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INTRODUCTION In anNdman soc‘xety, attitudes toward childhood | -

reflect J\: are reflected by the socia) fabric of that - .

.7 - society. Ys-Phillip Aries emphasizes in his book,

, . co CenturzesLﬁf Ch‘zldhood the role of childhood in

"~ . - i o the structure and organization of western society

_ : has been radically altered over the last 300 years.

P ‘_'_“'“"“"“““—'Plctures of children-from-100-years -ago -serve-to- - -—-- -
. o demonstrate fhe recent changes in our understand- -
M ' ing of this- developmental period. Obviously the
- § -long, dark clothes, top hats and bonnets vr'orn by

, . ) these children reﬂect more than a clothingsstyle of. -
R ' \" R the era. Indeed, ‘at that time, children were consid- - &
' ' BN ered to be and therefore were treated as miniature’
"~y - adults. - : - -
‘Childhood, as 1t is presently c9nce1ved isa rel— : -
atwely new-phenomenon. No single event is more ‘
> - important to the history of child care than the
- ) " change in our perception of the early years of
. | human life. How long a period of development
s L ~ childhood is believed to be, the manzer in which =,
S . . society chooses to regard it, and the rightsand re- )
" , sponsxblhtxes accorded to children (mcludmg their
. o . degree of independence and relative status). are all
' ) variables which have been’ altered by soaety over
time. The care and raising of the young has always "° )
~ + " been an issue of great, social and psychological™ ™ ,» .*
v+ - , .- concern, and any dxscﬁssmn\ of d{ddhood necessi>
tates a dialectic of past and present considerations. N
Examination of thie recent history of the treatment - i
of\ghﬂdren reveals dominant trends that requise
‘ _b_\,’, - . - attentlon i the constructiornt of public policies.
- s e Childhood is now viewed as a unique and ten- S
-{: e "dér period of dependency and growth for which «
ST . behavior norms for adults are nonapplicable; no
- - longer are children thought to be but small adults.

; Recently, increased concern on the part of parents,
teachers, and pol1cymakers about responsibility
v for insuring proper development and satisfaction -

- : of needs has brought various issues of child care

irto the public realm. Public concern parallels the
‘ : . change the conception of ‘the significance of
s 0 t. chlldho ! And this parallel development is based ~
v « .- upon concern for who shouldbe the final arbitrator
e : - - of chlldren s need-s for :the good of children. .
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With the change in viewing childhood has come_change in assuming

responsibility for that developmental period. Child labor laws represent an -

action in-behalf of society to legislate the needs of children. This public legisla- -

tion has at the same time delimited parental responsibility for the caring of

" children—the care of children at one time being the sole purview of. parents.

Thus, with childhood being regarded as a period of dependency and growth

“requiring nurture'has come an increase’in societal conicern for ¢hildren’s well="~
being and a corresponding decrease in total parental responsibility.

Society is now responsible for developing public policy for child care that

will in fact detérminie what is best for children and this will be reflected in: the.
“structure and direction of the educational programs and the size and distribu-

tion of financial allocations for these programis. Flexible, intellectually sound,

and socially valuable programs need to be generated. And given the expandmg '

mtellectual inquiry into childhood and the concerpn acknowledged by large
segments of the public, it is essential that child care policy bé an outgrowth of

the perceived needs of children based on the information on chlld care that is -

[

now available. .
- At present, academicians, researchers and members of presxdent:al com-

misgsions report fmdmgs wl'uch could affect the lives of millions of children if
there, were channels between these individuals and policymakers.-What needs’
to be established is a method by which policymakers can iritegrate the concerns
of diverse sections of the population with the information generated at uni-

versities and research institutes. Moreover, the resulting policy must then be

open to public debate and, ultimately, tested in the marketplace of soc:ety—
schodls and social and political institutions. Questions ab.eﬁ'trchﬂd care must

be. formd&ated these questions hould be handled by research when necessary,

and research results, together wlith existifig knowledge about chlldren must be

developed into a qohesive and/meaningful public policy.
The report which follows is anp attempt to identify the difficulties involved

_uzbdevelopmg an acceptable public policy for child care. It is an exercise in the

use. oP-ratxonaI principles to arrive at reasonable solutions for the care of
chlld’ren This report demonstrates less of a concern with actual rontent than
with the process by which content can be established; thus; several models for
effectmg policy were evolved from a single document,, Federal Programs for,

- Young Children: Review and Recommendations. prepared by Dr. Sheldon

White. Although the igformation presented here is speCL&c—due to the faa\

. that one group of policymakers and one group representing the scientific

commumty concentrated their efforts on but one paper—the results of, this
inquiry are intended to and should be directed toward a broadjer-perspectzve

*This material is iritended to provide the:reader with one attempt at inestigat-
ing and eafgenmentlng with a variety of systems for estabhshmg cf’uld care " -

r pohcy

1 . S
¥

The E%:t part of this report is addresged to the-issues and probIems revealed

ng of public policy and ch11d care. Ig is a process approach that
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centers:on the structure of the problems to be solved, the pitfalls encountered,
and the conclusions reached. The- second part includes the summary from

Wh:te s report, which was utilized as “a pomt of departure for the two groups,
and’theé third partis compnsed of cmt:ques of White's report that cannot+be

-considered as, and were snot intended to be, a complete dlscussmn of the

_sublect, matter. Within Part 1” a description of the historical context of issues

relating to public Zoncern about child care is presented. Following this, pos-
sible models for effecting child care policy are discussed with particular
emphasis given fo the development of one model which seems to have: -good
potentxal for uniting issues of child care and public policy. Part Il presents the

. specific ‘context area chosen for implementation of this model; obvidusly,

other context areis may have been suifable. The six.ptesentations of Part III
include critiques ‘of the report by distinguished colleagues in the field of child
de@elopment a- brief summary of the ensuing discussions, and a statement
linking child care and public policy that is an outgrowth of the conference.
In the face of rapidly altering social values, political change, and hew
theories for child health and growth, one must be cautious in approaching such
a task as the integration of child care and public policy. Yet the needs and
health of our children-require that a great deal of attention be paid to these .
issues, and the.well- being of our \.r.oaety depends upon such mvestlgatlon

. What follows then is an" early attempt to bridge this gap. Far more

‘ _ investigation is nemded but it is hoped that the formal presentation of this

. experience may serve to facilitate further developments.
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" Historically, the care of children has not been considered an exalted activity. It
has'not required much formal education or a certain degree of wealth and has as
a consequénce been held in low regard. Recently, child care has taken on new
importance. The 1mpetus for this interest is due to a constellation of forces:
federal and state government interest in welfare reform, edugational establish-
ment and parental concern over preschool education, recognized.psychological_

consequences of earty childhood experiences, and the changing work patterns

- of parents. The complex of these pressures, from an historical perspective and
viewed in light of the demands of the present, create a framework that requires
« attention. -

There now exist{ a demand for child care services. Unfortunately programs
responding to this need are poorly planned, lack sensible structure, and dre
S chaotically developed and administered; the direct résults are ineffectual pro-
| grams. With the goal being that of optimal growth and development of chil-
*+ " dren, it is pecessary to combine the expertise of scholars and pohcymakers in

the pursuxt\af rational, informe blic policies’and programs for children and
their families. To this end, the problems of child care are presented here from
an historical perspective, possible models for systems of chi}d care are de-’ ,
scribed, implementation of these*models is explored and future approaches

are recommended -

THE HISTORICAL COKJIPEXT

To broaden the perspective'on child care and public policy, it is gnportant to

examine the historical cycles of public concern for the care of g children.

From such examination emerges two distinct trends in presch)\\programs—

day care and nursery school. Although both of these programs followed a

- separate developmental course, there are some similarities. A brief historical

presentation of day care and nursery school programs is prov1ded here as
background information. -

Although Plato advocated that chﬂdren be removed from their homes at an

7 early age to be directed by individuals specially trained in the care and educa-

- tion of the young, this activity was not adopted by Western civilization.

Western orientation has clearly been that of child care within the horme.~In the
case cf communal structure, as in hunting and gathering soaetles,r families
worked and lived together and children were raised within their common

* home. With the coming of the Industrial Revolution, work was no longer con-
ducted in the home, and as a consequence, a new de,‘.flmtlon of the role of the
child and of the family emerged.

