effectiveness of center-based 
programs that have an extensive parent-education component to those that do not.  

Or, we may be able to compare programs that focus on specific demographic groups with 
those that do not. An Abt Associates’ evaluation of the Project Upgrade demonstration 
project in Dade County, Florida provides an example of what we have in mind. Primarily 
targeting Latino children (most living in homes where English was the second language), the 
project produced significant gains on language and literacy measures (with effect sizes 
ranging from 0.28 SD to 0.65 SD). Although the program’s services were oriented toward 
English-language needs, some of its findings might be applicable to center-based programs 
generally. 
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Second, we would compare effectiveness of other programs that seek similar outcomes. For 
example, we could potentially compare the effectiveness of center-based programs for 
children with programs like Parents as Teachers or Nurse-Family Partnership, that seek to 
improve children’s cognitive outcomes through a change in parental knowledge, capacity, 
and/or behavior.  

We would use US and non-US materials and experience. Our team of research assistants 
includes those fluent in Chinese, French, German, Italian, Spanish, Romanian, Russian, and 
Uzbek. 

This inquiry, however, is much more complicated then these two questions suggest, and 
requires the exploration of numerous subordinate questions. 

1. What measures should be used in determining program effectiveness? What 
domains of child development should be considered and should the outcomes be short-term 
or long-term? Great uncertainty exists about which outcomes are most important for a 
child’s long-term success. Many studies focus on short-term cognitive and behavioral gains, 
but, longer-term studies often show that these effects shrink or even disappear within a few 
years (the so-called “fade-out” problem). Which short-term gains should be seen as the 
precursors for future advancement and which are simply modestly earlier acquisitions of 
specific knowledge or skills? In addition, the outcome measures used in ECE studies vary 
greatly, and often suffer from redundancy and collinearity, allowing “data mining,” that is, 
pulling out positive outcomes while ignoring the usually much larger number of outcomes 
from the same and other studies that show no effect.  

2. What effect size would be a reasonable goal for an ECE program, and would 
that be policy significant? Many factors contribute to a child’s development, starting 
with genetic predisposition, continuing to parent and family contributions, going to 
neighborhood, and, ultimately, the global environment. Hence, researchers and 
policymakers should have realistic expectations about what ECE programs can accomplish.  

Like other Campbell Collaboration systematic reviews, we anticipate pooling the effect sizes 
by domain from the studies that meet our previously stated criteria and then applying 
weights based on sample size to arrive at overall effect sizes for the domain. (And, like the US 
Institute of Education Sciences, we may need to combine and average some outcome 
measures if they seem duplicative.)  

We expect one of the key issues will be how to judge the meaning of modest positive effects 
that characterize many ECE studies. Having an acceptable yardstick will be important 
because many ECE program advocates argue that only small effects are possible, given the 
often small sample sizes of these studies and the difficulty of the outcomes these programs 
seek to accomplish. These claims may be correct, but we want to review other evidence 
before coming to this conclusion.  
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As a starting point, we will use Cohen’s rule-of-thumb for assessing the significance of an 
effect size: an effect size of 0.2 is considered “small,” an effect size of 0.5 is considered 
“medium,” and an effect size of 0.8 is considered “large.”  However, we will then explore 
effect sizes in the context of the specific studies, their objectives, and various methodological 
issues. For example, a 0.2 effect size gain in IQ in one study might be less meaningful than a 
0.2 effect size gain in a behavioral outcome in another study.  

3. Given the diversity of ECE program designs, can generalizable effects or 
lessons be derived from the research? ECE programs do not have a single or uniform 
model; they differ, often sharply, in many dimensions of structure, content, and operations. 
In addition, the most successful programs were demonstration projects operated many years 
ago, were usually small and richly funded, and in specialized settings. Does there seem to be 
something systematically different about those ECE programs that show strong positive 
effects and those that do not? Do some program elements seem to be more effective than 
others?  

