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In the past decade the period o£ early childhood has received
unprecedented attention from psychologists and educators and from the
} public. During these years hundreds of experimental studies and
demonstration projects have focused on the young child's development and
learning, both as an individual, and in groups. The research reports
must be weighed by the ton.
[ Where is all this leading us? To expanded programs of early education?
To better support for comprehensive child development programs? To more
research and development? The answers to these questions are not un-
equivocal but there is some reason to believe that the heyday of early
childhood education expansion is, if not over, at least threatened. We
may not yet have reached the "morning after" but there are indications
on all sides that a period of sober reflection is in order. The

challenes posed in articles as those by my colleague William Rohwer {1971)

@ in the Harvard Education Review and by Raymond Moore (1972) in a recent
<::> issue of Harpers are real. They will not go unnoticed by either the public
™ or by policy makers.
Qé:) In a sense both Rohwer and Moore contend that the available research
<::> does not Justify further expansion of early education, at least of a school
<::> centered sort. Moore, particularly, urges that children possibly up to
m the age of seven or eight, not be subjected to what he calls “"early
;:Ld schooling," unless and until research indicates that such is clearly

beneficial and in no way harmful.




My contention . that both the temper of the times and today's social

realities, including changing family patterns, and the nature of much of our
housing, have created an inevitable demand for early education. Many
parents are in desperate need of care and education beyond that they them-
selves give their children. The kinds of options available to them seem
to me likely to depend more on political realities than on the state of
the knowledge on which such care and education might be planned.
This statement does not mean that the researchers should n»w abdicate
! f their scientific roles for political roles. It does mean that the
i educational researcher, like the rest of his colleagues in science and
technology, cannot isolate himself frem the social and political context
in which he works. Nor, I think, can he escape the fact that whatever
practices derive from his theory and research have their social, moral
and ethical consequences.
For purposes of this paper I shall try to avoid the rhetoric
attendant upon an exemination of the large consequences inherent in
early childhood resesrch, and look rather tr what does seem to have
been accomplished, and to what seem to be some of the questions that now
need to be answered. )
What I heve to say is based mostly on impressicns from reading some

of the research reports and many of the veview articles that have appeared

recently, scanning the developmental and educational psychology

journals, and the ERIC materials related to eariy chilghood.
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Early childhood research encompasses both the basic psychological
research releted to development and learning, and that dealing more
specifically with the child in the educational setting. iile the latter
concern js of major consideration here, some consideration needs also

to be given more basic research.

Basic Psvchological R:search

As Betlye Caldwell (1970) has said, the initistion of Project Head
Start in 1965 geve instant status to a field (early childhood education)
taat had long been a step-child of both education and psychology. The
politics of the time provided many psychologists the opportunity to
validate certain aspects of developmental aad learning theory ir natural
settings, such as Head Start, and more importantly in experimental prog:-ams
where closer monitoring was possible.

New avenues of inquiry openeé as three-, four- and five-year-olds
of widely differing backgrounds became readily available for the research
of psychologists who had previously worked with older caildren or with
middle class nursery school and kindergarten youngsters. Initially,
it is true, they teried to treat the cultural differences they found as
deficits. Gradually, ho;ever, many have moved toward the view that
learning and thinking cannot be adequately understood apart from their
cultural context. Certainly, if developmental psychology is more compre-
hensive and less ethnocentric than a decade ago, Head Start end other

innovative early childhood programs have ccatributed to the change.

ey

e




§
i

-

————

As of now, the initial excitement over increasing intelligence and
achievement by providiug preschool curricula based on pariicular psychological
theories has died uown. Harder questions are being examined. The preschool
child's total functioning is under closer scrutiny. Attentional and
motivation factors are being examincd. His play is beginning to receive
scrious consideration. Researchcrs are no longer limiting their intercst
to the readily accessible three- and four-ycar-olds but are cxtensively
studying infants and beginning to devote attention to the toddlers. In
occasional instances, psychologists are moving back and forth between the
laboratory and the classroom, using the latter to validate and illuminate
the findings of the former. Longitudinal s;udies, essential if we are to
have any grasp of the ultimate effects of intervention or ~f different
ways of child caring and education, are under way. The knowledge
base on which early childhood education can be built is expanding and
undergoing revision.

To some extent current early chilihood education reflects this expanding

knowledge base. But it also shows sone lag.

Educational Research

Michael Katz in his book Class, hureaucracy and the Schools (1971)

notes that the recent exparsion of educriion downward in the attempt to
of young children

improve the -ntellectual skillqhyas parallelled by the nineteenth century

introduction of the kindergarten to improve attitudes and correct un-

fevorable home influences. The kindergartens, it seems, did not have to

provide the scientific evidence of accomplishment that is expected from

the present day programs.




-
a

fe o

fter the initially promising reports from small scale experimental
programs the negative findings of the Westinghouse report on Head
Start, 1968, led to a "national debate" (Hellmuth, 1970) that continues.
Meanvhile, what might be termed the side effects of Head Start, including
such changes as the increased involvement of parents in school and community
affairs, and the improved availability of health and other services have
te2en examined (Kir;chner—Associates, 1970). Follow through programs of
differing kinds have been put into operation. Research designed to compare
the relative effectiveness of difierent curriculum models is underway
(Planned Variation, 19T1). By the end of 1971, the available evidence from
a nurber of evaluative and comparative studies of Head Start and other
experimental programs had been reviewed several times. (See for example,
Datta, 1972; McFadden, 1970; Miller, 1972; Stearns, 1971i). The research

problems were given major prominence in Volume 3 of the Disadvantaged Child,

edited by Hellmuth, and also in the 1972 Yearbook of the National Society
for the Study of Zducation.

Stearns (1971) in a report to the Office of Child Developmernt,
sunmarizes the evidence succinctly. She notes that, over the short run,
public preschool programs'have been successful in changing the intellectual
and social behavior of disadvantsaged children in positive directions.

In smell scale expertly staffed experimental programs, the improvements
in measured intellectuul abilities have been even more striking. However,

after several years the children who have had the preschool experience show

no advantage as far as school achievement is concerned over those ‘who did

not have it.




Reactions to the "Failure" of Farly Intervention

These findings have brought forth a range of reactions on the part

of the researchers, policy makers and %he public. Such reactions are, of

course, tied to the rcactor's views of what is going on in other aspects
of our society, and to his theories of develorzent and learning.

Accordingly they are nore complex than are the three categories that I

am assigning them.
to extend public education downward."

First, "let's abandon the effortn This reaction finds support in

current studies purportirg to show that schooling makes relatively little

difference in adult ststus and income (Bane and Jencks 1972). Such a

reaction also fizds some support amoung those who have come to recognize
that many, if not most, of the preschool programs have been culturally

biased to a limited middle class view not only in goals and tests but

also in program content.

A second reaction is "put the fesponsibility for early education

back in the home where it belongs." This reaction receives support fron

the finding that the most effective experimental programs have been

parental
characterized byaunderstanding of program purposes and by enlistmernt of

the mother as a teacher either in the classroom or the home. Research in

infancy is also called on to support this view.
A *third reaction comes from those with a so-called “traditional"

nursery school view. It says, "let's take the cognitive pressure off

the preschooler and give proper attention to his social and emotional

This reaction goes along with the statement John Anderson

development."




made about the content of preschool programs nearly twenty-five years
ago. "It is not what the child lcarns in formal terms which is important
but what he gains from experiences in the way of self-control, emotional
balance, initictive, interest, and enthusiasm for the material in question."
Unfortunately, while it has been possible, albeit roughly, to measure
cognitive gains, whatever social and emotional benefits have accrued in
the experimental programs have been difficult to measure.

It seems tc me unlikely that any of these reactions clearly point
the direction early education, particularly that for the child between the
ages ol three and five is likely to take. It is true that kirdergartens
have only gradually been accepted as an integral part of public schooling
and still have some way to go in that direction. But it is also true that,
apart from the public schools, a variety of private, cooperative, and
commercial ventures have made some form of early educa.ion available to
many parents. An increasing number of less privileged parents have also
enrolled their children in early childhood programs. From neither group,
I think, is there any ground sweli of opinion urging the abolitica of available

nursery schools, prekindergarten or kindergarten programs. Nor, I think,

is there any demand that 'early education, whether for three-, four- or

even five-year-oids should be made compulsory. But in both groups, I sense
a growing conviction that a wider range of options for parents, as

related to both education and care, is essential. Regardless of whether

these options are provided within the public school system or are developed

\

in the community and operated by the parents, there are any number of
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persistent questions that can only be answered through research efforts.
Some of these areas of necded research require comprchensive planning,
beyond the scope of any single center, but others are more limited and could
be carried on by the staff and parents within a single center or group of

1 centers. We need the kind of research that helps us do a better job with children.

Strategies for Comprehensive KResearch

Carl Bereiter (1972), noting that, "existing technology already
enables us to teach young children far more than they can benefit from,"

suggests that what we need to do is to "construct articulated educational

o

programs that permit us to teach in the preschool what will be of use later
and to teach later what builds upon what was taught in the preschool."

He *hinks there is little to be gaincd in research limiteq tc the pre-
school level. Rather, preschool research shoi1ld now be incorporated into
the programs of research at the elementary school level. ‘

My colleague, William Rohwer (1972) takes a somewhat similar stand.
Drawing on his own research in verbal learrirg he proposes a strategy for
establishing how and when a particular skill or particular content can
be learned with ease. The strategy involves cumulative research using
tasks that tap a psychological process involved in school learning; applying
these tasks, which should resemble but also differ from typical school
tasks, over as wide a developemental range as possible to determine
possible developmental shifts; experimenting to find the conditions for
optimal performance at different ages and with different kinds of children.

Instruction would then be planned in accordance with the findings.




This strategy has considerable appeal, and might lead to a revolution
in instruction if the array of psyckological processes involved in school
learning could be readily identified. Rohwer underscores his intent to
search not for ways of making children precocious but for ways of
] assisting them to be optimally effective. Some of his work so far has
led him to suggest that formel schooling might well be postpcned to age

seven or eveun later.

The Developmental Context of Instruction

[ The importance of developmental investigation as an inherent part of

¢ any attempt to move ‘rom the psychology of learning to a program of
instruction cannot be overestimated. As Sigel (1972) has pointed out,
the hwman organism is made up of a variety of subsystems - perceptual,
cognitive, language, sensori-motor and so on. The relationships among
these systems appear to differ at different stages of development and
instruction relsted to a particular subsystem may have different effects
on other subsystems at different points in time. The cumulative effects
of instruction in one subsystem may also depend on the nature of the
contexts for learning at‘succeeding stages of development.

Sheldon White (1970) has outlined the matrix of developmental changes
that occur between five and seven years. His evidence, drawn from many
different fields, highlights the many respects in whi*h the preschooler
thinks, learns and generally responds differently from the older child.

of the 3 und b-year old
But the significance of the developmental characteristicsjdoes not seem

to have been very deeply explored by either program developers or educational

researchers. While some program developers in the decade of the 60's
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did try to identify the psychological precursors of academic achievement,
many resorted to cnalyzing the components of academic tasks confronting
children in first grade, and then teaching the components to the four- or
even three-year-olds that were enrolled. As Kagan (n.d.) puts it, the
"major criterion of existing curricula is the heavy emphasis on tcaching
verval concepts and rules with minimal appreciation of the variety of
conzepts and rules and minimal acknowledgment that the child's
developmental stage is an important determination in hig ability to
understand a new cognitive unit."

Only a few programs have taken a view of cognition broal enough to
include attention to other than directed thinking processes. Yet it may
be that, from a developmental standpoint, the fantasy and spontaneous play
that characterizes this period and the opportunities provided for them Qay
have as much bearing on later development as does instruction in directed
thinking.

In this connection it is interestirg to note that Vygotsky (1962),
who in general, v the necessity for instruction "merching shead of
development ard leading it, being aimed not so much at the ripe as
the ripening functions," considered play in the preschool period "to
provide a background for changes in needs and in consciousness of a much
wider nsture than instruction." In this period, he believed, "play is

the source of development and creates the zone of proaimal development."




1]

A longer term view of development that encowpasses not only the
kinds of knowledge emphasized in Piaget's theory but also personal,
existential and aesthetic meanings might considerably alter current noticns

of appropriate experience for the preschool period.

Progress in the Last Decade

To suggest th;t the scope of research related to early childhood
education needs to be broadened and put in a more comprehensive develop-
] mental frame need not be to the derowate of the work that has been done
during tne past decade. The clear light of hindsight illumines vhe
naivete of some of the early assumptions, and the clumsiness of sore of the 1
research designs. But one has only to contrast the essentially post hoc

Westinghouse Study with the Planned Variation and ETS longitudinel proposals

R - P

to sense the increasingly suynisticated approaches to research related tc
early childhood education.
The progress made is even more striking viewed in a longer time

perspective. The 1947 and 1972 N.S.S.E. Yearbooks were both devoted

M 8 o

to early childhood education. In 1947 Ruth Updegraff wrote, "We are
still far from the g.al of one or more Systematic educat’ nal philosophies é
evaluated by research." Twenty-five years later Gordon (1972) and Soar (1972) 1
reported in considerable detail not only how curricala based on differing
educational philosophies dir’zred in goals, but also how they differed

in operation and in effects on the children involved. Ir 1947 Updegraf®
noted in conclusion to her chapter on researcl. and curricula "that threaded

through it is the evidence of interrelationships of behavior and of total
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environmental effects.” These relationships, she added)‘greatly complicate
the piroblems of the research worker." 1In 1972, Messick and Barrows again
comment on Such relationships, but propose a methodology for dealing with
them. They spell out in considerable detail, the domains in which measure-~
ment must occur if che effects of & particular intervention or program are
to be adequately understood.

In some of these domains measuring instruments are already available,
in others they must be developed. One hopes for caution and reflection
here, for it is quite clear that many of the inadequacies of the presently
available research stem from the use of instruments that were not really
appropriate for the uses to which they were put.

In any event, at this point in time it is not clear whether many
large scale studies, involving many children, and the manipulations of
many variables, will be funded. Even if they should be, research of o
rather different sort is also in order.

Within eaca of the measurement domains outlined by Messick and
Barrows there are many questions that need to be answered. In many
instances, small scale studies, perhaps replicated many times, seem in
order. Furthermore, man; questions cannot be adequately answered nor will
whatever answers are found meke any difference to early childhood
educstion, unless ways can be found to involve both teachers and parents

in the research process.
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Scepticism About Research

It is no secret that educational research, and perhaps most
especially, early chilahood education resarch currently faces a credibility
gap. rIarenis, particularly those in minority groups, but many others as
well, are not inclined to give permission for their children to participate
in any experiments. Research has no pay-off where they are concerned.
They are no more sceptical than are many of today's college students.
Finally, despite the fact that many of today's early childho~i teachers
have been involved in various sorts of research, few of them eve asking
for more involvement. Nor dces there appear to be much evidence that
whatever involvement they have had is reflected in different or more
effective teaching.

In 1967, following a decade that had been noteworthy for the number
of research and demonstration programs, many related to early childhood,
Goodlad and Klein and a group of associates visited and observed in some
one~-hundred-and-fifty kindergarten and primary classrooms across the
country. They sought evidence as to how the reforms implicit in the
research and demonstratiqn efforts were reflected in the classrooms. They
found little. A later study of nursery schools brought equally dreary
results. My own informal observations on two coasts have pinpointed some
classrooms that clesrly do reflect what has been going on in research and
in ianovative programs in the last decade. But they have not led me to
believe that their el.ects are more widespread than Goodlad and Klein

found.
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The reason research has not been more effectively translated into
practice may have to do with the nature of the research enterprise, and
perhaps with its funding. The available research technology makes it quite
possible to collect and analyze data relating to a multiplicity of variables
in quantities unthinkable a decade or two ago. The data and its analysis
take on a reality and meaning of their own, quite apart from the educational
situations and problems they repr:sent. The distance between the researchers
and the researched widens. Perhaps it can be said that as the cognitive
distance between the research and its intended consumer increases, interest
in applying it aecreases. One is reminded of the o0id story uf the farmer
who informed the county agent that he had no wish to try any new methods.

He already knew how to farm better than he was farming.

Whether or not involvement, as a Dar ..ipant, not merely a subject,
in research having clear relevance to the classroom or to the children,
would improve practice and increase parent and teacher support for
further research is, of course, an empirinrel question.

Reference to the "action research" that was popular in the early
1950's may provide some clues for answering this question, but circumstances
then differ in many respects from those today. Today's technology, both
for research and for education has advanceud ~ v beyond that of the fifties.
It is paralleled by even more spectacular advances in other areas,

profoundly affecting our ideology.
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Leon Kass (1972), in a recent issue of Scicace writes, "We are
witnessing the erosion, perhaps the final erosion, of the idea of man
as something splendid or divine and the replacement with a view that
sees man no less than nature as simply more raw material for manipulation
and homogenization." Hope, he thinks, "lies only in education, in a public
educated about the ways and limits of science and enlightened in its use

of technology." Further he suggests that the current lack of money for
research gives time to rethink and reorder our priorities.

The situation with regard to early childhood education research is
not dissimilar to that Kass describes for biological research. Funding is

likely to be relatively limited. We too need time toc rethink and reorder

our priorities keeping in mind our concern for maintaining our humanness.
What are some of the steps we might be taking?
kext Steps

We have only to look at what Messick and Barrows have identified as
domains of largely unmeasured variables to formulate some of the questions

researchers, together with parents and teachers, might investigate.

The Child and His Family

Consider first the child and his family. There should be no need to
belabor the ethnocentric assumptions in much recent early childhood
research and in many programs. With increasing awarenes: of the stereo-
typing implicit in the nature of cultural deprivation, it may be possible
to come to terms with the realiti~s faced by parents in different groups
and the specific nature of cliexr strengths, their concerns and aspirations
for their children as well as the specific nature of their relationships

with them.




The notion of the “"whole child" needs reconsideration, not as a cliché,
but with a view to better understanding of the meaning of individualization.,
In the last decade many measures of cognition, many ways of looking at
cognitive processes in young children, have been developed. Is it not
time to examine more closely how such processes are reflected in the
social-emoticnal behavior of the individual child as well as in his
-chool tasks? " Are assessment procedures to be limited to cognitive
rrocesses? What is a reasonable balance between time given to assessment,
time given to instruction and time for the child to proceed on his own?
g Currently, at least in some parts of the country, and even as early as
kindergarten as much or more time is spent in assessment as in instruction,
with little if any time left for the child's autonomous investigation and
learning, for him to find out who he is.
! ¥While one finds in the current literature of early childhood eduéation,
and in the research related to it, considerable emphasis on invividualization,
‘case studies of young children revealing the nature of their individuality
and its significance for their education are rarely encountered. Do we
not need in the 1970's researchers who will work with parents, teachers
and children to show now young Black, Chicano, Asian, Native American and
other children from varying backgrounds cope with their widening world,
much as Lois Murphy described Topeka children in the 1950's?
Ways also need to be found to get at the children's perceptions
of what zoes on in the classroom. It is too easy to assume that their

performance reveals all they know or feel. How many times, for example,




e Kand

| NPk ——

17

have children presented a facade to the teachers such as that recently
reported by an anthropologicel observer (Burger, 1972). A group of
Spanish surname six-year-olds were lieing taught English in a behavieor
modification program. They were nut responding appropriately, givi g
the teacher, for example, an orange when she asked for an apple. Once
the teacher left the room, however, the children with roars of laughter,

began en elaborate mimicry of the earlier task, firit giving the

correct response to each object, and then chanting every possible wrong

name.

The Classroom and the Teaching

The classroom and the teaching each represent additic.aal domains
for investigation. In recent research the curriculum model in use has
received major attention. Indeed, for a period of two or three years,
finding dimensions on which to categorize different curricula became a

preoccupation for many early childhood educators. Judgiig from the reports

of Gordon and of Soar in the recent N.S.S.E. Yearbook that preoccupation

has finally paid off, at least at the kindergarten and first grade levels.
Applying interaction analysis, adapted to identify both affective and
cognitive aspects and the sequences of teacher and pupil talk, to class-
rooms representing eight curriculum models, Soar was able to identify

three groups of classrooms within which the differences were not significant,
although the differences between the groups were significant. It should

be noted, however, that the variability within the classrooms representing

a single curriculum model was greater than the differences from model to

model.




The classroom processes revealed by the analysis were found tc

relate to the cognitive growth of the children. Greater teacher direction
increased simple-~concrete learning but at the expense of complex-abstract
growth. Soar (1972) notes, however, that there are limits with respect

to the amounts of pupil freedom, interaction and self-direction that

are functional.

Soar's study, taken in conjunction with Gordca's analysis of the
instiructional theory underlying the various curriculum models raises a
nunber of questioné about curriculum, more ahout teaching.

Aside from the differing reliance they place on workbooks most of
the curriculum models look surprisingly alike when seen in operation.

Each has a similar array of toys, games and audio-visual equipment, plus
the paint, clay, blocks, and in some instances housekeeping equipment

that has been standard in the nursery school for years. Does this
seemingly infinite variety of materials and eguipment really enhance

the children's learning? Or does it merely reflect the American propensity
for conspicucus consumption? Clearly the teacher is under less pressure
%o intervene in the children's activities, if there are enough, or nore
than enough, materials t; keep them busy on their own. But how do the
children use the materials? What ones are essential? W¥hat is gained by
adding others? Is it possible to have so many as to detract from both

the social and the cognitive interaction of the children? May the teacher
become so involved in the acquisition and upkeep and storage of

curriculum materials as to lose sight of their essential purpose?
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As Weikart (1972) has commented, the curriculum is for the teacher
more then for the children. It may be useful to examine the elements of
the curriculum that further the fulfillment of the teaching role as
contrasted with those that may actually impede it. For it is the role of

the teacher that is the major difference between curriculum models.

The Teacher's Role

None of the models assumes that the teacher is a mere bystander.
The models differ, liowever, not only in the expected extent-of the teacher's
involvement with the children but more importantly in the cognitive demand
that involvement places on her. Thus, Gordon's analysis cf the models
finds that the Engelmann-Becker model requires the least- cognitive

on the purt of the teacher,
effort Aand the EDC model the most. These extremes reflect the prevailing
uncertainity as to whether the teacher is to be regarded as a prcfessional
who makes decisions, or whether, in terms of some of the current pressure
for accountability, she is a piece worker whc contracts to take & certain
number of children through a certain number of %asks in a pre-specified
time.