- " There was much social concern for the children of working parents. In 1789,
Count Oberlin, a Lutheran pastor in Alsace, established a center for children
of mothers who worked the farms. In Paris in the 18.2Qs and 1830s, “salles .

10 «..dasiles” for tI-Ee very young flourished; providing fewnact‘xwt]es of an educa-

- .
. -
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txon\al nature,. they nevertheless were attended by 3,600 children in, 1839.
.Around the same time#Germany began to take care of and protect the children
of working parents. These “klein kinderbewahranstalten” were founded and
maintained by religious societies, women'’s societies, and private philanthro-

* pies. In England Robert Owen, great&' influenced by Pestalozzi, was 3ccepting

L

-------- factory-workers-children,-as-young-as one-year.-into-his-nufseries althopgh——

there was hostility at the time toward this type of day care arrangement. The
various nomenclature of thése schools—chanty, industry, dane, and common
* day—can be traced-to thexr divergeént arigins. . .

In histories of American education, there is scant reference to day care or

nursery education. The development of these preschool programs is difficult to
"document completely because lit mformatlon was recorded about those pro-
grams which were not a part of publlc school system. However, the impor-.

tant influences on the de{relopment of the preschool movement in this country
were industrialization, urbanizﬂtxon advanced technology poverty, the pro-
gressive education movement, and theé-growth of thé life ¥riences. As a result .’
of these societal forces, two separate, class-linked types of preschool pfograms °
emerged. On the one hand, the traditional private nursery school, designed for - °
middle- and upper-classes, provided educational and psychological develop-

ment for children from three to fiv. ~ -rs of age. On the other hand, day
nursery or day care was definitely - =—- : for the lower classes; it was de-
signed strictly from a utilitarian stanup. ..ii—to free both partners of the work-

ing family. Although both programs served tHe same age range, they served
different segments of the population and, thereby, established separate goals
The former was a quury the-latter a necessity. Whereas nurseries operated; -
only a.few hours a day, %gy care was typxcally a full-day program. It was com-
mon to distinguish the two by calling the former “educational” -and the latter -
“custodial,” but in fact, there was ongmally little difference in the actual func-
tioriing of tHese programs so that the insistence on the use of such distinctions
served only to thmly vexl class segregation. At present these distinctions still

ex:st- . - b

.

-

Nursery. Schogls
. L
Ge 11 (1943) states that nursery schooIs in Amenca were fxrst estabiished in ‘
1914 with initial impetus from Brltam Margaret MacMillan and Grace Owen .
started programsfor the poor in Lohdon and Manchester =nd specialists from ’
their schools presertted their work at Columbia Univer .+ ‘Teachers College)
in 1920. Around the same time, Gesell began a study of two- and “hree‘yearl-
olds at the Yale Psycho-Clinic, the Merrill-Palmer Schoo! -as “established in
Detroit, and the Iowa Child Welfare Research >taticon as jeli 25 the New York
- Bureau of Experiments directed studies of t.-o-, three-, and four-vear-olds.

Although some resemblancebefiveen the growth of kindergartens i~ the 19th 11

Qo . ® \ - 1;
~ -l
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ccntury and nursgry prografns in the early "Oth century is evident, therw\are ]
striking ldlffcrences in the ef cts of scientific research on these programs.
Duggan,; writing about the histoty of American education, said that “possi

no other movement in education is being so carefully developed under the
guidance. of res’earch as is the study of very small chxldren in the nurser'y

“school.”1 . e
Scxentxhc‘xntemst in early ChlIdhOOd was generated by and resulted in new
emphases in psychology, biclogy.” physiology. and medicine and in experi-
mental efforts in the fields of mental health and hygiene. Research efforts were
supported by psychology and education departments in leading universities,
by research organizations, by parents who found it increasingly difficult, under
existing Social conditions, to provide adequately for the education of their
voung children, and by individtals and associatians Thterested in improving
the educational status of day care. Research centers shared the common goal of /
_expanding knowledge of preschool children, rich apd poor. By 1936 the U. /
Office of Education reported the existence of 285 nursery schbols: 77 l&a
(research) schools at umversxtles 53 ph:}anthrop:c in nature, 144 private, and
11 in public schools. - \
One.of the earliest private (nonresearéh) nursery schools was organizéd by _
faculty wives at The University of Chicago in 1916. - .
- A '
Thgy felt the need, which they could not £ill in tl%rr homes, of the begin-
nings of social contact, of group play, the chance at give and take, and _|
the supervision at times of adults, not the children’s 6vn_mothers. The
' mc;)tl;s;s/n?eded to acknowledge other children than their:own, and the
., - op nity to test the efficacy of home training when their ‘I‘nldren 3

. ]ome;d a group. 2

f _—

- .
Providing group experience for their children and broadening their own experi-

ence with other children seems to be a common motivatiornt for the creation of
middle-class nursery facilitiés. Obviously an essential element in the design of-
these schools was the maintenance of close tooperation with the home and

family.

S , : - .

Day Care > \ - ,
: e

The nursery school and-day care movements occurfed simultaneously. Where-
as nursery school was developed supposedly for educational purposes, day
care was classified as a health and welfare function and thereby was considered
a charitable programf, largely custodial in approach. The finst day care center
in the Unitgd -States was probably<he one opened in Bosto in 1838 by Mrs.
- Joseph Hate to provide care fof the ¢hildren of seamen’s wives and widows.

12 _ Another founded in New York Cxty in 1854 by the nurses at Chxldren,s

-

. -
- - .
- - a -
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ﬁospxtal was for working mothers’ children who had been patients and was
apparenl;ly purely.custodial. As a result of the Civil War, some day care pro-

. grams were established for children of war widows, but it wasnoet until.the

.

Great Depression and World Warl that an? major program effort was under-

-~

. taken by the government. Under the Federal Emergency Educatlon Programi> _

3,000 facilities serving.65,000 needy children were set up in the 1930s. Under
the Works Progress Administration of the New Deal, 150,000 fam.khes enrolled
“in‘the Eamﬂy Life Education Program. By 1939, 300, 000 children had_been
e;uolled in 1,500 emergency centers, most of which were housed in public
school-buildings. However, as grave social conditions d1sappeared so did mdJsE-
- ~of the day care facilities. Thus in 1948 only about’ 90 percent of all cities in the

-

Umted States were operating nursery schools or child care centers,’ in.spite of '

. urging ‘on the part of educators' at the “White House Conference on Child:en in

* a Democracy (1940) that this emergency pattern of child care, materm,ty care, N

.and parent education be. permanently instituted. Unfortunately, bhe--féa;g oj

~ the government taking over the functions of the fanu{y were strong*andwée-
- scale public support never materialized. In the 1940s and early 1950s theseffears

werg he:ghtened by the cold war and concern abcut comrmgusm oy
| Current Events in the Nursery and 2o ¥
Day Care- Movements R .

Tbe 1950s and 19605 were a t1me of prospenty and secunty in thls country, and
- the preschool movement again became a public issue. Many factors accounted

for this renewed interest: 1) an increase in suburban living, resulting in 2. fela~ |

tively low density of children, necessitated planned, structured play - EToups; 25
- the decrease in the birthrate resulted in smaller families and, ,correspondmgly,

. “' fewer age-mates within thehome 3) mechanization in the Homie provided indi-

~viduals with more free time; 4) a greater number of women enteréd the.labor
' force; 5) an increase in community a1d “for families, especially the poor, was
provided; and 6) educators became more attuned to family needs. .

Most unportantly, the demand for preschool programs grew because it .

