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WELCOMING REMARKS

JOSHUA A. FISHMAN, DEAN

FERKAUF GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

Given the variety of sometimes difficult, some-

times unpleasant, sometimes distressful things that

A Deans have to do from time to time, you may easily ap-

preciate how nice it is to stand in front of this audi-

ence and to realize that I am about to begin something
4 which should be a great pleasure. It is a great pleas-

ure for me to welcome this large and distinguished group

to the Ferkauf Graduate School of Education. I think

we have prepared a very worthwhile program for you.

This is our Fourth Annual Invitational Conference on

Urban Education. If you don't remember it as such as

the days go by, I hope you will remember it as an occa-

sion at which you heard things you hadn't heard before,

and at which you began to think about things that you

hadn't thought about before. Each of us has had a num-

ber of such days in our lifetime about which we can say

that something important was learned, something that has

always remained with us. I hope this will be such a

day. All of us get invited to go to more conferences

than we should go to, more conferences than are really

worthwhile. And, if we are not very careful, I'd say

we can waste the better part of our lives in conference-

hopping. I know that the program committee for today

has taken great pains that this be a conference that you

will think back upon afterwards as having been really

worthwhile.



I not only have the privilege of welcoming visit-
ors, but also the burden of coping with problems that
arise. I see this morning that both the privilege and
the burden have met face to face, because there are more
people in this room now than can comfortably be accommo-
dated in it. I could say that this was due to the fact
that many of you mailed back your acceptances to us
quite late, or I could say that many of you are here
even without having mailed back the acceptances to us.
But, instead of saying either of those things, let me as-
sure you that you are all very welcome here. We have
taken all the steps that we could think of to make you
comfortable. We arranged that it rain last night so
that it be cool today, but that was a matter of direct
arrangement. We Riyed that the loudspeaker would work
this morning, and that we could open the windows from
the top, because those things are often more difficult
to manage than the weather. We ask that you all help
by making room for each other, and for others that are
still to arrive. I can only assure you that next Sept-
ember, when we are in our new quarters, the auditorium
there will be sufficiently large to comfortably accommo-
date a group of this size.

"Wait until next year," is usually the chant that
one associates with the sour grapes or the sweet lemons
reaction of "losers" after a high school football or
basketball game. In our case, I think that instead of
being the chant of losers, it is a proud affirmation of
many who believed they have won at least several rounds
in what was a very difficult struggle, often against
very great odds, to build a new quality institution in
New York City in the face of appreciable adversity. In

the audience here today, as I look out at it, I see many
individuals who have helped the Ferkauf Graduate School
of Education, helped it with advice, helped it material-
ly, helped it with help that was greatly needed. I

won't mention any names, aot even the most obvious names
for fear of being no mo"e than obvious, but I would like
to say to all of you, "God bless you for that." I think
that we here at this school have a particular right to
confer about, to research about, to teach about disad-
vantaged populations. For there are more than a hand-
ful here who know whereof they speak, and know it, not



only intellectually, but in the most personal and in the
most intimate sense. We at the FGSE know that an Opera-
tion Bootstraps can be successful, and we have been con-
ferring about various aspects of just such operations
once a year in terms of a national problem.

I mentioned before that this is our Fourth Annual

Invitational Conference on Urban Education. Our school

as a whole is only eight years old. Thus it should be
clear that a concern which is four years old at a
school that is eight years old is one that has consider-

able seniority, considerable prominence, considerable

permanence in our little microcosm. We began to work
earnestly, through Project Beacon, on problems of disad-

vantaged populations in 1961-62. That was shortly after
former President Kennedy had launched the Peace Corps
and quite obviously we were patterning some of our inter-

ests along similar lines. It even occurred to some of
us to refer to some aspects of our work as leading to a

"peace corps at home." There was no Office of Economic
Opportunity in 1961-62. There was no Mobilization for

Youth. There was no HARYOU-ACT. There was no network
of Federal, state and local agencies pumping almost un-
limited funds and personnel into this problem area. We

are proud to have entered this field precisely on the
basis of intellectual challenge and moral commitment and

to have done so when the path to it and through it was

not yet paved with grants or consultation fees. We are
proud that three years ago, the year after we had start-
ed our first work in this problem area, we invited sev-

eral of the institutions of higher education in New

York City to try to come together so as to work cooper-
atively in the area of the disadvantaged, so that they
would each know what the other was doing, and so that

they could more reasonably decide whether to duplicate

each other's efforts or to focus them somewhat differ-

ently.

We were unsuccessful at that time, frankly, in

trying to bring together institutions much more prestige-

ful and much better established than our own, to work

cooperatively in this area. We were very much their

junior. Perhaps it was only right that we were not suc-
cessful at that time, given the discrepancies that



existed between our aim and our grasp. Nevertheless,

we feel some pride that we made the effort at that time.

We feel particular pride to see that effort come to fru-
ition this year, under other auspices, of course, in
terms of the Joint Center for Urban Education in New
York City which brings together the City University of

New York, New York University, Bank Street College of

Education, New York Medical College, Teachers College
of Columbia University, and this institution as the six

founding institutions of what we hope will be a great
research and demonstration cem.er. At this very hour,

on this very day, that Center for Urban Education is
having its site visit from an important team of visitors
from Washington. Although we didn't plan it that way,
that is quite an appropriate coincidence. I understand
that several of you will have to leave later on to be
at the site visit and that several people who are tied

up at this very minute because of the site visit will
arrive here later on this afternoon. We wish the new
Center great success today and every day. We are ter-
ribly proud of our relationship with it and of our con-
tribution to it.

Four years ago we took our first steps in teach-
ing, in organized research, and in organized dissemina-
tion on behalf of socially disadvantaged populations.
It would be wrong for me to imply to you that I consid-

er our work in this area terribly well solidified after

five years. Project Beacon has been venturing into new
undertakings and into untried areas every year of its
existence. Its training programs are still being re-
vised, as they must be almost annually. Its research

efforts are still attaining focus; its Information
Retrieval Center on the Disadvantaged and its other
service efforts, many of them being service efforts to
research rather than service efforts to the schools or
school system, are still unable to keep up with the de-

mands addressed to them. Its executive committee is
still at a loss to find enough competent hands to man-
age all of the manifold opportunities as well as respon-

sibilities that come its way. Nevertheless, once more

we come to you at the time of the Annual Invitational
Conference, which we consider to be an opportunity to



give you an informal progress report on Project Beacon,
with a sense of real progress since the previous year
at this time. The more detailed presentation of this
progress is found in the publications and in the news-
letters and in the colloquia of Project Beacon. The
proceedings of last year's Invitational Conference
(After School Integraticin - What?) are now available.
I hope many of you will find them interesting.

Let me mention one very significant aspect of
progress through Project Beacon, one which is not like
the others and is not represented through a publication.
It is recognizable from the fact that today's confer-
ence has been planned by members of the Psychology De-
partment of the Ferkauf Graduate School of Education.
Those of you who are familiar with our Psychology De-
par:_ment, and I think very many of you are, know that
it is one of the most theory oriented and research ori-
ented departments in the city and that the FGSE is the
only graduate school of education in the city that has
under its jurisdiction a completely experimental depart-
ment of psychology offering work in experimental psy-
chology proper and in its related offshoots: experi-
mental social psychology and experimental clinical psy-
chology. That this department has taken its turn this
year, as other departments have in previous years, in
planning this conference, is indicative to me, and I
think it should be to many, that good and proper psy-
chology and good and proper psychologists are not
necessarily limited to the small, neat, socially isolat-
ed, socially uncomplicated, somehow socially trivial ex-
periments that we frequently urge upon our graduate stu-
dents who are just learning to fly in the atmosphere of
research and who, therefore, need easier problems on
which to earn their wings. It is a sign to me that psy-
chology, not unlike chemistry and physics and the life
sciences, can grow to correspond to the size of the mod-
ern universe, that it can speak to real, full-blooded
phenomena; indeed, that it can not only speak to them,
but that it can be stimulated by the world that surrounds
it rather than escape from it into problems that are
easier and therefore more comfortable. Our program today
implies to me that psychology can do these things and
remain true to its birthright. This it must do, because



psychology must not become another branch of education
or another branch of medical science or another branch

of social action. We at the FGSE, particularly those of
us most closely related to Project Beacon, want psychol-

ogy to turn a critical eye on the rest of the School
and on everything that happens at the School (precisely
as we do in connection with psychology). We want it to
turn the same kind of critical eye upon education as
psychology turns on other fields, indeed as psychology
sometimes turns on itself. We want psychology to ques-
tion, in the spirit of critical identification, what it
is that we know in connection with the socially disad-
vantaged. What is it that we are trying to test or to
find out? What is it that must be looked into if we
are ever really to become a field with cumulative knowl-
edge, where the future does take place not only because
it comes, but because we know what the past has been and
how to profit from it. By attempting to do this today,
for the concepts of environmental deprivation and envi-
ronmental deprivation and environmental enrichment, the
Psychology Department, I believe, has done a favor for
psychology and has certainly done a favor for urban edu-
cation.

