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opted to undertake a series of careful studies, pilot programs, rival models and care-
ful evaluations in this area, including programs that help needy parents become more 
effective in their own homes and more sophisticated and informed consumers of 
center-based offerings.

110.  I find considerable merit in Besharov’s proposal to intensify Head Start’s 
cognitive focus and target the program more precisely on the most acutely disadvan-
taged young children, as well as to provide additional services and interventions for 
parents, even beginning during pregnancy. See Besharov and Higney, Giving Head 
Start a Fresh Start, esp. pp. 13-15.
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111.  States might opt to develop a two-tier licensure system, one intended for 
pure “day care” programs, with operators and programs so labeled, the other for “pre-
school” programs. Perhaps operators would have to satisfy the latter criteria—and 
take part in a related results-based accountability system, with transparent public 
reporting—in order to use the word “school” or “preschool” in their names and mar-
keting materials. 

112.  See, for example, my book, Troublemaker; Terry M. Moe, A Primer on 
America’s Schools (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 2001); Paul E. Peterson, Our 
Schools and Our Future…Are We Still at Risk? (Stanford: Hoover Institution Press, 
2003); and John E. Chubb, Within Our Reach: How America Can Educate Every 
Child (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005).

113.  James J. Heckman, “Beyond Pre-K: Rethinking Conventional Wisdom 
on  Eduational Intervention,” Erie Neighborhood House, March 19, 2007, http://
eriehouse.org/article.asp?objectTypeID=11&objectID=1143.