’ became apparent that the family alone cannot meet the requirements for the.

development and socialization of young children. As knowledge of child

- development increases and is- further refined, the standards*demanded’ of

parents are raised. Even under ideal conditions, parents often feel unable-to

meet these standards. . ; - R

. Finally, not to be ignored is the fact that mothers do work—some for finan-
- dal necessity, some for the need or desire to, use skills and education, and

.others to escape boredom and isolation. Whereas in 1940, only orie mother in

10 held a job, in 1970, for the first time, there were more women with minors
- holding jobs (51} "percent) than those who did not. With more mothers work.mg,

there are more, ch1ldren who need; care and fewer mothers to give it.
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. P0551bly the greatest demand for the care of youngazhlldreﬁ?comes’ from
single-parent families and from fanfilies of the poor. The<figst largg-sc e pul;hc x
response ‘to this expressedfheed was the Iaunchmg of Head Start as a nation-
o _wide program in the sufnmer of 1965. The forces that effected this mnov* ve
program still exist, and there is every indication that their efforts will b}\broad- :
7 ened. In 1973 there were smmxlhon children below the age of s1x, with mothé'rs
* in the labor force” Although the numbgr of children i in this agg group.is declin- -
ing, the number of children w,;th\_wo rking mothers has increased. Moreover,
_ the-most z-apldl gain in labor. force partxmpa.non in recent years has been the
- - ‘addition of wives below the age of 3S~espEc1aHy tHose with children under six’
years_of age.  This’is now an’ established workmg\pastern for young mothers »
and gearl? it-must be con51dered and dealt with. " 3 -
, Ten years Eafter the begmnmg of, I-:Iead Start, there are contmumg d\emands
- g for more divergent and better means of”chlld care. Unfortu-nately, the:;g is little
' « in the*way oF a ratlonal coherent; and’ organized response. What 15 needed is -
consideration of past methods, gathénng of information on current needs, and
_integration- of ‘scientific knowledge with p_rohcy admmrstratlon in an effort to
sCreate .an informed and viable pohcy

\ ' e

o ““’MODELS FOR EPFECTING CHILD CARE

o
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The present lack of commun1cat10n between the sc1en°hf1c: and pohcymakmg

i -comrnunrtles is.dueto a mult1p11c;ty of factprs. The pohc:yrnakmg commumty is -
T ore /y,nature responsive—reactipg to political, social, and’ economic pressures and
=" negds. Flowever, w.rather th initiating programs and d.krect_mg public .efforts

.tL./

“through Iéadershxp and education, policymakers all too often act only when
society has already responded to particular issues. Equal fault lies with the
sc:ennf:c community. Its commitment to theory and abstraction, rather than
“real life” problems, and the use of scientific language and methodology

. obscure the information needed by policymakers to handle the issues creatively.

In response to the growing demand to devise a system of thoughtful and

_organized'act‘ion for child care in this country, the Institute for Research in
Human Development at Educational Testing Service (ETS) initiated a project °
to explore the complexities of child care and public policy. This pilot effort has
‘been supported by the Rockefeller Family Fund and ETS.- As a first step, it was
necessary to establish a system of communication between those engaged in
. child development research and those setting policies. With the establishment
of communication procedures, systematic implementation of models could
ultimately be achieved. following approaches were con51dered in an effort

to bring the two-groups together.. * -

-~
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. Posﬂ:len Paper Model o oSN
- One‘means of‘cl’osu'tg the communication gap bétween scientist and policy- .~ <«° |
~maker is to commiadn a single,” comprehe‘nsw&paper on the topic of concern. :
.Since one,personwgﬁld write and distribute the document, it wpuld be com- -
pleted relatively quickly. In the realm of public policy a high prem}um isplaced -
on s ~ and this approach- could well sansfy this need. Unforfunately . this »
| approac sacnf-:ces breadth’ of cove—rage and' mtenactzon ‘with collea es,ﬁxb/“_’//‘:
. would 'fot- encourage t lqnd of ’cgmgnumcat}on that—-these two dxstmct '
" communities requife. erefore, a° smgle-paper may-not be representative - &
< of the dxvemlgpof opinion. and’ma"f'rtot present many of the p0551ble polrcy el .
“alternatijves. o P - : : - _—

e F; -v'j-

3

T

Group Process Model L S
. ~ AR A

A group commumcatlon ngodel"Was conszdered as a means of prowdmg the
scierttific arid pohcymakmg communities with open channels for. the’ exchan,g '

" of mformatlon- The scientific community could contribute to_ this' effort by .

- describing present levels of l&'iowledge how a giveri problem could be studied, ~ )
and what areas need further investigation. The policymaking community could ~ .
contribute by providing the inpu determining those areas that reqmre study, .
analysxs’of what is yelevant te poli ormation, the needs of the commuinity -
from their'perspective, and what can realistically be accomplished. Thus, the -
COmm&mcatxon model that fvas envisionied would actively involve both com- |
muhities. For’ ;;mplementatlon of this general tnodel, the followmg speaﬁc. T

model was developed. ' D s ' s
: LT - Yo

.)\'

&

Group Process Expanded. A steering committee would be dstablished to deter-
mine specific problems of interest to the scientific community and of impor-
tance to public policy~groups. Following the selection of the problem areas,
position papers: would be-commissioned and authors chosen by the steering - .
committee. Pohcymake?s‘laas well as representatives of the scientific community =
“would attend a conference tS review the completed papers and toselect the best - '
for inclusion in a bdok-that would be distributed to a Wide range of experts.
is.model was inititated in the summer of 1.973 e steering committee
mcluded various experts on child care and humahn development (see Appendix
A for the list of participants). ‘However, in the course of the first meeting in -
-New York City, it was determined that the group process approach was not a
“workable model. An abundance of position papers are already avmlable, more
_ papers. need not be ¢ommissioned.-The > problem is that they are ‘not utilized by
either community because they have been produced in isolation by reséarchers "~ °
who are not aware of the needs of the pol:cymakers In' the dlscusslons that‘
followed another model was,, evolved S . ' o ' 15 '
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. Interactlon Model S o I

~ . -
o, Takmg into" consxderatxon the wealth of position papers that g?ed‘dy exist, it~
*=. . ~ ' was:decided that a comimittee ffom the scientific community ghould be ab-
w - hshed to act as a dearinghouse . Initially, the cleanngheu.se function wouldibe

v . " to determme.whzch of the existing. position papers should be further explored’
.:é_:; . ¢ The comrmttee would then review.the selected paper for its presentatron of the
’:J" . ':IL dlver51ty of relevant p051t10ns and would.outline the results of the work as they -
| ‘f apply to pdblic policy. Thus; the cleannghop.se would provide a §c1ent1ﬁc
-~ ‘{ ~ forum for the discussion o elevant public po‘hcy papers. -
‘ r;( / . The committee agreed that the original paper as well as m‘div:dual d1verse -
. ° oplagzon’s should be collected and’ pubhshed so that the policymaking com-
o “munity would have a cerm:al and relatlvely unbiased center tQqlocate scientific_
gn F mformanon,on pohqf-relevant issues.  Initially, this clearirighouse function
‘,:'"_#- ~ was to he the primary effort. However, in order to make this model efféctive,
F;; “, it was realized that the policymaking ¢ommunity’ would -have to have thé -
‘ ,_;f‘ ; m@aﬁs to request thgstandmg tommmittee to initiate position papers in response

ir spec:flc needs, If a relevant pdsitign }aaper was not ayailable, the policy—=
ng community could ask the commitje to commrsswn uch a paper The. "
*eview process would then be initigted to examine this completed report.
" “"The steering'committee agreed on th1§g@teract1ve model and chose to review

S}r}eldon White’s paper, Federal Programs for Young Children: Review and -

y . ' ° Recommendations. White’s pr01ect was supported by the Huron Instltuté ~
«~ *'  under contract mth the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. It is an
' extenswe survey of programs ass1st1ng children aged O to 9. - . R

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE - .-
- INTERACTIVE MODEL - .- . . .

A meeting to examme Sheldon White's report was held in the spring of 1974 at
Educational Testing Service in Princeton, New Jersey. The conference was
attended by researchers in child development " and education, state and federal
elected ‘and appointed policymakers, nonprofit. day. care .groups, and some
representatives of private foundations and institution? (see ‘Appendix B). Al-
" though the group was kept small enough to function as a seminar, it neverthe-
" less was broadly representatlve of.the mfluentlal groups involved in chﬂckcare ‘

- and public policy issues. .
" The conference was scheduled to Iast two and one-half days. The ongmal

"agenda follows Lo , : ' S
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o F , Thursday, 28 M&rch 1074 A
 10:00 a.m. Presentatlon by Sﬁeldon. White, Harvard' Umversxty '

- Noon Lunch - W ‘_. - S N S B
. 1:15p.m. Discussants: - . ) - S "\r-- .
-t Carl Berexter Ontano Ier:tute for Smchesm Ed'umhon -, - 5 .
| _ _W:lha@geksen Yale Unfversxty : YR - :

_ I "% Irving Sigel, Educational Tesfing Service . . ./ " N -
L. . Harold Stevenson, University of Michigan - ; ..
- S Eel gy ' - o .