I conclude my remarks with a warm word of thanks
to all of you for coming; to the Psychology Department
for having planned today's conference; and to the many
distinguished psychologists from other institutions who
have come to participate in it and to give us the bene-
fit of what they have learned and of what they suspect.
I also want to thank the psychologists and others at
the State Department of Mental Hygiene for their co-
sponsorship of this conference. The manifold efforts
that have brought us together today represent what is
certainly the best tradition of psychology. They give
us the hope that social change will be recognized for
what I think the greatest minds and the greatest souls
have always recognized it to be, namely, not merely a
problem but an opportunity, a challenge from which no
healthy organism can withdraw and from which no healthy
body of knowledge can come away without really having
been stimulated and without having benefited. Our sci-

ence (psychology) and our society will both gain from a
long, hard look at environmental deprivation and enrich-
ment. I sincerely hope that many of you will turn to us
and return to us in connection with psychological topics
of this kind in future years.
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PRESIDING

DR. NORMAN B. GORDON

CHAIRMAN, DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

FERKAUF GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

Thank you, Dean Fishman. A few months ago, it
seems like many months ago, Dean Fishman suggested that
the Psychology Department might sponsor thenext invi-

tational conference. And when I returned to the depart-
ment, we were taken aback: how would the Psychology
Department go about sponsoring a conference on urban
education? There was a lot of scurrying about, and we
decided that something had to be done. As time began to
get shorter and shorter, we noticed the title. Since we

had a young department and at times we were quite con-
cerned about the facilities that we've had to carry out

our programs, the title was appropriate to us in a way,
that we were environmentally deprived at the start and

in the process of growth had become enriched. We
thought this might be quite appropriate as we looked
about the field of urban education and looked at the
problems that individuals are facing in attempting to
improve their educational status. So that we feel that

the topics that have been assembled today are both in-

wardly and outwardly directed. Without further ado, I'

would like to introduce, Dr. Forgays. Dr. Donald Forgays,

who has come to us from the University of Vermont, has

spent a good part of his life on research on environ-
mental enrichment in animals, and more recently in human



beings. He will be our first speaker. His topic will

be "Individual Differences in the Effects of Early

Experience on Later Behavior."

9
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INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES IN THE EFFECTS

OF EARLY EXPERIENCE ON LATER BEHAVIOR

DR. DONALD G. FORGAYS

PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT

I wish, here, to make a progress report, as I

have in the past, on two series of studies which have

occupied our attention for several years. The studies

are concerned broadly with the influence of early ex-
perience upon later behavior and, more recently, with

an analysis of the nature of reinforcement, While our
early efforts examined the process aspects of the phe-

nomena, that is, the general statements which we can

make about such behavior, we have lately become quite

impressed with the apparent relationship which exists

between subject characteristics and ability to profit

from a program of early exposure and the manner in

which such advantage may be reflected in specific be-

havior.

The latest studies of the first series use rats

as subjects and have examined the effects of variation
of specific type of exposure, time and amount of such

exposure, and sub-species of rat. I will make a general

report of these observations shortly. The second series

of studies, though now of five years standing, is still

quite preliminary. The observations are concerned with

the behavior of young children in an elaborate playpen
environment which delivers a good deal of sensory rein-

forcement for appropriate responding. I will describe
this experimental setting and report on the results of

two studies.

-9-



The rat studies involve exposing the animal to an
enriched environment (free-environment) or to a sparse
environment (restricted) fo': various periods during de-
velopment. The free-environmental experience has been
described sufficiently well in the literature; briefly,
here, it consists of a large box, as compared with the
ordinary living cage, and the box contains many "play-
things" - simple metal and wooden objects which the sub-
jects may run over, through, around, and so on. The
rats are placed in small groups in this free-environmental
box for a period of time varying from one to several weeks
and removed to regular colony experiences for the remain-
der of the development period. They are tested, usually
when they are about 120 days of age, for "emotionality" -

typically using the open field test, and scored in terms
of activity, field penetration, defecation and urination -

and for intellectual responding - using the Hebb-Williams
maze.

We have employed two sub-species of rat in these
studies - the hooded rat which has a pigmented eye and
therefore good vision, for a rat, and the albino rat with
the non-pigmented eye and therefore not very good vision,
especially for distant viewing.

Free-environmental exposure times have included in
one study, which employed albino rats, every three-week
perioL from birth until 109 days of age (that is, 0 to 21
days, 22 to 43 days, 44 to 65 days, etc.,); in another
study using albino rats: one, two, or three weeks after
weaning as compared with three weeks at maturity or no
exposure at all; and in a third study, in which hooded
rats were used: one, two, or three weeks after the eyes
are open (15 days) or at weaning (21 days) as compared
with three weeks at maturity or no experience at all.

Since we are careful to provide all animals in
such studies with equivalent handling experiences, it is
usual that we find no "emotionality" differences at ma-
turity among animals in a study. Such is the case here.
We do find, however, that the albino animals are somewhat
more "emotional" than the hooded, a finding which, I be-
lieve, is not in disagreement with the literature. On
the Hebb-Williams maze, however, there are clear differ-
ences among the groups. Those exposed to the free-

-10-



.11
environment before maturity are clearly better adult prob-

lem solvers than those exposed at maturity or not at all.

Even those animals receiving only a week's exposure at

15 or 21 days of age display better adult intellect than

those receiving three weeks exposure at 90 days of age.

Those receiving the free-environmental experience as
adults are not significantly better problem-solvers than

those not receiving the experience at all.

These effects apply to both the albino and hooded

animal; that is, for both types of rat early free-
environmental exposure is associated with superior adult

problem solving. On the other hand, there are clear dif-

ferences between the hooded and albino rats. The hooded
animal appears to be a superior perforMer on the Hebb-
Williams maze to the albino animal, whenever specific
groups with comparable past experiences are compared.
Interestingly, the restricted (no free-environmental ex-
posure) hooded rat makes about as many Hebb-Williams
errors as the enriched (early free-environmental expos-
ure) albino rat, that is, if both are reared in the
light; of course, the restricted albino rat makes still
more errors, so the superiority of the hooded is main-
tained throughout. This is not so if all animals are
reared with restricted light experience, as you will

shortly hear. It is also not so if the animals are maze-
run in the dark, as you will also hear.

After we run the rats on the Hebb-Williams maze
problems, we usually run them on a series of problems in

the same maze, but one in which we change the visual dis-

tance or near cues, the olfactory cues, and so on. We
attempt in this way to discover the kinds of cues which,

if changed, will be most disruptive to problem solving.
We assume that such cues are likely involved in success-

ful maze per'formance under typical running conditions.

In the studies I have already mentioned, we have found
that early enriched exposure is associated with the use
of different kinds of environmental cues in successful
maze running. The hooded animals are more disrupted by
a change in the visual distance cues, while the albinos
are more disrupted by a change of visual near cues. It

seems, then, that the hooded animals with early enriched
experience make greater use of visual distance cues in



the superior maze performance while albinos with early

enriched experience make greater use of visual near cues

in their superior adult maze running. These results may

not stagger your imagination. Since you know that the

hooded animal has far better visual equipment than the

albino, it is reasonable, indeed, that he will more tend

to employ the stable visual distance cues to aid his

maze performance while the albino will tend to use more

the near visual cues or some other kind of near cue.

In brief, then, each type of organism will profit from

the early enriched exposure according to the capabili-

ties which he has to begin with. Our own thinking is

in this direction, but the picture is not quite so sim-

ple.

To study further the nature of free-environmental

experience, we examined the adult problem-solving abili-

ty of the hooded rat provided with visual distance cue

experience in early life as compared with such animals

not allowed this experience. We accomplished this by

rearing the animals in boxes with open mesh sides or in

closed boxes which were lighted inside. In each case we

had enriched and restricted groups. When we tested them

as adults, we found no "emotionality" differences among

groups, but did find on the Hebb-Williams maze that the

two enriched groups were superior to the two restricted

groups, and there were no differences between the two

enriched groups and none between the two restricted

groups. Recall that one of each of these was raised in

an open mesh environment and the other in a closed en-

vironment. How can this be? Did we not already find

out that visual distance cues contribute importantly to

maze performance? Are both enriched groups using to

good advantage the same cues in their maze performance?

No Disrupted cue analysis reveals that the animals

reared in the free open environment use visual cues in

general more than those animals reared in the closed

environment, and especially visual distance cues.

Closed animals use more near visual cues and olfactory

cues. Thus, both open and closed reared free-environ-

mental hooded rats are superior to their restricted

counterparts, but, apparently, for different reasons.

They seem to have profited from the rearing, but on the

basis of the successful utility of different cues.



The last rat study which I will report here is

one whose data have just been collected earlier this

month. It is a thesis study being accomplished by

Robert LaVallee at the University of Vermont. This was

a more systematic attempt to assess the relationship
between subject characteristics and the influence of
early experience than those which had been accomplished

previously. Hooded and albino rats were used as sub-

jects. Half of each group was reared in the free-
environmental setting and the other half in the re-
stricted environment of small laboratory cages. Half
of each of these groups were put in a sealed room in

which good lighting was left on 24 hours a day; the
other half were put in a sealed room in which good
lighting was put on for one hour a day. Essentially
this latter group was reared in the dark with sufficient
light, however, so that there would be no retinal or
thalamic degeneration. When all were mature animals
they were tested for "emotionality" and displayed no
significant differences among the various group compar-
isons. All had been handled a good deal during rearing.

The Hebb-Williams testing was done initially in a sealed

room which was well lighted, much like the rearing en-

vironment. On these maze problems the hooded animals
over-all sub-groups are not significantly superior to
the albinos - the first time that we have found this.

There is, however, a significant interaction between
type of animal and light vs. dark rearing. Essentially,

if reared under the darker conditions, hooded animals
score about the same as albinos reared in the same en-

vironment. If reared under light conditions, hooded
animals are significantly better than albino animals

reared in light. Hooded animals reared in the light
are superior to hoodeds reared in the dark. For albi-

nos, it makes no difference; those reared in the dark

are the same as those reared in the light. What these
results amount to, then, is that restriction leads to a
poor problem solver in the albino animal and this is not
influenced further by the amount of light stimulation
provided him, within the limits of this study. The same
is true for free-environmental experience for the albino.
The hooded animal is generally better, however, than the

albino. If he is given free-environmental experience
in light or in dark or if he is simply provided a good

-13-



deal of light experience during development, even :in a
restricted environment, he turns out well at maturity
on the maze problems. If he is reared in the restrict-
ed environment with little light stimulation he turns
out to be a poor problem solver later on; or, in other
terms, one can almost make a hooded-type problem solver
out of the albino animal if the albino is provided a
good deal of enriched early experience, although not
necessarily including visual experience. On the other
hand, one can produce a hooded animal with typical al-
bino problem-solving characteristics only by a combina-
tion of the restricted environment and little light ex-
perience during early life.