4. Does program effectiveness vary depending on the population served? 
Disadvantaged children do not suffer from a single cognitive or behavioral deficit (or set of 
deficits). Rather, their deficits can involve different aspects of development, with varying 
degrees of severity, and with diverse etiologies that go beyond simple “poverty.” To what 
extent should distinctions be made based on the depth of poverty, contextual factors 
(including neighborhood and geographical location), as well as racial and ethnic differences? 
An intriguing question is raised by a review by Duncan and Magnuson (2013), “Investing in 
Preschool Programs,” which notes that the impact of ECE programs seems to have been 
much greater in the 1960s and 1970s when fewer mothers of low-income children had 
graduated from high school and the quality of the home environment seemed to be lower.  

5. If the foregoing questions cannot be answered with sufficient precision, does 
past research suggest a practical approach(s) to building knowledge 
systematically about improving program effectiveness (components and 
practices)? 

EXISTING REVIEWS 

There are many “reviews” of the effectiveness of ECE programs, so our first step was to make 
a preliminary assessment of their scope and content.  

We searched various libraries and electronic databases, including the Campbell Library, 
Google Scholar, JSTOR, Education Resource Information Center (ERIC), WorldCat, 
Academic Search Complete, Education Source, and PsycINFO. We also searched reference 
lists and bibliographies of select literature for additional relevant work.  

Without attempting to be exhaustive, we found upwards of 3,000 items, of which about 800 
were relevant to ECE generally. Many of these 800 were cross-study analyses of center-based 
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programs, usually starting with a mention of the Perry Preschool and Abecedarian programs. 
They tended, however, to be extended arguments in support of (or against) ECEs—through 
the selective choice of studies and outcome measures. Call it cherry picking or data mining, 
the problem is usually the same: only half the story is told, either pro or con.  

For example, a paper by Elango, García, Heckman, and Hojman (2015) said that it 
“synthesize[d] the literature on early childhood education and childcare,” but it relied on 
only eleven studies. (In two of the studies, they turned non-statistically significant findings 
into positive findings and increased the magnitude of already-positive findings.) 

Three reviews contained substantial non-US materials, and we would use them as the 
jumping off point for a systematic assessment on what can be learned from research in other 
countries (Burger, 2010; Gorey, 2001; Mitchell, Wylie, & Carr, 2008). 

We found thirteen reviews that might reasonably be characterized as “systematic reviews,” 
that is, cross-study analyses that include an “exhaustive” search of all relevant materials on a 
topic (not just those the author deemed important), published or unpublished, and 
summarize all available information that meets predetermined criteria for inclusion or 
exclusion (including the methodological rigor of the study, the topic of the study, and the 
outcome measures reported in the study). 

The most recent systematic review of ECE programs generally that we found was published 
in 2003, with the most recent study included being from 2000. This was a very fine effort led 
by researchers at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and it was published in the 
American Journal of Preventive Medicine as “The Effectiveness of Early Childhood 
Development Programs: A Systematic Review.” Because it is based on research that 
appeared only as late as 2000, it does not include important, large-scale evaluations of Head 
Start and Early Head Start. Apparently because of inclusion rules, it also does not include 
evaluations of the Infant Health and Development Program and Even Start (Anderson et al., 
2003). 

More recent systematic reviews do not assess the effectiveness of ECE programs generally, 
but, instead, focus only on one element of child development (such as writing) and do not 
include other possible outcomes (D’Onise, Lynch, Sawyer, & McDermott, 2010; Hall, 
Simpson, Guo, & Wang, 2015). Others rely strictly on meta-analyses to summarize the 
findings of studies without considering the relative strength or weaknesses of the studies’ 
evaluation methodologies (Camilli, Vargas, Ryan, & Barnett, 2010; Gorey, 2001; Nelson, 
Westhues, & MacLeod, 2003). 