7:00 p.m.’ D1nner . *"L = . st . AN . . ﬂ‘

- * = - FoLTe <o ’ ' - .
. ) . f £y
' s SR Fnday, 29 "March. :v', T _‘ \ ;

E:OO a.m. Comued dxscuss:on ofthtesre@rt and its relevanc} to pubhcpohcy -~ y
Noon Arnvdl of pubhc pohqr part;lczpants L= : A -
Luneb‘ e L

K -1:304p>m'. °Ovemew of W}utes report and its criticismsi™ « _ o _ - -
' Edmund Gordon, Educational Testing Semce L=t -
and Columbia Umvers:ty ‘ , .
S _ s S RS .
*TT7:00pm. Dinner © A R
. o a - Saturday 30 March x
#9:130 am. Lmkmg child care and public policy: . ~ . - . _
o " “Sally Allen, Education Gommission of the States S,
~ 1:00p.m. Luhch Y. T Co .
N Revxew of evaluation of procedures, pla,n.s for futnre&onferences : '-" "
- oo « . . R - ' '

~ -

Those convened fox: the fu'st day and a half pnmanly represented the scxenuﬁc )
 community. The core of this group was the steering comuinittee that met the

previous summer and. alsa included several policymakers, to express public
policy needs. The mtentlon of this group was to review this four-volume work
as a council of peers—focusmg on ‘such scientific concerns as the issues of
evaluatxon the samples and measures used; their va11d1ty and 51gmf1—
-}‘cance-——and to then aid public policy people in its best use. >
.With the arrival of the other public policy administrators, the two groups
chscussed policy needs and alterndtives. The session began with summarizing
- " remarks by Edmund Gordon of Educatmnal Testing Service and Columbia
University’ additional comments were made by White,'and an open discussion
followed. The next day, Sally ' Allen, of the Education Commission of the
" States, linked thé issues ofshild care and pubhc: pohcy All presentatlons are

-
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' OUTCOMES OF. THE | -
. . INTERACETIVE MODEL

It should be omted out that closure was never the 1ntended outcorne of these
meetlngs The issues of child care and public policy do not lend themselves £O 2. -
neat, ‘szmplrsnc answers. What was ant1c1pated was breadth and multlplzcxty‘ o
Somre of-the’i 1ssues of concern were: - = . . -/-

" . - -
¢_4 j -;‘ ,‘..“- R

Cgf s

- L

\ . The goals of early chzldhood programs and their under].yxng values—the ¢

> problem of pluralism. - ; ] - : . .

L The altematxve*models of educatlonal expenence-—the problern of metkod

~® The costs (both social and.ﬁnanaal), of the vanous opnons—the problem of

L]

. resources.. . . L - g .

»‘ . . LY
¢ The kinds of research fmdlngs that have been gathered to date as well as
further reséarch that irtay be needed—the problem of understandmg as the

- basis for adaptive action programs. - _—

2
*

White’s report was used as a. vel'ucle to discuss these issues; because it was

up-to-date, broad, and available, it well satisfied" the goal.

T Although all participants were c‘.oncerned about both child care arid pubhc
pollcy the group was split into “scientists” and “policymakers.” This distinc-

"' fion was madein the belief that the scientific co unity first needed to subject

E ,f_. ‘the paperto a peer review. It was: beheved that th1s review, dealing with such

 Tissues ds sample size, use of. statistics, and so forth, would not be either appro-

.+ 7 - priate or ‘relevant- for pohcymakers In reviewing the outcome of the’

: ‘conference, it-now appears that the split was.arbitrary and that communication
.would have bee.n increased had the two groups met together from the start.

In any event, the most important- outcome was the interaction and com-
munication that did result. One participant, noting a difference between the
first meeting (June 1973) and the second (March. 1974), stated, “Researchers
seern to be considering policy issues more realistically. There’s a sincere and -
realistic effort to listen to policy concerns. Similarly, policy people gained a
new and réal appreciation for the problems which reseaxchers face.”,

. This interaction and communication also influenced the institutions and -

_ 'orgamzatlons represented at the conferences. Contact between résearchers and -
policymakers was 1ncreased the need’ for more meetings was expressed; and
further coordmat of and. centralization of information was _requested. It was
agreed that _staté and local governme;&s should be able to consult -2 well- - -
informed, unbxased sdurce when preparing: “for or voting onlegislation effecung '
child. care services.-Such a central 1nfonnatlonsowce should be available to
advise, to educate, and to respond to needs ands ould not funct1on only when

18 there is a crisis. =~ . -
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| Addmonaboutddmes clted by part1c1pa‘r’9ts suggest that the sécond- meetmg
- helped* to crystalize the issues involved in providing quality services for chil-4
/-dren. It also became clear that their is a need*for mtera1sc1p1;nary efforts in

research and planning and a need for further épportunities go exchange infor- 1

- matlon and discuss -concerns in order to deal with these issues. -
- Finally, by utﬂhng an exzstmg fepagt and ba515'1g the d1scu551ons around.i A

’ useful practical Lnformanon was obtamed - . -
Obwo?sly, this attefnpt represents just the opening sent 5f a d1alogue
. too: long in coming. ‘There were far more questions raised b procedures,_‘

content, and‘style of the meetings than tI;!e nurnber of answers prowded et, it % : :

was_a good start accordlng to the partltnpants and one which they would like *
to see continued. . : P

- - o . . - s

- . - . .. N

o o o -
'FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS '.,

In dlscussmg the course of future efforts to handfe' child care and pubhc policy

issuesgtwo dimensions need conSIderatlon..- Whg;; shall be the nature of the .~

exchan e and who should tundertake thxs ‘task? ° - -

e

- Future Models e |

Interactive Model. One p0551b1l1ty is to continue to use this interactive m‘odel
_as.the basic approach. That is, 4o systematically ‘convene meetings in order to
focus.attention on an existing document. One such report might be that of the
National Research Council, or, in the future, some of the work of the Carnegie
- Council on Children. Although there were certain advantages to the structure

~ of the meetings in the past, future meetings should be established to permit the -
two areas to meet separately first and then to convene for plenary sessions.
Because this model places a premium on mteractmn the actual meetings would
be rather seminar-like and small. Again, the distillation and distribution of the

' resultmg proceedings would be crucial, and attempts for the widest c1rcu1atzon

of the results would be necessary | 5 S R
k"

G

-

Conference Model A second option would be the larger conferégce approach
. Basically this approach focuses on the educational functions of such a meeting.
Given its size, it would._ be a more passive approach than the interactive model
digcussed above, but it wou.ld have the effect of reaching “more people faster.
This might be invitatiorial in nature and therefore selective, or an open registra-- -
- tion may be offered w:th the goal of, attracting a very broad and representa-
Honal group of all those who might be interested. Although this second option
has the advantage of reaching greater numbers of pegple and also of performing
.a service, it stresses the more passive aspects of a lecture-type 51tuat10§1 Itis also
\‘l h P - ) ' 2 =

1s = -
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possible, through this less selective model fo recapture some of the coé"s of the
_ conference through registration fees <%hile sftnultaneously estabhshmg a-
- bgoader base of those interested in child care and pubhc policy* -

*lr. "*The agenda might be tl‘(e general topic of child care and publicspolicy with
PN several different, s1multaneous sessions orrworkshops. Alternatively, the entire

, * ~— conference could focus on one spegific issze, Such topics,as child developmenty

- - programs, legislation related to child care, or mdustry-related child- care might
. be suggested. This conference’procedure could grow into an annual or even