The story goes on. After these animals had been
tested in the Hebb-Williams maze under normal light con-
ditions, they were subjected to further testing in the
same maze but in a completely dark room. The animal
wore a collar treated with phosphorescent material and
the grid floor of the maze was similarly treated. The
experimenter could make out the pattern of maze running
and count errors reliably after he had become complete-
ly dark adapted. Now, how will the animals fare? If

our hunch is correct, the hoor3ed animals will be more
adversely influenced than the albinos by the change in
light conditions which precludes the use of visual dis-
tance cues to aid solution of the maze problems.

Our hunch turned out to be quite acceptable, even
though this was not at all a case of serendipity. In

absolute error terms, each sub-group of albinos per-
formed better than the comparable sub-group of hoodeds.
A more interesting analysis is provided, however, by
comparing the error score derived from running in the
light to that reflecting running in the dark. For the
albino groups, three of the four sub-groups decreased
their error scores by from 25% to 30%. The fourth
dropped only 11%; this was the group reared in the free-
environment in the light. In short, the albino group
most likely influenced during rearing by visual experi-
ence is most affected by change in light conditions dur-
ing maze running. As for the hooded rats, a sorry lot,
two sub-groups decreased their error scores by a small
amount, 4% and 8%, and two demonstrated actual increases
of error score, 4% in each case. You have guessed by
now The groups reared in the dark decrease while those



reared in the light increase.

The results of this study and previous ones sug-

gest to us that early enriched experience interacts with

subject characteristics to determine whether the envi-

ronment will have a beneficial effect, and, if so, the

manner in which this will be accomplished. Hooded rats

are typically better adult problem solvers than albinos

of comparable experience. In past studies where animals

were reared under light conditions, this generalization

could have been made group by group. We have now added

the limitation to this generalization: if hoodeds are

reared under restricted and dark conditions they will be

as poor as the restricted albino - not worse, mind you,

but as poor. Both types of animal appear to benefit

from enriched early experience, but, apparently, for

different reasons; one because of the greater develop-

ment of the use of visual distance cues, and the other,

the use of near cues. Light experience does not seem

to be especially crucial for the albino animal, while it

appears quite important for the hooded. If the hooded

animal doesn't have much light experience, then you have

to give him the free-environmental treatment if he is

to be a good adult problem-solver. The albino animal

requires the free-environmental treatment if he is to

be a reasonably good adult problem-solver, regardless

of amount of light experience. Hooded animals who are

deprived of the early visual distance experience still

profit from free-environmental exposure, but it must be

because they are using to advaDiage other cues presum-

ably sharpened by their early experience.

Specifically, then, these results encourage the

speculation that enriched experience in early life will

aid the development of those characteristics which are

prominently useful and ordinarily employed by the organ-

ism. If such characteristics do not develop because of

a limiting environment, then other characteristics, low-

er in the organism's hierarchy, may develop to a higher

degree than they ordinarily would, given a more typical

developmental environment. Either of these patterns of

development may then lead to superior adult problem

solving ability. This possibility would depend, of

course, on the nature of the adult tasks used to evaluate
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tne effects of the early experience. These notions
would appear to have relevance for a general theory of
development and particularly for speculations concerned
with the determination of the most efficacious training
methods for the inculcation of sophisticated behavior
patterns in the young. Our results are consistent with
the idea of genetic limitation, but suggest a wide vari-

ation of development within that limitation, such devel-
opment being dependent upon the type and amount of ex-
perience, especially that during early life.

As an aside, I might mention here that our new
series of early experience studies, beginning in the sum-
mer, will employ a modified exposure technique over that

we have used. Instead of the animal "going to" the ex-
perience, we will bring the experience to the animal.
We have felt for some time that our exposure technique,

large boxes versus small cages, did not provide suffi-
cient control. All animals, in the future, will be
reared in a small box. Each of the four walls of the
box will open out on a long tunnel. Through a program
of stimuli we will provide for a little or a lot of vis-
ual experience, distance and near cues, and the like.
We will have a much better idea than presently of the
differences in experience of our various groups.

So much for the lower animal research. I wish

now to briefly describe the second series of studies
which have concerned us over the past several years.
This program involves human subjects and began as an
inquiry into the nature of reinforcement. Eight years

ago we constructed a super-playpen for young children;

it was an eight-foot-square plywood enclosure with dif-
ferent kinds of manipulanda available to the subjects
which, if activated, resulted in lights and bells and
other types of sensory feedback occurring. We placed
youngsters singly in this environment for short periods

for a few trials and observed their activity. To study

the utility of the playpen as a learning situation, be-

yond that involved in learning to manipulate such things

as levers, we provided a dummy set of manipulanda beside
each of those that activated the sensory change. A
brightness discrimination - black versus white panels -
was associated with the manipulanda so that the child
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could learn to receive the sensory payoff by operating
the apparatus mounted only on a black panel. Children
of both sexes and from 9 months to 5 years of age were
observed under generally informal circumstances. Early
results were promising, at least to the extent that such
young children would remain in the playpen for periods
of 15 minutes or so without fear, they were able to op-
erate the manipulanda., and they appeared to be motivated
to receive the sensory feedback. On the other hand,
those subjects who were exposed to the playpen for sev-
eral trials seemed to satiate on the limited sensory
feedback possibilities, since they did not change from
trial to trial. In short, they got bored. Moreover,
this environment turned out not to be a good learning
situation, since the black and white panels were fixed,
thus allowing the subject to adopt position habits and
avoid the brightness discrimination altogether. As one
of our objectives was to study a variety of discrimina-
tions we were forced to modify the environment.

The second environment was considerably more com-
plicated than the first. The original super-playpen was
a plywood room within a "real" room. This proved to be
disturbing to some children who knew that mother was
just beyond a four-foot plywood wall. In addition, some
of the mothers, sensing that their little Johnnies, and
feeling, perhaps erroneously, that this game was some
sort of intelligence test, encouraged their children
over the wall - hardly a sharply controlled experimental
situation. The revised colossal-playpen was a full room,
11 by 16 feet, with nine different gadget complexes
mounted in colored wooden enclosures attached to the
four walls. Each sensory payoff apparatus had two dis-
tinct sets of manipulanda; these, in turn, were elec-
trically connected to relays and counters in an adjoin-
ing room which also contained a one-way window looking
on to the playroom. Knife switches were provided so
that either manipulandum for a gadget could be set to
activate it. Four-inch wooden squares, easily changed,
were attached above each manipulandum and formed the
basis of the discrimination problem for the child. The

sensory payoffs included:
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a. different colored lights activated by press-

ing the correct levers.

b. a music box playing a tune ("How Dry I Am")

when the correct lever was turned.

c. a hidden drum which could be sounded by pull-

ing sharply on the correct of two cords.

d. an electric train on a 3 -foot track mounted

behind clear plastic; the train could be ac-

tivated for 3-second intervals by pressing

the right switch.

e. a unit containing white shielded lights and

hand switches, but actually operated by foot

treadles. This was an attempt to observe
"superstitious" behavior in our subjects.

f. a sixth gadget was our counterpart of Aldous

Huxley's "feelies." The child could reach

his hand into one of two entry ports, feel-

ing a thick piece of soft sponge rubber in

the correct port and a smooth piece of plas-

tic in the "incorrect" port.

g. a unit containing a number of interchangeable
plastic-mounted pictures attached to a round

disc which revolved with correct lever press

allowing the view of a single picture through

an aperture. The pictures were colored and

of such objects as a teddy bear, a baby, an

adult female, an adult male, etc.

h. two telephones connected to a third in the

adjoining room. If the child spoke into the

correct phone, the experimenter would speak

to him for a few seconds and then hang up.

i. two window ports opening on to the adjoining

room. If the child pulled the correct cord,

the port would open allowing him a view of

the experimenter (a young adult female).

You will recall that all of the manipulanda are
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connected to counters giving us an exact picture of the
frequency of interaction between child and gadget and
the number JE correct as well as incorrect responses.
Sequence of the child's activity is provided by observa-
tion through the one-way window.

In one series of studies, we have placed children
who were from a little less than one year to a little
more than 5 years of age in the playpen for from 6 to
10 acquisition trials of 10 minutes each, with a bright-
ness discrimination to be solved. The trials occur at
the rate of three per week and the correct manipulanda
and discrimination squares are varied on a random basis.

In one study whose results I have already partly
reported we have compared two groups of 4-year-old chil-
dren, both sexes equally represented. One group con-
sisted of children of middle class parents and the other
of chiloten of working class parents. Negro children
comprised this latter group. Their behavior patterns
in the playpen situation are quite different. An im-
portant finding is that neither group seems to get sati-
ated in this environment. At the end of the trials
most subjects are quite willing to continue and appear
to have enjoyed the experience. There are gadget dif-
ferences between the two groups. The "feelies" are not
as attractive to our subjects as Huxley would have had
us believe; this is true for both groups. The telephones
are manipulated much more frequently by the working
class children, likely because they are more novel stim-
uli for them. Both groups display superstitious behav-
ior and equally so. And so on.