The Campbell library describes three systematic reviews currently underway that may be 
relevant to our proposed review (Baron, Evangelou, Malmberg, & Melendez-Torres, 2015; 
Hjetland, Brinchmann, Lyster, Hagtvet, & Melby-Lervåg, 2015; Keenan, Connolly, & 
Stevenson, 2015). Based on the available protocols, it appears that the overlap is limited. 
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They either assess much narrower (more specialized) interventions and/or limited aspects of 
child development.  

Baron, Evangelou, Malmberg, and Melendez-Torres are investigating the effectiveness of 
preschool curricula on children’s self-regulation skills. To do so, they are comparing the 
Tools of the Mind curriculum–which emphasizes self-regulation skills–with other curricula 
and programs. Although this review may provide important insights concerning curricula 
and methodology, it will not examine the effectiveness of the ECE programs themselves, and 
will not collect data on the full array of cognitive, socioemotional, and health outcomes as 
our review intends to do. 

Hjetland, Brinchmann, Lyster, Hagtvet, & Melby-Lervåg are investigating the impact of 
precursor literacy skills on later decoding and reading comprehension skills. Again, the 
authors will not attempt to investigate the effectiveness of an ECE intervention but, rather, 
the causal relationship between a set of defined independent variables on two dependent 
variables (to assess the potential for using the independent variable as a 
dependent/mediating variable). Thus, this systematic review is only assessing the causal 
linkages between a specific set of outcome measures related to ECE interventions. 

Keenan,  Connolly, and Stevenson are investigating the role that school-based interventions 
intended to reduce ethnic prejudice and promote respect for ethnic diversity have on 
children’s attitudes and behaviors. Again, these interventions have a much narrower focus 
than center-based, ECE programs and the target population includes children up to age 
eleven. Further, although important, the outcomes being studied are highly specific and do 
not align with the set of outcomes we intend to investigate. 

Nevertheless, these studies may be broadly informative about some aspect of our review and 
we will monitor their progress and findings. 

INTERVENTION 

Our review would be of research on the effectiveness of center-based, classroom-style 
interventions, the most well-known being Head Start. We would examine the experience in 
other countries as well as the United States. (There is already a Campbell review of home-
based child development interventions [Miller, Maguire, & Macdonald, 2012].) 

There is, however, no set or uniform model of an ECE intervention. Some programs are one-
year in length, some shorter, and some longer. Some provide only classroom instruction, 
others offer ancillary services (such as home visits and medical/dental services). 

Even among Head Start programs, the variation is large. Some programs are full-day, most 
are part-day. Some are one academic year long (usually nine-plus months long); others are 
longer. About 53 percent of Head Start programs use the Creative Curriculum, but about 
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seven other major curricula are being used by other programs, none by more than 15 percent 
(Moiduddin, Aikens, Tarullo, West, & Xue, 2012). 

Hence, our analysis would make distinctions, as necessary (and possible), among ECE 
programs based on such differences as: 

• the nature of the classroom experience (such as pedagogical approach, curriculum, 
number of children in class and child-staff ratio, location/auspice, and teacher quality); 

• starting age and number of years in the program; length of program, number of hours 
per week, and weeks per year;  

• whether children are admitted as a cohort and go through a set curriculum, or whether 
the program combines child development programing with the provision of child care; 
and   

• the types and level of ancillary services (such as counseling/parenting education 
services for parents and health services for children). 

Once such distinctions are made, there may not be enough rigorous studies for collective 
consideration. 

POPULATION 

Most, but not all, ECE programs focus on serving disadvantaged children, and that would be 
our major focus as well. We expect to define “disadvantaged” or “low income” as family 
income that is twice the official US poverty line (or threshold, as adjusted for family size). 
We would do this because, in practice, most ECE programs use this higher threshold. In 
addition, research on the needs of low-income children often includes children up to this 
level. If, during the process of our systematic review, we identify a different criterion (for 
example, a higher income threshold), we will reconsider this definition. 