«  sermi-annual event. ;;,- AR ~
N - - ) R ‘ )
_ _'\ S PubIzc Policy Modei/Another option mlght stress the stated needs of the pohcy-
. makers. This Would take the form of estabhshmg a bureau or center to e'h" it
LT, . spemﬁc policy needs. Knowing these',.at wgutd'be possible 8 arrange and'create

- geminars and conferences around ‘the as¥as of substantive knowledge. For
example, if a state office of child developm t isyconsidering a /pi'ogram of
" infant day care, the center might crea,te % serids of lectures or papers on such
issues as the ‘costs of such programs and ‘the nimerous kinds of curricula Yari-
_ ' ous states have considered. Another-example 3f a policy-geared-format would
Y . ' be to provide a center wherein pohcymakers would be free to call for aid to
. effect 1mpendmg leglslatzon or to create new legislation. .
- S ) \ .
Sczentzfzc Revzew Mo‘del St1ll another zgctxvlty might focus moré on scxentz?xc
and research eoncerns. This activity would center arounH a high-level clearing-+
.house function’ Gi er; the immense volume of existing and in-progress “studies
- - andreportsin this fleld, a clearinghouse would be in¥%aluable to those who are
= in decision-making positions (both on the policy level and on the implementa-
- tiog level). Such a clearinghouse might become the source of all up-to-date
information about child. development programs, research, demonstratgort .
_ profacts, legislation, and orgahizations, ‘ o g i
P : .In addition, a clearinghouse function might be that of producing scientific
revxew of existing pubhc policy papers. Thisyeview ‘wollld serve.the function
. . ofa’quality and.diversity check on papers-con rdered relevant for public policy
“concerns. Care should be taken to insure the proper review procedure for
® position papers. Such an activity was eavisioned in the original interactive
_ —model that was proposed. Without a public policy orientation the scientific
- - - review becomés }ust half the story and may be incomplete from a policy
D perspective. : - : ‘ : _ " p
. . 9 . ) o 5

- .
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< Organlzmg Role

. A.II four of these models could be elaborated further espec;ally with emphasis
o) o should provide these services. It was the general consensus that a non-
'go:grnrnental, nonprofit group would be best suited to perform any or all of |
the various outlined functions.that are needed. While urniversity-based organ-

) : ‘ ¢
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izers have the requ151 e mdependence and- ob]ectlvlty, thelr major commitment

is to teaching, which#@ould not permit them to dewvote the amount of time that

is necessary.. Mo:;eov r, continuity enight be difficult to achieve 'within the

» urfiversity settmgg It seems that these activities might best be placed in a non-
eprofit mstltutlor\bavmg the hyman and capital resource$ negessary to make’ -

; s{hls area one of prime conc;ern- : o~ : 5': ~
£ - [ i - -
. - ..‘ ~ .i b y -~ -
l L 4 . /\ ] ’ '%._ e . . .
In Concltt510n = - L - o
s <« . T ,
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The enthcgésm and interest generated by thése initial meetings on child care -
" - and publicghbolicy are clear 1nd1cators of the centinued need for comimunication
! amd mtex:,échon in this field. There is also reason-'tobelieve that the infroduction

of~s-ucl;751lls as the Mondale-JTavits Child and. Famlleer\nces Bill will be topics’

.x;gnf‘ch discussion in this décade. This is not a passing fad of-the 1960s. The
mtroduchen of this bill guarantees that these issues will be part of our national | .
'agenda and, in som® way, it must ‘be a part of our agenda as well

C
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In thJ.s section is a summary wfnch was prepared by Dr.} Sheldon White and
his associates at Harvard University, of the report writter} for the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, the Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluatipn. The summary is presented here in full so that the

der can better understand Part III—the formal critiques. summary, apnd~
Ate:tement made distinguished sc‘:holars at the Child Care/ 'and Public Policy

- Conference.
- Although federal programs are only a small part of all public programs on
- ' behalf of children, it is an area of major infportance because of its influential

role and responsszht? in stating national goals, standards, and priorities. The®,
study relies prim&rily on analysis of formal data in an attempt to move from
informal to formal’evidence'in the:evaluation of programs for children. The
discussions that are presented in Part III%hed some light on the successes and
failures. of this approach.

The actual report is in three parts. “Goals and Standards of Public Pro-' .
grams for Children” focuses on the following areas: purpose and design, of the--
report, the evolution of public programs for children, critical periods and early
experience, prediction from ch1ldhood characteristics to adult characteristics,\ -
reviews of evaluafion in four major areas of intervention, and health care.

, “Review of Evaluation Data for Federally Sponsored-Projects for Children”
* ' examines data in five particular categories: early elementary edugation, pre-

. school intervention, day care, family intervention, and health care. “Recom-
meéndations for Federal Program Planning” is directed toward three major
areas: recommendatzons regarding preschool and day care programs, recom- _
mendat /Lons for emphases in programs_ for children, and recommendati
regarding future analysis. All sections ‘of the report are touched on in the
summary that folla'ws . S : 19
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Fede:m{ Progmms for Young Children: . | ';
Review and Recommendat;ions _ | -

s . o ) ' .

This study reviewed existing data about child development and evaluations of
programs for children as a basis for recommendations for federal program
planning \It dealt with dlsad\’rantaged children aged O - 9 and the federal pro-
. grams now set forth for their- assistance. The study was an extended examina-
~ tion of twlo recent premises about government action on behalf ‘of such’ chil-

dren—h t. that program planning can be gu1ded by child development data
and program. evaluation data and, second, that goals for such programs can
 and should shift.from crisis intervention toward a broader concern for the
enhancement of child development.

At the heart of the i5sue to be addressed is the questlon of what childhood
disadvantage is. But "d1sadvantage is a complex and surprisingly subtle
notion and required several steps in thinking to come to a definition. :

The term * dxsadvantage is widely used—in public discussion, in sc1ent1flc '
writings, in congressional testimony—and a first step’ in understandmg

comes when one recognizes that it is applied to- many sorts,of children, many'
negative circumstances, many programs of childhood. Wheln solutions for dis-
- advantage are proposed, this multiplicity at times seems to be stereotyped, as
"when the problems of the disadvantaged child are identified with those of the
average black child or the average poor child. At other times this multiplicity *
seems to be preserved but'in an unclear way, as when it is argued that pro- -
' grams or services for children should be comprehensive but without any in-
d1cat1on of the kind of dxverszty implied in comprehensiveness. .

“Examining the various usages of the term, five standards of d1sadv-antage
can be identified, each of which is necessary if one would include all of the ¢chil-
dren identified as disadvantaged in variqus public discussions. These standards
are: (1) income, (2) ethnicity, (3) home envuonmen\t-soqal class, (4) cn51s,—and
(5) equity. They are correlated standards in the sense-that a child identified .
under one will generally also be identified under others. But not all children,

. nor all'relevant problems will be included unless all the standards are applied.

- "However, not all children dewatmg from the norm with respect ‘to such
standards will be defined as disadvantaged. Only some will. What kind or -

degree of deviation from the norm according to these standards will qualify a
duld as d1sadvantaged? Generally, it seems that the degree of deviation w111 be - &
degtned sérious if it is seen as jeopardizing certain “public purposes” with '

regard to the upbringing of the children. A person takes an interest in every '
aspect of the well-being of his own child, but there are only ‘a selected number .

of issues that will bring tout a concern for the upbringing of the generahty of 27
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chlldren in one’s socxety The ubhc purposes reflect these issues. They'are to
some extent issues of the present and future well- being of the sociéty, and they
‘are to some extent issues of compassien extended to children as well as tg
others in the society. Historically, pubhc intervention in child care and ‘up-
bringing seems to have originated in these public purposes and, at root, the

.notion, of dlsadvantage _appears._ to arise_ Erom them They are; .