Over all trials, the middle class subjects make
about 50% more responses than the working class subjects.
This is more than just a matter of more diffuse activity
on the part of the middle class children, since they al-
so make more correct responses than the working class
children. Remember, this is on the basis of over-all
responding. Both groups display evidence of learning
the discrimination, but the middle class subjects show
it earlier and more stably. The maximum amount of time
for any child in the playpen is less than two hours,
total, so the learning would appear to be reasonably
efficient.
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There are response level changes over trials.

The working class children increase their response rate

over trials as compared with the middle class children

who maintain a relatively stable rate throughout. At

the end of the series of trials the working class chil-

dren display a rate of correct response equivalent to

that of the middle class children. In short, they have

"caught up" with the middle class group on this rela-

tively easy discrimination problem.

We have carried these observations further in

some very recent studies, in line with our interest in

studying more difficult discrimination problems within

the same experimental design. We employed a shape dis-

crimination as our problem - the familiar triangle ver-

sus circle. Wooden squares with these figures painted

on them were mounted over the manipulanda and the place-

ment changed from trial to trial on a random basis.

Triangle was positive for half the subjects and circle

for the other half. Two groups of four-year-old sub-

jects comparable ,o those described already were employed.

Results were similar to those reported for the bright-

ness discrimination problem. Middle class children re-

spond more absolutely and more correctly on the early

trials; at the end of ten trials, the working class

children are responding at the same rate and level of

correctness as the middle class children. Both groups

display evidence of learning the discrimination, with

the middle class children showing the learning earlier

and more stably.

We have taken this inquiry one step further. We

have essentially replicated the shape discrimination

study with four-year-old children of middle and working

class parents. 3efore we put each child into the shape

discrimination problem, he was exposed to about six tri-

als in the playpen with the brightness discrimination

problem. Initial differences on the brightness discrim-

ination problem were found, as before, in favor of the

middle class children. And as before, differences dis-

appeared by the end of testing. Now when these two

groups are exposed to the shape discrimination problem

we find no over-all differences between the groups with

respect to rate of response or level of correct response.
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This is true for the initial as well as the terminal
trials. In brief, then, the short prior exposure on
the easy problem had wiped out the differences in per-
formance of the two groups on the more difficult dis-
criminatioil. There are many possible reasons for this
influence. I would prefer not to speculate about them
until we have collected more data, which we are in pro-
cess of doing.

The results of these studies will be available in
publication in the near future. I report them here to
suggest that subject differences seem to be as important
in humans as they are in lower animals with respect to
possible profit to be derived from early experience ex-
posure. It is dangerous in general to compare directly
the results of human studies with those using lower
animals as subjects. This is certainly the case in the
present studies. We know nothing of the long-term ef-
fects of such early exposure in the human. I believe
that this is equally true for most studies attempting
to influence selectively the behavior of the child, such
as the recent concern with language acquisition in the
young child. We can say, however, that young children
can learn, and quickly, in the playpen situation and
without the signs of trauma which, I understand, is some-
times associated with some early learning situations.
We have not begun to study the effect of such exposures
in the first year of life; we plan to continue the ex-
posures over much longer periods of time. We have gone
from the brightness task to a shape discrimination. We
will go on to more difficult shape discriminations, in-
cluding letters, numbers, words, and so on. We wish to
discover what level of complexity of learning can be
managed within the play situation. We hope that the in-
creased complexity will counteract the tendency to sati-
ation which could develop with a large number of trials
in the playpen. We have begun to employ, in another
series of studies, much simpler gadgetry - a portable
sensory feed-back apparatus tied in to a multiple button
keyboard. The problems are concept formation and we are
presently testing preschool children.

In all of these human studies, we are beginning
to examine the importance for effective learning in the
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"play" situation of such subject variables as age, sex,
socio-economic status, personality characteristics, and
so on. We will attempt to follow up the possible long-
term influences of such early exposures. We continue

to be much interested in investigating at the human lev-
el the crucial-periods hypothesis with regard to programs
of early experience.

In these studies, then, we have tried to point

out the importance of subject characteristics, whether
based genetically or experientially or, more likely, on
both kinds of factors, in determining the benefits to
be derived from a program of early exposure or in de-

termining the manner in which subjects will profit from
such experiences. We have suggested that the possibili-
ty of crucial periods existing for benefit to be gained
from such exposures ought to be investigated further.
Finally, we have proposed that we all be cautious in in-
terpreting the results of early exposure studies, es-
pecially those employing human subjects. Without ade-
quate long-term follow-up, with appropriate controls,
we must be extremely hesitant in making generalizations
regarding these influences.
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DR. NORMAN B. GORDON:

Thank you, Dr. Forgays. Our discussant is Dr.
Lawrence Plotkin. Dr. Plotkin is associate professor
of psychology at City College of New York. Dr. Plotkin.



DISCUSSANT

DR. LAWRENCE PLOTKIN

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY

CITY COLLEGE OF NEW YORK

Not only am I impressed by the neatness of Dr.

Forgays' experimental designs, but I must also commend

him for his scientific caution and awareness of the com-

plexity of the issues. Given his findings, I am sure

most of us would make sweeping generalizations. Before

going on to the specific experiments, I would like to

bring together the work done on animals and children

that has just been reported.

It is relatively rare for an investigator to at-

tack both animal and human problems in a systematic way.

While I agree with Dr. Forgays about the dangers inher-

ent in applying animal findings to humans, animal exper-

iments not only clarify human problems, they also provide

a model of analysis which hardly ever is applied to en-

vironmental factors in human learning. From the experi-

ments just described, I have drawn three requirements

which Dr. Forgays has met and which I think researchers

should meet.

The first of these is quite obvious, but rarely

done, at least in human work. It is very hard to do in

human work. But until it is done, we won't be able to

know anything about the effects of early experience on

later behavior in humans. The first one is the control
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and systematic variation of environmental objects and
the interactions with these objects. The second require-
ment is that these objects be applied longitudinally at
various periods of time over a significant portion of
the organisms' life span. And finally the third is to
test the effects of these modifications with increasing-
ly complex behavior measures, and the use of analysis to
enable us to know what really is responsible for what-
ever changes we find.

The first two requirements, in fact all three re-
quirements, are more easily met in animal experiments.
It has long been known that when the postnatal environ-
ment is held constant, the learning ability of rats is
innately determined. Dr. Forgays and his wife have con-
tributed to this old fact. But when heredity is held
constant, infant experience determines the level of
adult maze learning in the rats. The studies reported
today are additional evidence that a free environment
and extensive perceptual experience in early life have
significant effects on later learning.

What is new in Dr. Forgays' report is the ingeni-
ous analysis of organismic variables within this general
finding. Working out specifics of the enriched environ-
ment reveals complexities hardly suspected; and the fol-
lowing conclusions can be drawn from these studies:
First, different strains of rats draw different things
from the same early enriched environment. Secondly,
within the same species with enriched environments which
differ in distance cues, different cues are used in
learning, although both groups learn equally well. And
thirdly, by varying both environment and lighting, spe-
cies differences can almost be overcome.

The experiments on children in the play situation
reveal difficulties involved in cross-sectional analysis.
Why should white children respond more often and more
correctly in the initial stages of learning than Negro
children? The fact that the Negro children catch up
quickly indicates that the difference is not a stable
one. The implication that the class difference is re-
sponsible is overwhelming. But of the myriad of factors
subsumed under class or of race, which are responsible
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for the initial differences?

This point, I would like to speculate, since the
discussant is more free to do so than the reporting sci-

entist. First of all, it is not surprising that after
relatively short amounts of training, middle- and lower-

class children are equal in a sensory-motor task. As

high-order mammals their genetic make-up insures learn-

ing and plasticity. The rat, a lower animal, is as
sufficient as humans in learning simple discriminations,
according to Lashley and Hebb. What environmental dif-
ference between Negro and white children, then, is re-

sponsible for the initial difference. It seems to me
that animal studies do clarify human problems even if

they do not explain them. Dr. Forgays has mentioned in
passing the handling and carrying of rats which occurs

in every experiment. We call this the "pre-experimental

adaptation." I would suggest that the initial differ-

ences between the two classes of children are emotional-
ity or attitudinal factors rather than an intellectual

factor. Supporting this hypothesis is the fact that six

trials in the brightness discrimination experiment elim-

inate the initial differences in rate and correctness
found in the shape discrimination. In other words, it
takes the Negro children longer, I think to adapt to the

situation than the whites, for reasons that can only be

speculated on but which have nothing to do with cogni-

tive deficit.

I want to close by extending the nature of the

problem. Benjamin Bloom, in one of his very important
books, Ability and Change in Human Characteristics, has
noted the disparity between the behavioral measures we
possess and the environmental measures we possess. I'm

speaking now about human behavior. The number of in-
dividual differences we can measure in an experimental
situation is enormous: our instruments for measuring en-
vironmental differences consist of a few techniques for

measuring social class and socio-economic status. In

fact, as one reads Bloom's book, one gets the impression

that the research task of the future is the working out

of measures of environmental characteristics. I think

we'll find, as Bloom suggests, much that passes for sub-

ject or organism variation may very well turn out to be
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environmental variation. However, this task for humans
is so enormous that at this point I would not dare to
estimate how long it will take to take specific environ-
mental characteristics and relate these to specific be-
havior characteristics.

Why do Negro children use the telephone more
often? I don't know how much it would cost to find out.
But I warn you, every study done on race or class is
faced with this problem. And I would warn you further-
more that to accept the ad hoc conclusion, however plaus-
ible, flies in the face of the kind of work Dr. Forgays
has done. Years after we have worked out the specific
characteristics of the environment and specific behav-
ioral characteristics, we will have to work out clusters
of environmental factors, how they affect specific abil-
ities, and then eons later how clusters of environmental
characteristics influence clusters of behavioral charac-
teristics.