 “Low income” children, of course, are not a homogeneous population. The degree of 
deprivation is the most obvious variation, but others include the mother’s age at first birth (a 
key factor in Nurse Family Partnership programs; see Kitzman et al., 1997; Olds, Henderson, 
& Kitzman, 1994), marital status and household members, and the mother’s work status 
(which, among other things, determines the needed time in care). Once such distinctions are 
made, we will determine whether there are enough rigorous studies for collective 
consideration. 

While we will focus on low-income children, we recognize the prevalence of universal 
programs that serve children from all SES backgrounds. Many programs serve more middle-
class and higher-income children (partly to enrich classroom diversity) and we would review 
these studies to determine their applicability to low-income children. We might decide to 
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exclude these studies, but we do not want to do so out-of-hand: they may provide insights 
concerning programs for low-income children.  

OUTCOMES 

Perhaps the most striking aspect of ECE evaluations is the degree of data mining, or at least 
selectivity of outcomes selected for discussion. For example, the Head Start Impact Study 
had about forty-five outcome measures at the kindergarten and first-grade follow-ups (about 
twenty cognitive measures, about twenty behavioral measures, and about five health 
measures) (Puma, Cook, & Heid, 2010). The evaluators found no effects on the vast majority 
of the measures, but the few positive outcomes (which could have been because of chance) 
were highlighted in summary reports of the evaluation. 

We are not prepared to commit to one approach over another, but we expect: (1) to identify 
and consolidate outcome measures across studies to minimize double counting 
(redundancy); and, (2) to establish an analytic framework based on importance, validity, and 
reliability. 

We intend to include the full gamut of cognitive, health, socioemotional, and behavioral 
outcome measures and we do not intend to exclude any of these outcomes—as long as they 
are validly applied measures.  

In those studies in which new measures were specially developed for a particular study, we 
plan to assess the face validity, construct validity, and criterion validity of the measures in 
order to identify any poorly specified measures.  

Finally, because a number of programs find that initial effects tend to “fade out” over time, 
we will attempt to identify outcome measures that can take this result into account. 

STUDY DESIGNS 

Depending on the circumstances, we have found that each of the following methodologies 
can yield useful, if less precise, information: comparisons-to-self/intertemporal comparisons 
(single pre/post comparisons, single post-only studies, and interrupted time series studies), 
comparison groups (simple differences, matching studies, norm-referenced studies, 
criterion-referenced studies, difference-in-differences, and propensity score matching 
studies), econometric evaluations (basic correlational analyses, simple linear regressions, 
multivariate regressions, fixed effects, and factor analyses), and instrumental variable 
designs (regression discontinuity designs and pipeline studies). 

We also think that the analysis would be strengthened by using performance measurement 
data. For example, the Head Start Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES) is a full 
census survey of Head Start centers in the United States conducted once every three years 
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(Moiduddin et al., 2012). The survey collects short-term cognitive and socioemotional data 
for children who are enrolled in Head Start. Although there is no explicit counterfactual, the 
data may be used in norm-referenced and criterion-referenced evaluations. 

We would be guided, but not controlled, by the standards in the What Works 
Clearinghouse’s Procedures and Standards Handbook and Evidence Review Protocol for 
Early Childhood Education Interventions (U.S. Department of Education, Institute of 
Education Sciences, 2014). 

We have assembled a group of advisors and consultants to help us make these decisions. 
They are:  

• Robert Boruch is the University Trustee Chair Professor of Education and Statistics 
and co-director of the Center for Research and Evaluation in Social Policy (CRESP) in 
the Graduate School of Education at the University of Pennsylvania. His work focuses 
on research methods and evidence for determining the severity and scope of social and 
educational problems, implementing programs and policies, and estimating the effects 
and the effectiveness of interventions. He has received awards for his work from the 
American Educational Research Association, the Policy Sciences Organization, the 
American Evaluation Association, and the international Campbell Collaboration.  