1. I&see to it that a child Ieams and develops in such a way that he can take
-up some reasonable vocational or economic place in soc1ety D

2. To provide for ° pohtlcal socialization™ in the early years. to assure that
.~ normative standards of American life, patnotxsm and a conception of self .
as related to soc:ety, are instilled in the child as he grows-up. - -

'

3. To regulate the labor market by (a) restricting the use of children as Iaborers
‘and (b).providing supemsxon for-the chxld to release the parents for employ—
_ment. o . )

4 To prov:.de help for the child in c:ertam klnds of crisis situations—on a com:<
* passionate basis or on the baszs of calculatmg ultlrnate beneflt to somety or
both e _ S :

b

The dlsadvantaged child is, in general that child for.whom the expressxon

of these public Purposes is lnadequate—-—for whom there does not seem to be a

_clear path to some economic place in society, who grows up feeling excluded .

rather than included in American society, or who is at risk because of a variety

of family crises, handicaps, or health factors. :

. The value of a conception of public purposes seems to lie in the understand-

mg ‘it offers that public intervention on behalf of children has been, and prob-,

. .ably is’still, guided by certain constant arid definable ot1ves. If one examines

: .'_4‘- -"the history of public programs for children, one sees these motives in existence
N from the colonial penod forward. As American society has changed over the
years the pressures of factors like industrialization, immigration, and urban-
ization have put strains upon traditional roles and institutions. Older arrange-

ments for the care and upbringing of children have felt’ these strains. In addi- .
tion, social institutions having 1mphcatlons for the upbringing of children have. -
changed—pattemsof housing and community life, the amounts and kinds of -
adult employment available, the role of women in the labor market. When -
such changes have brought some children in ]eopardy—a jeopardy defined as a
shortcoming in the expression’ of the public purpdses for them—such ch:ldren-
have been regarded as a siibject for public concern. . . d T _'

It'seems useful ‘to imagine a system of unp11c1t ‘contracts” govermng the B
- divisions of labor among | those who take care. of children. There is such a-

contract between the mlddle class family and the public schools today The

“family will teach the child Enghsh It will” give. the child trammg in manners .

28 and mores; it wzll give the chxld an expected amount and d1ver51ty of. 1nte'11ec-

-

“

-
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>
“tual experiences; it will have schoohng in-mind and it wxll be coﬁ'cemed in
‘diverse ways to make his expected entrance into school suc/cessful Schools - ¢ -
depend upon some degree of such family activity. There is another such con-
tract between the middle class famil¥ and the pediatrician, by which.a coopera-’
tive pattern of activity concerned with. the child’s health is .established. An ° .
_elaborated-system. of such “‘contracts’._exists. mour_socxety,__pzowdmg forthe "
«sharing of child care and upbringing among family,. schools, and various pro--
fessionals and providing, further, for social patterns of support stemming from
private charities and the several levels of government At the heart of thls sys-
¢ temn of cantracts ig the family: Institutions dealmg with the “normal” or “aver-
age” child are keyed to expected “normal” or “average” family performance.
Usually, although not atways, the child .who is seen as dxsadvantaged is that
child for whom the family cannot.or does not provide a “normal”.or “average”
‘amount of care and upbringing. As might be expected in any system governed
by contracts, however, this kind of problem is.open to some dispute. It is at
times argumentatively assigned as the family’s weakness, as a matter of
weakness in the child, or as a matter of weakness in the social institutions that
* surround the child and the family. A :
. It seemed worthwhile during the course of the study to try to examine the :
historical expression of the public purposes governing childhood, as manifested
in changes in the various social contracts governing the upbringing of children
in American history. There has been a historical rise in govemmental involve- - ..
- ment in the care and upbringing of children, and a brief glance at h15tory

suggests the kinds of cuc:umstances that has brought about that rise:.
~
1. Preparatzon of children to assume adult economic roles. There has been a.

shift from family and. pnvate respons:blhty for such preparation to pubhc
- auspices and, since 1850, there has been a steady trend toward more pub-
* licly sponsored schooling for more children. . . |
. The trend toward schooling has been supported by public behefs that the- N
pubhc séhools would: (a) adjust the chid to the work roles of an industrial
‘society:;(b)<clear the streets of unemployed youth; and (c) by teaching skills, ~
make all children economically producti
. Recent debate has focused on the extent of the vocational function of the
schools, and the extent of. respon51b111ty to be assigned to schools if they do
have this function. Do schools now represent a fully rational investment in- .
vocational development of individuals or.economic development of the
- society? Will increased investments in the schodls increase their utility in
- these regards? Can the federal government, through schools and the princi-
~ " ple of “equality of educational opportumty, insure equal opportunity for
- all citizens to participate in all economic roles? |

= 2‘.T Assimilation of children into.a soczally cohesive nation. Wlth the coming of ’
o ‘pubhc sthooling, there Has been a: persxstent belief in the use of the schools - =
' to Amencanlze" children: -~ . . : I 29 ~—

.\)

,‘._" T D Ea : h T



-

» . ' o N
. ° 1

<t

Arguments for this function have been historically prominent whenever

_ large waves of immigrants have come into American saciety, particularly

- when their foreignness or ignorance of American traditions have been

-~ ~perceived as socially disruptive. Since the 1960s, when the first vigarous

T, attempts were made to include Blacks, Indians,-and Spanish-speakers in the

o e——-vision of-a-unified -American- culture,-there has been-debate- about the func——:—

tion of the schools in assxmxlatxng these groups.

The assimilative function of pubrlxc schools is real and ratxonal Pubhc

- funds are reasonably used to.recreate and strengthen an American social

- cohesion. Current évents demonstrate the problems of maintaining unity in

'nonthomogeneous societies. Schools are one instrument ofia more complex

-assimilative solution in the future, either the traditional “melting pot” solu—
".tion or that more complex solution enwsxoned in the notion of a pluralxstxc

. ) society ™ . y N _ '\\/

-

3. Partial regulation of the labor market. Ohe reason for the rise of pubhc
schoohng has undoubtedly been the increasing social need’ for a more
educated labor force, but there have been other factors connected with the

.labor.market as well. Historically, the rise of the schools has been tied to con-
cern for the restriction of the use of children in labor. When children moved
into the public schools en'masse this cdrrected conditions of abuse.in laber
that had been a matter of social concern for some decades preceding. Their - -

» move into-the schools may alsS have reflected a marked lessening of the need
for children in‘the labor market. One can’ ask whether the trend in this cen-
tury for more and more children fo seek more and more school reflects simply

the pull of the schools or, as much, the push of a shrinking supply of jobs.

" Of some importance, also, has been the utility of the schools in freeing
the parents for labor by provxdmg some amount of day care. Public policy

_regarding children has recently been influertced by demands for extensions
of _pubcllcly supported day care. Since 1967, attempts have been made under

* WIN child care and state and local day care services to“encourage mothers
o~ of families on AFDC to get jobs. There is less consensus on the govemment s
role in supportmg day care for other mcome groups.; .

4. Public care for chzldrerz at risk. “At risk” categories of chﬂdren have always
‘been sub]ects of social concern and responsxbﬁbty Many kinds of children at
risk have Been treated by public action for centuries: the physically handi-
capped; the diseased; the emot1onally dlsturbed the mentally retarded

3 orphans; “children ®f disabled or absent parents; the neglected or abused.

«  Higstorical trends in care for children at risk have lead to: (a) extensions
of services to‘more <hildren; (b) enlargements of the proportion: of children
defined as “at risk”; (¢) increases in differentiated categorical services; (d) a.
progressive transfer from private .. iccal, and then.to state and federal

) . responsibility; and (e) the relatively more rapid development of these trends

30 " in urban than in rural areas. . A . e |
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Dunng the 19605 there began a:new forward movement in programs for chil- .

AGED'?_CHILD R

-

dren and in public concern for children. It seems fair to say that for many
people, this seemed like a2 new impetus not connected with a past and a history.
_In fact thereé was much in_the movement that seemed directly related to the
- issues of the 1900s, the penod that had,produced the first White House Confer-

ence on Chrldren and Youth and had led to the creation of. the Children’s
_Bureau; and the issues of the 1930s, the time when Socxal Security and AFDC -

~had come into being. What was most prominent in public dlscussmnsand

- ‘what seemed new was the issue of the Blacks and the Poor, for a time treated as .