This is not only enormous, I suggest seriously it
may not even be done. I'll end this with a quote from
Professor Bloom: "The environment as the totality of
forces affecting the individual is so complex as to be
impossible to handle by present research methods. At
the level of total environment each individual may be
said to have lived in a unique environment and no two
individuals have had the same combination of environmen-
tal factors." If we think of environment as giving op-
portunities for interaction and experience, it may be
noted that no two individuals have had the same inter-
action and experiences.



DR. NORMAN B. GORDON:

Our next speaker is Dr. Kenneth B. Clark, Profes-

sor of Psychology, City College of New York, and Director,

Social Dynamics Research Institute. The title of his

paper is The Cult of Cultural Deprivation: A Complex

Social Psychological Phenomena." Dr. Clark.
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Probably there is no issue in American education
which is being discussed more today than the issue of
the education of the culturally deprived. Within the
past three months, I think I have attended eight or nine
conferences or discussions on education of the cultural-
ly deprived and I have been unable to attend about twen-
ty more. I think that one of the problems of the educa-
tion of the culturally deprived is that everyone is
talking about educating them, but no one is doing it.
Maybe one of the things we ought to do is stop having
these conferences because I don't think there is very
much more we can say about this problem. And the more
conferences we have on them, the less time we have to
work with these children.

The fact of the educational retardation of Negro
children in public schools in Northern urban communities
is well known and well documented. Retardation in funda-
mental subjects (reading, arithmetic, communication
skills) has been documented by innumerable studies.
Some of these studies hlve demonstrated that the degree
of retardation increases as these children go up in the
grades. The evidence is quite clear that the discrepancy
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between the norms of achievement of poor Negro children
and the general norms increases from grade to grade.

There are a variety of explanations of this per-
sistent finding. Historically, among the earliest ex-
planations was that the poor performance of these young-
sters was to be accounted for in terms of their inherent
racial inferiority. At the end of the last century and
the beginning of the twentieth century no one had any
real question or doubt as to why Negro youngsters seemed
to he performing below the level of white youngsters.
It was the inherent inferiority of the groups from which
they came. This interpretation seemed to be the dominant
interpretation up until about the second or third decadc
of the twentieth century, even among social scientists
and educators.

The research of Otto Klineberg in the 1930's re-
sulted in a serious re-examination and a significant
revision of this inherent racial-inferiority explana-
tion. I am not sure that the Boaz-Klineberg research
and interpretation influence the way in which we discuss
the problem.

There remains a question, however, whether the
modern scientific approach to the problem of racial dif-
ferences has really deeply influenced our practices in
our public schools. There is no question in my mind
that it is no longer fashionable for educators to talk
about the academic performance of Negro youngsters in
racial terms, or in terms of inherent racial differ-
ences. But I am not sure that the beliefs or the feel-
ings about racial differences are not still influencing
what happens in our schools. I think maybe the chief
practical effect of the Klineberg approach has been to
change our words, change how we talk about these chil-
dren rather than what we really do about them.

More recently it has become fashionable to attempt
to explain the persistent fact of the academic retarda-
tion of Negro 'children in terms of general environmental
disabilities. This may be the major contribution of
the Klineberg approach: we now don't talk about racial
differences; we talk primarily in terms of environmental
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differences. These explanations tend to emphasize such
environmental conditions as the total pattern of racial
discrimination and segregation which deprives the
ability of these chLldren to learn. We talk about eco-
nomic and job discrimination, substandard housing, poor
nutrition, parental apathy and lack of stimulation which
generally reflect lack of educational opportunities for
the parents themselves.

The most recent version of the environmental ap-
proach is cultural deprivation. This is a term which
has recently come into the vocabulary of social scien-
tists and educators. It is interesting to me, although
it may be only a historical coincidence, that the term
became fashionable only after the Brown decision of
May 17, 1954. We have been searching the literature at
the Institute during the past year and I'd like to share
with you some of the synonyms for this term: cultural-
ly disadvantaged, the disadvantaged, the socially neg-
lected, the socially rejected, the socially deprived,
the educationally disadvantaged, the culturally impover-
ished, the culturally different. We even found one dis-
cussion of the problem that emphasized "rural disadvan-
taged." Generally, I think all of the studies are con-
cerned with minority group children, lower status
children, and low socio-economic status children. Very
few of these studies, or very few of the papers that we
examined in the literature come right out and say "col-
ored children." And very few of them come right out
and say "poor." Most of them try to find euphemistic
synonyms.

Here are some of the ftctors which are alleged
to be a determinant of the academic retardation of these
children within the umbrella of the concept of cultural
deprivation: overcrowded housing, deteriorated housing,
poor hygienic conditions in the environment. A cata-
logue of slum conditions have been offered as reasons
for the inability of these children to learn.

Some of the studies point to rather specific as-
pects of the environment. These usually pertain to the
home, such as lack of education on the part of the par-
ents, inability of the parents to provide sufficient



stimulation for the child.

Specific conditions in the family have been
offered as explanations for the inability of the child
to learn to read in the primary grades, such as either
inability of a parent to stimulate the verbal ability
of the child by the inadequacy of the language of the
parents, or the fact that lower class parents don't
speak to their children; their children therefore are
not stimulated to speak in the way in which teachers
would like them to. Or even that there is too much
talking in the home. Charles Silverman, in a recent
article in Columbia College Today, specifies a home
deficiency which retards the ability of these children
to profit from school, in an interesting way that seemed
different from most of the studies that we have looked
at before. Most of the studies talk about sensory
deficiencies, or understimulation in the home as the
basis for the inability of these children to learn in
the classroom. Charles Silverman talked about over-
stimulation in the home. He said that the children do
not learn to read or pay attention in the classroom
because there is so much noise in the culturally de-
prived home that the children have to protect themselves
by cutting off their auditory sensory functions; they
automatically block out noise. This starts in the home
and it continues in the classroom.

Some of the studies emphasize the absence of
things; not just stimulation, overstimulation or under-
stimulation, but the absence of specific things such as
pencils, paper, books. My colleague, Professor Plotkin,
calls these the "nobooks in the homes" explanation of
why these children do not learn to read. Not only do
they not have ;nooks, they do not have writing material,
paper or crayons. The picture of deprivation given by
these theories is one of total stark, bleak deprivation.
The degree of poverty in urban working-class Negro
homes is so stark that the child has absolutely no sen-
sory stimulation whatsoever, and no opportunity to go
out and mark up walls or any thing of that sort. Four-
letter words on walls must be a product of middle class
children, who do have chalk or crayon.
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Cultural deprivation has been made synonymous with
stimulus deprivation. One of the most sophisticated stu-
dents of this problem, Professor Martin Deutsch, talks
about stimulus deprivation and cognitive deficit. One
gets the feeling from Professor Deutsch's analysis that
the deprivation is so stark that there is almost a neu-
rological deficit which exists actually before the child
gets into the classroom.

I must share with you my judgement of many of
these studies. Many of these studies talk about lower
class culture as if it were totally isolated from all
communication with the rest of our society, Not one of
these reports, to my knowledge or memory, ever talks a-
bout the reality: there is no subculture in our large
society that is so deprived as to be unable to have some
communication with the larger culture through our mass
media, through television, through moving pictures, or
through just being a part of this society in which peo-
ple are at least able to see other people and listen to
them. I would like to repeat, the sophisticated ver-
sion of the cultural deprivation explanation of academ-
ic retardation for Negro children has seemed to have
built up a mythology of cultural isolation that does not
seem to be supportable by reality. If one reads the
literature on the degree of isolation of the culturally
deprived children which is allegedly an explanation for
their inability to learn, one would not suspect from
the literature that any of these children had any con-
tact with television, radio, or moving pictures.

We sometimes find in literature explanations of
lower class culture in terms of differences in motiva-
tion. One of the most common illustrations of this is
the assumption that lower class subcultures demand
immediate rather than delayed gratification. This os-
tensibly accounts for the fact that their children are
unable to learn because to learn to read requires de-
layed gratification. I must say to you that after very
careful search of the literature, I am personally not
convinced that the various descriptions of the culturally-
deprived or a subculture of poverty are first, either as
real as they seem to be in words; or second, that they
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directly bear on the issue of the continued persistent,

and increase in, retardation of these youngsters in aca-

demic subjects.

There are some basic questions which we must ad-

dress ourselves to if we are going to be serious about

the issue of more efficient education of lower status

children. In what way does low socio-economic status,

described in such specific terms as I have already stated,

actually interfere with the ability of a child to learn

to read or to do arithmetic in the elemtary grades? What
is meant by sensory deficit or cognitive deficit as these

are related to the ability of a human being to be taught?
How remediable are these alleged deficiencies which these

children bring to school? If they are remediable, how

does one go about remedying them? If one can remedy
these so-called deficits, what are the implications of

the theories in the first place? What is the relation-

ship between the methodology for educating poor children

and the theories which were offered as to why they have

not learned in the past? A rigorous and objective at-
tempt to answer these questions might provide us with

some answers that will not only increase our understand-
ing of the problem of education of the lower status
groups, but might contribute to our understanding of
problems of education in general. It might also be
important to make a rigorous objective study of these
cultural deprivation theories in terms of methodology and

in terms of the pragmatic problem of increasing the effi-

ciency of our education of these children in terms of
larger world problems, particularly what we can expect
or not expect in terms of upgrading the level of func-
tioning of underdeveloped areas of the world.

I'd like, however, to spend the remaining time I

have not on these specifics, but on an analysis of some

of the social-psychological complexities which I believe

to be involved in the whole cultural deprivation cult and

rhetoric. What about such social-psychological problems

as the effects of social attitudes, expectations and
stimulations of other human beings on the educational

performance of these children? To what extent do these
theories in their true and more sophisticated form
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obscure the basic factors and reasons for the education
retardation of lower status children?