It is interesting to note that in some respects, particularly as far
as the managemen*, of the grcap and of materials is concerned, the role of
the teacher in the new models .esembles that of the teacher in the

traditional nursery school more ihan that of the teacher in the traditional

elementary school. But, in genersal, the traditional nursery school




approach has not succeeded as well as the more innovative programs

wvhen dealing with children in poverty areas. The difference, according
to Bereiter (1972) and others is that the traditional nursery school
teacher does not instruct. The “traditional approach," Bereiter says,
"does not represent a different way of teaching from those represented
in newer programs but simply represents a lower order of program, one
that is more custodial and less purposefully educational." "The true
issue,"” he adds, "is not how young children should be taught but
whether."

In contrast to this position, Weikart distinguishes betwecen programs
that are custodial and those, like trie traditional preschool programs
found on college campuses and originally envisioned for llead Start,
that are child centered. In lhese, the child initiates and the teacher
responds. When well implemented, he finds, tuese programs do as well for
disadvantaged children as other models. The crucial variable is the
teacher and the support she has.

Clearly, we need to know much more about the range of child initi-~

ations and the variety of teacher responses to such initiations, that

is, more about the teaching process particularly at the preschool level.

Observational studies will help but are probably not sufficient. Ways

need to be found to reveal more than the teacher's responses. Are they
merely intuitive or are they guided by theoretical knowledge? It is

probably true for the preschool teacher, as Jackson (1969) reports for
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the elementary teacher, that the ongoing denanis of the classroom are too
intense for on-the-spot refl-2ction. But tuais need not preclude an analysis
of the teacher's pre-planniig in relation to what actually occurred, nor
perhaps move importantly, €. zitalysis of her reflections on those
occurences. s

Other questions need to be asked. For exxuple, how does the
teaching done by parent participants, volunteers, para-professionals
differ from that done by the professionally trained teacher? Or d.:s
it differ initially and then come to resemble the teacher? Insistence
that at least one member of the team needs professional training seems
reasonable. But where are the data to show what the professional does
differently from the less well trained? Are the differences impertant
to the shild's thinking and learning or may they merely reflect cultural
differences in child rearing practices that have no necessary consequence
to the child's eventual development? Obviously questions such as these

cannot be easily or quickly answvered, but it is clear that we need to

Lo

100k closely and carefully at the variety of strategies adults have

for teaching the young child, and give conrideration to their effects
on him, ‘

The fact that programs for three- and fcur-year-olds and to an
increasing extent these for five- and six-year-olds increasingly involve

the operation of a team raises additional questions about the teacher's

role. How much of her time is spent in interaction, not with children .
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but with other adults, and what goes on in those interactions? What
effect does this changing and expansion of the teacher's role have cn
her effectiveness with children and on satisfactions she derives from it?

In the past it appeared that many individuals Qho elected to
teach at the earliest levels, did so beceus? they preferred working with
children to working with adults. Is this true at the present time?

The researchers appear to agree that teachers differ in how well
they <fill the teaching role but they seem not to have asked what
qualities in the teacher make for a good fit with a particular model.
Would & good Engelman-Becker teacher also be a good EDC teacher and
vice versa? Put another way, are self-selecting and matching processes
at work, so that the teacher teaches well if the curriculum and the age
period is one to which she is cognitively and emotionally well adapted?

And wvhat if the teacher is a man? The increasing involvement of
men in early childhood pi-ograms provides an excellent opporturity to
examine some of the assuwmptions that have dominated teaching at this
level. Has it been dominated by feminine conceptions and goals? Do
those who are consciously aware of sex ster=otyping teach differently from

those who are more tradifionally oriented?

The Institutional Setting

Investigation of teaching should also raise questions zbout another
set of variables, those having to do with its institutional setting.

Preschool programs are now to be found in many public schools, but they




are also affiliated with a variety of community agencies, and in some

instances are relatively autonomous. Does the setting affect the teaching

and the progrsm, and in what ways? The younger the children the less

amenable they are to the kinds of regulations that have come to

character ze many elementary schools. Are programs in schools more

constricted than those in other settings? What is the nature of the

interaction between the teachers and the admipistration? Does the pre-

kindergarten program tend to become isolated as it appears the kindergarten

did earlier or is it incorporated into the totality of the schocl?

Evidence related to questions such as these is particularly

important at this time when many people find persuasive the argument

that extension of public education downward can only result in the same

kind of bureaucratizetion that pervades elementary and secondary education.

Research and the Reseco.rcher

If bureaucracy is inherent in the public school system it is also

an inevitable concomitsnt of large scale research. Many of the questions

that I have raised here could be incorporated in a grand design, involving

many schools and centers, many children and meny, many teachers in many

parts of the country. But we may be in a position to ask different and

better questions if we first pursue some cf the questions we now have in

smaller ways, with the participation, not merely the cooperation, of

parents and teachers. When they are involved from the beginning, helping

to formulate the purposes of the research, considering the evidence to be
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gathered, kow it is to be validated, and how 1t is to be used, research
should take on new meaning, not a3 something esoteric but as a mesns to

the end of improved practice.

Millie Almy

School of Education
University o1 California
Berkeley, Ca. 94720
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EARLY CHILDHOOD RESEARCH: SECOND THOUGHTS AND NEXT STEPS

In the past decade the period of early childhood has received
unprecedented attention from psychologists and educators and from the
public. During these years hundreds of experimental studies and
demonstration projects have focused on the young child's development and
learning, both as an individual, and in groups. The research reports
must be weighed by the ton.

Where is all this leading us? To expanded programs of early education?
To better support for comprehensive child development programs? To more
reszarch and development? The answers to these questions are not un-
equivocal but there is some reason to believe that the heyday of early
childhood education expansion is, if not over, at lesst threatened. We
may not yet have reached the "morning after" but there are indications
on all sides that a period of sober reflection is in ordar. The
challenges posed in articles as those by my colleague William Rohwer {1972

in the Hervard Education Review and by laymond Moore (1972) in a recent

issue of Harpers are real. They will not go unnoticed by either the public
or by policy makers.

In a sense bota Rohwer and Moore contend that the available research
does not justify further expansion or early education, at least of a school
centered sort. Moore, particularly, urges that children possibly up to
the age of seven or eight, not be subjected to what he calls “early
schooling," unless and until research indicates that such is clearly

beneficial and in no way harmful.




My contention 7- that both: the temper of the times and today's social
realities, including changing femily patterns, and the nature of much of our
housing, have created an inevitable demand for early education. Many
parents are in desperate need of care and education beyond that they them-
selves give their children. The kinds of options available to them seem
to me likely to depend more on political realities than on the state of
the knowledge on which such care and education might be planned.

This statement does not mean that the researchers shoulc now abdicate

their scientific roles for political roles. It does mean that the

educational researcher, like the rest of his colleagues in science and
technology, cannot isolate himself from the social and political context
in which he works. Nor, I think, can he escape the fact that whatever
practices derive from his theory and research have their social, moral
and ethical consequences.

For purposes of this paper I shall try to avoid the rhetoric
attendant upon an examination of the large consequences inherent in
early childhood research, and look rather ton what does seem to have
been accomplished, and to what seem to be some of the questions that now
need to be answvered.

What I have to say is based mostly on impressicns from reading some
of the research reports snd many of the veview articles that have appeared
recently, scanning the developmental and educational psychology

Jjournals, and the ERIC materials related to early childhood.




Early childhood research encompasses both the basic psychological
research relsted to development and learning, and that dealing more
specifically with the child in the educational setting. iile the latter
concern is of major consideration here, some consideration needs also

to be given more basic research.

Basi.c Psychological Rrsearch

As Bettye Caldwell (1970) has said, the initiation of Project Head
Start in 1965 gave instant status to a field (early childhood educationj
that had long been a step-child of both education and psychology. The
politics of the time provided many psychologists the opportunity to
validate certain aspects of developmental and learning theory ir natural
settings, such as Head Start, and more importantly in experimental prog:-ams
where closer monitoring was possible.

New avenues of inquiry opened as three-, four- and five-year-olds
of widely differing backgrounds became readily available for the research
of psychologists who had previously worked witn older caildren or with

middle class nursery school and kindergarten youngsters. Initially,

it is true, they teried to treat the cultural differences they found as
deficits. Gradually, ho;ever, many have moved toward the view that
learning and thinking cannot be adequately understood apart from their
cultural context. Certainly, if developmental psychology is more compre-
hensive and less ethnocentric than a decade ago, Head Start and other

innovative early childhood programs have coatributed to the change.

e




As of now, the initisl excitement over increasing intelligence and
achievement by providi.g preschool curricula based on particular psycnological
theories has died uown. Harder questions arc being examined. The preschool
child's total functioning is under closer scrutiny. Attentional and
motivation factors are being examined. His play is beginning to receive
scrious consideration. Researchers are no longer limiting their interest

to the readily accessible three- and four-year-olds hut are extensively
studying infants and beginning to devote attention to the toddlers. In
occasional instances, psychologists are moving back and forth between the
laboratory and the classroom, using the latter to validate and illuminate
the findings of the former. Longitudinal s;udies, essential if vwe are to
have any grasp of the ultimate effects of intervention or of different

ways of child caring and education, are under way. The knowledge
base on which early childhood education can be built is expanding and
undergoing revision.

To some extent current early chilihood education reflects this expanding

knowledge base. But it also shows sone lag.

Educational Research

Michael Katz in nis book Class, hureaucracy and the Schools (1971)

notes that the recent exparsion of educriion downward in the attempt to
of young children

improve the :ntellectual skillspvas parallelled by the nineteenth century

introduction of the kindergarten to improve attitudes and correct un-

favorable home influences. The kindergartens, it seems, did not have to

provide the scientific evidence of accomplishment that is expected from

the present day programs.
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After the initially promising reports from small scale experimental
programs the negative findings of the Westinghouse report on Head
Start, 1968, led to a "national debate" (Hellmuth, 1970) that continues.
Meanwhile, what might be termed the side effects of Head Start, including
such changes as the increased involvement of parents in school and community
affairs, and the improved availability of health and other services have
been examined (Kirschner-Associates, 1970). Follow tirough programs of
differing kinds have been put into operation. Research designed to compare
the relative effectiveness of difrerent curriculum models is underway
(Planned Variation, 1971). By the end of 1971, the available evidence from
a nurber of evaluative and comparative studies of Head Start and other
experimental programs had been reviewed several times. (See for example,
Datta, 1972; McFadden, 1970; Miller, 1972; Stearns, 1971). The research

problems were given major prominence in Volume 3 of the Disadvantaged Child,

edited by Hellmu*h, and also in the 1972 Yearbook of the National Society

for tne Study of Education. I
Stearns (1971) in a report to the Office of Child Development,

surmarizes the evideuce succinctly. She notes that, over the short run,

public preschool programs.have been successful in changing the intellectual

and social behavior of disadvantsged children in positive directions.

In smell scale expertly staffed experimental programs, the improvements

in measured intellectuul abilities have been even more striking. However,

after several years the children who have had the preschool experience show

no advantage as far as school achievement is concerned over those ‘who did

not have it.
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Reactions 10 the "Failure" of Farly Intervention

These findings have brought forta a range of reactions on the part

of the researchers, policy makers and the public. Such reactions are, of

course, tied to the rcactor's views of what is going on in other aspects
of our society, and to his theories of development end learning.

Accordingly they are more complex than are the three categories that I

am assigning them.,
to extend public education downward.™
First, "let's abandon the efforta  This reaction finds support in

current studies purporting to show that schooling makes relatively little

difference in adult status and income (Bane and Jencks 1972). Such a

reaction also finds some support among those who have come to recognize
that many, if not most, of the preschool programs have been culturslly

biased to a limited middle class view not only in goals and tests but

also in program content.

A second -eaction is "put the responsibility for early education

back in the home where it belongs." This reaction receives support from

the finding that the most effective experimental programs have heen

parental
characterized bypunderstanding of program purposes and by enlistmert of

the mother as 2 teacher either in the classroom or the hcme. Research in

infancy is also called on to support this view.
A third reaction comes from those with a so-called "traditional

nursery school view. It says, "let's take the cognitive pressure off

the preschooler and give nroper attention to his social and emotional

This reaction goes along with the statement John Anderson

development."
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made about the content of preschool programs nearly twenty-five years

ago. "It is not what the child learns in formal terms which is important
but what he gains from experiences in the vay of self-control, emotional
balance, initiative, interest, and enthusiasm for the material in question.”
Unfortunately, while it has been possible, albeit roughly, to measure
cognitive gains, whatever social and emotional benefits have accrued in
the experimental programs have been difficult to measure.

It seems tc me unlikely that any of these reactions clearly point
the direction early education, particularly that for the child between the
ages of three and five is likely to take. It is true that kindergartens
have only gradually been accepted as an integral part of public schooling
and still have some way to go in that direction. But it is also true that,
apart from the public schools, a variety of private, cooperative, and
commercial ventures have made some form of early education available to
many parents. An increasing number of less privileged parents have also
enrolled their chilidren in early childhood programs. From neither group,
I think, is there any ground sweli of opinion urging the aboliticn of available

nursery schools, prekindergarten or kindergarten programs. Nor, I think,

is there any demand that early education, whether for three-, four- or

even five-year-oids should be made compulsory. But in both groups, I sense
a growing conviction that a wider range of options for parents,as
related to both education and care, is essential. Regardless of whether

these options ere provided within the public school system or are developed

\

in the community and operated by the parents, there are any number of




persistent questions that can only be answered through rescarch efforts.
Some of these areas of needed research require comprchensive planning,
beyond the scope of any single center, but others are more limited and could
be carried on by the staff and parents within a single center or group of

X centers. We need the kind of research that helps us do a better Job with children.

Strategies for Comprehensive Research

Carl Bereiter (1972), noting that, “"existing technology a.ready
enables us to teach young children far more than they can benefit from,"

f suggests that what we need to do is to "construct articulated educational
programs that permit us tc teach in the preschool what will be of use later
and to teach later what builds upon what was taught in the preschool.”

He thinks there is little to be gaincd in research lirmitea t< the pre-
school level. Rather, preschool research should now be incorporated into
the programs of research at the elementary school level. .

My colleague, William Rohwer (1972) takes a somewhat similar stand.
Drawing on his own research in verbal learrirg he proposes a strategy for
establishing how and when a particular skill or particular content can
be learned with ease. The strategy involves cumulative research using
tasks that tap a psychological process invoived in school learning; applying
these tesks, which should resemble but also differ from typical school
tasks, over as wide a developemental range as possible to determine
possible developmental shifts; experimenting to find the conditions for
optimal performance at different ages and with different kinds of children.

Instruction would then be planned in accordance with the findiugs.
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This strategy has considerable appeal, and might lead to a revolution
in instruction if the array of psychological processes involved in school
learning could be readily identified. Rohwer underscores his intent to
search not for ways of meking children precocious but for ways of
assisting them to be optimally effective. Some of his work so far has
led him to suggest that formel schooling might well be postpcned to age

seven or even later.

The Developmental Context of Instruction

The importance of developmental investigation as an inherent part of
any attempt to move from the psychology of learning to a program of
instruction cannot be overestimated. As Sigel (1972) .as pointed out,
the human organism is made up of a variety of subsystems -~ perceptual,
cognitive, language, sensori-motor and so on. The relationships among
these systems appear to differ at different stages of development and
instruction relested to a particular subsystem may heve different effects
on other subsystems at different points in time. The cumulative effects
of instruction in one subsystem may also depend on the nature of the
contexts for learning at.succeeding stages of development.

Sheldon White (1970) has outlined the matrix of developmental changes
that occur between five and seven years., His evidence, drawn from many
different fields, highlights the many respects in which the preschooler
thinks, learns and generally responds differently from the older child.

of the 3 and k-year old
But the significance of the developmental characteristicsjdoes not seem

to have been very deeply explored by either program developers or educational

researchers. While some program developers in the decade of the 60's
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did try to identify the psychological precursors of academic achievement .,
many resorted to analyzing the components of academic tasks confronting
children in firs+ grade, and then teaching the components to the four- or
even three-year-olds that were enrolled. As Kagan (n.d.) puts it, the
"major criterion of existing curricula is the heavy emphasis on tceaching
veroal concepts and rules with minimal appreciation of thc variety of
concepts and rules and minimal acknowledgment that the child's
developmental stage is an important determination in his ability to
understand a new cognitive unit."”

Only a few programs have taken a view of cognition broad enough to
include attention to other than directed thinking processes. Yet it may
be thet, from a developmenta) standpoint, the fantasy and spontaneous play
that characterizes this period and the opportunities provided for them Aay
have as much bearing on later development as does instruction in directed
thinking.

In this connection it is interestirg to note that Vygotsky (1962),
who in general, saw the necessity for instruction "marching ahead of
development ard leading it, being aimed not so much at the ripe as
the ripening functions," considered play in the preschool period "to
provide a background for changes in needs and in conscliousness of a much

wider nsture than instruction." In this period, he believed, "play is

the source of development and creates the zone Of proaimal development."




A longer term view of development thut encompa
kinds of knowledge emphasized in Fiaget's theoxy bu
existential and aesthetic meanings might considerab

of appropriate experience for the preschool period.

Progress in the Last Decade

To suggest th;t the scope of research related
education needs to be broadened and put in a more ¢
nental frame necd not be to the derogate of the wor
during the past 2ecade. The clear light of hindsig
naivete of »ome of the early assumptiong, and the c
research designs. But one has only to contrast the
Westinghouse Study witl tue Planned Variation and E
to sense the increasingly supuisticated approaches
early childhcod education.

The progress made is even more striking viewed
perspective. The 1947 and 1972 N.S.S.E. Yearbooks
to early childhood education. In 1947 Ruth Updegra
still far from the g.ai of one or more Systematic e
evaluated by research." Twenty-five years later Go
reported in considerable detail not only hov ecurric
educational pbilosophies differed ii goals, but als
in operation and in effects on the children invoive
noted in conclusion to her chapter on researcl. and

”

through it is the evidence of interreletiorships I
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! environmental effects." These relationships, she added,“greatly complicate
| the problems of the research worker." In 1972, Messick and Barrows again
comment on such relationships, but propose a methodology for dealing with
them. They spell out in considerable detail, the domains ir which measure-
ment must occur if che effects of & particular intervention or program are
to be adequately understood.

In some of these domains measuring instruments are already available,
in others they must be developed. One hopes for caution and reflection
r here, for it is quite clear that many of the inadequacies of the presently
available research stem from the use of instruments that were not really
appropriate for the uses to which they were put.

In any event, at this point in time it is not clear whether many
large scale studies, involving many children, and the manipulations of
many variables, will be funded. Even if they should be, research of o
rather different sort is also in orde:x.

Within eaca of the measurement domains outlined by Messick and
Barrows there are many questions that need to be answered. In many
instances, small scale studies, perhaps replicated many times, seem in
order. Furthermore, mani questions cannot be adequately answered nor will
vhatever answers are found meke any difference to early childhood
educstion, unless ways can be found to involve both teachers and parents

in the research process.




Scepticism About Research

It is no secret that educational research, and perhaps most
especially, early childhood education resarch currently faces & credibility
gap. Parenis, particularly those in minority groups, but many others as
well, sre not inclined to give permission for their children to participate
in any experiments. Research has no pay-off where they are concerned.
They are no more sceptical than are many of today's college students.
Finally, despite the fact that many of today's early childhood teachers
have been involved in various sorts of research, few of them eve asking
for more involvement. Nor does there appear to be much evidence that
whatever involvement they have had is reflected in different or more
effective teaching.

In 1967, following a decade that had been noteworthy for the number
of research and demonstration programs, many related to early childhood,
Goodlad and Klein and a group of associates visited and observed in some
one-hundred-and-fifty kindergarten and primary classrooms across the
country. They sought evidence as to how the reforms implicit in the
research and demonstratiqn efforts were reflected in the classrooms. They
found little. A later study of nursery schools brought equally dreary
results. My own informal observations on two coasts have pinpointed some
classrooms that clesrly do reflect what has been going on in research and
in innovative programs in the last decade. But they have not led me to
believe that their el.ects are more widespread than Goodlad and Klein

found.
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The reason research has not been more effectively translated into
practice may have to do with the nature of the research enterprise, and
perhaps with its funding. The available research technology makes it quite

’ possible to collect and analyze data relating to a multiplicity of variables
in quantities unthinkable a decade or two ago. The data and its analysis
take on a reality and meaning of their own, quite apart from the educational
situations and problems they repr:sent. The distance between the researchers
and the researched widens. Perhaps it can be said that as the cognitive
distance between the research and its intended consumer increases, interest
I in epplying it Aecreases. One is reminded of the old story of the farmer
. 5 who informed the county agent that he had no wish to try any new methods.
He already knew how to farm better than he was farming.

Whether or not involvement, as a participant, not merely a subject,
in research having clear relevance to the classroom or to the children,
would improve practice and increase parent and teacher support for
further research is, of course, an empiriral question.

Reference to the "action research" that was popular in the early
{ 1950's may provide some clues for answering this question, but circumstances
then differ in many respects from those today. Today's technology, both
for research and for education has advanced far beyond that of the fifties.
It is paralleled by even more spectacular advances in other areas,

profoundly affecting our ideology.




Leon Kass (1972), in a recent issue of Scicace writes, "VWe are
witnessing the erosion, perhaps the final erosion, of the idea of man
as something splendid or divine and the replacement with a view that
sees man no less than nature as simply more raw material for manipulation
and homogenization." Hope, he thinks, "lies only in education, in a public
educated about the ways and limits of science and enlightened in its use
of technology." Further he suggests that the current lack of money for
research gives time to rethink and reorder our priorities.

The situation with regard to early childhood education research is

not dissimilar to that Kass describes for biological research. Funding is

likely to be relatively limited. We too need time to rethink and reorder

our priorities keeping in mind our concern for maintaining our humanness.
What are some of the steps we might be taking?
Next Steps

We have only to look at what Messick and Barrows have identified as
domains of largely unmeasured variables to formulate some of the questions

researchers, together with parents and teachers, might investigate.

The Child and His Femily

Consider first the child and his family. There shovld be no need to
belabor the ethnocentric assumptions in much recent early childhood
research and in many programs. With increasing awarenesc of the stereo-
typing implicit in the nature of cultural deprivation, it may be possible
to come to terms with the realities faced by parents in different groups
and the specific nature of cheir strengths, their concerns and aspirations

' for their children as well as the gpecific nature of their relationships

with them.
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The notion of the "whole child" needs reconsideration, not as a cliché,
but with a view to better understanding ol the meaning of individualization.
In the last decade many measures of cognition, many ways of looking at
cognitive processes in young children, have been developed. Is it not
time to examine more closely how such processes are reflected in the
social-emoticnal behavior of the individual child as well as in hiu
-chool tasks? ' Are assessment procedures to be limited to cognitive
rronesses? What is a reasonable balance between time given to assessment,
time given to instruction and time for the child to proceed on his own?
Currently, at least in some parts of the country, and even as early as
kindergarten as much or more time is spent in assessment as in instruction,
with little if any time left for the child's autonomous investigation and
learning, for him to find out who he is.