“virtually synonymous with one another. What also seemed new-—and, in a
- sense, was new—was the heavy use of scientific data of childhood in justifying
programs of action for. Black-Poor children. Closely related to the seeming
promise of such data-was" al]so the move, for the first time, to f rmally ‘provide

‘for the collection of Hata -aT:out the children in the new programs created at_ _

~ that time to allow for official evaluanons of program effectiveness. -
As is usually the case for political programs, the ,1n1t1at1ves towards pro-

grams for children rested on compromises among several conceptions about

the central issues to be addressed These several conceptions are found blended

in the thrusts of the programs For example, some of the follomngussues are .

addressed by recent activities on behalf of children: -

1. The issue of commumty action’ and .community control. Some have seen
children’s programs as part of a complex of activities designed to bnng aBout
political and institutional p icipation on-the part of the poor. They have
felt that a central goal for s programs is to bring about some degree of
power on the part of the poor to force institutional responsiveness. Thus,
Head Start was originally desxgnated as a- Community Action Program and
some originally argued that a prime purpose of the program was to draw

. parents into community action. Follow Through and the Elementary and .

Secondary Education Act programs have placed emphasis on parent advi-
sory groups-and parent participation. The recent report of the Joint Com-

mission on the Mental Health of Children recommended a nationwide system

- of Advocacy for children, a theme picked:-up by the recent White House

Conference on Children, and embodxed in the recent fundings of dernonstra- :

tion Advocacy and 4 Cs projects. = .~ ) ¢

2. 'The zssue of service coordmatzon and comprehensweness Some have.seen _
- the newer programs as extensions of- the-services offered under the aegis of * -

the series of older programs for children. They have been concerned to . -

. .address: a contemporary problem<n the administration of services under the
" older prograrns their redundancy and d.lscoorchnahon of services and ﬂ1e

Q
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diffic.ulty in achie:vir;g comprehensive services for children. Thus, Title IV B
- of the 1967 Social Security Amendments provided for support of compte-
hensive services on behalf of children. Head Start arid Follow Through were

mandated as comprehensive service programs. The goal of the Parent-—Chxld_ h

~

3. ‘The issue of family supff/[t./ Some have seen the contemporary famlly as*in

. distress because.of-a complex of contemporary social forces. The early wave

of programs of disadvantaged children was concerned to bring children-

intellectual, social, and.emotional stimulation that might not be available

» . o under difficult fa {ily circumstances. The issue of early education and early
o st1mul.=.ltxorrtl‘rro}rl

. ~ . ~ monly.understood central issue of the Head Start Program. ‘More recently,

. emphasis has 3hifted towards the use of programmatic mssources for relief

- of the family in the several recent - m:tlatwes towards the prowsmn of a

\natlonal day care system e : . : .

-~ -

) 4. Thei issue of child development- The central issue in all programs for children
- is, in a general sense, the betterment of children’s welfare and the fostering
- of child development. SThe recent programs have emphasized some rather
' specific assurriptions about children’s development, and have been concerned
- to makea direct effort to intervene in their development. It'has been argued
that poor children or, more generally, all children living under conditions of
disadvantage, may suffer serious environmental depnvatzon.s or deficits in

their early years. These early circumstances may be critical for the child's

gk resources outside the family has been the most com-"

- .

-

development because it may be difficult or impossible to correct for them in

.* - .laterlife. And these early circumstances may be critical in determining sub-
" . sequent serious trouble for the individual and for society when the child
‘reaches adulthood. Viewing the problems of disadvantaged children in this
way, it becomes quite 1rnportant to try to prov1de for proper early env1ron-
ment of the child. - - - -,

_ Various kinds of scientifi data have been mvoked to support these argu-
ments for the special importance of early mterventlon Of particular signifi-

. cance has been a special, restricted version- of this argument There is a-
notion that human IQ is plastic in the early years, modifiable by a “stimulat-
ing enyironment, and this notion has led someé to envision the purposes of
v‘early ddhood programs-largely as directed at IQ modification: This has

mined by heredity and, therefore, there is not much hope for early inter- -

. vention programs . . . _ - s
R . ERECR - f - '.". : . e oL !’ . P N R
% ' The four kmds of issues ]ust dxscussed have determmed much of the deSIgn

and discussion about recent government programs on behalf of d1$advantaged,, "

children. Cur concern, in this analysis, is largely directed toward the last-
named i issue, the issue of child developrnent data that are now seen as defining

(

- ’ - - ! '.
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_ __.___.--..----Centers has been to ach.leve coxnprehensweness of service.. . ...

given rise, in turn, to a counter argument holding that the IQ is largely detér- .
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critical deficits or deprivations of disadvantaged child_r'en_. We are concerned”
.with.our present ability to determine program effectiveness through such °
determinations. - . - L o ' '

- ~

"Cfitijézﬂ'"‘Pex;iod‘s—an&' Early :-'Expei'ienée- . R
+/

Many of the educational intervention programs currently being implemented
for children under six years of age‘are based on beliefs about the criticalness of
‘human early experienge for further development and later fupctgo@g. How
well founded are these beliefs? - - . e B
_ The concept ot criticél_ period, in general, refers to a time span during which
- specific experiences can irreversibly alter later functioning. As used in embry-
ology, the critical period refers to the time during which an insult may have an
irreversible effect on the later form and functioning of an organ or organ sys-
_tem. Clear evidence exists for critical periods in the embryological develop-
ment of both animals and humans. By analogxto the fields of embryology and
ethology, some psychologists have argued that there may be periods in human
_postnatal development during which certain environmental stimuli exert their.
maximum effect on some physical or behavioral charactersitics 6f the organism.
Present data concerning sensitive periods in behavior development come
fron a large body of early experience studies with animals and a limijted body"
“of evidence from humans. . - ' P . : L -

* . Animal studies have explored the effects of (1) deprivation of normal envi-
ronmental experiehces, (2) enrichment of the environment, ‘and (3) stress. In
general, these studies support the notion of some form of sensitive period for
socioemotional and some forms of physiological development. For intellectual
development, the evidence is less clear. Furthermore; the precise amount of
stimulation necessary to produce effects is not easily determined, and often

 effects have been found only after animals have been placed in extreme, out-of- C .
the-ordinary, environments. o ) L . o 3

' Most human studies have focused on the effects of deprivation, i.e., of"
institutionalization and mother separation. It is clearly not possible to do direct
manipulation of early human experience, and such information as we have
comes from infants in unusual circumstances. Little is known- with any cer-

-tainty about the effects of enrichment and of early stress. I
' "Studies of maternal deprivation and separation typically report only short-
term effects; and it has been difficult to determine with accuracy such impor- -
tant probably modifying variables.as the conditions surrounding the separation
and the quality of the pre-separation environment. For the most part, the data -
._are inconclusive except for rather extreme situations. Children institutionalized .
. from an éarly ‘agé show retardation in language; _mo.tpr;;‘qu;_:sgg:io‘ﬁqlgt_ional ot il
.development - Where studied, few long-term effects have been found unless the "~ ~ <7

deprivation itself has occurred over a long.period of time: Studies of niother R
. separation suggest that the immediate effects 'cif-'s_(—:pag?ti,on from the mother . 33 .

Q .o S . - L . ‘.3 0 e ., ) ) . D ,3-._
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and mother figure are greatest between the ages of six months and three years.

This period is argued by some to be a sensitive period for-the formation of _

: human attachments and later social _development. s

- There had beeén: few-expenmental attempts to enrich a child’s environment
. outside of institutions urltil-the mid-1980s. The classic studies-of Skeels and his-—
colleagues and B. W}ute s recent infancy research are frequently cited as evi-
dence of plasticity in human development. Because their subjects were different .
« ~from the norm in many ways, however, the studies do not indicate the possible .
plasticity of the average child within the range of average environments.