• Jacob A. Klerman is a Principal Associate in the Social & Economic Policy division at 
Abt Associates. His current efforts focus on leading roles in the design and analysis of 
large random assignment trials for the U.S. Department of Labor and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. Mr. Klerman has extensive experience with survey design 
and analysis, as well as non-experimental program evaluation, and he has done 
multiple analyses for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the U.S. 
Department of Defense. Within Abt, he is the director of the Evaluation and Monitoring 
Methods Center and co-director of Abt’s Development and Dissemination Grant 
Program. Outside of Abt, he is the editor of Evaluation Review, a leading academic 
evaluation methods journal. 

• Rebecca A. Maynard is the University Trustee Professor of Education and Social 
Policy in the Graduate School of Education at University of Pennsylvania. She is a 
leading expert in the design and conduct of randomized controlled trials in the areas of 
education and social policy, has conducted influential methodological research, and 
recently published open-ware tools to support the efficient design of rigorous impact 
evaluations. Dr. Maynard has been a leader in the development and application of 
methods for conducting systematic reviews of evidence on program effectiveness, 
including serving on the technical review team during the design and development of 
the What Works Clearinghouse and being active in the workgroup that laid the 
groundwork for the Campbell Collaboration. 
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• Mike Puma is the President of Chesapeake Research Associates. He has over 35 years 
of experience in program evaluation having conducted major national studies in K-12 
and preschool education, nutrition assistance, income security, and employment and 
training. His current research activities include serving as the Principal Investigator for 
the 10-year National Head Start Impact Study (a national randomized experiment 
involving longitudinal study of about 4,000 preschool children) and Senior Researcher 
on several studies for the Institute for Educational Sciences including the Analytical 
and Technical Support contract, the experimental evaluation of the DC school voucher 
program, the What Works Clearinghouse, the study of highly selective alternative 
teacher certification programs, and the evaluation of the Teacher Incentive Fund. 

• Matthew Stagner is a Senior Fellow and Director of Human Services Research at 
Mathematica Policy Research (Chicago office). He is a nationally known expert on 
youth development and risk behaviors, child welfare, evaluation design and methods 
and the role of research in policymaking. Prior to joining Mathematica, he served as 
executive director of Chapin Hall and as a senior lecturer at the Irving B. Harris School 
of Public Policy Studies, both housed at the University of Chicago. 

REFERENCES 

Anderson, L.M., Shinn, C., Fullilove, M.T., Scrimshaw, S.C., Fielding, J.E., Normand, J., & 
Carande-Kulis, V.G. (2003). The effectiveness of early childhood development 
programs: A systematic review. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 24(3), 32-
46. doi: 10.1016/S0749-3797(02)00655-4 

Aud, S., Fox, M. A., & Kewal Ramani, A. (2010). Status and trends in the education of racial 
and ethnic minorities. National Center for Education 
Statistics. http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2010/2010015.pdf. 

Barnett, W.S. (1995). Long-term effects of early childhood programs on cognitive and school 
outcomes. The Future of Children, 5(3), 25-50. doi: 10.2307/1602366 

Baron, A., Evangelou, M., Malmberg, L., & Melendez-Torres, G. (2015). The Tools of the 
Mind curriculum for improving self-regulation in early childhood: A systematic 
review. The Campbell Collaboration. Retrieved from 
http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/lib/project/361/  

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2015). The employment situation–September 2015. Retrieved 
from www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/empsit.pdf 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2015). Usual weekly earnings of wage and salary workers 
second quarter 2015. Retrieved from www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/wkyeng.pdf   

Burger, K. (2010). How does early childhood care and education affect cognitive 
development? An international review of the effects of early interventions for 
children from different social backgrounds. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 
25(2), 140-165. doi: 10.1016/j.ecresq.2009.11.001 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2010/2010015.pdf.
http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/lib/project/361/
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/empsit.pdf


 11   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

Camilli, G., Vargas, S., Ryan, S., & Barnett, W. S. (2010). Meta-analysis of the effects of early 
education interventions on cognitive and social development. The Teachers College 
Record, 112(3), 579-620. Retrieved from 
http://www.tcrecord.org/content.asp?contentid=15440 