While one finds in the current literature of early childhocd eduéation,
and in the research related to it, considerable emphasis on invividualization,

case studies of young children revealing the nature of their individuality
and its significance for their education are rarely encountered. Do we

not need in the 1970's researchers who will work with parents, teachers
and children to show now young Black, Chicano, Asian, Native American and
other children from varying backgrounds cope with their widening world,
much as Lois Murphy described Topeka children in the 1950's?

Ways also need to be found to get at the children's perceptions

of what zoes on in the classroom. It is too easy to assume that their

performance reveals all they know or feel. How many times, for example,




—— et .
— —_

have children presented a facade to the teachers such as that recently

reported by an anthropologicel observer (Burger, 1972). A group of
Spanish surname six-year-olds were t.eing taught English in a behavicr
modification program. They were nut. responding appropriately, givinig
the teacher, for example, an orange when she asked for an apple. Once
the teacher left the room, however, the children with roars of laughter,

began an elaborate mimicry of the earlie~ task, firit giving the

correct response to eacn object, and then chanting every possible wrong

nane.

The Classroom and the Teaching

The classroom and the teaching each represent additi:.aal domains
for investigation. In recent research the curriculum model in use has
received major aitention. Indeed, for a period of two or three years,
finding dimensions on which to categorize different curricula became a

preoccupation for many early childhood educators. Judgiiig from the reports

of Gordon and of Soar in the recent N.S.S.E. Yearbook that preoccupation

has finally paid off, at least at tkhe kindergarten and first grade levels.
Applying interaction analysis, adapted to identify both affective and
cognitive aspects and the sequences of teacher and pupil talk, to class-
rooms representing eight curriculum models, Soar was able to identify

three groups of classrooms within which the differences were not significant,
although the differences between the groups were significant. It should

be noted, however, that the variability within the classrooms representing

a single curriculum model was greater than the differences from model to

model.
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The classroom processes revealed by the analysis were found tc

relate to the cognitive growth of the children. Greater teacher direction
increased simple-concrete learning but at the expense of complex-abstract
growth. Soar (1972) notes, however, that there are limits with respect

to the amounts of pupil freedom, interaction and self-direction that

are functional.

Soar's study, taken in conjunction with Gorden's analysis of the
instructional theory underlyinyg the wvarious curriculum models raises a
number of questioné about curriculum, more about teeaching.

Aside from the differing reliance they place on workbooks most of
the curriculum models look surprisingly alike when seen in operation.

Each has a similar array of toys, games and audio-visual equipment, plus
the paint, clay, blocks, and in some instances housekeeping equipment

that has been standard in the nursery school for years. Does this
seemingly infinite variety of materials and eguipment really enhance

the children's learning? Or does it merely reflect the American propensity
for conspicucus consumption? Clearly the teacher is under less pressure
“n intervene in the children's activiiies, if there are enough, or nore
than enough, materials t; keep them busy on their own. But how do the
children use the materials? What ones are essential? What is gained by
adding others? Is it possible to have so many as to detract from both

the social and the cognitive interaction of the children? May the teacher
become so involved in the acquisition and upkeep and storage of

curriculum materials as to lose sight of their essential purpose?
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As Weikart (1972) has commented, the curriculum is for the teacher
more than for the children. It may be useful to examine the elements of
the curriculum that further the fulfillment of the teaching role as
contrasted with tiose that may actually impede it. For it is the role of

the teacher that is the major difference between curriculum models.

The Teacher's Role

None of the models assumes that the teacher is a mere bystander.
The models differ, liowever, not onl, in the expected extent-of the teacher's
involvement with the crhildren but more importantly in the cognitive demand
that involvement places on her. Thus, Gordon's analysis ¢f the models
finds that the Engelmann-~-Becker model requires the least- cognitive

on the paurt of the teacher,
effort Aand the EDC model the most. These extremes reflect the prevailing
uncertainity as to whether the teacher is to be regarded as a prcfessional
who makes decisions, or whether, in terms of some of the current pressure
for accountability, she is a piece worker who contracts to take 2 certain
nunber of children through a certain number of %tasks in a pre-specified
time.

It is interesting go note that in some respects, particularly as far
as the managemen*. of the gro.ap and of materials is concerned, the role of
the teacher in the new models .esembles that of the teacher in the

traditional nursery school more ihan that of the teacher in the traditional

elementary school. But, in genersl, the traditional nursery school




approach has not succeeded as well as the more innovative programs

vhen dealing with children in poverty areas. The difference, according
to Bereiter (1972) and others is that the traditional nursery school
teacher does not instruct. The "traditional approach," Bereiter says,
"does not represent a different way of teaching from those represented
in newer programs but simply represents a lower order of program, one
that is more custodial and less purposefully educational." "The true
issue," he adds, "is not how young children should be taught but
whether."

In contrast to this position, Weikart distinguishes betwcen programs
that are custodial and those, like the traditional preschool programs
found on college campuses and originally envisioned for lead Start,
that are child centered. In these, the child initiates and the teacher
responds. When well implemented, he finds, these programs do as well for
disadvantaged children as other models. The crucial variable is the
teacher and the support she has.

Clearly, we need to know much more about the range of child initi-
ations and the variety of teacher responses to such initiations, that
is, more about the teach;ng process particularly at the preschool level.
Ubservational studies will help but are probably not sufficient. Ways
need to be found to reveal more than the teacher's responses. Are they
merely intuitive or are they guided by theoretical knowledge? It is

probably true for the preschool teacher, as Jackson (1969) reports for
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the elementary teacher, that the ongoing denanus of the classroom are too

intense for on-the-spot reflection. But tuis need not precludie an analysis

of the teacher's pre-planning in relation to what actually occurred, nor
perhaps move importantly, an analysis of her reflections on those
occurences, A

Other questions need to be asked. For exanpie, how does the
teaching done by parent participants, volunteers, para-professionals
differ from that done by the professionally trained teacher? Or d.:s
it differ initially and then come to resemble the teacher? Insistence
that at least one member of the tecam needs professional training seems
reasonable. But where are the data to show what the professional does
differently from the less well trained? Are the differences important

to the child's thinking and learning or may they merely reflect cultural

differences in child rearing practices that have no necessary consequence

to the child's eventual development? Obviously questions such as these
cannot be easily or quickly answered, but it is clear that we need to
look closely and carefully at the variety of strategies adults have
for teaching the young child, and give consideration t¢ their effects
on him, '

The fact that programs for three- ané four-year-olds and to an
increasing extent those for five- and six-year-olds increasingly involve

the operation of a team raises additional questions about the teacher's

role. How much of her time is spent in interaction, not with children
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but with other adults, and what goes on in those interactions? What
effect does this changing and expansion of the teacher's role have cn
her effectiveness with children and on satisfactions she derives from it?

In the past it appeared that riany individuals Qho elected to
teach at the earliest levels, did so becaus= they preferred working with
children to working with adults. Is this true at the present time?

The researchers appear to agree that teachers differ in how well
they f£ill the teaching role but they seem not to have asked what
qualities in the teacher make for a good fit wivh a particular model.
Would & good Engelman-Becker teacher also be a good EDC teacher and
vice versa? Put another way, are self-selecting and matching processes
at work, 5o that the teacher teaches wwell if the curriculum and the age
period is one to which she is cognitively and emotionally well adapted?

And vhat if the teacher is a man? The increasing involvement of
men in early childhood piograms provides an excellent opportunity to
examine some of the assumptions that have dominated teaching at this
level. Has it been dominated by feminine conceptions and goals? Do
those who are consciously aware of sex stereotyping teach differently from

those who are more tradifionally oriented?

The Institutional Setting

Investigation of teaching should also raise questions zbout another
set of variables, those having to do with its institutional setting.

Preschool programs are now to be found in many public schools, but they
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are also affiliated with a variety of community agencies, and in some
instances are relatively autonomous. Does the setting affect the teaching
and the progrs~, and in what ways? The younger the children the less
amenable they are to the kinds of regulations that have come to
characterSze many elementary schools. Are programs in schools more
constricted than those in other settings? What is the nature of the
interaction between the teachers and the admipistration? Does the pre-
kindergarten progrem tend to become isolated as it appears the kindergarten
did earlier or is it incorporated into the totality of the schocl?
Evidence related to questions such as these is particularly
important at this time when many people find persuasive the argument
that extension of public education downward can only result in the same

kind of bureaucratizetion that pervades elementary and secondary education.

Research and the Reseoxcher

If bureaucracy is inherent in the public school system it is also
an inevitable concomitsnt of large scale research. Many of the questions
that I heve raised here could be incorporated in a grand design, involving
many schools and centers, many children and meny, many teachers in many
parts of the country. But we may be in a position to ask different and
better questions if we first pursue some cf the questions we now have in
smaller ways, with the participation, not merely the cooperation, of
parents and teachers. When they are involved from the beginning, helping

to formulate the purposes of the research, considering the evidence to be
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grthered, hovw it is to be validated, and how 1t is to be used, research
should take on new meaning, not as something esoteric but as a means to

the end of improved practice.

Millie Almy

School of Edusation
University o1 California
Berkeley, Ca, 94720
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In the past decade the period of early childhood has received

unprecedented attention from psychologists and educators and from the '

) public. During these years hundreds of experimental studies and
demonstration projects have focused on the young child's development and
learning, both 2s an individual, and in groups. The research reports

k must be weighed by the ton.

[ Where is all this leading us? To expanded programs of early education? *
To better support for comprehensive child development programs? To more
research and development? The answers to these questions are not un-
equivocal but there is some reason to believe that the heyday of early
childhood education expansion is, if not over, at least threatened. We
may not yet have reached the "morning after” but there are indications

on all sides that a period of sober reflection is in order. The

challenges posed in articles as those by my colleague William Rohwer {1971)

@ in the Harvard Education Review and by Raymond Moore (1972) in a recent

issue of Harpers are real. They #ill not go unnoticed by either the public

.“'\ o) or by policy makers. i
P |
-

k.c\fD In a sense both Rohwer and Moore contend that the available research l

does not Justify further expansion of early education, at least of a school

|
@ centered sort. Moore, particularly, urges that children possibly up to |
|
m the age of seven or eight, not be subjected to what he calls early !
(e ‘

schooling," unless and until research indicates that such is clearly

beneficial and in no way harmful.




My contention #- that both the Lemper of the times and today's social
realities, including changing family patterns, and the nature of much of our
housing, have created an inevitable demand for early education. Many
parents are in desperate need of care and education beyond that they them-
selves give their children. The kinds of options available to them seem
to me likely to depend more on political realities than on the state of
the knowledge on which such care and education might be planned.

This statement does not mean that the researchers shoulc now abdicate
their scientific roles for political roles. It does mean that the
educational researcher, like the rest of his colleagues in science and
technology, cannot isolate himself from the social and political context
in which he works. UNor, I think, can he escape the fact that whatever
practices derive from his theory and research have their social, moral
and ethical consequences.

For purposes of this paper I shall try to avoid the rhetoric
attendant upon an examination of the large consequences inherent in
early childhood resesrch, and look rather tn what does seem to have
been accomplished, and to what seem to be some of the questions that now
need to be answered.

What I have to say is based mostly on impressicns from reading some
of the research reports wnd many of the veview articles that have appeared

recently, scanning the developmental and educational psychology

Journals, and the ERIC materials related to early childhood.




Early childhood research encompasses both the basic psychological
research relsted to development and learning, and that dealing more
specifically with the child in the educational setting. iile the latter
concern is of major consideration here, some consideration needs also

to be given more basic research.

Basic Psychological R:search

As Bettye Caldwell (1970) has said, the initiation of Project Head
Start in 1965 gave instant status to a field (early childhood education)
taat had long been a step-child of both education and psychology. The
politics of the time provided many psychc®ogists the opportunity to
validate certain aspects of developmental and learning theory ip natural
settings, such as Head Start, and more importantly in experimental prog:-ams
where closer monitoring was possilble,

New avenues of inquiry opened as three-, four- and five-year-olds
of widely differing backgrounds became readily available for the research
of psychologists who had previously worked with older ciildren or with
middle class nursery school and kindergarten youngsters. Initially,
it is true, they teried to treat the cultural differences they found as
deficits. Gradually, ho;ever, many have moved toward the view that
learning and thinking cannot be adequately understood apart from their
cultural context. Certainly, if developmental psychology is more compre-—
hensive and less ethnocentric than a decade ago, Head Start and other

innovative early childhood programs have coatributed to the change.

-




As of now, the initial excitement over increasing intelligence and
achievement by providiag preschool curricula based on particular psycnological
The preschool

Harder questions are being examined.
Attentional and

theories has died .own.
child's total functioning is under closer scrutiny.
His play is beginning to receive

motivation factors are being ecxamined.
Researchers are no longer limiting their interest

scrious consideration.
to the readily accessible three- eand four-ycar-olds but are cxtensively
In

studying infants and beginning to devote attention to the toddlers.
occasional instances, psychologists are moving back and forth between the
laboratory and the classroom, using the latter to validate and illuminate

the findings of the former. Longitudinal studies, essential if we are to

have any grasp of the ultimate effects of intervention or of different
are under way. The knowledge

ways of child caring and education,
base on which early childhood education can ve built is expanding and

undergoing revision.
To some extent current early chilihood education reflects this expanding

But it also shows some lag.

knowledge base.

Educational Research
Michael Katz in his book Class, hureaucracy and the Schools (1971)

of young children

notes that the recent exparsion of educriion downward in the attempt to
improve the :ntellectual skillspwas parallelled by the nineteenth century

introduction of the kindergarten to improve attitudes and correct un-
The kindergartens, it seems, did not have to

favorable home influences.
provide the scientific evidence of accomplishment that is expected from

the present day programs.




After the initially promising reports from small scale experimental
programs the negative findings of the Westinghouse report on Head
Start, 1968, led to a 'nation.l debate" (Hellmuth, 1970) that continues.
Meanwhile, what might be termed the side effects of Head Start, including
such changes as the increased involvement of parents in school and community
affairs, and the improved availability of health and other services have
been examined (Kir;chner-Associates, 1970). Follow through programs of
differing kinds have been put into operation. Research designed to compare
the relative effectiveness of difrerent curriculum models is underway
(Planned Variation, 1971). By the end of 1971, the available evidence from
a nurber of evaluative and comparative studies of Head Start and other
evperimental pror~ams had been reviewed several times. (See for example,
Datta, 1972; McFadden, 1970; Miller, 1972; Stearns, 1971). The research

problems were given major prominence in Volume 3 of the Disadvantaged Child,

edited by Hellmu*h, and also in the 1972 Yearbook of the National Society ‘
for tne Study of Education.
Stearns (1971) in a report to the Office of Child Development,
sunmarizes the evideunce succinctly. She notes that, over the short run,
public preschool programs.have beer. successful in changing the intellectual
and social behavior of Aisadvantaged children in positive directions.
In smell scale expertly staffed experimental programs, the improvements
in measured intellectual abilities have been even more striking. However,

after several years the children who have had the preschool experience show

no advantage as far as school achievement is concerned over those who did

not have it.
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Reactions 10 the "Failure" of Farly Intervention

These findings have brought forth a range of reactions on the part

of the researchers, policy makers and the public. Such reactions are, of

course, tied to the rcacto: s views of what is going on in other aspects
of our society, and to his theories of development end learning.

Accordingly they are more complex than are the three categories that I

am assigning them,
to extend public education downward."

First, "let's abandon the effortp This reaction finds support in

current studies purporting to show that schooling makes relatively little

difference in adult status and income (Bane und Jencks 1972). Such a

reaction also finds some support among those who have come to recognize
that many, if not most, of the preschool programs have been culturally

biased to a limited middle class view not only in goals and tests but

also in program content.

A second reaction is "put the fesponsibility for early education

back in the home where it belongs." This reaction receives support from

the finding that the most effective experimental programs have been

parental
characterized bypunderstanding of program purposes and by enlistmert of

the mother as a teacher either in the classroom or the home. Research in

infancy is also called on to support this view.
A third reaction comes from those with & so-called "traditional"

nursery school view. It says, "let's take the cognitive pressure off

the preschooler and give proper attention to his social and emotional

This reaction goes along with the statement John Anderson

development "




made about the content of preschool programs nearly twenty-five years
ago. "It is not what the child learns in formal terms vhich is important
but what he gains from experiences in the way of self-control, emotional
balance, initiative, interest, and enthusiasm for the material in question."
Unfortunately, while it has been possible, albeit roughly, to measure
cognitive gains, whatever social and emotional benefits have accrued in
the experimental programs have been difficult to measure.

It seems tc me unlikely that any of these reactions clearly point
the direction early education, particularly that for the child between the
ages of three and five is likely to teke. It is true that kindergartens
have only gradually been accepted as an integral part of public schooling
and still have some way to go in that direction. But it is also true that,
apart from the public schools, a variety of private, cooperative, end
commercial ventures have made some form of early education available to
many parents. An increasing number of less privileged parents have alsc
enrolled their chiidren in early childhood programs. From neither group,
I think, is there any ground sweli of opinion urging the aboliticn of available

nursery schools, prekindergarten or kindergarten programs. Wor, I think,

is there any demand that ‘early education, whether for three-, four- or

even five-year-oids should be made compulsory. But in both groups, I sense
a growing conviction that a wider range of options for parentsas

related to both educction and care, is essential. Regardless of whether
these options are provided within the public school system or are developed

~

in the community and operated by the parents, there are any number of




persistent questions that can only be answered through resewrch efforts.
Some of these areas of needed research require comprchensive planning,
beyond the scope of any single center, but others are more limited and could
be carried on by the staff and parents within a single center or group of

centers. We need the kind of research that helps us do s better Job with children.

Strategies for Comprehensive Research

Carl Bereiter (1972), noting that, "existing technology already
enables us to teach young children far more than they can benefit from,"
suggests that what we need to do is to "construct articulated educational
programs that permit us to teach in the preschool what will be of use later
and to teach later what builds upon what was taught in the preschool."

Hfe thinks there is little to be gaincd in research limitea to the pre-~
school level. Rather, preschool research should novw be incorporated into
the programs of research at the elementary school level. ,

My colleague, William Rohwer (1972) takes a somewhat similar stand.
Drawing on his own research in verbal learrirg he proposes a strategy for
establishing how and when a particular skill or particular content can
be learned with ease. The strategy involves cumulative research using
tasks vhat tap a psychological pirocess invclved in school learning; applying
these tasks, which should resemble but also differ from typical school
tasks, over as wide a developemental range as p7ssible to determine
possible developmental shifts; experimenting to find the conditions for
optimal performance at different ages and with different kinds of children.

Instruction would then be planned in accordance with the findings.




This strategy has considerable appeal, and might lead to a revolution
in instruction if the array of psychological processes involved in school
learning could be readily identified. Rohwer underscores his intent to
search not for ways of making children precocious dut for ways of

i assisting them to be optimally effective. Some of his work so far has
led him to suggest that formel schooling might well be postpened to age

seven or even later.

The Developmental Context of Instruction

f } The importance of developmental investigation as an inherent part of
‘ any attempt to move from the psychology of learning to a program of
instruction cannot be overestimated. As Sigel (1972) has pointed out,
the human organism is made up of a variety of subsystems - perceptual,
cognitive, language, sensori-motor and so on. The relationships among
these systems appear to differ at different stages of development and
instruction relsted to a particular subsystem may have different effects
on other subsystems at different points in time. The cumulative effects
of instruction in one subsystem may also depend on the nature of the
contexts for learning at.succeeding stages of development.

Sheldon White (1970) has outlined the matrix of developmentsal changes
that occur between five and seven years. His evidence, drawn from many
different fields, highlights the many respects in which the preschooler
thinks, learns and generally responds differently from the older child.

of the 3 and L4-year old
But the significance of the developmental characteristicsf\does not seem

to have been very deeply explored by either program developers or educational

researchers. While some program developers in the decade of the 60's
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did try to identify the psychological precussors of academic achievement,
many resorted to analyzing the components of academic tasks confronting
children in first grade, and then teaching the componeats tc the four- or
even three-year-olds that were enrolled. As Kagen (n.d.) pute it, the
"major criterion of existing curricula is the heavy emphasis on teaching
veroal concepts and ru’es with minimal appreciation of t¢he variety of
concepts and rules and minimal acknowledgment that the child's
developmental stage is an important determination in his ability to
understand a new cognitive unit."

Only a few programs have taken a view of cognition broad rmmough to
include attention to other than directed thinking p-ocesses. Yet it may
be that, from a developmental standpoint, the fantasy and spontaneous play
that characterizes this period and the opportunities provided for them éay
have as much bearing on later development as does instruction in directed
thinking.

In this connection it is interestirg to mote that Vygotsky (1962),
who in general, saw the necessity for instruction "msrching shead of
development ard leading it, being aimed not so much at the ripe as
the ripening functions," considered play . the preschool period "to
provide a background for changes in needs and in consciousness of a much
vider nsture than instruction." In this period, he believed, "play is

the source of development and creates the zone Of mroaimal development.”
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environmental effects.” These relationships, she added,“greatly complicate

the problems of the resesarch worker." 1In 1972, Messick and Barrows again
comment on such relationships, but propose a methodology for dealing with
them. They 3pell out in considerable detail, the domains ir which measure-~

ment must occur if c¢he effects of a particular intervention or program are

-

to be adequately understood.

In some of these domains measuring instruments are already available,
in others they must be developed. One hopes for caution and reflection
r here, for it is quite clear that many of the inadequacies of the presently
available research stem from the use of instruments that were not really
appropriate for the uses to which they were put.

In any event, at this point in time it is not clear whether many
large scale studies, involving many children, and the manipulations of
many variables, will be funded. Even if they should be, research of s
rather different sort is also in order.

Within eaca of the measurement domains outlined by Messick and
Barrows there are many questions that need to be answered. In many
instances, small scale studies, perhaps replicated many times, seem in
order. Furthermore, man; questions cannot be adequately answered nor will
whatever answers are found make any difference to early childhood
educstion, unless ways can be found to involve both teachers and parents

in the research process.
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Scepticism About Research

It is no secret that educational research, and perhaps most
especially, early childhood education resarch currently faces a credibility
gap. Parenis, particularly those in minority groups, but many others as
well, are not inclined to give permission for their children to participate
in any experiments. Research has no pay-off where they are concerned.
They are no more sceptical than are many of today's college students.
Finally, despite the fact that many of today's early childhood teachers
have been involved in various sorts of research, few of them eve asking
for more involvement. Nor does there appear to be much evidence that
whatever involvement they have had is reflected in different or more
effective teaching.