I would like to submit, and I hope to demonstrate,
not in this pap:r necessarily, but in work during the
next few years, that the cultural deprivation theories
violate a basic law of science--the law of parsimony;
that is, the requirement that one should not seek more
complex explanations before one has checked out a simple
explanation for a problem. To what extent therefore are
these theories offering an acceptable alibi for perva-
sive educational default, a default in which the public
school system permits and perpetuates educational ineffi-
ciency when dealing with powerless children or children
from powerless roots in the society? To what extent are
the social deprivation theories masking a simple and
basic fact in the explanation of educational inefficiency
in these lower status children, mainly the fact that
these children, by and large, do not learn, and do not
perform up to expected academic norms because they are
not being taught effectively? To what extent are they
not being taught because those who are in charge of
teaching them do not believe that they can learn, do not
expect that they can learn, and do not relate to them
in ways that are conducive to their learning? If there
is a specific determining variable for the educational
inefficiency and retardation of these children, if there
is the variable which is significant in the cultural
deprivation set of hypothesis, it may very well be that
the determining fact of deprivation is the rejection of
these children in the classroom. This is my hypothesis.

I do not believe that the answers to these ques-
tions can be found meaningfully in rhetoric or continued
speculative discourse. It may be that one of the things
these children have been suffering from much too much
already is rhetoric-rhetoric which captures them in the
web of the words of the self-fulfilling prophesies.
Speculation on this problem dares to reflect primarily
the value and position of the particular speculator.

I would like to make it perfectly cl'ear this morn-
ing that my whole approach to this whole cult of cultu-
ral-deprivation set of theories, probably reflects the
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fact that I am a Negro, that I am a product of a depressed
group in our society, and that I look with the suspicious-
ness of the traumatized minority-group member on all
theories which purport to explain why my situation cannot
be any better than it is. Those who at present propose
the cultural deprivation theories are by and large mem-
bers of a more privileged group than the group with which
I identify. I believe that they almost inevitably asso-
ciate their privileged status with their own innate in-
tellectual powers. The implicit class and caste factor
in this controversy cannot and should not be ignored if
we are going to be honest and objective in trying to
understand a very serious educational problem. I think
that the first step in a rigorous and objective study of

this problem is that of accepting the fact that the
problem exists within a context and is enmeshed in ra-
cial class, caste and self-image psychological problems.
For example, it is a rather obvious fact that those who
write and publish on this problem can do so because they
themselves have been academically successful. And it is
understandable that they should consciously or uncon-
sciously associate their own academic success with such
things as superior class, superior parents, superior
motivation, superior intelligence, or some other sign
of their own personal superiority or privilege and their
personal status and advantages. One of the peculiar
things about the discussion concerning the education of
the poor is that the victims are not part of the dis-
cussion. And at best they have surrogates argue for
them. I sometimes wonder about my own adequacy in this

regard.

This problem is complicated by the fact that many
of these individuals, confronted with large numbers of
students whose present economic and social predicament
is not unlike their own heritage, tend to react nega-
tively or punitively. They tend to reject those stu-
dents who remind them of their own origins. In this
regard I must share with you one of the most disturbing
findings of our HARYOU (staff). When we examined the
attitude of Negro teachers toward Negro students in the
Harlem schools we found the teachers on the average quite
as rejecting, quite as full of stereotype as white teach-

ers.
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The role of empathy, the understanding and iden-
tification of the teacher with his students in elicit-
ing maximum academic performance in his students, is a
serious educational problem. It must be explored more
systematically. I think we must explore it rigorously
and systematically before we run helter skelter in em-
bracing the cultural deprivation theories. It may be
that cultural deprivation means difficulty in esta-
blishing empathy. The specific definition that might
be really relevant here is the difficulty on the part
of the middle class teacher in making that kind of em-
pathic identification with youngsters whose origin he
rejects. It may very well be that this specific as-
pect of deprivation, mainly rejection, does in fact
directly bear on the capacity of the child to learn
because it is reflected in what is taught or how he is
taught or how he was related to.

It is reasonable to assume the problems of em-
pathy and identification between Negro students and
their teachers are complex and different in an essen-
tially racial society. This has to be qualified by the
fact that the pervasiveness of racism in our society can
sow hatred among Negroes. The complex social mobility
phenomenon among middle-class upwardly- mobile Negroes
suggest that the issue is not Go be understood simply in
terms of race but in terms of the whole psychological
complexity of race and class and self-hatred. And all
of these I think add up to significant burdens on Negro
children in predominantly Negro schools where they are
relatively powerless victims of individuals who do not
really identify or accept them as human beings. It is
significant that these considerations are absent in the
whole literature of the cultural deprivation discussions.

What are the facts that are relevant for a rig-
orous examination of this particular approach to cultural
deprivation? I want to share with you evidence from
three or four projec in which I have been either di-
rectly or indirectly .1_.volved during the past eight years.
At the. Northside Center for Child Development we have had
an intensive summer remedial-reading program which
started in the summer of 1955. Nearly three hundred
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youngsters had gone through that program. These are
youngsters who came to us because they were woefully re-
tarded in basic school subjects. They were economically
inferior--over 90 per cent of the youngsters came from
families that were on the Department of Welfare relief.
Their academic retardation was further complicated by
personal and emotional behavior disorders. They were

all Negro and Puerto Rican youngsters. Their parents

were burdened by the usual forms of oppression which
are found in east and central Harlem, that is, congested
housing, deteriorated housing, dirty streets. They came
from broken homes--over 60 per cent of them came from
homes without a stable father-figure. They were by all
objective standards among the most depressed, deprived,
oppressed human beings described in the literature which
purport to correlate cultural deprivation in academic

retardation. These youngsters were taken and subjected
to an intensive program of four weeks of remedial read-

ing and arithmetic. What were our findings?

The first summer our findings were so positive

we were sure something was wrong, that there was an

artifact. We just could not completely believe that it

was possible to obtain by one hour per day, five days
per week for four weeks, the kind of startling improve-
ment in reading and arithmetic which we'd obtained.

Each summer, as the child was exposed to this type
of remedial reading program without regard to his socio-
economic status or the extent of his deprivation, there
was an average gain of eight months in reading and arith-
metic in that four-week period, with a range of from four
months to two and three-fourth years. The consistency
from year to year removed all doubts from our mind that
it was possible for these children to learn if they were

taught.

We did find that there was some relationship be-

tween the amount of gain and the initial I.Q. The aver-

age I.Q. of these children was 90 and the range of from

64 to 124. Those with I.Q's. below 90 gained on the aver-
age five months in the four-week period. Those with
I.Q's. between 90 and 110 gained on the average of eight
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months. Those with I.Q's. above 110 gained two years
and three months in the four-week period.

We followed up these children in the school year
and we found that there was no further gain when they
were in the classroom. We were happy, however, to note
that every child maintained the gains during the summer.
At least the classroom situation was not a destructive
one for him; it just didn't add anything. The best they
did was to maintain their gains. I must confess that I
have developed a type of cynicism about what was happen-
ing to our children in New York City classrooms; I was
so cynical that I was happy to find that they maintained
the gain and didn't lose from it.

Now another bit of evidence. I am sure that
everybody in this room knows about Junior High School 43
which was the predecessor of the diluted Higher Horizons
Project. The variables of cultural deprivation, the
general and the specific variables were held constant.
The only change was introduction of a program which in-
volved increased motivation of the teachers, a sense of
their specialness, and some traditional hoopla. My own
personal view is, that aside from all of the aura, the
context of visits and cultural enrichment, and the one
psychologist and one social worker, the essential thing
that happened in the 43 project is that for some reason,
maybe because of the project itself, the staff in that
school was motivated, stimulated, given some kind of
aura in which to teach more effectively.

In three years between the first and last test-
ing session of our first project group, in the J.H.S. 43
project the median student made a gain of 4.3 years in
reading and arithmetic. The student who was retarded
1.4 years in 1956 was above grade level in 1959. These
were consistent gains. In addition to a good high school
performance, a greater percentage of the project group,
(25 per cent of them), went on to college or some post
high-school education. It never was above 4 per cent
before. The drop-out rate decreased from 50 per cent
to less than 20 per cent. The initial study concluded
that 81 per cent of the study group had a greater
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intellectual capacity than was indicated by their ini-
tial I.Q's. and the I.Q's. that were actually found on
their records.

I think the significant thing about the 43 pro-

ject was that prior to the institution of this project

these children like other children in ghetto schools were

being seen as functioning at the limit of their educa-

tional efficiency in the light of their deprivation. The

43 project is significant, because the only variable that

was manipulated was the variable of what happened in the

schools. Nothing was done about the cultural depriva-

tion or the community problems. Not a single broken

home was made unbroken. Not a single home situation was
adjusted; no more or less noise was alleviated in the

home. The 43 project, like the next one that I'm going

to talk about, reflected the ability of school people

goaded by some non-school people with vested interests

to do within the school what it was within their power

to do, rather than using the community as an excuse for
inefficient functioning within the school.

The Banniker project in St. Louis is headed by

the Assistant Superintendent, who must be a curious man,

by the name of Sam Sheppard. The bulk of the children

are poor Negro children fitting the classical defini-

tions of cultural deprivation. They should not be

expected to learn and actually were functioning that way

until the time that Sam Sheppard decided to say "the hell

with the cultural deprivation approach" and see whether

it was possible to get these children to learn. There

is no evidence of the ability of Sam Sheppard to change

the cultural background of these youngsters except what

was within his power within the schools. He could not

give their fathers jobs; he was not a marriage counselor;

he could not put together any broken home. I must say

that he did give some books. He gave a dictionary to

those children who could not afford to buy them.