Chambers, B., Cheung, A., Slavin, R. E., Smith, D., & Laurenzano, M. (2010). Effective early 
childhood education programs: A systematic review. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University, Center for Research and Reform in Education. Retrieved from 
http://www.successforall.org/SuccessForAll/media/PDFs/early_child_ed_Sep_22_
2010.pdf 

D’Onise, K., McDermott, R. A., & Lynch, J. W. (2010). Does attendance at preschool affect 
adult health? A systematic review. Public Health, 124(9), 500-511. doi: 
10.1016/j.puhe.2010.05.004 

D'Onise, K., Lynch, J. W., Sawyer, M. G., & McDermott, R. A. (2010). Can preschool improve 
child health outcomes? A systematic review. Social Science & Medicine, 70(9), 1423-
1440. doi: 10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.12.037 

Duncan, G. J., & Magnuson, K. A. (2013). Investing in preschool programs. Journal of 
Economic Perspectives, 27(2), 109-132. doi: 10.1257/jep.27.2.109 

Elango, S., Garcia, J. L., Heckman, J. J., & Hojman, A. (2015). Early childhood education. 
NBER Working Paper Series, 21766. Retrieved from 
http://www.nber.org/papers/w21766.pdf  

Fryer, R. G. & Levitt, S. D. (2004). Falling behind: As children move through school, the 
black-white achievement gap expands. Education Next, 4(4), 64-71. 
http://media.hoover.org/sites/default/files/documents/ednext20044_64.pdf 

Gorey, K. M. (2001). Early childhood education: A meta-analytic affirmation of the short- 
and long-term benefits of educational opportunity. School Psychology Quarterly, 
16(1), 9–30. doi: 10.1521/scpq.16.1.9.19163 

Hall, A., Simpson, A., Guo, Y., & Wang, S. (2015). Examining the effects of preschool writing 
instruction on emergent literacy skills: A systematic review of the literature. Literacy 
Research and Instruction, 54(2), 115-134. doi: 10.1080/19388071.2014.99188 

Hipple, S. F. (2010). The labor market in 2009: Recession drags on. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2010/03/art1full.pdf 

Hjetland, H., Brinchmann, E., Lyster, S., Hagtvet, B. & Melby-Lervåg, M. (2015). Preschool 
predictors of later reading comprehension ability: A systematic review. The Campbell 
Collaboration. Retrieved from 
http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/lib/project/319/  

Keenan, C., Connolly, P., & Stevenson, C. (2015). The effects of universal preschool- and 
school-based education programmes in reducing ethnic prejudice and promoting 
respect for diversity among children aged 3-11: A systematic review. The Campbell 
Collaboration. Retrieved from 
http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/lib/project/334/  

http://www.tcrecord.org/content.asp?contentid=15440
http://www.successforall.org/SuccessForAll/media/PDFs/early_child_ed_Sep_22_2010.pdf
http://www.successforall.org/SuccessForAll/media/PDFs/early_child_ed_Sep_22_2010.pdf
http://www.nber.org/papers/w21766.pdf
http://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2010/03/art1full.pdf
http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/lib/project/319/
http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/lib/project/334/


 12   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

Kitzman, H., Olds, D. H., Henderson, C. R. Jr., Hanks, C., Cole, R., Tatelbaum, R., … 
Barnard, K. (1997). Effect of prenatal and infancy home visitation by nurses on 
pregnancy outcomes, childhood injuries, and repeated childbearing: A randomized 
controlled trial. Journal of the American Medical Association, 278(8), 644-52. doi: 
10.1001/jama.1997.03550080054039 

McKey, R.H. (1985). The impact of Head Start on children, families and communities: Final 
report of the Head Start Evaluation, Synthesis and Utilization Project. Washington 
D.C.: CSR Inc. Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED263984.pdf 

Miller, S., Maguire, L. K., & Macdonald, G. (2012) Home-based child development 
interventions for preschool children from socially disadvantaged families. Campbell 
Systematic Reviews, 8(1), 1-70. doi: 10.4073/csr.2012.1 