In 1967, follow ~~.ade that had been noteworthy for the number
of research and demonstration programs, many related to early childhood,
Goodlad and Klein and a group of associates visited and observed in some
one-hundred-and-fifty kindergarten and primary classrooms across the
country. They sought evidence as to how the reforms implicit in the
research and demonstratiqn efforts were reflected in the classrooms. They
found little. A later study of nursery schools brought equally dreary
results. My own inform~) observations on two coasts have pinpointed some
classrooms that clesrly do reflect what has been going on in research and
in innovative programs in the last decade. But they have not led me to
believe thai their ef.ects are more widespread than Goodlad and Klein

found.
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The reason research has not been more effectively translated into
practice may have to do with the nature of the research enterprise, and
perhaps with its funding. The available research technology makes it quite
possible to collect and analyze data relating to a multiplicity of variables
in quantities unthinkable a decade or two ago. The data and its analysis
take on a reality and meaning of their own, quite apart from the educational
situations and problems they repr:sent. The distance between the researchers
and the researched widens. Perhaps it can be said that as the cognitive
distance between the research and its intended consumer increases, interest
in applying it ﬁecreases. One is reminded of the old story of the farmer
who informed the county agent that he had no wish to try any new methods.

He already knew how to farm better than he was farming.

Whether or not involvement, as a participant, not merely a subject,
in research having clear relevance to the classroom or to the children,
would improve practice and increase parent and teacher support for
further research is, of course, an empirical question.

Reference to the "action research" that was popular in the early
1950's may provide some clues for answering this question, but circumstances
then differ in many respects from those today. Today's technology, both
for research and for education has advanced far beyond that of the fifties.
It is paralleled by even more spectacular advances in other areas,

profoundly affecting r ideology.
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Leon Kass (1972), in a recent issue of Science writes, "We are
witnessing the erosion, perhaps the final erosion, of the idea of man
as something splendid or divine and the replacement with a view that
sees man no less than nature as simply more raw material for manipulation
and homogenization." Hope, he thinks, "lies only in education, in a public
educated about the ways and limits of science and enlightened in its use
of technology." Further he suggests that the current lack of money for
research gives time to rethink and reorder our priorities.

The situation with regard to early childhood education research is
not dissimilar to that Kass describes for biological research. Funding is
likely to be relatively limited. We too need time to rethink and reorder

our priorities keeping in mind our concern for maintaining our humanness.
What are some of the steps we might be taking?
Next Steps

We have only to look at what Messick and Barrows have identified as
domains of largely unmeasured variables to formulate some of the questions

researchers, together with parents and teachers, might investigate.

The Child and His Family

Consider first the child and his family. There shovld be no need to
belabor the ethnocentric assumptions in much recent early childhood
research and in many programs. With increasing awareness of the stereo-
typing implicit in the nature of cultural deprivation, it may be possible
to come to terms sith the realities faced by parents in different groups
and the specific nature of cueir strengths, their concerns and aspirations

for their children as well as the specific nature of their relationships

with them.




e ——————— . .

16

The notion of the "whole child" needs reconsideration, not as a cliché,
but with a view to better understanding of the meaning of individualization.
In the last decade many measures of cognition, many ways of looking at
cognitive processes in young children, have been developed. Is it not
time to examine more closely how such processes are reflected in the
social-emoticnal behavior of the individual child as well as in hiu
-chool tasks? " Are assessment procedures to be limited to cognitive
rronesses? What is a reasonable balance between time given to assessment,
time given to instriction and time for the child to proceed on his own?
Currently, at least in some parts of the country, and even as early as
kindergarten as much or more time is spent in assessment as in instruction,
with little if any time left for the child's autonomous investigation and
learning, for him to find out who he is.

While one finds in the current literature of early childhood eduéation,
and in the research related to it, considerable emphasis on invividualization,
.case studies of young children revealing the nature of their individuality

and its significance for their education are rarely encountered. Do we
not need in the 1970's researchers who will work with parents, teachers
and children to show now young Black, Chicano, Asian, Native American and
other children from varying backgrounds cope with bheir widening world,
much as Lois Murphy described Topeka children in the 1950's?

Ways also need to be found to get at the children's perceptions

of what zoes on in the classroom. It is too easy to assume that their

performance reveals all they know or feel. How many times, for example,
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have children presented a facade to the teachers such as that recently
reported by an anthropologicel observer (Burger, 1972). A group of
Spanish surname six-year-olds vere heing taught English in a behavicr
modification program. They were nol responding appropriately, givi’g
the teacher, for example, an orange when she asked for an apple. Once
the teacher left the room, however, the children with roars of laughter,
began an elaborate mimicry of the earlier task, first giving the

correct response to eacn object, and then chanting every possible wrong

name.

The Classroom and the Teaching

The classroom and the teaching each represent additic<.aal domains
for investigation. 1In recent research the curriculum model in use has
received major asitention. Indeed, for & period of two or three years,
finding dimensions on which to categorize different curricula became a
preoccupation for many early childhood educators. Judgiig from the reports
of Gordon and of Soar in the recent N.S.S.E. Yearbook that preoccupation
has finally paid off, at least at the kindergarten and first grade levels.
Applying interaction analysis, adapted to identify both affective and
cognitive aspects and the sequences of teacher and pupil talk, to class-
rooms representing eight curriculum models, Soar was able to identify
three groups of classrooms within which the differences were not significant,
although the differences between the groups were significant. It should

be noted, however, that the variability within the classrooms representing

a single curriculum model was greater than the differences from model to

model.




The classroom processes revealecd by the analysis were found tc

relate to the cognitive growth of the children. Greater teacher direction
increased simple-concrete learning but at the expense of complex-abstract
growth. Soar (1972) notes, however, that there are limits with respect
to the amounts of pupil freedom, interaction and self-direction that

are functional.

Soar's study, taken in conjunction with Gordecn's analysis of the
instructional theory underlyins the various curriculum models raises a
number of questioné about curriculum, more about teeching.

Aside from the differing reliasnce they place on workbooks most of
the curriculum models look surprisingly alike when seen in operation.

Each has a similar array of toys, games and audio-visual equipment, plus
the paint, clay, blocks, and in some instances housekeeping equipment

that has been standard in the nursery school for years. Does this
seemingly infinite variety of materials and equipment really enhance

the children's learning? Or does it merely reflect the American propensity
for conspicucus consumption? Clearly the teacher is under less pressure
4o intervene in the children's activities, if there are enough, or nore
than enough, materials t; keep them busy on their own. But how do the
children use the materials? What ones are essential? What is gained by
adding others? Is it possible to have so many as to detract from both

the social and the cognitive interaction of the children? May the teacher
become so involved in the acquisition and upkeep and storage of

curriculum materials as to lose sight of their essential purpose?
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As Weikart (1972) has commented, the curriculum is for the teacher
more than for the children. It may be useful to examine the elements of
the curriculum that further the fulfillment of the teaching role as
contrasted with those that may actually impede it. For it is the role of

the teacher that is the major difference between curriculum models.

The Teacher's Role

None of the models assumes that the teacher is a mere bystander.
The models differ, liowever, not onl,; in the expected extent-of the teacher's
involvement with the children but more importantly in the cognhitive demand
that involvement places on her. Thus, Gordon's =nalysis of the models
finds that the Engelmann-Becker model requires the least- cognitive

on the purt of the teacher,
effort Aand the EDC model the most. These extremes reflect the prevailing
uncertainity as to whether the teacher is to be regarded as a prcfessional
who makes decisions, or whether, in terms of some of the current pressure
for accountability, she is a piece worker who contracts to take a certain
number of children through a certain number of tasks in a pre-specified
time.

It is interesting to note that in some respects, particularly as far
as the managemen*. of the grc.ap and of materials is concerned, the role of
the teacher in the new mocdels i‘esembles that of the teacher in the

traditional nursery school more ihan that of the teacher in the traditional

elementary school. But, in genersal, the traditional nursery school




approach has not succeeded as well as the more innovative programs

vhen dealing witn children in poverty areas. The difference, according
to Bereiter (1972) and others is that the traditional nursery school
teacher does ro+ .astruct. The "traditional approach," Bereiter says,
"does rot represent a different way of teaching from those represented
in newer programs but simply represents a lower order of program, one
that is more custodial and less purposefully educational." "The true
issue,” he adds, "is not how young children should be taught but
whether."

In contrast to this position, Weikart distinguishes betwecen programs
that are custodial and those, like the traditional preschool programs
found on colliege campuses and originally envisioned for llead Start,
that are child centered. In these, the child initiates and the teacher

responds. When well implemented, he finds, these programs do as well for

disadvantaged children as other modeis. The crucial variable is the

teacher and the support she has.

Clearly, we need to know much more about the range of child initi-
ations and the variety of teaclier responses to such initiations, that
is, more about the teach;ng process particularly at the preschool level.
Observational studies will help but are probably not sufficient. Ways
need to be found to reveal more than the teacher's responses. Are they
merely intuitive or are they guided by theoretical knowledge? It is

probably true for the preschool teacher, as Jackson (1969) reports for
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' the elementary teacher, that tune ongoing denianis of the classroom are too
intense for on-the-spot reflection. But tiis need not precluie an &nalysis
of the teacher's pre-planning in relation to what actually occurred, nor

' perhaps move importantly, an analysis of her reflections on those

occurences. S

Other questions need to be asked. For exanpie, how does the

teaching dore by parent participants, volunteers, para-professionals

differ from that done by the professionally trained teacher? Or d::s

it differ initially and *then come to resemble the teacher? Insistence

g

that at least one member of the team needs professional training seems
reasonable. But where are the data to show what the professional does
diffcrently from the less well trained! Are the differences important
to ithe child's thinking and learning or may they merely reflect cultural
differences in child rearing practices that have no necessary consequence
to the child's eventual development? Obviously questions such as these
cannot be easily or quickly answered, but it is clear that we need to
look closely and carefully at the variety of strategies adults have
b for teaching the young child, and give consideration to their effects
! on him, ‘

The fact that programs for three- ané fcur-year-olds and to an
increasing extent theose for five- and six-year-olds increasingly involve

the operation of a team raises additional questions about the teacher's

role. How much of her time is spent in interaction, not with children




22

but with other adults, and what goes on in those interactions? What
effect does this changing and expansion of the teacher's role have cn
her effectiveness with children and on satisfactions she derives from it?

In the past it appeared that many individuals Qho elected to
teach at the earliest levels, did so becaus? they preferred working with
children to working with adults. Is this true at the present time?

The researchers appear to agree that teachers differ in how well
they fill the teaching role but they seem not to have asked what
qualities in the teacher make for a good fit wivh a particular model.
Would & good Engelman-Becker teacher also be a good EDC teacher and
vice versa? Put another way, are self-selecting and matching processes
at work, so that the teacher teaches well if the curriculum and the age
period is one to which she is cognitively and emotionally well adapted?

And what if the teacher is a man? The increasing involvement of
men in early childhood piograus provides an excellent opportunity to
examine some of the assumptions that have dominated teaching at this
level. Has it been dominated by feminine conceptions and goals? Do
those who are consciously aware of sex stersotyping teach differently from

those who are more tradifionally oriented?

The Institutional Setting

Investigation of teaching should also raise questions =bout another
set of variables., those having to do with its institutional setting.

Preschool programs are now to be found in many public schools, but they
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are also affiliated with a variety of community agencies, and in some
instances are relatively autonomous. Does the setting affect the teaching
and the progrs™, and in what ways? The younger the children the less
amenable they are to the kinds of regulations that have come to
characterl ze many elementary schools. Are programs in schools more
constricted than those in other settings? What is the nature of the
interaction between the teachers and the administration? Does the pre-
kindergarten program tend to become isolated as it appears the kindergarten
did earlier or is it incorporated into the totality of the schocl?
Evidence related to questions such as these is particularly
important at this timr when many people find persuasive the argument
that extension of public education downward can oniy result in the same

kind of bureaucratizetion that pervades elementary and secondary education.

§g§earch and the Researcher

I1f bureaucracy is inherent in the public school system it is also
an inevitable concomitsmt of large scale resesrch. Many of the questions
that I heve raised here could be incorporated in a grand design, involving
many schools and centers, many children and meny, many teachers in many
parts of the country. But we may be in a position to ask different and
better questions if we first pursue some cf the questions we now have in
smaller vays, with the participation, not merely the cooperation, of
parents snd teachers. When they are involved from the beginning, helping

to formulate the purposes of the research, considering the evidence to be
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grthered, hovw it is to be validated, and how Lt is to be used, research
should take on new meaning, no. as something esoteric but as a means to

the end of improved nrsciice.

Millie Almy

School of Eduwcation
University or California
Berkeley, Ca, 9Lk720
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EARLY CHILDHOOD RESEARCH: SECOND THOUGHTS AND NEXT STEPS

In the past decade the period o£ early childhood has received
unprecedented attention from psychologists and educators and from the
public. During these years hundreds of experimental studies and
demonstration projects have focused on the young child's development and
learning, both as an individual, and in groups. The research reports
must be weighed by the ton.

Wlhere is all this leading us? To expanded programs of early edvcation?
To better support for comprehensive child development programs? To more
research and development? The answers to these questions are not un-
equivocal but thsre is some reason to believe that the heyday of early
childhood education expansion is, if not over, at least threatened. We
may not yet have reached the "morning after" but there are indications
on all sides that a period of sober reflection is in order. The
challenges posed in articles as those by my colleague William Rohwer (1971.)

in the Harvard Education Review and by Raymond Moore (1972) in a recent

issue of Harpers are real. They will not go unnoticed by either the public
or by policy makers.

In a sense both Rohwer and Moore contend that the available research
does not Justify further expansion of early education, at least of a school
centered sort. Moore, particularly, urges that children possibly up to
the age of seven or eight, not be subjected to what he calls “early

schooling," unless and until research indicates that such is clearly

beneficial and in no way harmful.




My contention 7. that both the temper of the times and today's social
realities, including changing family patterns, and the nature of much of our
housing, have created an inevitable demand for early education. Many
parents are in desperate need of care and education beyond that they them-
selves give their children. The kinds of options available to them seem
to me likely to depend more on political realities than on the state of
the knowledge on which such care and education might be planned.

This statement does not mean that the researchers shoul(. now abdicate
their scientific roles for political roles. It does mean that the
educational researcher, like the rest of his colleagues in science and
technology, cannot isolate himself from the social and political context
in which he works. Nor, I think, can he escape the fact that whatever
practices derive from his theory and research have their social, moral
and ethical consequences.

For purposes of this paper I shall try to avoid the rhetoric
attendant upon an examination of the large consequences inherent in
early childhood research, and look rather tn what does seem to have
been accomplished, and to what seem to be some of the questions that now
need to be answered.

What I have to say is based mostly on impressicns from reading some
of the research reports and many of the veview articles that have appeared
recently, scanning the developmental and educational psychology

Journals, and the ERIC materials related to early childhood.




Early childhood research encompasses both the basic psychological
research releted to development and learning, and that dealing more
specifically with the child in the educational setting. While the latter
concern is of major consideration here, some consideration needs also

to be given more basic research.

Bas)c Psyvchological R:search

As Bettye Caldwell (1970, has said, the initiation of Project Head
Start in 1965 gave instant status to a field (early childhood education]
that had long been a step-child of both education and psychology. The
politics of the time provided many psychologists the opportunity to
validate certain aspects of developmental and learning theory ir natural
settings, such ar Head Start, and more importantly in experimental prog:-ams
where closer monitoring was possitle.

New avenues of inquiry opened as three-, four- and five-year-olds
of widely differing backgrounds became readily available for the research
of psychologists who had previously worked with older caildren or with
middle class nursery school and kindergarten youngsters. Initially,
it is true, they teried to treat the cultural differences they found as
deficits. G.radually, ho;ever, many have moved toward the view that
learning and thinking cannot be adequately understood apart from their
cultural context. Certainly, if developmental psychology is more compre-
hensive and less ethnocentric than a decade ago, Head Start and other

inncvative early childhood programs have coatributed to the change.
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As of now, the initial excitement over increasing intelligence and

achievement by providiug preschool curricula based on particular psycnological
The presc’ ool

Harder questions are being examined.

theories has died uown.
Attentiora. and

child's total functioning is under closer scrutiny.
His play is beginning to receive

motivation factors are being examined.
Recearchers are no lorger limiting their interest

serious consideration.
to the readily accessible thre.- and four-ycar-olds but are extensively
In

studying infants and beginning to devote attention to the toddlers.
occasional instances, psychologists are moving back and forth between the
laboratory and the classroom, using the latter to validate and illuminate

the findings of the former. Longitudinal studies, essential if we are to

have any grasp of tane ultimate effects of intervention or of different
ways of child caring and education, are under way. The knowledge
base on which early childhood education can be built is expanding and

undergoing revision.
To some extent current early chilihood education reflects this expanding

knowledge base. But it also shows sone lag.

Educational Research
Michael Katz in his book Class, hureaucracy and the Schools (1971)

of young children

notes that the recent exparsion of educriion downward in the attempt to
improve the intellectual skil)quas parallelled br the nineteenth century

introduction of the kindergarten to improve attitudes and correct un-
The kindergartens, it seems, did not have to

favorable home influences.
provide the scientific evidence of accomplishment that is expected from

the present day programs.
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{ter the initially promising reports from small scale experimental
programs the negative findings of the Westinghouse report on Head
Start, 1968, led to a "national debate" (Hellmuth, 1970) that continues.
Meanwhile, what might be termed the side effects of Head Start, including
such changes as the increased involvement of parents in school and community
affairs, and the improved availability of h2alth and other services have
been examined (Kircchncr-Associates, 1970). Follow through programs of
differing kinds have been put into operation. Research designed to compare
the relative effectiveness of difrerent curriculum models is underway
(Planned Variation, 1971). By the end of 1971, the available evidence from
a nurber of evaluative and comparative studies of Head Start and other
experimental programs had been reviewed several times. (See for example,
Datta, 1972; McFadden, 1970; Miller, 1972; Stearns, 1971). The research

problems were given major prominence in Volume 3 of the Disadvantaged Child,

edited by Hellmuth, and also in the 1972 Yearbook of the National Society
for tne Study of Education.

Stearns (1971) in a report to the Office of Child Development,
sunmarizes the evidence succinctly. She notes that, over the short run,
public preschool programs.have been successful in changing the intellectual
and social behavior of disadvanteged children in positive directions.

In smell scale expertly staffed experimental programs, the improvements
in measured intellectuual abilities have been even more striking. However,

after several years the children who have had the preschool experience show

no advantage as far as school achievement is concerned over those who did

not have it.




Reactions 1o the "Failure" of Farly Intervention

These findings haje brought forth a range of reactions on the part
of the researchers, policy makers and *he public. Such reactions are, of
course, tied to the reactor's views of what is going on in other aspects
of our society, and to his theories of development and learning.
Accordingly they are more complex than are the three categories that I
am assigning them,

to extend public education downward."

First, "let's abandon the effortn This reaction finds support in
current studies rurporting to show that schooling mekes relatively little
difference in adult status and income (Bane and Jencks 1972). Such a
reaction also finds some support among those who have come to recognize
that many, if not most, of the preschool programs have been culturally
biased to a limited middle class view not only in goals and tests but
also in program content.

A second reaction is "put the responsibility for early education
back in the home where it belongs." This reaction receives support from
the finding that the most effective experimental programs have been

parental
characterized bypunderstanding of program purposes and by enlistment of
the mother as a teacher either in the classroom or the home. Research in
infancy is also called on to support this view.

A third reaction comes from those with a so-called “traditional"
nursery school view. It says, "let's take the cognitive pressure off

the preschooler and give proper attention to his social and emotional

development." TLis reaction goes along with the statement John Anderson

Ay,




made about the content of preschool programs nearly twenty-five years

ago. "It is not what the child learns in formal terms which is important
but what he gains from experiences in the way of self-control, emotional
balance, initiative, interest, and enthusiasm for the material in question."
Unfortunately, vhile it has been possible, albeit roughly, to measure
cognitive gains, whatever social and emotional benefits have accrued in
the experimental programs have been difficult to mealure.

It seems tc me unlikely that any of these reactions clearly point

the direction early education, particularly that for the child between the
ages of three and five is likely to take. It is true that kindergartens
have only gradually been accepted as an integral part of public schooling
and still have some way to go in that direction. But it is also true that,
apart from the public schools, a variety of private, cooperative, end
commercial ventures have made some form of early education available to
many parents. An increasing number of less privileged parents have also
enrolled their chiidren in early childhood programs. From neithexr group,

I think, is there any ground sweli of opinion urging the abolitica of available
nursery schools, prekindergarten or kindergarten programs. Nor, I think,

is there any demand that ‘early education, whethef for three-, four- or
even five-year-oids should be made compulsory. But in both groups, I sense
a growing conviction that a wider range of options for parentsgas
related to both educatior. and care, is essential. Regardless of whether
these options are provided within the public school system or are developed

~

in the community and operated by the parents, there are any number of




persistent questions that can only be answered through research efforts.
Some of these areas of needed research require comprchensive planning,
beyond the scope of any single center, but others are more limited and could
be carried on by the staff and parents within a single center or group of

centers. We need the kind of research that helps us do a better job with children.

Strategies for Comprehensive Research

Carl Bereiter (1972), noting that, "existing technology already
enables us to teach young children far more than they can benefit from,"
suggests that what we need to do is to 'construct articulated educational
programs that permit us to teach in the preschool what will be of use later
and to teach later what builds upon what was taught in the preschool.”

He thinks there is little to be gainecd in research limitea t¢o the pre-
school level. Rather, preschool research should now be incorporated into
the programs of research st the elementary school level. .

My colleague, William Rohwer (1972) takes a somewhat similar stand.
Drawing on his own research in verbal learnirg he propcses a strategy for
establishing how and when a particular .ill or particuiar content can
be learned with ease. The strategy involves cumulative research using
tasks that tap a psychological process invclved in school learning; applying
these tasks, which should resemble but also differ from typical school
tasks, over as wide a developemental range as possible to determine
possible developmental shifts; experimenting to find the conditions for
optimal performance at different ages and with different kinds of children.

Instruction would then be planned in accordance with the findings.