As a result of this intensive, yet curiously in-

expensive and relatively uncomplicated approach, eighth

graders of the Banniker school district went from an

average performance of less than seventh grade, or betwe.m
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seventh and eighth to a reading and arithmetic level of
8.a.

The Banniker school district started with the same
problem that all predominantly Negro schools started with,
namely that there was general and increasingly pervasive
retardation. After the Banniker project was instituted,
within two years the Negro youngsters in that area are
not now below grade level in any of the basic academic
tool subjects. Most of the data seem to show that they
continue to function above grade level.

My daughter, who was helping me on some of this
research, pointed out that as far as she was concerned,
the most important thing about the Banniker project was
the proportion of Negro youngsters who were found on the
different tracks. St. Louis is one of those school sys-
tems which categorizes children in terms of intellectual
tracks. Prior to the institution of the Banniker pro-
ject, 47 per cent of Negro youngsters were classified
in the dullest track, and this was probably being ex-
plained in terms of their economic and cultural depri-
vation. (I suspect that this would probably be true in
the New York City school systems if we dared to make
that type of classification). Within two years after
the project this 47 per cent was reduced to 10 per cent.
This result was checked, by the way, on objective stan-
dardized achievement tests. That percentage has remained
constant.

In all of these examples, it is clear that the one
variable which has been held constant has been the vari-
able of general environmental cultural deprivation.

The success of these programs must be ascribed to
variables other than cultural deprivation. The common
denominator for the success of these programs seems to
be a rather simple one, mainly, more efficient and effec-
tive teaching. The evidence so far very strongly suggests
that these children will learn if they are taught and
they will not learn if they are approached as if they
cannot learn.
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One of the things that we will have to do before
we issue our final report is to find some complicated
jargon within which to state this rather simple obser-
vation because apparently nobody is going to take us
seriously until we get some adequate term that would
make difficult the concept that if children, poor chil-
dren or Negro children or immigrant children, are taught,
accepted, respected and approached as if they are human
beings, the average performance of these children may
approach and eventually reach the norm performance of
other human beings who are so taught.

I think maybe I ought to summarize by saying that
I believe that the cultural deprivation theories came
out of a liberal tradition. But I see case after case,
demonstration after demonstration, that if human beings
are taught, by and large they learn. And if they are not
taught they do not learn. When they do not learn we find
all kinds of alibis to explain why they are not learning.
I repeat that I wish that it were possible for me to
find a complete Parsonian neurophysiological or medical
formulation for the simple statement that Negro children
and poor children who are rejected will continue to be
educational casualties and that the only way our society
can do an effective and honest job of human engLieering
is by actually finding the way to accept these children
and to teach them.



DR. NORMAN B. GORDON:

Thank you, Dr. Clark. Our discussant is Dr.
Alfred L. Baldwin. Dr. Baldwin is professor of psychol-
ogy at New York University. Dr. Baldwin.



DISCUSSANT

DR. ALFRED L. BALD WIN

PROFESSOR OF PSYCHOLOGY

NEW vORK UNIVERSITY

I think Dr. Clark has done us a real service this
morning, in pointing to the case with which we can over-
simplify our explanations of the effect of environmental
factors on intellectual achievement. And he has cer-
tainly pointed very accurately, I think, to the fact that
the concept of cultural deprivation as a single variable
is very suspect; that if there is cultural deprivation,
it's a many faceted phenomenon, -..nd that very likely
each of the facets which is hypothesized about the cul-
turally deprived also occurs in other kinds of environ-
mental circumstances which are not labeled culturally de-
prived. If it is true that the noise level is so high
in East Harlem homes, or that the child has to shut out
stimulation, or that the child has to move so fast that
he doesn't have time to stop and think, or a variety of
the other possible mechanisms by which noise level might
be expected to interfere with learning or with acquisi-
tion of cultural information values, this surely is not
the only place where there is high noise level. And

that we could very well look to other circumstances to
see whether in fact this particular factor has any de-
monstrable relevance to educational achievement. Cer-
tainly the lumping together of a multitude of different
kinds of environmental aspects and calling it all cul-
tural deprivation can hardly help do anything but obscure
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the problems from the point of view of research, al-
though from the point of view of social action it may
be a perfectly acceptable kind of clustering that needs
to be recognized.

I think that Dr. Clark has also done us a service
in pointing to the various ways that the defensiveness
of people who are not from culturally deprived homes,
or the defensiveness and the self-hostility of people
who are, can, in fact, lead to overemphasis, to attribu-
tion of the consequences to some of the possible factors
leading to the ignoring of other possible factors. And
I certainly couldn't agree more with the first basic
question that Dr. Clark raised: How do noises actually
interfere with the acquisition of educational achieve-
ment of cultural knowledge and of cultural value? In

fact, I think that it wouldn't even be necessary, and I
judge that he would too, in the light of his later re-
marks, it wouldn't even be necessary to assume that it
did interfere. But, by what mechanisms, through what
day by day interaction of the child with his parents,
with his siblings, with the adults in his lower socio-
economic status environment, by what mechanism does the
acquisition of cultural norms or information or skills
develop or fail to develop? And, of course, exactly
the same problem as a research problem should be asked
about every other kind of environment. Because we do
have a considerable body of information about the ef-
fects of various kinds of home environments on various
aspects of development.

I don't think Dr. Bloom is accurate in pointing
to such paucity of information about the environments.
In fact, I think there is a great deal known about en-
vironments, but there is very little information about
how they actually operate in a day-to-day level
where they must actually be operating in terms of pro-
ducing learning or reinforcing, punishing, inhibiting,
providing models or providing the answers to questions:
these are the mechanisms by which an environment im-
pinges on the child and we must spell out the details
of that interaction and the way it impinges before we
are going to understand the mechanism of cultural depri-
vation that exists or any other kind of environmental
personal relationship.
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It seems to me, though, that Dr. Clark is actu-

ally substituting another kind of cultural deprivation

for a first kind of cultural deprivation. He is essen-

tially hypothesizing that this kind of cultural depriva-

tion occurs in the schools and he calls it simple. Well,

if he is looking for complexity, I would suggest that

the complexity of how the ways that a teacher rejecting

a child fails to teach him is just as complex a problem

as anybody needs to face. We have to also know how does

in fact the day-to-day interaction of a child with a

teacher in the school system lead to his acquisition of

knowledge and of principles, and of skills that enable

him to get more knowledge and more skills on his own.

How does this take place by way of tne day to day, mo-

ment by moment interaction of the teacher and the child,

and the child with other children, and the child with

his equipment. Now, as Dr. Clark said, these teachers

don't have bad intentions. And by and large, whether

the teachers are short-sighted or misguided, they don't

in any case have bad intentions. And therefore, if we

are going to do something about it, we have, I think,

two alternatives. One is a massive kind of psychother-

apy with teachers to change their attitudes. Another,

which seems to me more reasonable, is to actually spell

out many of the kinds of day-to-day things by which this
inefficient teaching, as Dr. Clark calls it, takes place.

It isn't simple to say it's inefficient teaching. If

we could really describe what inefficient teaching is

we would have made a tremendous stride in doing some-

thing about it and doing something about inefficient

teaching in other kinds of school situations too, not

necessarily with the supposedly culturally deprived

child. Empathic identification with a child is not a

simple concept. The ways it actually affects the day-

to-day interaction of the teacher and the child is tre-

mendously complicated. And so, I don't think Dr. Clark

needs to worry about the difficulty that we'll have of

expressing these findings in appropriate academic lan-

guage, because there are important academic research

problems here that are not covered and would, in fact,

be glossed over if we ended up saying that the trouble

is inefficient teaching.

-46-



Now these demonstration projccts are very inter-
esting. And from the point of view of parsimony at the
level of where can we most effectively as a society be-
gin to intervene, I couldn't agree more. It's certain-
ly far easier to intervene at the level of the school
than it is to intervene at the level of the home. We
have more control over the teachers and the training of
them, and there are fewer teachers, and they operate
within an institutional framework where policy decisions
can be made that will be influential. Whereas interven-
ing at the level of the individual parent and the home
would be an extremely costly and much less efficient
procedure.

If by intervening at the level of the elementary
and junior high school teachers we can accomplish all
these results, we're just awfully lucky. By and large,
changing schools can be done. Whereas if it turns out
that we have to operate at the level of the home in
order to remedy some of the difficulties that exist,
then we've got a much more difficult problem as a soci-
ety. And I just hope that Dr. Clark is right. I just
hope that these demonstration projects will in fact be
confirmed.

I would, however, like to raise some cautions
about them. Social psychologists know about the Hawthorn
effect where experimental programs when done as experi-
ments and, as he says, with the all the hoopla that goes
along with it, produced striking results; then when in-
troduced as part of a routine everyday procedure they
lose all of their apparent magic effectiveness that they
had in the experimental situation. I hope very much that
that's not true. Also, if we want to identify what it
was about these programs that was effective, some impor-
tant controls are needed. Dr. Clark is cynical about
the efficiency of teachers of lower-economic level chil-
dren. I'm afraid I'm a little cynical about the effect-
iveness of teachers of any child or of any psychologist
or educator in knowing how to help him very much. I

would not be surprised if it were found that the teach-
ers in these particular experimental schools are less
effective when joined with teachers in schools not spec-
ializing in the culturally deprived. Perhaps particular
teaching methods that may work better in other
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circumstances don't work so well here. It may also be
that, by and large, teaching methods are ineffective in
general; it's at least a conceivable hypothesis that a
lot of this education would take place without the
schools also.