Mitchell, L., Wylie, C., & Carr, M. (2008). Outcomes of early childhood education: Literature 
review. Wellington N.Z.: New Zealand Council for Educational Research. Retrieved 
from http://www.nzcer.org.nz/system/files/885_Outcomes.pdf  

Moiduddin, E., Aikens, N., Tarullo, L., West, J., & Xue, Y. (2012). Child outcomes and 
classroom quality in FACES 2009. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services. Retrieved from 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/faces_2009.pdf  

Nelson, G., Westhues, A., & MacLeod, J. (2003). A meta-analysis of longitudinal research on 
preschool prevention programs for children. Prevention & Treatment, 6(31), 1-35. 
doi: 10.1037/1522-3736.6.1.631a 

Olds, D. H., Henderson, R. H. Jr., & Kitzman, H. (1994). Does prenatal and infancy nurse 
home visitation have enduring effects on qualities of parental caregiving and child 
health at 25 to 50 months of life? Pediatrics, 93(1), 89-98. Retrieved from 
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org.proxy-
um.researchport.umd.edu/content/pediatrics/93/1/89.full.pdf   

Puma, S. B., Cook, R., & Heid, C. (2010). Head Start impact study: Final report. Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. Retrieved from 
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/hs/impact_study/reports/impact_study/hs
_impact_study_final.pdf  

Reardon S. F. & Robinson J. P. (2012). Patterns and trends in racial/ethnic and 
socioeconomic academic achievement gaps. In H. F. Ladd and E. B. Fiske (Eds.), 
Handbook of research in education finance and policy (497-516). New York: 
Routledge. 

Reardon, S. F. (2011). The widening academic achievement gap between the rich and the 
poor: New evidence and possible explanations. In G. J. Duncan & R. J. Murnane 
(Eds.), Whither opportunity? Rising inequality, schools, and children’s life chances 
(91-116). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 

U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, What Works Clearinghouse. 
(2014). Evidence review protocol for early childhood education interventions 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED263984.pdf
http://www.nzcer.org.nz/system/files/885_Outcomes.pdf
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/opre/faces_2009.pdf
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/content/pediatrics/93/1/89.full.pdf
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org.proxy-um.researchport.umd.edu/content/pediatrics/93/1/89.full.pdf
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/hs/impact_study/reports/impact_study/hs_impact_study_final.pdf
http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/hs/impact_study/reports/impact_study/hs_impact_study_final.pdf


 13   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

(Version 3.0). Retrieved from 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_ece_protocol_v3.0.pdf  

U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, What Works Clearinghouse. 
(2014). Procedures and standards handbook (Version 3.0). Retrieved from 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_procedures_v3_0_stand
ards_handbook.pdf 

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2010). Digest of 
education statistics: 2010. Retrieved 
from http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d10/tables/dt10_212.asp 

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2012). Digest of 
Education Statistics: 2012. Retrieved 
from http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d12/tables/dt12_008.asp 

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. (2013). Public 
school graduates and dropouts from the common core of data: School year 2009-
2010, first look (provisional data). Retrieved 
from http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2013/2013309.pdf 

  

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_ece_protocol_v3.0.pdf
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_procedures_v3_0_standards_handbook.pdf
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/reference_resources/wwc_procedures_v3_0_standards_handbook.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d10/tables/dt10_212.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d12/tables/dt12_008.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2013/2013309.pdf


 14   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

REVIEW AUTHORS 

Lead review author: The lead author is the person who develops and co-ordinates the 
review team, discusses and assigns roles for individual members of the review team, liaises 
with the editorial base and takes responsibility for the on-going updates of the review. 