This strategy has considerable appeal, and might lead to a revolution
in instruction if the array of psychological processes involved in school
learning could be readily identified. Rohwer underscores his intent to
search not for ways of making children precocious but for ways of
assisting them to be optimally effective. Some of his work so far has
led him to suggest that formel schooling might well be posipened to age

seven or even later.

The Developmental Context of Instruction

The importance of developmental in' estigation as an inherent part of
any attempt to move from the psychology of learning to a program of
instruction cannot be overestimated. As Sigel (1972) has pointed out,
the hwnan organism is made up of a variety of subsystems -~ perceptual,
cognitive, language, sensori-motor and so on. The relationships among
these systems appear to differ at different stages of development and
instruction releted to a particular subsystem may hsve different effects
on other subsystems at different points in time. The cumulative effects
of instruction in one subsystem may also depend on the nature of the
contexts for learning at‘succeeding stages of development.

Sheldon White (1970) has outlined the matrix of developmental changes
that occur between five and seven years, His evidence, drawn from many
different fields, highlights the many respects in which the preschooler

thinks, learns and generally responds differently from the older child.

of the 3 and 4-year old

But the significance of the developmental characteristicsAdoes not seem

to have been very deeply explored by either program developers or educational

researchers. While some program developers in the decade of the 60's
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' These relationships, shz added,“greatly complicate

environmental effects.'
the problems of the research worker." In 1972, Messick and Barrows again
comment on such relationships, but propose a methodology for dealing with
them. They spell out in considerable detail, the domains in which measure-~
ment must occur if che effects of & particular intervention or program are
to be adequately understood.

In some of these domains measuring instruments are already available,
in others they must be developed. One hopes for caution and reflection
here, for it is quite clear that many of the inadequacies of the presently
available research stem from the use of instruments that were not really
appropriate for the uses to which they were put.

In any event, at this point in time it is not clear whether many
large scale studies, involving many children, and the manipulations ~°
many variables, will be funded. Even if they should be, research of o
rather different sort is also in order.

Within eaca of the measurement domains outlined by Messick and
Barrows there are many questions that need to be answered. In many
instances, small scale studies, perhaps repliceted many times, seem in
order. Furthermore, man; questions cannot be adequately aaswered nor will
whatever answers are found make any difference to early childhood

educstion, unless ways can be found to involve both teachers and parents

in the research process.
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Scepticism About Research

It is no secret that educational research, and perhaps most
especially, early childhood education resarch currently faces a credibility
gap. Parenis, particularly those in minority groups, but many others as
well, are not inclined to give permission for their children to participate
in any experiments. Research has no pay-off where they are concerned.
They are no more sceptical than are many of today's college students.
Finally, despite the fact that many of today's early childhood teachers
have been involved in various sorts of research, few of them ere asking
for more involvement. Nor does there appear to be much evidence that
whatever involvement they have had is reflected in different or more
effective teaching.

In 1967, following a decade that had been noteworthy for the number
of research and demonstration programs, many rzlated to early childhood,
Goodlad and Klein and a group of associates visited and observed in some
one-hundred-and-fifty kindergarten and primary classrooms across the
country. They sought evidence as to how the reforms implicit in the
research and demonsiration efforts were reflected in the classrooms. They
found little. A later study of nursery schools brought equally dreary
results. My own informal observations on two coasts have pinpointed some
classrooms that clesrly do reflect what has been going on in research and
in innovative programs in the last decade. But they have -0t led me to
believe that their ef.ects are more widespread than Goodlad and Klein

found.
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The reason research has not been more effectively translated into
practice may have to do with the nature of the research enterprise, and
perhaps with its funding. The available research technology makes it quite
possible to collect and analyze data relating to a multiplicity of variables
in quantities unthinkable a decade or two ago. The data and its analysis
take on a reality and meaning of their own, quite apart from the educational
situations and problems they represent. The distance between the researchers
and the researched widens. Perhaps it can be said that as the ccgnitive
distance between the research and its intended consumer increases, interest
in applying it ﬁecreases. One is reminded of the old story of the farmer
who informed the county agent that he had no wish to try any new methods.

He already knew how to farm better than he was farming.

Whether or not involvement, as a participant, not merely a subject,
in research having clear relevance to the classroom or to the children,
would improve practice and increase parent and teacher support for
further research is, of course, an empirir~al question.

Reference to the "action research" that was popular in the early
1950's may provide some clues for answering this question, but circumstances
then differ in many respects from those today. Today's technology, both
for research and for education has advanced far beyond that of the fifties.
It is paralleled by even more spectacular advances in other areas,

profoundly affecting our ideology.
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Leon Kass (1972), in a recent issue of Scieace writes, "Ve are
witnessing the erosion, perhaps the final erosion, of the idea of man
as something splendid or divine and the replacement with a view that
sees man no less than nature as simply more raw material for manipulation
and homogenization." Hope, he thinks, "lies only in education, in a public
educated about the ways and limits of science and enlightened in its use
of technology." Further he suggests that the current lack of money for
research gives time to rethink and reorder our priorities.

The situation with regard to early childhood education research is
not dissimilar to that Kass describes for biological research. Funding is
likely to be relatively limited. We too need time to rethink and reorder

our priorities keeping in mind our concern for maintaining our humanness.
Vhat are some of the steps we might be taking?
Next_Steps

We have only to look at what Messick and Barrows have identified as
domains of largely unmeasured variables to formulate somes of the questions

researchers, together with parents and teachers, might investigate.

The Child and His Family

Consider first the child and his family. There shovld be no need to
belabor the ethnocentric assumptions in much recent early childhood
research and in many programs. With increasing awareness of the stereo-
typing implicit in the nature of cultural deprivation, it may be possible
to come to terms with the realities faced by parents in different groups
and the specific nature of ciheir strengths, their concerns and aspirations
for their children as well as the specific nature of their relationships

with them.




cognitive processes in young children, have been developed.
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The notion of the "whole child" needs reconsideration, not as a cliché,

but with a view to better understanding of the meaning of individualization.

In the last decade many measures of cognition, many ways of looking at

Is it not

time to examine more closely how such processes are reflected in the

social-emotional behavior of the individual child as well as in hiw

-chool tasks? Are assessment procedures to be limited to cognitive

Ironesses? What is a reasonable balance between time given to assessment,

time given to instruction and time for the child to proceed on his own?
Currently, at least in some parts of the country, and even as early as
kindergarten as much or more time is spent in assessment as in instruction,
with little if any time left for the child's autonomous investigation and
learning, for him to find out who he is.

While one finds in the current literature of early childhood eduéation,
and in the research related to it, considerable emphasis on invividualization,
.case studies of young children revealing the nature of their individuality
and its significance for their education are rarely encountered. Do we
not need in the 1970's researchers who will work with parents, teachers
and children to show now young Black, Chicano, Asian, Native American and
other children from varying backgrounds cope with their widening world,
much as Lois Murphy described Topeka children in the 1950's?

Ways also need to be found to get at the children's perceptions

of what goes on in the classroom. It is too easy to assume that their

performance reveals all they know or feel. How many times, for example,
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have children presented a facade to the teachers such as that recently
reported by an anthropologicsl observer (Burger, 1972). A group of
Spanish surname six-year-olds were lteing taught English in a behavicr
modification program. They were nul responding appropriately, givirg
the teacher, for example, an orange when she asked for an apple. Once
the teacher left the room, however, the children with roars of laughter,

began an elaborate mimicry of the earlie~ task, firit giving the

correct response to each object, and then chanting every possible wrong

name.

The Classroom and the Teaching

The classroom and the teaching each represent additic.al domains
for investigation. In recent research the curriculum model in use has
received major sttention. Indeed, for e period of two or three years,
finding dimensions on which to categorize different curricula became a

preoccupation for many early childhood educators. Judgiig from the reports

of Gordon and of Soar in the recent N.S.S.E. Yearbook that preoccupation

has finally paid off, at least at the kindergarten and first grade levels.
Applying interaction analysis, adapted to identify both affective and
cognitive aspects and the sequences of teacher and pupil talk, to class-
rooms representing eight curriculum models, Soar was able to identify

three groups of classrooms within which the differences were not significant,
althougn the differences between the groups were significant. It should

be noted, however, that the variability within the classrooms representing

a single curriculum model was greater than the differences from model to

model.




The classroom processes revealed by the analysis were found tc

relate to the cognitive growth of the children. Greater teacher direction
increased simple-concrete learning but at the expense of compliex-abstract
growth. Soar (1972) notes, however, that there are limits with respect

to the amounts of pupil freedom, interaction and self-direction that

are functional.

Soar's study, taken in conjunction with Gordecn's analysis of the
instructional theory underlyins the various curriculum models raises &
number of questioné about curriculum, more ahout teeching.

Aside from the differing reliance they place on workbooks most of
the curriculum models loo)k surprisingly alike when seen in onreration.

Each has a similar array of toys, games and audio-visual equipment, plus
the paint, clay, blocks, and in some instances housekeeping equipment

that has been standard in the nursery school for years. Does this
seemingly infinite variety of materials and equipment really enhance

the children's learning? Or does it merely reflect the American propensity
for conspicucus consumption? Clearly the teacher is under less pressure
“n intervene in the children's activities, if there are enough, or more
than enough, materials ts keep them busy on their own. But how do the
children use the materials? What ones are essential? What is gained by
adding others? Is it possible to have so many as to detract from both

the social and the cognitive interaction of the children? May the teacher

become so involved in the acquisition and upkeep and storage of

curriculum materials as to lose sight of their essential purpose?
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As Weikart (1972) has commented, the curriculum is for the teacher

more than for the children. It may be useful to examire the elements of
the curriculum that further the fulfillment of the teachi- g role as
contrasted with those that may actually impede it. For . is the role of

the teacher that is the major difference between curricu.um models.

The Teacher's Role

None of the models assumes that the teacher is a mere bystander.
The models differ, liowever, not only in the expected extent.of the teacher's
involvement with the children but more importantly in the coghitive demand
that involvement places on her. Thus, Gordon's analysis of the models
finds that the Engelmann-Becker model requires the least- cognitive

on the purt of the teacher,
effort Aand the EDC model the most. These extremes reflect the prevailing
uncertainity as to whether the teacher is to be regarded as a prcfessional
who makes decisions, or whether, in terms of gome of the current pressure
for accountability, she is a piece worker who contracts to take a certain
number of children through a certain number of %tasks in a pre-specified
time.

It is interesting to note that in some respects, particularly as far
as the managemen® of the grc.ap and of materials is concerned, the role of
the tzacher in the new models .cesembles that of the teacher in the

traditional nursery school more ‘han that of the teacher in the traditional

elementary school. But, in genersal, the traditional nursery school
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approach has not succeeded as well as the more innovative programs

vhen dealing with children in poverty areas. The difference, according
to Bereiter (1972) and others is that the traditional nursery school
teacher does not instruct. The "traditional approach," Bereiter says,
"does not represent a different way of teaching from those represented
in newer programs but simply represents a lower order of program, one
that is more custodial and less purposefully educational." "The true
issue," he adds, "is not how young children should be taught but
whether."

In contrast to this position, Weikart distinguishes between programs
that are custodial and those, like the traditional preschool programs
found on college campuses and originally envisioned for lead Start,
that are child centered. In these, the child initiates and the teacher
responds. When well implemented, he finds, these programs do as well for
‘disadvantaged children as other models. The crucial variable is the
teacher and the support she has.

Clearly, we need to know much more about the range of child initi-
ations and the variety of teacher responses to such initiations, that
is, more about the teach;ng process particularly at the preschool level.
Observational studies will help but are probably not sufficient. Ways
need to be found to reveal more than the teacher's responses. Are they
merely intuitive or are they guided by theoretical knowledge? It is

probably true for the preschool teacher, as Jackson (1969) reports for
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the elementary teacher, that the ongoing denanuas of the classroom are too
intense for on-the-spot reflection. But this need not precluie an analysis
of the teacher's pre-planning in relation to what actuslly occurred, nor
perhaps movre importantly, ean analysis of her reflections on those
occurences. A

Other questions need to be asked. For exxuple, how does the
teaching dorne by parent participants, volunteers, para-professionals
differ from that done by the professionally trained teacher? Or d.:s
it dif -r initially and then come to resemble the teacher? Insistence
that at least one member of the tcam needs professional training seems
reasonable. bBut where are the data to show what the professional does
diffcrently from the less well trained! Are the differences important
to the child's thinking and learning or may they merely reflect cultural
differences in child rearing practices that have no necessary consequence
to the child's eventual development? Obviously auestions such as these
cannot be easily or quickly answered, but it is clear that we need to
look closely and carefully at the variety of strategies adults have
for teaching the young child, and give consideration to their effects
on him, .

The fact that programs for three- ané fcur~-year-olds and to an
increasing extent those for five- and six-year-olds increasingly involve
the operation of a team raises additional questions about the teacher's

role. How much of her time is spent in interaction, not with children
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but with other adults, and what pgoes on in those interactions? What
effect does this changing and expansion of the teacher's role have cn
her effectiveness with children and on satisfactions she derives from it?

In the past it appeared that many individuals Qho elected to
teach at the earliest levels, did so becaus? they pre<erred working with
children to working with adults. Is this true at the present time?

The researchers appear to agree that teachers differ in how well
they fill the teaching role but they seem not to hLave asked what
qualities in the teacher make for a good fit with a particular model.
Would & good Engelman-Becker teacher also be a good EDC teacher and
vice versa? Put another way, are self-selecting and matching processes
at work, so that the teacher teaches well if the currieculum and the age
period is one to which she is cognitively &and emotionally well adapted?

And what if the teacher is a man? The increasing involvement of
men in early childhood programs provides an excellent opportunity to
examine some of the assumptions that have dominated teaching at this
level. Has it been dominated by feminine conceptions and goals? Do
those who are consciously aware of sex ster=otyping teach differently from

those who are more tradifionally oriented?

The Institutional Setting

Investigation of teaching should also raise questions =sbout another
set of variables, those having to do with its institutional setting.

Preschool programs are now to be found in many public schools, but they




23

are also affiliated with a variety of community agencies, and ir some
instances are relatively autonomous. Does the setting affect the teacking
and the progrsm, and in what ways? The younger the children the less
amenable they are to the kinds of regulations that have come to
characterSze many elementary schools. Are programs in schools more
constricted than those in other settings? What is the nature of the
interaction between the teachers and the admipistration? Does the pre-
kindergarten program tend to become isolated as it appears the kindergarten
did earlier or is it incorporated into the totality of the schocl?
Evidence related to questions such as these is particularly
important at this time when many people find persuasive the argument
that extension of public education downward can only result in the same

kind of bureaucratizetion that pervades clementary and secondary education.

Research and the Researcher

If bureaucracy is inhcrent in the public school system it is also
an inevitable concomitsnt of large scale research. Many of the questions
that I have raised here could be incorporated in a grand design, involving
many schools and centers, many children and meny, aany teachers in many
parts of the country. But we may be in a position to ask different and
better questions if we fiyst pursue some cf the questions we now have in
smaller ways, with the participation, not merely the cooperation, of
parents and teachers. When they are involved from the beginning, helping

to formulate the purposes of the research, considering the evidence to be




gathered, how it is to be ve
should take on new meaning,

the end of improved practice
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In the past decade the period o£ early childhood has received
unprecedented attention from psychologists and educators and from the
public. During these years hundreds of experimental studies and
demonstration projects have focused on the young child's development and
learning, both as an individual, and in groups. The research reports
must be weighed by the ton.

Vhere is all this leading us? To expanded programs of early education?
To better support for comprehensive child development programs? To more
research and development? The answers to these questions are not un-
equivocal but there is some reason to believe that the heyday of early
childhood education expansion is, if not over, at least threatened. We
may not yet have reached the "morning after" but there are indications
on all sides that a period of sober reflection is in order. The
challenges posed in articles as those by my colleague William Rohwer {(1972)

in the Harvard Education Review and by Raymond Moore (1972) in a recent

issue of Harpers are real, They will not go unnoticed by either the public
or by policy makers.

In a sense both Rohwer and Moore contend that the available research
does not Justify further expansion of early education, at least of a school
centered sort. Moore, particularly, urges that children possibly up to
the age of seven or eight, not be subjected to what he calls “"early
schooling," unless and until research indicates that such is clearly

beneficial and in no way harmful.




My contention #°. that both the temper of the times and today's social
realities, including changing femily patterns, and the nature of much of our
housing, have created an inevitable demand for early education. Many
parents are in desperate need of care and education beyond that they them-~
selves give their children. The kinds of options available to them seem
to me likely to depend more on political realities than on the state of
the knowledge on which such care and education might be planned.

This statcment does not mean that the researchers shoul(. now abdicate
their scientific roles for political roles. It does mean that the
educational researcher, like the rest of his colleagues in science and
technology, cannot isolate himself from the social and political context
in which he works. Nor, I think, can he escape the fact that whatever
practices derive from his theory and research have their social, moral
and ethical consequences.

For purposes of this paper I shall try to avoid the rhetoric
attendant upon an examination of the large consequences inherent in
early childhood resesrch, and look rather to what does seem to have
been accomplished, and to what seem to be some of the questions that now
need to be answered. )

What I have to say is based mostly on impressicns from reading some
of the research reports snd many of the vreview articles that have appeared
recently, scanning the developmental and educational psychology

Journals, and the ERIC materials related to early ch’ldhood.




Early childhood research encompasses both the basic psychological
research releted to development and learning, and that dealing more
specifically with the child in the educational setting. iile the latter
concern jis of major consideration here, some consideration needs also

to be given morc basic research.

Basic Psychological Research

As Bettye Caldwell {1970) has said, the initiation of Project Head
Start in 1965 gave instant status to a field (early childhood education)
taat had long been a step-child of both education and psychology. The
politics of the time provided many psychologists the opportunity to
validate certain aspects of developmental and learning theory ir natural
settings, such as Head Start, and more importantly in experimental prog:-ams
where closer monitoring was possible.

New avenues of inquiry opened as three-, four- and five-year-olds
of widely differing backgrounds became readily available for the research
of psychologists who had previously worked with older caildren or with
middle class nursery school and kindergarten youngsters. Initially,
it is true, they terded to treat the cultural differences they found as
deficits. radually, ho;ever, many have moved toward the view that
learning and thinking cannot be adequately understood apart from their
cultural context. Certainly, if' developmental psychology is more compre-
hensive and less ethnocentric than a decade ago, Head Start and other

innovative early childhood programs have coatributed to the change.
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As of now, the .nitial excitement over increasing intelligence and
achievement by providi.g preschool curricula based on particular psycnological
theories has died uown. Harder questions are being examined. The preschool
child's total functioning is under closer scrutiny. Attentional and
motivation factors are being examined. His play is beginning to receive
serious consideration. Researchers are no longer limiting their interest
to the readily accessible three- and four-yrar-olds but are cxtensively
studying infants and beginning to devote attention to the toddlers. In
occasional instances, psychologisis are moving back and forth between the
laboratory and the classroom, using the latter to validate and illuminate
the findings of the former. Longitudinal séudies, essential if we are to
have any grasp of the ultimate effects of intervention or of different
ways of child caring and education, are under way. The knowledge
base on which early childhood educstion can be built is expanding and

undergoing revision.

To some extent current early chilihood education reflects this expanding

knowledge base. But it also shows sone lag.

Educational Research

Michael Katz in his book Class, hureaucracy and the Schools (1971)

notes that the recent expansion of educriion downward in the attempt to
of young children

improve the :ntellectual skilﬁghyas parallelled by the nineteenth century

introduction of the kindergarten to improve attitudes and correct un-

favorable home influences. The kindergartens, it seems, did not have to

provide the scientific evidence of accomplishment that is expected from

the present day programs.
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After the initially promising reports from small scale experimental
programs the negative findings of the Westinghouse report on Head
Start, 1968, led to a "national debate" (Hellmuth, 1970) that continues.
Meanwhile, what might be termed the side effects of Head Start, including
such changes as the increased involvement of parents in school and community
affairs, and the improved availability of health and other services have
been examined (Kir;chner-Associates, 1970). Follow through programs of
differing kinds have been put into operation. Research designed to compare
the relative effectiveness of difrerent curriculum models is underway
(Planned Variation, 1971). By the end of 1971, the available evidence from
a nurber of evaluative and comparative studies of Head Start and other
experimental programs had been reviewed several times. (See for example,
Datta, 1972; McFadden, 1970; Miller, 1972; Stearns, 1971). The research

problems were given major prominence in Volume 3 of the Disadvantaged Child,

edited by Hellmuth, and also in the 1972 Yearbook of the National Society
for tne Study of Education.

Stearns (1971) in a report to the Office of Child Develcpmernt,
sumnmarizes the evidence succinctly. She notes that, over the short run,
public preschool programs.have been successful in changing the intellectual
and social behavior of disadvantaged children in positive directionms.

In smell scale expertly staffed experimental programs, the improvements
in measured intellectual abilities have been even more striking. However,

after several years the children who have had the preschool experience show

no advantage as far as school achivvement is ccncerned over those who did

not have it.




Reactions to the "Failure" of Farly Intervention

These findings have brought forth a range of reactions on the part
of the researchers, policy makers and %he public. Such reactions are, of
course, tied to the recactor's views of what is going on in other aspects
of our society, and to his theories - ¢ development and learning.
Accordingly they are more complex than are the three categories that I
am assigning them,

to extend public education downward."

First, "let's abandon the effortp This reaction finds support in
current studies purporting to show that schooling mekes relatively little
difference in adult status and income (Bane and Jencks 1972). Such a
reaction also fiads some support among those who have come to recognize
that many, if not most, of the preschool programs have been culturslly
biased to a limited middle class view not only in goals and tests but
also in program content.

A second reaction is "put the responsibility for early education
back in the home where it belongs." This reactinn receives support from
the finding that the most effective experimental programs have been

parental
characterized bypunderstanding of program purposes and by enlistment of
the mother as u teacher either in the classroom or the home. Research in
infancy is also called on to support this view.

A third reaction comes from those with a so-called “traditional"
nursery school view. It says, "let's take the cognitive pressure off
the preschooler and give proper attention to his social and emotional

development." This reaction goes along with the statement John Anderson




made about the content of preschool programs nearly twenty-five years

ago. "It is not what the child lcarns in formal terms which is important
but what he gains from experiences ia the way of self-control, emotional
balance, initiative, interest, and enthusiasm for the material in question."
Unfortunately, while it has been possible, albeit roughly, to measure
cognitive gains, whatever social and emotional benefits have accrued in
the experimental programs have been difficult to measure.