There are so many alternatives that I do think we
should take with considerable caution the particular in-
terpretation that Dr. Clark would put upon these find-
ings. But, that's not really his main point, as I see
it. His main point, I take to be, is that we need a
great deal of objective research about what are the
homes, what are the home environments, and what are the
school environments of children in our society like?
How can we describe them? How can we describe the edu-
cational process that takes place within the home or in
the school in terms of variables that can actually de-
scribe the mechanism by which education takes place?
And, if we do that, if we do that effectively, as re-
searchers, then I think we will end up knowing much more
about where we can effectively intervene to remedy this
very real social problem. And the place that we can in-
tervene is then a matter of strategy and access at the
level of social planning. It's not necessarily to allo-
cate blame at a particular point that we seek to deter-
mine the chain of events by which a child who enters
first grade the equal of his classmates ends up at the
eighth grade academically retarded.
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COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH BOARD

DIRECTOR OF PSYCHIATRY

NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF WELFARE

Our next speaker is Dr. Martin Whiteman, associ-
ate professor of clinical psychology at Columbia
University School of Social Work. His paper is entitled
"Developmental Theory and Enrichment Programs." I think
most of us are familiar with the pioneering and creative
studies of the Institute of Developmental Studies under
Dr. Martin Deutsch. Dr. Whiteman's paper will be dis-
cussed by Mr. Kenneth Marshall, Director of the Anti-
Poverty Program of Paterson, New Jersey.

One of our major scientific challenges today is
to understand the ways in which the social and cultural
environment influences infant and child development.
The problem, of course, is highly complex. A multitude
of variegated factors have to be considered which in-
clude the quality and timing of the emotional interac-
tions between the child and the important figures around
him. Constitutional, hormonal, psychodynamic and organ-
ic factors play an important part. As a result of the
studies of Spitz, Fisher, Province and Lipton and others,
w. are sensitized to the vital necessity of sensory and

emotional stimulation in infant development. Poverty
and overcrowding increase the amount of stimulation
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received by the lower class child, a point which Dr.
Clark made very emphatically this morning. Later on,
however, with continued overcrowding, large families,
frequent absence of father figures, and the general
lack of healthy developmental opportunities, the atmos-
phere may very well change from positive to negative.
Now how does this pertain to adaptability which is one
of our prime concerns here today? In a number of de-
tailed studies approximately twenty points in mean IQ
has been found between the highest and lowest socio-
economic groups in these studies of children around
three years of age prior to the time that they entered
school. Of particular interest and relevance, however,
is that no such differential in IQ is found between the
highest and lowest socio-economic groups prior to the
age of two or three. This means that by the time a giv-
en child from a lower socio-economic background begins
his formal educational experience, he is likely to be
at a learning disadvantage particularly with respect to
his ability to use and understand language. Dr. Deutsch
and his colleagues, which includes Dr. Whiteman, have
amply demonstrated the existence of this initial lag in
first graders and have shown that under conditions of a
typical northern urban school it widens rather than nar-
rows during the elementary school years. Again, Dr.
Clark's comments in relation to this are very well taken.
Of course, these and other observations have stimulated
our Operations Head Start programs which are in the pro-
cess of being implemented this coming summer. I believe
Mr. Marshall may have some pertinent remarks concerning
Operation Head Start in his discussion of Dr. Whiteman's
paper. May I now introduce Dr. Whiteman:



DEVELOPMENTAL THEORY AND ENRICHMENT PROGRAMS

DR. MARTIN WHITEMAN

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY

SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

On my way to work, I often drive through East
Harlem. There is a school on 111th Street and as I
stopped for a light one morning I noticed two Negro
children, about 10 years old I would say, having a bit
of friendly horseplay before going to class. One child
was banging the other over the head' playfully with a
notebook, which slipped out of his hand and fell into a
puddle of water. The two children stared at the note-
book and then suddenly turned toward each other with
gales of laughter and walked off toward the school arm
in arm and without the notebook. A policeman who had
been standing nearby walked over to the puddle and stared
at the notebook with some degree of disbelief.

An explanation of this event in developmental
terms would have a social psychological emphasis. The
work at the nstitute for Developmental Studies under
Dr. Martin Deutsch is based on such a conception. Fun-
damental to the idea is a discontinuity between school
requirements and familial preparation. The child from
a culturally disadvantaged environment has not had the
chance to develop the verbal, conceptual, attentional,
and learning skills which are cart of the school re-
quirements for success. These underlying skills play a
vital role in understanding the teacher, in adapting to
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school routines, and in mastering such a fundamental
tool subject as reading. With time, there is a progres-
sive alienation of teacher from child and child from
teacher. The child suffers from feelings of inferiori-
ty because he's failing; he withdraws or becomes hos-
tile, finding the satisfactions he needs in his peer
group. Notebooks may be left in puddles while the cama-
raderie develops. The teacher also feels inferior be-
cause she's failing too, but she can blame the family
or she can assign her difficulties to what she considers
the child's unteachability. This progressive alienation
would then account for the cumulative deficit experi-
enced by culturally disadvantaged children, i.e. the
decline over time in the scholastic achievements and
underlying intellectual abilities of these children.

This developmental conception has both research
and action implications. From a research point of view,
it would be important to examine very closely the rela-
tion between family background and cognitive and learn-
ing skills. On the other hand, one could study how
these underlying abilities and motivations affect the
performance of the child in the school situation. From
an action point of view, it would seem reasonable to
conclude that if the underlying abilities or learning
sets are crucial in this developmental progression
toward failure, an improvement of these skills through
an early enrichment program at the preschool and kinder-
garten levels may be helpful in arresting or reversing
the cumulative deficit. The Institute is engaged in
both research and enrichment programs focussed on the
cognitive learnings and abilities of these children.
This, of course, dovetails with the above conception of
linguistic and cognitive factors as crucial intervening
variables between environmental impact on the one hand
and scholastic achievement on the other.

Let us look at the research first. We have been
studying the linguistic abilities of first and fifth
grade children. One of the major aims has been to iden-
tify some of the specific familial and background vari-
ables which are related to the dec'elopment of the under-
lying cognitive skills. Accordingly we have tried to
obtain information about the child's social background
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which would go beyond the global fact contained in
knowledge of the parent's occupation and education or
whether he's Negro or white. At the fifth grade level,
the kinds of background factors which correlated signif-
icantly with reading achievement are of a varied order.
There are aspects dealing with the child's physical sur-
roundings, for housing dilapidation is associated with
lowered reading scores. Of course, motivational aspects
are significant, for the parent's educational aspira-
tion for the child is related to a higher reading score.
The familial composition plays a role - the larger the
family size the lower the reading score. Interaction
and activities with parents and relatives are important.
Thus higher reading levels are found among those chil-
dren reporting conversations with parents during dinner
or who have the opportunity to broaden their experiences
by visits with parents to such cultural sites as zoos
and museums. Finally, those children score higher in
reading who have had the benefit of a kindergarten ex-
perience. Besides being related to reading, each of
these six variables is significantly relating to the
gross measure of socio-economic status derived from par-
ental education and occupation. Children at the higher
socio-economic levels tend to have more of these advan-
tage-associated'experiences: better housing, smaller
families, a kindergarten experience, and conversational
and cultural interaction with parents who have higher
scholastic aspirations for them. If we look at the un-
derlying abilities that are most highly correlated with
reading at the fifth grade level, we find the three
highest are: 1. intelligence (measured interestingly
enough by the non-verbal form of the Lorge-Thorndike
test), 2. vocabulary level, and 3. the child's general
fund of information. Again the environmental conditions
are all significantly related to these underlying abili-
ties. One then has a sense of a developmental progres-
sion. A child is born into a family with a particular
social background. He has the kind of experiences which
allow him to develop certain cognitive and verbal skills
and these in turn contribute to the subsequent learnings
(in this case, reading) expected of him in school.

In order to pursue further the implications of the
disadvantaging factors, they have been combined into a
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measure called the Deprivation Index. First of all, the
Deprivation Index is clearly related to the cumulative
deficit. There are no significant differences between
our over-all first and fifth grade samples in I.Q.; how-
ever, this is an average result. If we divide the sam-
ple into those who score high on the Deprivation Index
and those who score low, we find that the deprived
group, which starts off with a lower I.Q., shows a sig-

nificant decrease with age. However, the group which is
more advantaged, as measured by the index, shows a sig-

nificant increase in I.Q. with age. Second, deprivation
is related to the self-concept. The more deprived chil-
dren show the more unfavorable self-concept. This find-
ing would be consistent with our formulation above, par-
ticularly if we note also that the more unfavorable
self-concept is related to lower scores on the linguis-
tic and intellective measures. If deprivation is re-
lated to lowered ability and achievement levels, and the
latter results in feelings of inferiority, one would ex-
pect what we found - that there would be significant re-
lations between the Deprivation Index and the self-
concept measure. It is quite probable, though difficult
to explore with correlational data, that the relation
between performance, whether of the ability or the
achievement variety, and self-evaluation is interactive -
with the more negative self-evaluations producing as
well as being produced by lower performance. In any
case, it should be noted that there seems to be a devel-
opmental process here because these relationships be-
tween self-concept, ability, and deprivation emerge
most clearly among the older children at the fifth grade
level.

Third, a more advantaged environment seems to
counteract other conditions which tend to bring achieve-
ment levels down. For example, differences between
socio-economic levels on the linguistic and intellective
measures are most extreme when there is strong depriva-

tion. However, among the children who are relatively
undeprived, as measured by the index, low socio-economic
status per se is much less potent as a disadvantaging
environmental factor. This, of course, suggests that it
is not so much the gross socio-economic level that is
deprivational, but the specific learning experiences
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