Name: Douglas Besharov 

Title: Professor 

Affiliation: University of Maryland 

Address: 2202J Van Munching Hall 

City, State, Province or County: College Park, MD 

Postal Code: 20740 

Country: USA 

Phone: 301-405-6341 

Email: Besharov@umd.edu 
 
Co-author(s): (There should be at least one co-author) 
Name:  Douglas Call 

Title:  Senior Research Analyst 

Affiliation:  University of Maryland 

Address:  2202J Van Munching Hall 

City, State, Province or County: College Park, MD  

Postal Code: 20740 

Country: USA 

Phone: 301-405-5910 

Email: Dcall1@umd.edu 

Duplicate the Co-Author table as necessary to include all co-authors. 

 

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

• Content: Douglas Besharov 

• Systematic review methods: Douglas Besharov  

• Statistical analysis: Douglas Call 

• Information retrieval: Douglas Call 



 15   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

FUNDING 

We are not currently receiving funding for this project, and we are seeking $49,000 from the 
Campbell Collaboration and the Jacobs Foundation. 

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

We have not been involved with the evaluating of early childhood education programs or in 
developing a previous systematic review, but we have written a series of assessments of the 
evaluations of individual early childhood education programs that we have published on our 
website (http://www.welfareacademy.org/pubs/early_education/index.shtml.) 

PRELIMINARY TIMEFRAME  

• Date you plan to submit a draft protocol: Two months after the title has been accepted. 

• Date you plan to submit a draft review: Eighteen months after the title has been 
accepted. 

AUTHOR DECLARATION 

Authors’ responsibilities 

By completing this form, you accept responsibility for preparing, maintaining, and updating 
the review in accordance with Campbell Collaboration policy. The Coordinating Group will 
provide as much support as possible to assist with the preparation of the review.  

A draft protocol must be submitted to the Coordinating Group within one year of title 
acceptance. If drafts are not submitted before the agreed deadlines, or if we are unable to 
contact you for an extended period, the Coordinating Group has the right to de-register the 
title or transfer the title to alternative authors. The Coordinating Group also has the right to 
de-register or transfer the title if it does not meet the standards of the Coordinating Group 
and/or the Campbell Collaboration.  

You accept responsibility for maintaining the review in light of new evidence, comments and 
criticisms, and other developments, and updating the review every five years, when 
substantial new evidence becomes available, or, if requested, transferring responsibility for 
maintaining the review to others as agreed with the Coordinating Group. 

Publication in the Campbell Library 

The support of the Coordinating Group in preparing your review is conditional upon your 
agreement to publish the protocol, finished review, and subsequent updates in the Campbell 
Library. The Campbell Collaboration places no restrictions on publication of the findings of a 

http://www.welfareacademy.org/pubs/early_education/index.shtml


 16   The Campbell Collaboration | www.campbellcollaboration.org 

Campbell systematic review in a more abbreviated form as a journal article either before or 
after the publication of the monograph version in Campbell Systematic Reviews. Some 
journals, however, have restrictions that preclude publication of findings that have been, or 
will be, reported elsewhere and authors considering publication in such a journal should be 
aware of possible conflict with publication of the monograph version in Campbell Systematic 
Reviews. Publication in a journal after publication or in press status in Campbell Systematic 
Reviews should acknowledge the Campbell version and include a citation to it. Note that 
systematic reviews published in Campbell Systematic Reviews and co-registered with the 
Cochrane Collaboration may have additional requirements or restrictions for co-publication. 
Review authors accept responsibility for meeting any co-publication requirements. 

 

I understand the commitment required to undertake a Campbell review, and 
agree to publish in the Campbell Library. Signed on behalf of the authors: 

Form completed by: Douglas Besharov Date: 8/20/16 

 


	Title Registration for a Systematic Review:  Early Childhood Education Programs for Improving the Development and Achievement of Low-Income Children: A Systematic Review Douglas J. Besharov and Douglas M. Call
	Title of the review
	Background
	Objectives
	EXISTING REVIEWS
	INTERVENTION
	PoPULATION
	OUTCOMES
	STUDY DESIGNS
	References
	Review Authors
	Roles and responsibILIties
	FUNDING
	Potential conflicts of interest
	PrelimiNary timeframe
	AUTHOR DECLARATION