It seems tc me unlikely that any of these reactions clearly point

the direction early education. particularly that for the child between the
ages of three and five is likely to teke. It is true that kindergartens
have only gradually becn accepted as an integral part of public schooling
and still have some way to go in that direction. But it is also true that,
apart from the public schools, & variety of private, cooperative, end
commercial ventures have made some form of early education available to
many parents. An increasing number of less privileged parents have also
enrolled their chiidren in early childhood programs. From neither group,

I think, is there any ground sweli of opinionurging the aboliti  of available
nursery schools, prekindergarten or kindergarten progranms. Nor, I think,
”is there any demand that ‘early education, whethef for thvee-, four- or

even five-year-oids should be made compulsory. But in both groups, I sense
a growing conviction that u wider range of options for parents,as

related to both education and care, is essential. Regardless of whether
these options are provided within the public school system or are developed

N

in the community and operated by the parents, there are any namber of
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persistent questions that can only be answerca through resecarch efforts.
Some of these areas of necded research require comprehensive planning,
beyond the scope of any single center, bul others are more limited and could
be carried on by ‘the staff and parents within a single center or group of

centers. We need the kind of research that helps us do a better job with children.

Strategies for Comprehensive Research

Carl Bereiter (1972), noting that, "existing techno'iogy already
enegbles us to teach young children far more than they can benefit from,"
suggests that what we need to do is to "construct articulated e¢ducstional
programs that permit us 10 teach in the preschool what will be of use later
and to teach later what builds upon what was tawyght in %he preschool.”

He thinks there is little to be gainecd in research linmitea tc the pre-~
school level. Rather, preschool research should now be incorporated into
the programs of research at the elementary school level. .

My colleague, William Rohwer (1972) takes a somewhat similar stand.
Drawing on his own research in verbal leariing he proposes a strategy for
establishing how and when a particular skill or particular content can
be learned with ease. The strategy involves cumulative research using
tasks that tap a psychological process involved in school learning; applying
these tasks, which should resemble but also differ from typical school
tasks, over as wide a Jevelopemental range as possible to determine
possible developmental shifts; experimenting to find the conditions for
optimal performance at different ages and with different kinds of children.

Instruction would then be planned in accordance with the findings.




This strategy has considerable appeal, and !
in instruction if the array of psycholcgical pro
learning could be readily identified. Rohwer un
search not for ways of making children precociou
assisting them to be optimally effective. Scrme
led him to suggest that formsl schooling might we

seven or even later.

The Developmental C.ntext of Instruction

The ‘mportance of developmentel investigati:
any attempt to move from the psychology of Jearn.
instruction cannot be overestimated. As Sigel (.
the human organism is made up of a variety of sul
cognitive, language, sensori-motor and so on. T
these systems appear to differ at different stag
instruction releted to a particular subsystem ma
on other subsystems at different poinvs in tinl.
of instruction in one subsystem may also depengd ¢
contexts for learning at.succeeding stages ol de

Sheldon White (1970) has outlined the matri:
that occur between five and seven years. His ev:
different fields, highlights the many respects i
thinks, learns and generally responds differentl)
But the significance of the developmental rhar:

to have been very deeply explored by either prosg

researchers. kiile some program developers in tl
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environmental effects." These relationships, she added,“greatly complicate
the problems of the research worker.'" In 1972, Messick and Barrows again
comment on such relationships, but propose a methodology for dealing with
them. They spell out in considerable detail, the domains ir which measure-
ment must occur if che effects of & particular intervention or program are
to be adequately understood.

In some of these domains measuring instruments are already available,
in others they must be developed. One hopes for caution and reflection
here, for it is quite clear that many of the inadequacies of tha presently
available research stem from the use of instruments that were not really
appropriate for the uses to which they were put.

In any event, at this point in time it is not clear whether many
large scale studies, involving many children, and the manipulations of
many variables, will be funded. Even if they should bLe, research of &
rather different sort is also in order.

Within esca of the measurement domains outlined by Messick and
Barrows there are many questions that need to be answered. In many
instances, small scale studies, perhaps replicated many times, secm in
order. Furthermore, man; questions cannot be adequately answered nor will
whatever answers are found meke any difference to early childhood

educsticn, unless ways can be found to involve both teachers and parents

in the research process.
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Scepticism About Research

It is no secret that educational research, and perhaps most
especially, early childhood education resarch currently faces a credibility
gap. Parenis, particularly those in minority groups, but many others as
well, are not inclined to give permission for their children to participate
in any experiments. Research has no pay-off where they are concerned.
They are no more sceptical than are many of today's college students.
Finally, despite the fact that many of today's early childhood teachers
have been involved in various sorts of research, few of them ere asking
for more involvement. Nor does there appear to be much evidence that
whatever involvement they have had is reflected in different or more
effective teaching.

In 1967, following a decade that had been noteworthy for the number
of research and demonstration programs, many related to early childhood,
Goodlad and Klein and a group of associates visited and observed in some
one-hundred-and-fifty kindergarten and primary classrooms across the
country. They sought evidence as to how the reforms implicit in the
research and demonsiration efforts were reflected in the classrooms. They
found little. A later study of nursery schools brought equally dreary
results. My own informal observations on two coasts have pinpointed some
classrooms that clearly do reflect what has been going on in research and
in innovative programs in the last decade. But they have not led me to
belicvve that their ef,ects are more widespread than Goodlag and Klein

found.
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The reason research has not been more effectively translated into
practice may have to do with the nature of the research enterprise, and
perhaps with its funding. The available research technology makes it quite
possible to collect and analyze data relating to a multiplicity of variables
in quantities unthinkable a decade or two ago. The data and its analysis
take on a reality and meaning of their own, quite apart from the educational
situations and problems they represent. The distance between the researchers
and the researched widens. Perhaps it can be said that as the cognitive
distance between the research and its intended consumer increases, interest
in applying it ﬁecreases. One is reminded of the old story of the farmer
who informed the county agent that he had no wish to try any new methods.

He already knew how to farm better than he was farming.

Whether or not involvement, as a participant, not merely a subject,
in research having clear relevance to the classroom or to the children,
would improve practice and increase parent and teacher support for
further research is, of course, an empirical question.

Reference to the "action research” that was popular in the early
1950's may provide some clues for cnswering this question, but circumstances
then differ in many respects from those today. Today's technology, both
for research and for education has advanced far beyond that of the fifties.
It is paralleled by even more spectacular advances in other areas,

profoundly affecting our ideology.
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Leon Kass (1972), in a recent issue of Science writes, "Ve are
witnessing the erosion, perhaps the final erosion, of the idea of man
as something splendid or divine and the replacement with a view that
sees man no less than nature as simply more raw material for manipulation
and homogenization." Fope, he thinks, "lies only in education, in a public
educated about the ways and limits of science and enlightened in its use
of technology." Further he suggests that the current lack of money for
research gives time to rethink and reorder our priorities.

The situation with regard to early childhood educatior' research is
not dissimiler to that Kass describes for biological research. Funding is
likely to be relatively limited. We too need time to rethink and reorder

our priorities keeping in mind our concern for maintaining our humanness.
What are some of the steps we might be taking?
Next Steps

We have only to look at what Messick and Barrows have identified as
domains of largely unmeésured variables to formulate some of the questions

researchers, together with parents and teachers, might investigate.

The Child and His F:am}_]i

Consider first the child and his family. There should be no need to
belabor the ethnocentric assumptions in much recent early childhood
research and in many programs. With increasing awareness of the stereo-
typing implicit in the nature of cultural deprivation, it may be possible
to come to terms with the realities faced by parents in different groups
end the specific nature of ciieir strengths, their concerns and aspirations
for their children as well as the specific nature of their relationships

with them.
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The notion of the "whole child" needs reconsideration, not as a cliché;
but with a view to better understanding of the meaning of individualization.
In the last decade many measures of cognition, many ways of looking uat
cognitive processes in young children, have been developed. Is it not
time to examine more closely how such processes are reflected in the
social-emotional behavior of the individual child as well as in his
-chool tasks? ' Are assessment procedures to be limited to cognitive
rrocesses? What is a reasonable balance between time given to assessment,
time given to instruction and time for the child to proceed on his own?
Currently, at least in some parts of the country, and even as early as
kindergarten as much or more time is spent in assessment as in instruction,
with little if any time left for the child's sutonomous investigation and
learning, for him to find out who he is.

¥hile one finds in the current literature of early childhood eduéation,
end in the research related to it, considerable emphasis on invividualization,
case studies of young children revealing the nature of their individuality
and its significance for their education are rarely encountered. Do we
not need in the 1970's researchers who will work with parents, teachers
and children to show now young Black, Chicano, Asian, Native American and
other children from varying backgrounds cope with bheir widening world,
much as Lois Murphy described Topeka children in the 1950's?

Ways also need to be found to get at the children's perceptions

of what goes on in the classroom. It is too easy to assume that their

performance reveals all they know or feel. How many times, for example,
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have children presented a facade to the teachers such as that recently
reported by an anthropologicel observer (Burger, 1972). A group of

Spanish surname six-year-olds vere bteing taught English in a behavicr
modification program. They were nuil. responding appropriately, givirg
the teacher, for example, an orange when she asked for an apple. Once

the teacher left the room, however, the children with roars of laughter,

began an elaborate mimicry of the earlie~ task, fir:t giving the

correct response to each object, and then chanting every possible wrong

nane.

The Classroom and the Teaching

The classroom and the teaching each represent additic.aal domains
for investigation. In recent research the curriculum model in use has
received major aitention. Indeed, for s period of two or three years,
finding dimensions on which to categorize different curricula became a

preoccupation for many early childhood educators. Judging from the reports

of Gordon and of Soar in the recent N.S.S.E. Yearbook that preoccupation

has finally paid off, at least at the kindergarten and first grade levels.
Applying interaction znalysis, adapted to identify both affective and
cognitive aspects and the sequences of teacher and pupil talk, to class-
rooms representing eight curriculum models, Soar was able to identify

three groups of classrooms within which the differences were not significant,
although the differences between the groups were significant. It should

be noted, however, that the variability within the classrooms representing

a single curriculum model was greater than the differences from model to

model.




The classroom processes revealed by the analysis were found tc

relate to the cognitive growth of the children. Greater teacher direction
increased simple-concrete learning but at the expense of complex-abstract
growth. Soar (1972) notes, however, that there are limits with respect

to the amounts of pupil freedom, interaction and self-direction that

are functional.

Soar's study, taken in conjunction with Gordcn's analysis of the
instructional theory underlyins the various curriculum models raises a
number of questionﬁ about curriculum, more about teaching.

Aside from the differing reliance they place on workbooks most of
the curriculum models look surprisingly alike when seen in operation.

Fach has a similar array of toys, games and audio-visual equipment, plus
the paint, clay, blocks, and in some instances housekeeping equipment

that has been standard in the nursery school for years. Does this
seemingly infinite variety of materials and equipment really enhance

the children's learning? Or does it merely reflect the American propensity
for conspicucus consumption? Clearly the teacher is under less pressure
“n intervene in the children's activities, if there are enough, or nore
than enough, materials ts keep them busy on their own. But how do the
children use the materials? What ones are essential? What is gained by
adding others? Is it possible to have so many as to detract from both

the social and the cognitive interaction of the children? May the teacher
become so involved in the acquisition and upkeep and storage of

curriculum materials as to lose sight of their essential purpose?
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As VWeikart (1972) has commented, the curriculum is for the teacher

more tvhan for the children. It may be useful to examine the elements of
the curriculum that further the fulfillment of the teaching role as
contrasted with those that may actually impede it. For it is the role of

the teacher that is the major difference between curriculum models.

The Teacher's Role

None of the models assumes that the teacher is a mere bystander,
The models differ, liowever, not only in the expected extent-of the teacher's
involvement with the children but more importantly in the cognitive demand
that involvement places on her. Thus, Gordon's analysis cof the models
finds that the Engelmann-Becker model requires the least.cognitive

on the purt of the teacher,
effort Aand the EDC model the most. These extremes reflect the prevailing
uncertainity as to whether the teacher is to be regarded as a prcfessional
who makes decisions, or whether, in terms of some of the current pressure
for accountability, she is a piece worker who contracts to take a certain
number of children through a certain number of %asks in a pre-specified
time.

It is interesting to note that in some respects, particularly as far
as the managemen* of the grcap and of materials is concerned, the role of
the teacher in the new models .‘esembles that of the teacher in the

traditional nursery school more ihan that of the teacher in the traditional

elementary school. But, in genersl, the traditional nursery school




approach has not succeeded as well as the more innovative programs

vhen dealing with children in poverty aress. The difference, according
to Bereiter (1972) and others is that the traditional nursery school
teacher does not instruct. The "traditional approach," Bereiter says,
"does not represent a different way of teaching from those represented
in newer programs but simply represents a lower order of program, one
that is more custodial and less purposefully educational." "The true
issue," he adds, "is not how young children should be taught but
whether."

In contrast to this position, Weikart distinguishes betwecen programs
that are custodial and those, like the traditional preschool programs
found on coliege campuses and originally envisioned for lead Start,
that are child centered. In these, the child initiates anG the teacher
responds. When well implemented, he finds, these programs do as well for
disadvantaged children as other models. The crucial variable is the
teacher and the support she has.

Clearly, we need to know much more about the range of child initi-

ations and the variety of teacher responses to such initiations, that

is, more about the teaching process particularly at the preschool level.
Observational studies will help but are probably not sufficient. Ways
need to be found to reveal more than the teacher's responses. Are they
merely intuitive or are they guided by theoretical knowledge? It is

probably true for the preschool teacher, as Jackson (1969) reports for




ankhdach,

the elementary teacher, that the ongoing denianas of thiz classroom are too
intense for on-the-spot reflection. But tiis need not precluie an analysis
of the teacher's pre-planning in relation to what actually occurred, nor
perhaps more importantly, an analysis of her reflections on those
occurences. s

Other questions need to be asked. For exauple, how does the
teaching done by parent participants, volunteers, para-professionals
differ from that done by the professionally trained teacher? Or d::s
it differ initially and then come to resemble the teacher? Insistence
that at least one member of the team needs professional training seems
reasonable. But where are the data to show what the professional does
differently from the less well trained? Are the differences important
to the =hild's thinking and learning or may they merely reflect cultural
differences in child rearing practices that have no necessary consequence
to the child's eventual development? Obviously questions such as these
cannot be easily or quickly answered, but it is clear that we need to
look closely and carefully at the variety of strategies adults have
for teaching the young child, and give consideration to their effects
on him, ‘

The fact that programs for three- ané fcur-year-olds and to an
increasing extent those for five- and six-year-olds increasingly involve
the operation of a team raises additional questions about the teacher's

role. How much of her time is spent in interaction, not with children
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but with other adults, and what goes on in those interactions? What
effect does this changing and expansion of the teacher's role have cn
her effectiveness with children and on satisfactions she derives from it?

In the past it appeared that many individuals Qho elected to
teach at the earliest levels, did so becaus? they preferred working with
children to working with adults. Is this true at the present time?

The researchers appear to agree that teachers differ in how well
they fill the teaching role but they seem not to have asked what
qualities in the teacher make for a good fit with a perticular model.
Would & good Engelman-Becker teacher also be a good EDC teacher and
vice versa? Put another way, are self-selecting and matching processes
at work, s0 that the teacher teaches well if the curriculum and the age
period is one to which she is cognitively and emotionally well adapted?

And what if the teacher is a man? The increasing involvement of
men in early childhood piograms provides an excellent opportunity to
examine some of the assumptions that have dominated teaching at this
level. Has it been dominated by feminine concepticns and goals? Do
those vho are consciously aware of sex stersotyping teach differently irom

thcse who are more tradifionally oriented?

The Institutional Setting

Investigation of teaching should also raise questions zbout another
set of variables, those having to do with its institutional setting.

Preschool programs are now to be found in many public schools, but they
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are also affiliated with a variety of community age
instances are relatively autonomous. Doe. the sett
and the progrs—, and in what ways? The younger the
amenable they are to the kinds of regulations that
characterl ze many elementary schools. Are progrems
constricted than tyose in other settings? What is
interaction between the teachers and the admipnistre
kindergarten program tend to become isolated as it
did earlier or is it incorporated into the totalit)

Evidence related to questions such as these it
important st this time when many people find peisu
that extension of putlic education downward can on.

kind of bureaucratization that pervades elementary

Research and the Researcher

If bureaucracy is inhcrent in the public scho
an inevitable concomitsnt of large scale research.
that I heve raised here could be incorporated in &
meny schools and centers, many children and many,
parts of the country. But we may be in a position
better questions if we first pursue some cf the qu
smaller ways, with the participation, not merely t
parents and teachers. When they are involved from

to formulate the purposes of the research, conside
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researched, and researchers should use the current period of iimited
funding to rethink and reorder priorities. Researchers might
investigate the child and his family, the classroom and the teaching,
the teacher's role, and institutional setting, and research and the
researcher. (KM)
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EARLY CHILDHOOD RESEARCH: SFECOND THOUGHTS AND NEXT STEPS

In the past decade the period of early childhood has received
unprecedented attention from psychologists and educators and from the
public. During these years hundreds of experimental studies and
demonstration projects have focused on the young child's development and
learning, both as an individual, and in groups. The research reports
must be weighed by the ton.

Vhere is all this leading us? To expanded programs of early education?
To better support for comprehensive child development programs? To more
research and development? The answers to these questions are not un-
equivocal but there is some reason to believe that the heyday of early
childhood education expansion is, if not over, at least threatened. We
may not yet have reached the "morning after" but there are indications
on all sides that a period of sober reflection is in order. The
challenges posed in articles as those by my colleague William Rohwer {1972

in the Harvard Education Review and by Raymond Moore (1972) in a recent

issue of Harpers are real. They will not go unnoticed by either the public
or by poiicy makers.

Iin a sense both Rohwer and Moore contend that the available research
does not justify further expansion of early education, at least of a school
centered sort. Moore, particularly, urges that children possibly up to
the age of seven or eight, not be subjected to what he calls "early
schooling," unless and until research indicates that such is clearly

beneficial and in no way harmful.




My contention § . that both the temper of the times and today's social
realities, including changing family patterns, and the nature of much of cur
housing, have created an inevitable demand for early education. HMany
parents are in desperate need of care and education beyond that they them-
selves give their children. The kinds of options available to them seem
to me likely to depend more on political realities than on the state of
the knowledge on which such care and education might be plamned.

This statement does not mean that the researchers should now abdicate

their scientific roles for political roles. It does mean that the

Cand

H educational researcher, like the rest of his colleagues in science and
technology, cannot isolate himself from the social and political context
in which he works. Nor, I think, can he escape the fact that whatever
practices derive from his theory and research have their social, moral
and ethical consequences.

For purposes of this paper I shall try to avoid the rhetoric
attendant upon an examination of the large consequences inherent in
early childhood resesrch, and look rather to what does seem to have
been accomplished, and to what seem to be some of the questions that now
need to be answered.

What I have to say is based mostly on impressicns from reading some
of the research reports snd many of the veview articles that have appeared

recently, scanning the developmental and educational psychology

Journals, and the ERIC materials related to early childhood.
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Early childhood research encompasses both the basic psychological
research releted to development and learning, and that dealing more
specifically with the child in the educational setting. iile the latter
concern js of major consideration here, some consideration needs also

to be given more basic research.

Easj.c Psychological R:search

As Bettye Caldwell (1970) has said, the initiation of Project Head
Start in 1965 gave instant status to a field (early childhood education)
taat had long been a step-child of both education and psychology. The
politics of the time provided many psychologists the opportunity to
validate certain aspects of developmental and learning theory ip natural
settings, sucn as Head Start, and more importantly in experimental prog;:-ams
where closer monitoring was possilble.

New avenues of inquiry opened as three-, four- and five-year-olds
of widely differing backgrounds became readily available for the research
of psychologists who had previously worked with older caildren or with
middle class nursery school and kindergarten youngsters. Initially,
it is true, they terdied to treat the cultural differences they found as
deficits. Gradually, ho;ever, many have moved toward the view that
learning and thinking cannot be adequately understood apart from their
cultural context. Certainly, if' developmental psychology is more compre-

hensive and less ethnocentric than a decade ago, Head Start and other

innovative early childhood programs have ceatributed to the change.

Ny
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As of now, the initial excitement over increasing intelligence and
achievement by providi.ag preschool curricula based on particular psychological
theories has died uown. Harder questions are being examined. The preschool
child's total functioning is under (loser 8crutiny. Attentioral and
motivation factors are being examincd. His play is beginning to receive
scrious consideration. Researchers are no longer limiting their interest
to the read’ly accessible three- and four-year-olds but are cxtensively
studying infants and beginning to devote attention to the toddlers. In
occasional instances, psychologists are moving back and forth between the
laboratory and the classroom, using the latter to validate and illuminate
the findings of the former. Longitudinal s;udies, essential if we are to
have any grasp of the ultim.ce effects of intervention or of different
ways of child caring and education, are under way. The knowledge
base on which early childhood education can be built is expanding and
undergoing revision.

To some extent current early chilihood education reflects this expanding

knowledge base. But it also shows some lag.

Fducational Research

Michael Katz in his book Class, Fureaucracy and the Schools (1971)

notes that the recent exparsion of educriion downward in the attempt to
of young children

improve the -utellectual skil?ghyas parallelled by the nineteenth century

introduction of the kindergarten to improve attitudes and correct un-

favorable home influences. The kindergartens, it seems, did not have to

provide the scientific evidence of accomplishment that is expected from

the present day programs.




After the initially promising reports from small scale experimental
programs the negative findings of the Westinghouse report on Head
Start, 1968, led to a "national debate" (Hellmuth, 1970) that continues.
Meanvhile, what might be termed the side effects of Head Start, including
such changes as the increased involvement of parents in school and community
affairs, and the improved availability of health and other services have
been examined (Kirschner-Associates, 1970). Follow through programs of
differing kinds have been put into operation. Research designed to compare
F , the relative effectiveness of difrerent curriculum models is underway

(Planned Variation, 1971). By the end of 1971, the available evidence from
' a nurber of evaluative and comparative studies of Head Start and other
1 experimentsl programs had been reviewed several times. (See for example,
Datta, 1972; McFadden, 1970; Miller, 1972; Stearns, 1971). The research

problems were given major prominence in Volume 3 of the Disadvantaged Child,

edited by Hellmuth, and also in the 1972 Yearbook of the National Society

for the Study of Education.

Q:S?’ Stearns (1971) in a report to the Office of Child Developmert,
szp summarizes the evidence succinctly. She notes that, over the short rum,

f;ﬁb public preschool programsahave been successful in changing the intellectual
j> and social behavior of disadvantsged children in positive directionms.

d:;> In small scale expertly staffed experimental programs, the improvements

1 i::> in measured intellectual abilities have been even more striking. However,

zﬂﬁz after several years the children who have had the preschool experience show

%  no advantage as far as school achievement is concerned over those ‘who did

not have it.
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Reactions 1o the "Failure" of Farly Intervention

These findings haje brought forth a range of reactions on the part
of the researchers, policy makers and %he public. Such reactions are, of
course, tied to the recactor's views of what is going on in other aspects
of ov - society, and to his theories of development end learning.

Accordingly they are more complex than are the three categories that I

am assigning them.
to extend public education downward."

First, "let's abandon the effortp This reaction finds support in
current studies purporting to show that schooling makes relatively little
difference in adult status and income (Bane und Jencks 1972). Such a
reaction also fiads some support among those who have come to recognize
that many, if not most, of the preschool programs have been culturally
biased to a limited middle class view not only in goals and tests but
also in program content.

A second reaction is "put the fesponsibility for early education
back in the home where it belongs." This reaction receives support from
the finding that the most effective experimental programs have been

parental
characterized bypunderstanding of program purposes and by enlistmert of

the mother as a teacher either in the classroom or the hcme. Research in

infancy is also called on to support this view.
A third reaction comes from those with a so-called “"traditional"

nursery school view. It says, "let's take the cognitive pressure off

the preschooler and give proper attention to his social and emotional

development." This reaction goes along with the statement John Anderson




madc about the content of preschool programs nearly twenty-five years

ago. "It is not what the child learns in formal terms which is importany
but what he gains from experiences in the way of self-control, emotional
balance, initiative, interest, and enthusiasm for the material in question."
Unfortunately, while it has been possible, albeit roughly, to measure
cognitive gains, whatever social and emotional benefits have accrued in
the experimental programs have been difficult to measure.

It seems tc me unlikely that any of these reactions clearly point

the direction early education, particularly that for the child between the
ages of three and five is likely to take. It is true that kindergartens
have only gradually been accepted as an integral part of public schooling
and still have some way to go in that direction. But it is also true that,
apart from the public schools, a variety of private, cooperative, and
conmercial ventures have made some form of early educatiocn available to
many parents. An increasing number of less privileged parents have also
enrolled their chiidren in early childhood programs. From neither group,

I think, is there any ground s i of opinionurging the aboliticn of available
nursery schools, prekindergarten or kindergarten programs. Nor, I think,
.is there any demand that ‘early education, whethef for three-, four- or

even five-year-oids should be made compulsory. But in both groups, I sense
a growing conviction that a wider range of options for parentsg as

related to both education and care, is essential. Regardless of whether
these options are provided within the public school system or are developed

~

in the community and operated by the parents, there are any number of
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persistent questions that can only be answered through research efforts.
Some of these areas of needed research require comprchensive planning,
beyond the scope of any single center, but others are more limited and could
be carried on by the staff and parents within a single center or group of

' centers. We need the kind of research that helps us do & better job with children.

Strategies for Comprehensive Research

Carl Bereiter (1972), noting that, "existing technoiogy already
enablcs us to teach young chil?ren far more than they can benefit from,"

4 suggests that what we need to do is to "construct articulated educational
programs that permit us to teach in the preschool what will be of use later
and to teach later vhat builds upon what was taught in the preschool."

He thinks there is little to be gaincd in research limitea t¢ the pre-
school level. Rather, preschool research should now be incorporated into
the programs of research at the elementary school level. .

My colleague, William Rohwer {1972) takes a somewhat similar stand.
Drawing op his own research in verbal learring he proposes a strategy for
establishing how and when a particular skill or particular content can
be learned with ease. The strategy involves cumulative research using
tasks that tap a psychological process involved in school learning; applying f
these tasks, which should resemble but also differ from typical school
tasks, over as wide a developemental range as passible to determine ]
possible developmental shitts; experimenting to find the conditions for 4
optimal performance at different ages and with different kinds of children.

Instruction would then be planned in accordance with the findings.
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environmental effects." These relationships, she added,“greatly complicate
the problems of the research worker." In 1972, Messick and Barrows again
comment on Such relationships, but propose a methodology for dealing with
them. They 3pell out in considerable detail, the domains ir which measure-
ment must occur if che effects of & particular intervention or program are
to be adequately understood.

In some of these domains measuring instruments are already available,
in others they must be developed. One hopes for caution and reflection
here, for it is quite clear that many of the inadequacies of the presently
available research stem from the use of instruments that were not really
appropriate for the uses to which they were put.

In any event, at this point in time it is not clear whether many
large scale studies, involving many children, and the manipulations of
many variables, will be funded. Even if they should %e, research of «
rather different sort is also in order.

Within eaca of the measurement domains outlined by Messick and
Barrows there are many questions that need to be answered. In many
instances, small scale studies, perhaps replicated many times, seem in
order. Furthermore, mani questions cannot be adequately aanswered nor will
whatever answers are found meke any difference to early childhood
educstion, unless ways can be found to involve both teachers and parents

in the research process.




Scepticism About Research

It is no secret that educational research, and perhaps most
especially, early childhood education resarch currently faces a credibility
gap. Parenis, particularly those in minority groups, but many others as
well, are not inclined to give permission for their children to participate
in any experiments. Research has no pay-off where they are concerned.
They are no more sceptical than are many of today's college students.
Finally, despite the fact that many of today's early childhood teachers
have been involved in various sorts of research, few of them ere asking
for more involvement. Nor does there appear to be much evidence that
whatever involvement they have had is reflected in different or more
effective teaching.

In 1967, following a decade thaf had been noteworthy for the number
of research and demonstration programs, many related to early childhood,
Goodlad and Klein and a group of associates visited and observed in some
one-hundred-and-fifty kindergarten and primary classrooms across the
country. They sought evidence as to how the reforms implicit in the
research and demonstratiqn efforts were reflected in the classrooms. They
found little. A later study of nursery schools brought equally dreary
results. My own informal observations on two coasts have pinpointed some
classrooms that clesrly do reflect what has been going on in research and
in innovative programs in the last decade. But they have not led me to
believe that their el.ects are more widespread than Goodlad and Klein

found.




The reason research has not been more effectively translated into

practice may have to dc with the nature of the research enterprise, and

perhaps with its funding. The available research technology maskes it quite
possible to collect and analyze data relating to a multiplicity of variables
in quantities unthinkable a decade or two ago. The data and its analysis
take on a reality and meaning of their own, quite apart from the educational
situations and problems they represent. The distance betwee: the researchers
and the researched widens. Perhaps it can be said that as the cognitive
distance between the research and its intended consumer increases, interest

in applying it decreases. One is reminded of the old story of the farmer

who informed the county agent that he had no wish to try any new methods.
He already knew how to farm better than he was farming.

Whether or not involvement, as a Darticipant, not merely a subject,
in research having clear relevance to the classroom or to the children,
would improve practice and increase parent and teacher support for
further research is, of course, an empirical question.

Reference to the "action research" that was popular in the early
1950's may provide some clues for enswering this question, but circumstiances
then differ in many respects from those today. Today's technology, both
for research and for education has advanced far beyond that of the fifties.
It is paralleled by even more spectacular advances in other zareas,

profoundly affecting our ideology.
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Leon Kass (1972), in a recent issue of Scicace writes, "Ve are
witnessing the erosion, perhaps the final erosion, of the idea of man
as something splendid or divine and the replacement with a view that
sees man no less than nature as simply more raw material for manipulation
and homogenization." Hope, he thinks, "lies only in education, in a public
educated about the ways and limits of science and enlightened in its use
of technology." Further he suggests that the current lack of money for
research gives time to rethink and reorder our priorities.

The situation with regard to early childhood education research is
not dissinilar to that Kass describes for biological research. Funding is
likely to be relatively limited. We too need time to rethink and reorder

our priorities keeping in mind our concern for maintaining our humanness.
What are some of the steps we might be taking?
Next Steps

We have only to look at what Messick and Barrows have identified as
domains of largely unmeasured variables to formulate some of the questions

researchers, together with parents and teachers, might investigate.

The Child and His Femily

Consider first the child esnd his family. There shouvld be no need to
belabor the ethnocentric assumptions in much recent early childhood
research and in many programs. With increasing awareness of the stereo-
typing implicit in the nature of cultural deprivation, it may be possible
to come to terms with the realities faced by parents in different groups
and the specific nature of cueir strengths, their concerns and aspirations
for their children as well as the specific nature of theiv relationships

with them.
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.The notion of the "whole child" needs reconsideration, not as a cliché,

but with a view to better understarding of the meaning of individualization.

In the last decade many measures of cognition, many ways of looking at
cognitive processes in young children, have been developed. Is it not
time to examine more closely how such processes arc reflected in the

social-emotional behavior of the individual child as well as in his

-chool tasks? Are assessment procedures to be limited to cognitive

rrocesses? What is a reasonable balance between time given to assessment,
time given to instruction and time for the child to proceed on his own?
Currently, at ieast in some parts of the country, and even as early as
kindergarten as much or more time is spent in assessment as in instruction,

with little if any time left for the child's autonomous investigation and

learning, for him to find out who he is.

While one finds in the current literature of early childhood education,
and in the research related to it, considerable emphasis on invividualization,

case studies of young children revealing the nature of their individuality

and its significance for their education are rarely encountered. Do we

not need in the 1970's researchers who will work with parents, teachers
and children to show now young Black, Chicano, Asian, Native American and
other children from varying backgrounds cope with Bheir widening world,
much as Lois Murphy described Topeka children in the 1950's?

Ways also need to be found to get at the children's perceptions

of what goes on in the classroom. It is too easy to assume that their

performance reveals all they know or feel. How many times, for example,
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have children presented a facade to the teachers such as that recently
reported by an anthropologicel observer (Burger, 1972). A group of
Spanish surname six-year-olds were teing taught English in a behavicr
modification program. They were nul responding appropriately, givirg
the teacher, for example, an orange when she asked for an apple. Once
the teacher left the room, however, the children with roars of laughter,
began an elaborate mimicry of the earlie~ task, fir:+t giving the
correct response to eacn object, and then chanting every possible wrong

name.

The Classroom and the Teaching

The classroom and the teaching each represent additic.al domains
for investigation. In recent research the curriculum model in use has
received major attention. Indeed, for s period of two or three years,
finding dimensions on which to categorize different curricula became a
preoccupation for many early childhood educators. Judgiiig from the reports
of Gordon and of Soar in the recent N.S.S.E. Yearbook that preoccupation
has finally paid off, at least at the kindergarten and first grade levels.
Applying interaction analysis, adapted to identify both affective and
cognitive aspects and the sequences of teacher and pupil talk, to class-
rooms representing eight curriculum models, Soar was able to identify
three groups of classrooms within which the differences were not significant,
although the differences between the groups were significant. It should
be noted, however, that the variability within the classrooms representing

a single curriculum model was greater than the differences from model to

model.
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The classroom prccesses revealed by the analysis were found tc
relate to the cognitive growth of the children. Greater teacher direction
increased simple-concrete learning but at the :-ipense of complex-abstract
growth. Soar (1972) notes, however, that ther . are limits with respect

to the amounts of pupil freedom, interaction aicd self-direction that

are functional.

Soar's study, taken in conjunction with Gorden's analysis of the
instructional theory underlyins; the various curriculum models raises &
number of questioné about curriculum, more about teaching.

Aside from the differing reliance they place on worxbooks most of
the curriculum models loo). surprisingly alike when seen in operation.

Each has a similar array of toys, games and audio-visual equipment, plus
the paint, clay, blocks, and in some iastances housekeeping equipment

that has been standard in the nursery school for years. Does this
seemingly infinite variety of materials and equipment really enhance

the children's learning? Or does it merely reflect the American propensity
for conspicucus consumption? Clearly the teacher is under less pressure
“n intervene in the children's activities, if there are enough, o: aore
than enough, materials t; keep them busy on their own. But how do the
children use the materials? What ones are essential? What is gained by
adding others? Is it possible to have so many as to detract from both

the social and the cognitive interaction of the children? May the teacher
become so involved in the acquisition and upkeep and storage of

curriculum materials as to lose sight of their essential purpose?

Ty
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As Weikart (1972) has commented, the curriculum is for the teacher
more than for the children. It may be useful to examine the elements of
the curriculum that further the fulfillment of the teaching role as
contrasted with those that may actually impede it. For it is the role of

the teacher that is the major difference between curriculum models.

The Teacher's Role

None of the models assumes that the teacher is a mere bystander.
The models differ, liowever, not only in the expected extent'of the teacher's
involvement with the children but more importantly in the cognitive demand
that involvement places on her. Thus, Gordon's analysis of the models
finds that the Engelmann-Becker model requires the least- cognitive

on the puart of the teacher,
effort Aand the EDC model the most. These extremes reflect the prevailing
uncertainity as to whether the teacher is to be regarded as a prcfessional
who makes decisions, or whether, in terms of uome of the current pressure
for accountability, she is a piece worker who contracts to take & certain
number of children through a certain number of tasks in a pre-specified
time.

It is interesting to note that in some respects, particularly as far
as the managemen®. of the grcap and of materials is concerned, the role of
the teacher in the new models i"esembles that of the teacher in the

traditional nursery school more ‘han that of the teacher in the traditional

elementary school. But, in general, the traditional nursery schcol
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approach has not succeeded as well as the more innovative progranms

vhen dealing with children in poverty areas. The difference, according
to Bereiter (1972) and others is that the traditional nursery school
teacher does not instruct. The "traditional approach," Bereiter says,
"does not represent a different wvay of teaching from those represented
in newer programs but simply represents a lower order of program, one
that is more custodial and less purposefully educational." "The true
issue," he adds, "is not how young children should be taught but

wt _ther."

In contrast to this position, Weikart distinguishes betwcen programs
that are custodial and those, like the traditional preschool programs
found on college campuses and originally envisioned for llead Start,
that are child centered. 1In these, the child initiates and the teacher
responds. When well implemented, he finds, these programs do as well for
disadvantaged children as other models. The crucial variable is the
teacher and the support she has.

Clearly, we need to know much more about the range of child initi-
ations and the variety of teacher responses to such initiations, that
is, more about the teach;ng process particularly at the preschool level.
Observational studies will help but are probably not sufficient. Ways
need to be found to reveal more than the teacher's responses. Are they
merely intuitive or are they guided by theoretical knowledge? It is

probably true for the preschool teacher, as Jackson (1969) reports for
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the elementary teacher, that the ongoing denarias of ihie classroom are too
intense for on-the-spot reflection. But tuis need not precluie an analysis
of the teacher's pre-planning in relation to what actually occurred, nor
perhaps move importantly, an analysis of her reflections on those
occurences. >

Other questions need to be asked. For exnapie, how does the
teaching dore by parent participants, volunteers, para-professionals
differ from that done by the professionally trained teacher? Or d:zs
it differ initially and then come to resemble the teacher? Insistence
that at least one member of the team needs professional training seems
reasonable. But where are the data to show what the professional does
diffcrently from the less well trained! Are the differences important
to the zhild's thinking and leerning or may they merely reflect cultural
differences in child rearing practices that have no necessary consequence
to the child's eventual development? Obviously questions such as these
cannot be easily or quickly answered, but it is clear that we need to
look closely and carefully at the variety of strategies adults have
for teaching the young child, and give consideration tc their effects
on him, ‘

The fact that programs for three- ané fcur-year-olds and to an
increasing extent those for five- and six-year-olds increasingly involve
the operation of a team raises additional questions about the teacher's

role. How much of her time is spent in interaction, not with children
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but with other adults, and wha* gves on in those intcractions? What

effect does this changing and expansion of the teacher's role have cn

her effectiveness with children and on satisfactions she derives from it?
In the past it appeared that many individuals Qha elected to

teach at the carliest levels, did so because they preferred working with

children to working with adults. Is this true at the present time? !
The researchers appear to agree that teachers differ in how well

they fill the teaching role but they seem not to have asked what

qualities in the teacher make for a good fit with a particular model.

Would & good Engelman-Becker teacher also be a good EDC teacher and

vice versa? Put another way, are self-selecting and matching processes

at work, so that the teacher teaches well if the curriculum and the age

period is one to which she is cognitively and ¢motionally well adapted?
And what if the teacher is a man? The increasing involvement of

men in early childhood piograms provides an excellent opportunity to

examine some of the assumptions that have dominated teaching at this

level. Has it been dominated by feminine conceptions and goals? Do

those who are consciously aware of sex ster=otyping teach differently from

those who are more tradifionally oriented?

The Institutior.al Setting

Investigation of teaching should also raise questions gsbout another {

set of variables, those having to do with its institutional setting.

Preschool programs are now to be found in many public schools, but they
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This review of early childhood research examines what
has been accomplished in the field and what questions now need to be
answered. Project Head Start has had the effect of helping
developmer .al psychology to become more comprehensive and less
ethnocentric than previously. Developmental psychologists are now
studying infants and toddlers and the preschool child*s total
functioning. Educational researchers are currently reacting to the
apparent failure of public preschool programs to improve the later
school achievement of 3disadvantaged children. The trend will probably
be toward a wider range of options concerning types of early
education. Developmental research in early education, involving
studies of how and when particular skills and content can best be
learned, is necessary to create an effective instructional program.
Little research has been done on the developmental characteristics of
3- and 4-year-olds, and few instructional programs have recognized
the important role fantasy and spontaneous play have in a ctild's
cognitive development. The scope of research in early childhood
education needs to be b~._adened and put in a more comprehensive
developmental framework, although approaches are becoming
increasingly sophisticated. Involvement with collecting and analyzing
data has widened the distance between the researcher and the
researched, and researchers should use tne current period of 1imited
funding to rethink and reorder priorities. Researchers might
investigate the child and his family, the classroom and the teaching,
the teacher's role, and institutional setting, and research and the
researcher. (KM)
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EARLY (HILDHOOD RESEARCH: SECOND THOUGHTS AND NEXT STEPS

In the past decade the period oé early childhood has received
unprecedented attention from psychologists and educators and from the
public. During these years hundreds of experimental studies and
denmonstration projects have focused on the young child's development and
learning, both as an individual, and in groups. The research reports
must be weighed by the ton.

Vhere is all this leading us? To expanded programs of early education?
To better support for comprehensive child development programs? To more
research and development? The answers to these questions are not un-
equivocal but thesre is some reason to believe that the heyday of early
childhood education expansion is, if not over, at least threatened. We
my not yet have reached the "morning after" but there are indications
on all sides that a period of sober reflection is in order. The
challenges posed in articles as those by my colleague William Rohwer {1972)

in the Harvard Education Review and by Raymond Moore (1972) in a recent

issue of Harpers are real. They will not go unnoticed by eitker the public
or by policy makers.

In a sense both Rohwer and Moore contend that the available research
does not Justify further expansion of early education, at least of a school
centered sort. Moore, particularly, urges that children possibly up to
the age of seven or eight, not be subjected to what he calls Yearly

schooling," unless and until research indicates that such is clearly

beneficial and in no way harmful.




My contention #- that both the temper of the times and today's social
realities, including changing family patterns, and the nature of much of our
housing, have created an inevitable demand for early education. Many
parents are in desperate need of care and education beyond that they them-
selves give their children. The kinds of options available to them seem
to me likely to depend more on political realities than on the state of
the knowledge on which such ca)2 and education might be planned.

This statement does not mean that the researchers shoulc row abdicate
their scientific roles for political roles. It does mean that the
educational researcher, like the rest of his colleagues in science and
technology, cannot isolate himself from the social and political context
in which he works. UNor, I think, can he escape the fact that whatever
practices derive from his theory and research have their social, moral
and ethical conseguences.

For purposes of this paper I shalli try to avoid the rhetoric
attendant upon an examination of the large consequences inherent in
early childhood research, and look rather teo what does seem to have
been accomplished, and to what seem to be some of the questions that now
need to be answered.

What I have to say is based mostly on impressicns from reading some
of the research reports snd many of the veview articles that have appeared
recently, scanning the developmental and educational psychology

Jjournals, and the ERIC materials related to early childhood.
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Early childhood research encompasses both the basic psychological

research releted to development and learning, and that dealing more
specifically with the child in the educational setting. While the latter
concern is of major consideration here, some consideration needs also

to be given more basic resecarch.

Basic Psychological R:search

As Bettye Caldwell (1970) has said, the initiation of Project Head
Start in 1965 gave instant status to a field (early childhood educationj
that had long been a step-child of both education and psychology. The
politics of the time provided many psychologists the opportunity to
validate certain aspects of developmental and learning theory ir natural
settings, such as Head Start, and more importently in experimental prog;-ams
where closer monitoring was possible.

New avenues of inquiry openeé¢ as three-, four- and five-year-olds
of widely differing backgrounds became readily available for the research
of psychologists who had previously worked with older caildren or with
middle class nursery sgchool ard kindergarten youngsters. Initially,
it is true, they terded to treat the cultural differences they found as
deficits. Gradually, ho;ever, many have moved toward the view that
learning and thinking cannot be adequately understood apart from their
cultural context. Certainly, if developmental psychology is more compre-
hensive and less ethnocentric than a decade ago, Head Start and other

innovative early childhood programs have coatributed to the change.




As of now, the initial excitement over increasing intelligence and
achievement by providiag preschool curricula based on particular psycnological
theories has died uown. Harder questions are being examined. The preschool
child's total functioning is under closer scrutiny. Attentioral and
motivation factors are being examined. His play is beginning to receive
serious consideration. Researchers are no longer limiting their interest
to the readily accessible three- and four-ycar-olds but are cxtensively
studying infants and beginning to devote attention .. the toddlers. In
occasional instances, psychologists are moving back and forth between the
laboratory and the classroom, using the latter to validate and illuminate
the findings of the former. Longitvdinal séudies, essential if we are to
have any grasp of the ultimate effects of intervention or of different
ways of child caring and education, are under way. The knowledge
base or which early childhood education can be built is expanding.and
undergoing revision.

To some extent current early chilihood education reflects this expanding

knowledge base. But it also shows sone lag.

Educational Research

Michael Katz in his book Class, bureaucracy and the Schools (1971)

notes that the recent exparnsion of educriion downward in the attempt to
of young children

improve the intellectual skil)ghyas parallelled by the nineteenth century

introduction of the kindergarten to improve attitudes and correct un-

fevorable home influences. The kindergartens, it seems, did not have to

provide the scientific evidence of accomplishment that is expected from

the present day programs.
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After the initially promising reports from small scale experimental
programs the negative findings of the Westinghouse report on Head
Start, 1968, led to a "national debate" (Hellmuth, 1970) that cortinues.
Meanvhile, what might be termed the side effects of Head Start, including
such changes as the increased involvement of parents in schoo' and community
affairs, and the improved availability of health and other services have
veen examined (Kirs;hner-Associates, 1970). Follow through programs of
differing kinds have been put into operation. Research designed to compare
the relative effectiveness of difrerent curriculum models is underway
(Planned Variation, 1971). By the end of 1971, the available evidence from
a nurber of evaluative and comparative studies of Head Start and other

xperimental programs had been reviewed several times. (See for example,
Datta, 1972; McFadden, 1970; Miller, 1972; Stearns, 1971). The research

problems were given major prominence in Volume 3 of the Disadvantaged Child,

edited by Hellmuth, and also in the 1972 Yearbook of the National Society
for tne Study of Education.

Stearns (1971) in a report to the Office of Child Development,
summarizes the evideunce succinctly. She notes that, over the short run,
public preschool programs'have been successful in changing the intellectual
and social behavior of disadvantaged children in positive directions.

In smell scale expertly staffed experimental programs, the improvements
in measured intellectual abilities have been even more striking. However,

after several years the children who have had the preschool experience show

no advantage as far as school achievement is concerned over those ‘who did

not have it.
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Reactions 10 the "Failure" cf Farly Intervention

These findings have brought forth a range of reactions on the part

of the researchers, policy makers and %he public. Such reactions are, of

course, tied to the reactor's views of what is going on in other aspects
of our society, and to his theories of development end learning.

Accordingly they are more complex than are the three categories that I

am assi-ning them.
to extend public education downward."

First, "let's abandon the effortp This reaction finds support in

current studies purporting to show that schooling makes relatively little

difference in adult status and income (Bane and Jencks 1972). Such a

reaction also fiads some support among those whc have come to recognize
that many, if not most, of the preschool programs have been culturally

biased to a limited middle class view not only in goals and tests but

also in program content.
A second reaction is "put the fesponsibility for early education

back in the home where it belongs." This reaction receives suprort from

the finding that the most effective experimental programs have been

parental
characterized bypunderstanding of program purposes and by enlistmert of

the mother as a teacher either in the classroom or the hcme. Research in

infancy is also called on to support this view.
A third reaction comes from those with a so-called "traditional"

nursery school view. It says, "let's take the cognitive pressure off

the preschooler and give proper attention to his social and emotional

development." This reaction goes along with the statement John Anderson
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made about the content of preschool programs nearly twenty-five years
ago. "It is not what the child learns in formal terms which is important
but what he gains from experiences ian the way of self-control, emotional
balance, initiative, interest, and enthusiasm for the material in question."
unfortunately, while it has been possible, albeit roughly, to measure
cognitive gains, whatever social and emotional benefits have accrued in
the experimental programs have been difficult to meaSure.

Tt seems tc me unlikely that any of these reactions clearly point
the direction early education, particularly that for the child between the
ages of three and five is likely to teke. It is true that kindergartens
have only gradually been accepted as an integral part of public schooling
end still have some way to go in that direction. But it is also true that,
apart from the public schools, a variety of private, cooperative, and
commercial ventures have made some form of early educstion available to
many parents. An increasing number of less privileged parents have also
enrolled their chiidren in early childhood programs. From neither group,
I think, is there any ground sweli of opinionurging the aboliticn of available

nursery schools, prekindergarten or kindergarten programs. Nor, I thirk,

is there any demand that early education, whether for three-, four- or

even five-yesr-oids should be made compulsory. But in both groups, I sense
a growing conviction that a wider reange of options for parents as

related to both education and care, is essential. Regardless of whether
these options are provided within the public school system or are developed

\

in the community and operated by the parents, there are any number of
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persistent questions that can only be answered through rescarch efforts.
Some of these areas of needed research require comprchensive planning,
beyond the scope of any single center, but others are more limited and could
be carried on by the staff and parents within a single center or group of

p . centers. ¥e need the kind of research that helps us do a better job with children.

Strategies for Comprehensive Research

Carl Rereiter (1972), noting that, "existing technology already

enables us to teach young children far more than they can benefit from,"

- o

{ suggests that what we need to do is to "construct articulated educational
programs that permit us to teach in the preschool what will be of use later
and to teach later what builds upor what was tauyght in the preschool."

He thinks there is little to be gaincd in research lizitea to the pre-
school level. Rather, preschool research shculd now be incorporated into
the programs of research at the elementary school level. .

My colleague, William Rohwer (1972) takes a somewhat similar stand.
Drawing on his own research in verbal learring he proposes a strategy for
establishing how and when a particular skill or particular content can
be learned with ease. The strategy involves cumulative research using
tasks that tap a psychological process invclved in school learning; applying
these tasks, which should resemble but also differ from typical school
tasks, over as wide a developemental range as possible to determine
possible developmental shifts; experimentiag to find the conditions for
optimal performance at different ages and with different kinds of children.

Instruction would then be planned in accordasnce with the findings.

vy
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This strategy has considerable appeal, and might lead to a revolution
in instruction if the array of psychological processes involved in school
learning could be readily identified. Rohwer underscores his intent to
search not for ways of making children precocious but for ways of
assisting them to be optimally effective. Some of his work so far has
led him to suggest that formsl schooling might well be postpcned to age

seven or even later.

The Developmental Context of Instruction

The importance of developmental investigation as an inherent part, of
any attempt to move from the psychology of learning to a program of
instruction cannot be overestimated. As Sigel (1972) has pointed out,
the hwnan organism is made up of a variety of subsystems -~ perceptual,
cognitive, language, sensori-motor and so on. The relationships among
these systems appear to differ at different stages of development and
instruction releted to a particular subsystem may have different effects
on other subsystems at different points in time. The cumulative effects
of instruction in one subsystem may also depend on the nature of the
contexts for learning atlsucceeding stages of development.

Sheldon White (1970) has outlined the matrix of developmental changes
that occur between five and seven years. His evidence, drawn from many
different fields, highlights the many respects in which the preschooler
thinks, learns and generally responds differently from the older child.

of the 3 and Y-year old
But the significance of the developmental characteristicspjdoes not seem ‘

to have been very deeply explored by either program developers or educational

researchers. While some program developers in the decade of the 60's

,’
}
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did try to identify the psychological precursors of academic achievement,
many resorted to analyzing the components of academic tasks confronting
children in first grade, and then teaching the components to the four- or
even three-year-olds that were enrolled. As Kagan (n.d.) puts it, the
"major criterion of existing curricula is the heavy emphasis on teaching
veroal concepts and rules with minimal appreciation of the variety of
concepts and rules and minimal acknowledgment that the child's
developmental stage is an important determination in hic ability to
understand & new cognitive unit."

Only a few programs have taken a view of cognition broad enough to
include attention to other than directed thinking processes. Yet it may
be that, from a developmental standpoint, the fantasy and spontanecus play
that characterizes this period and the opportunities provided for them Qay
have as much bearing on later development as does instruction in directed
thinking.

In this connection it is interestirg to note that Vygotsky (1962),
vho in general av the necessity for instruction "marching ahead of
development arnd leading it, being aimed not so much at the ripe as
the ripening functions," considered play in the preschool period "to
provide a background for changes in needs and in consclousness of a much
vider nature than instruction.” In this period, he believed, "play is

the source of development and creates the zone of proximal development ."
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f A longer term view of development that encompasses not only the
kinds of knowledge emphasized in Piaget's theory but also personal,
existential and aesthetic meanings might considerably alter current noticns

of appropriate experience for the preschool period.

Projcess in the Last Decade

To suggest that the scope of research related to early childhood
education needs to be broadened and put in a more comprehensive develop-

mental frame ne<d not be to the deroxate of the work that has been done

e Sl

during the past decade. The clear light of hindsight illumines he i
naivete of some of the early assumptions, and the clumsiness of some of the {
research designs. But one has only to contrast the essentially post hoc
Westinghouce Study with the Planned Variation and ETS longitudinal proposals
to sense the increasingly suynisticated approaches to research related tc
early childhood education.

The progress made is even more striking viewed in a longer time

perspective. The 1947 and 1972 N.S.S.E. Yearbooks were both devoted

N ks g e

to early childhood education. In 1947 Ruth Updegraff wrote, "We are

still far from the g.al of one or more Systematic eaucat onal philosophies
evaluated by research." Twenty-five years later Gordon (1972) and Soar (1972)
reported in considerable detail not only how curricula based on differing
educational philosophies dii.ered in goals, but also how they differed

in operation and in effects on the children involved. In 1947 Updegraf®
noted in conclusion to her chapter on researc. and curricula "that threaded

through it is the evidence of interrelationships of behavior and of total
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environmental effects." These relationships, she added,“greatly complicate

the problems of the research worker." 1In 1972, Messick and Barrows again
comment on such relationships, but propose a methodology for dealing with
them. They spell out in considerable detail, the domains ir which measure-
ment must occur if che effects of & particular intervention or program are
to be adequately understood.

In some of these domains measuring instruments are already available,
in others they must be developed. One hopes for caution and reflection
r here, for it is quite clear that many of the inadequacies of the presently
available research stem from the use of instruments that were not really
appropriate for the uses to which they were put.

In any event, at this point in time it is not clear whether many
large scale studies, involving many children, and the manipulations of
many variables, will be funded. Even if they should be, research of o
rather different sort is also in order.

Within eaca of the measurement domains outlined by Messick and
Barrows there are many questions that need to be answered. In many
instances, small scale studies, perhaps replicated many times, seem in
order. Furthermore, man; questions cannot be adequately aaswered nor will
whatever answers are found meke any difference to early childhood

educstion, unless ways can be found to involve both teachers and parents

in the research process.
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Scepticism About Research

It is n> secret that educational research, and perhaps most
especially, early childhood education resarch currently faces a credibility
gap. rarenis, particularly those in minority groups, but many others as
well, are not inclined to give permission for their children io participate
in any experiments. Research has no pay-off where they are concerned.
They are no more sceptical than are many of today's college students.
Finally, despite the fact that many of today's early childh -»& teachers
have been involved in various sorts of research, few of them eve asking
for more involvement. Nor does there appear to be much evidence that
whatever involvement they have had is reflected in different or more
effective teaching.

In 1967, following a decade thaf had been noteworthy for the number
of research and demonstration programs, many rzlated to early childhood,
Goodlad and Klein and a group of associates visited and observed in some
one-hundred-and-fifty kindergarten and primary classrooms across the
country. They sought evidence as to how the reforms implicit in the
research and demonstratiqn efforts were reflected in the classrooms. They
found little. A later study of nursery schools brought equally dreary
results. My own informal observations on two coasts have pinpointed some
classrooms that clesrly do reflect what has been going on in research and
in innovative programs in the last decade. But they have not led me to
believe that their eZ.ects are more widespread than Goodlag and Klein

found.
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The reason rcsearch has not been more effectively translated into
practice may have to do with the nature of the research enterprise, and
perhaps with its funding. The available research technology makes it quite
L possible to collect and analyze data relating to a muliliplicity of variables
in quantities unthinkable a decade or two ago. The data and its analysis
take on a reality and meaning of their own, quite apart from the educational
situations and problems they represent. The distance between the researchers
and the researched widens. Perhaps it can be said that as the cognitive
distance between the research and its intended consumer increases, interest
/ in applying it ﬁecreases. One is reminded of the 0ld story of the farmer
f wvho informed the county agent that he had no wish to try any new methods.

He already knew how to farm better than he was farming.

Whether or not involvement, as a p&..uicipant, not merely a subject,
in research having clear relevance to the classroom or to the children,
would improve practice and increase parent and teacher support for
further research is, of course, an empiriral question.

Reference to the "action research" that was popular in the early
1950's may provide some clues for answering this question, but circumstances
then differ in many respects from those today. Today's technology, both
for research and for education has advanceu ar beyond that of the fifties.
It is paralleled by even more spectacular advances in other areas,

profoundly affecting our ideology.
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Leon Kass (1972), in a recent issue of Science writes, "We are
witnessing the erosion, perhaps the final erosion, of the idea of man
as something splendid or divine and the replacement with a view that
sees man no less than nature as simply more raw material for manipulation
and homogenization." Hope, he thinks, "lies only in education, in a public
educated about the ways and limits of science and enlightened in its use
of technology." Further he suggests that the current lack of money for
research gives time to rethink and reorder our priorities.

The situation with regard to early childhood education research is
not dissimilar to that Kass describes for biological research. Funding is
likely to be relatively limited. We too need time to rethink and reorder

our priorities keeping in mind our concern for maintaining our humanness.
What are some of the steps we might be taking?
Next Steps

We have only to look at what Messick and Barrows have identified as
domains of largely unmeasured variables to formulate some of the questions

researchers, together with parents and teachers, might investigate.

The Child and His Family

Consider first the child and his family. There shouvld be no need to
belabor the ethnocentric assumptions in much recent early childhood
research and in many programs. With increasing awareness of the stereo-
typing implicit in the nature of cultural deprivation, it may be possible
to come to terms with the realit ~s faced by parents in different groups
and the specific nature of cliear strengths, their concerns an2 aspirations

for their children as well as the specific nature of theiv relationships

with them.
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The notion of the "whole child" needs reconsideration, not as a cliché,

but with a view to better understanding of the meaning of individualization.

In the last decade many measures of cognition, many ways of looking at
cognitive processes in young children, have been developed. Is it not

time to examine more closely how such processes are reflected in the
social-emotional behavior of the individual child as well as in his

-chool tasks? " Are assessment procedures to be limited to cognitive
rrocesses? What is a reasonable balance between time given to assessment,
time given to instruction and time for the child to proceed on his own?
Currently, at least in some parts of the country, and even as early as
kindergarten as much or more time is spent in assessment as in instruction,
with little if any time left for the child's sutonomous investigation and
learning, for him to find out who he is.

While one finds in the current literature of early childhood eduéation,
and in the research related to it, considerable emphasis on invividualization,
.case studies of young children revealing the nature of their individuality
and its significance for their education are rarely encountered. Do we
not need in the 1970's researchers who will work with parents, teachers
and children to show now young Black, Chicano, Asian, Native American and
other children from varying backgrounds cope with their widening world,
much as Lois Murphy described Topeka children in the 1950's?

Ways also need to be found to get at the children's perceptions

of what goes on in the classrocu. It is too easy to assume that their

performance reveals all they know or feel. How many times, for example,
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have children presented a facade to the teachers such as that recently
reported by an an*nropologicel observer (Burger, 1972). A group of
Spanish surname six-year-olds were lieing taught English in a behavicr
modification program. They were nui responding appropriately, givi:-g
the teacher, for example, an orange when she asked for an apple. Once
the teacher left the room, however, the children with roars of laughter,
began an elaborate mimicry of the earlier task, fir+t giving the
correct response to eacn object, and then chanting every possible wrong

nanme.

The Classroom and the Teaching

The classroom and the teaching each represent additi:.aal domains
for investigation. In recent research the curriculum model in use has
received major sttention. Indeed, for a period of two or three years,
finding dimensions on which to categorize different curricula became a
preoccupation for many early childhood educators. Judgiig from the reports
of Gordon and of Soar in the recent N.S.S.E. Yearbook that preoccupation
has finally paid off, at least at the kindergarten and first grade levels.
Applying interaction analysis, adapted to identify both affective and
cognitive aspects and the sequences of teacher and pupil talk, to class-
rooms representing eight curriculum models, Soar was able to identify
three groups of classrooms within which the differences were not significant,
although the differences between the groups were significant. It should
be noted, however, that the variability within the classrooms representing

a single curriculum model was greater than the differences from model to

model.
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The classroom processes revealed by the analysis were found tc
relate to the cognitive growth of the children. Greater teacher direction
increased simple-concrete learnirg but at the expense of compliex-abstract
growth. Soar (1972) notes, however, that there are limits with respect
to the amounts of pupil freedom, interaction and self-direction that
are functional.

Soar's study, taken in conjunction with Gorden's analysis of the
instructional theory underlyinsz the various curriculum models raises &
number of questioné about curriculum, more ahout teaching.

Aside from the differing reliance they place on workbooks most of
the curriculum models look surprisingly alike when seen in operation.

Each has a similar array of toys, games and audio-visual equipment, plus
the paint, clay, blocks, and in some instances housekeeping equipment

that has been standard in the nursery school for years. Does this
seemingly infinite variety of materials and equipment really enhance

the children's learning? Or does it merely reflect the American propensity
for conspicucus consumption? Clearly the teacher is under less pressure
o intervene in the children's activities, if there are enough, or more
than enough, materials t; keep them busy on their own. But how do the
children use the materials? What ones are essential? What is gained by
adding others? 1Is it possible to have so many as to detract from both

the social and the cognitive interaction of the children? May the teacher

become so involved in the acquisition and upkeep and storage of

curriculum materials as to lose sight of their essential purpose?

g
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As Veikart (1972) has commented, the curriculum is for the teacher
more than for the children. It may be us:ful to examine the elements of
the curriculum that further the fulfillment of the teaching role as
contrasted with those that may actually impede it. For it is the role of

the teacher that is the major difference between curriculum models.

The Teacher's Role

None of the models assumes that the teacher is a mere bystander.
The models differ, liowever, not onl, in the expected extent-of the teacher's
involvement with the children but more importantly in the cognitive demand
that involvement places on her. Thus, Gordon's analysis cof the models
finds that the Engelmann-Becker model requires the least cognitive

on the purt of the teacher,
effort Aand the EDC model the most. These extremes reflect the prevailing
uncertainity as to whether the teacher is to be regarded as a prcfessional
who makes decisions, or whether, in terms of some of the current pressure
for accountability, she is a piece worker who contracts to take a certain
number of children through a certain number of %asks in a pre-specified
time.

It is interesting to note that in some respects, particularly as far
as the managemen*. of the grcap and of materials is concerned, the role of
the teacher in the new models .‘esembles that of the teacher in the

traditional nursery school more ihan that of the teacher in the traditional

elementary school. But, in genersl, the traditional nursery school
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approach has not succeeded as well as the more innovative programs

vhen dealing with children in poverty areas. The difference, according
to Bereiter (1972) and others is that the traditional nursery school
teacher does not instruct. The "traditional approach," Bereiter says,
"does not represent a different way of teaching from those represented
in newer programs but simply represents a lower order of program, one
that is more custodial and less purposafully educational." "The true
issue," he adds, "is not how young children should be taught but
whether."

In contrast to this position, Weikart distinguishes between programs
that are custodial and those, like the traditional preschool programs
found on college campuses and originally envisioned for Head Start,
that are child centered. In these, the child initiates and the teacher

responds. When well implemented, he finds, these programs do as well for

disadvantaged children as other models. The crucial variable is the

teacher and the support she has.

Clearly, we need to know much more about the range of child initi-
ations and the variety of teacher responses to such initiations, that
is, more about the teach;ng process particularly at the preschool level.
Observational studies will help but are probaoly not sufficient. Ways
need to be found to reveal more than the teacher's responses. Are they
merely intuitive or are they guided by theoretical knowledge? It is

probably true for the preschool teacher, as Jackson (1969) reports for




W R Hnat

the elementary teacher, that the ongoing denianis of the classroom are too
intense for on-the-spot reflection. But tuis need not precluie an analysis
of the teacher's pre-planning in relation to what actually occurred, nor
perhaps move importantlvr, &n «aalysis of her reflections on those
occurences. N

Other questions need to be asked. For exauple, how does the
teaching dore by parent participants, volunteers, para-professionals
differ from that done by the professionally trained teacher? Or d-zs
it differ initially and then come to resemble the teacher? Insistence
that at least one member of the team needs professional training seems
reasonabie. But where are the data to show what the professional does
differently from the lzss well trained! Are the differences important
to ithe ~hild's thinking and learning or may they mereiy reflect cultural
differences in child rearing practices that have no necessary consequence
to the child's eventual development? Obviously guestions such as these
cannot be easily or quickly answered, but it is clear that we need to
look closely and carefuliy at the variety of strategies adults have
for teaching the young child, and give concideration to their effects
on him, ‘

The fact that programs for three- and fcur-year-olds and to an
increasing extent those for five- and six-year-olds increasingly involve
the operation of a team raises additional questions about the teacher's

role. How much of her time is spent in interaction, not with children
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but with other adults, and what goes on in those interactions? What
effect does this changing and expansion of the teacher's role have cn
her effectiveness with children and on satisfactions she derives from it?

In the past it appeared that many individuals ;ho elected to
teach at the earliest levels, did so becaus? they preferred working with
children to working with adults. Is this true at the present time?

The researchers appear to agree that teachers differ in how well
they fill the teaching role but they seem not to have asked what
qualities in the teacher make for a good fit with a particular model.
Would & good Engelman-Becker teacher also be a good EDC teacher end
vice versa? Put another way, are self-selecting and matching processes
at work, so that the teacher teaches well if the curriculum and the age
period is one to which she is cognitively and emotionally well cdapted?

And what if the teacher is a man? The increasiug involvement of
men in early childhood picograms provides an excellent opportunity to
examine some of the assumptions that have dominated teaching at this
level. Has it been dominated by feminine conceptions and goals? Do
those who are consciously aware of sex ster=otyping teach differently from

those who are more tradifionally oriented?

The Institutional Setting

Investigation of teaching should also raise questions =bout another
set of variables, those having to do with its institutional setting.

Preschool programs are now to be found in many public schools, but they
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are also affiliated with a variety of community agencies, and in some
instances are relatively autonomous. Does the setting affect the teaching
and the progrsm, and in what ways? The younger the children the less
amenable they are to the kinds of regulations that have come to
characterS ze many elementary schools. Are programs in schools more
constricted than those in other settings? What is the nature of the
interaction between the teachers and the admipistration? Does the pre-
kindergarten program tend to become isolated as it appears the kindergarten
did earlier or is it incorporated into the totality of the schocl?
Evidence related to questions such as these is particularly
important &t this tim~ when many people find persuasive the argument
that extension of public education downward can only result in the same

kind of bureaucratization that pervades elementsry and secondary education.

Research and the Researcher

If bureaucracy is inherent in the public school system it is also
an inevitable concomitsnt of large scale research. Many of the guestions
that I heve raised here could be incorporated in a grand design, involving
many schools and centers, many children and meny, many teachers in many
parts of the country. But we may be in a position to ask different and
better questions if we first pursue some cf the questions we now have in
smaller ways, with the participation, not merely the cooperation, of
parents and teachers. When they are involved from the beginning, helping

to formulate the purposes of the research, considering the evidence to be
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grthered, how it is to be validated, and how 1t is to be used, research
should take on new meaning, not a3 something esoteric but as a means to

the end of improved practice.
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