At the pr&ent time, it is clear from the animal and hurhan data that both*
extreme (e. g-. continued condltzons of isolation, deprivation, or enrichment)
and a féew seemingly minor (e.g., stress immediately after b1rti'1) alternations X
can have immediate, if not long-term,-developmental consequences. (1) Animal

" research has indicated that-p}yysxologfcal changes tn brain weight and chemistry
may result from spec;al environments (at both early and later ages); (2) changes
in.perceptual and cognitive, functioning occur as a result of changes in brain

- physiology:. (3) early experiences'with other members of the species, peers and

. parents, may affect later social and sexual development in humans and other

i animals; (4) early perceptual expenences may be crucial.to the norrnal develop-

- ment of sensory systems and may be dependent upon motor experierices for ~.
- input; (3) early stress seems -to affect.the development of stress. systems.
. (hormonal and neurologlcal) -and.(6) the more severe in 1nten51ty and Iength
the deprivation, the more domains seem to be affected. - : : w
: In summary, if we take the comparatively rich data from ammals, it can.be
. said that we know definitely that early experience can have sxgmfn;ant deter- -
minative effects on later development. However, we know this through extreme
_ studies. We do not know how well buffered the animals’ sys}ems are against
- . more minor variations or, if they are not, how significant the effects of those,
i'vana*aons might'be. We do not have a systematic understandmg of how early
--expenences of animals act and interagg Our data for humans are comparatively
. quite sparse. Although theorists like Freud have strongly argued for the critical
. importance of early human development subsequent data have not eluczdated'
.. .the’arguments to the point where we can use them as bases for speafxed inter- .
- ‘ventions: Our data do not extablish the existence of human sensitive or critical
‘periods’in early life—nor Mo the data exclude their existence. The i issues are not-
settled. We cannot yet.project on a sciestific basis critical events a.nd circum- -

- stances that should be ‘the target of ea:ﬂy childhood intervention. . - . .

T ..Modzfzabzlzty of IQ ‘The standing: alternatwe to. the sensitive period argument

- forinterventionis a hereditarian argument against intervention. Recent public
" - debate has focused'on. the possible modification:of IQ through early.childbod -
e programs, - .especially. programs-for Black chxldren and has: revived the argu-
"~ rnent that lower IQ scores may- be unmodifiable. This debate radically over-
‘simplifies the issues for child development programs, and finds unwarranted
conclusnreness in the research literature on the subject. -

-
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~Although it is likely that the heredity versus environment argument will
continue .to be debated with regard to IQ,-the data do not support extreme
positions. What we know is that (1), the IQ among individuals of differing
socioeconomic status is likely to reflect, in part, hereditary factors; (2) racial

differences in IQ could conceivably reflect genetic factors, but one cannot

-justifiably-use-indices-of -heritability-based-on-white data-to-make-judgments --—--

about_ members of a group who through social discrimination are crowded
. towards lower socioceconomic status; and (3) no scientific data preclude the

possibility of a permanent elevation of IQ through environmental manipula-
tion—nor do any scientific data conclusively prove that it can be done.

It might be added that the heated debates about the inherit®nce of IQ reflect
some large and unwarranted assumptions about the meanmgfulness of this
index number. Over this century, IQ testing has become popular in American
educatxon because, for better or worse, such testing has allowed us to system-

‘atize and bbjectify some difficult human and social decisions. But it is not clear
that the IQ test is a definitive measure of human intelligence or capacity or
ability in.the sense or .senses in which they are commonly understood. In a
rather famous scientific definition, the IQ test restricts itself to determining

“the intelligence that the intelligence test tests.” Nor is it ¢lear that intelligence
as estimated in any way should be regarded as the.complete basis of human.
merit. There have been discussions recently in which Huestions about the
heritability of IQ have been linked with the issue of whether ‘American society
is or is becoming a meritocracy. It would be nice to settle once and for all the
question of whether human destiny is decided by fate or circumstance. How-
ever, the apportionment of hereditary versus enwronmental variance in IQ
tests will not settle this question. IQ testing has some demonstrated utility in a

statistical predlctxve sense. But it would be unfair and unreasonable to project -

serious social decisions for or against 1ntervent10n on the basis of the presently
known propertles of the IQ index. '

Prediction from Childhood
to Adult Charactéristic_s

In order to intervene successfully in childhood t& enhance adult fuhctionihg it
‘would be useful to know the relationships between childhood circumstances -
and adult status. Life history studaes have provided some information on the -

-relation betiween events and circumstances in ch;.lﬁ:lhood and those in later life.
. The life hlSiOI'Y studies reviewed were: (1) stucj&es assessing the stability of

"human characteristics over time, (2) Eollow-up‘-sttrdIes ‘of variables in ch1ld-.'_- _
—hood ‘thought to 51gmf1cantly mf]uence adult. hfe, ‘and (f’j??udles which start:
with various adult charactenshcs and “follow back" to chﬂdhood to attempt to '

deterthe thezr antecedents

Qo - I :
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dren repeatedly
estimate the sta'bﬂ:ty or mstaB‘lxty of the characteristic during human develop-
. ment. Unfortunately, such studies are extremely time-consuming and extremel’&r
rare. The few stud:es we have suggested are the follovnng : -

. Excludmg obvxous condmons of retardatlon a.

sistent changes in achxevement appear to be related to the env1ronrnent of the

- LI L]

the samejcharacteristic as they grow up, in order to try to

Stability of Cha:c?en’stics ver Time. Some efforts have'been made to test chil-

- . . . SESU P — ﬁ"-"— [ R

;of Chlld developmen}

e o ,'at'a suggest that
LT ,*" R ‘-“_'z\ re are technical.
features of present-day 1Q tests that tend to fo'cef arance & St su‘ch
-stabilization. Those technical features were- Bullt in 'When some data con-
vinced thé¢ early testmakers that there is an asymgtote of ‘hygnan mental
ability of adolescence. It is not certam that I.'hat ass,:‘r'mptlon would be recon-

firmed t day : . . I -

» .
] s V

School achievement also is somewhat stable over age. The dlrec:txon of con-

n

child.

Very little is wn about the stability of i‘tuﬁia_n personality characteristics -

through development. It is difficult to be certain that the same human trait is

being assessed at different ages. Currently, two characteristics have showed -
some correlation from the preschool years to matunty——aggressweness in

males and dependence/ passwzry in femnales.

e There is a relatlonshlp between premature birth and later lower IQ scores,’

lower school achievement, deviant behavior, and physical defects. Poorer

_children are more likely to show the constellation of deficits than their peers,

and there is an argument that favorable family circumstances may act to
moderate or counteract \he developmenta] risks coming from prematurity.

' Similar: effects of oxia or perinatal. stréss on later IQ, personality, and
- achievement are s °d but the findings here are less consistent. The rela-

tionship seems to depend a great deal on the severity of stress and the time

" of measurement of detrimental consequences. Some evidence indicates that-

both the incidence of birth difficulty and its tendency to bring about lager

. negative effects are assomated with family charactenshcs rew low-
‘socioeconomic status. - . - _ S 74 R

shrp ale children’s dehnquency, low mtellectual ability and acluevement

) 35 .

?

and poor pgychol‘ogxcal and soqai ad;ustment The ev1dence supportmg I:hxs .

Predictive Factors. Literature concernmg several commonly studied prechctors -
-was reveiwed—birth difficulties, smgle parent famlhes child abu?and neglect
and mental retardation. >

-

'—It been argued that a-father’s absence fro.m a home bears a causal relatlon- o



-

: argument is weak. At this time one can conclude only that the impact of
father absence seems to depend as much on the family conditions'before and
after separation as on the physical presence or absence of the father ;it may be
that here, as in the case of prematurity, other favorable family circumstances

_may moderate or.counteract the possxble negative effects of father absence.

. Longltudlnal research on abuse, neglect and undernourishmerkt as a  result of
maternal depnvatzon is quite limited. The éxisting research suggests a rela-
tively high proportion of serious negative effects of continual abuse suchas .-
brain injury, mental retardation, permanent physical m]ury and emotional
problems. ) : -

- ﬁ Studies conducted durmg the early years of this century indicated that famil-
- #ial mental retardates often adjusted well in the community, fountd unskilled’

. though marginal employment, and in general had fairly positivellife chances.
Recent studies have shown the mildly retarded to have becomédistinctly more
marginal in yfrms of adult income and social class. The social adjustment of a _

*  low IQ ind¥vidual, then and now, depends on a number of social and pers; .
sonal qualities. IQ alone is not determinative. In géneral, however, it appeari '
that as American social frame has éhanged, as there has come to be less plac

for unskilled labor, the predictive consequence of early familial retardation

‘have become more predxctable and tnore negative..

Adolescent or Adult Variables. Four outcome statuses were considered: ;uvemle
dehnquency. school failure, income, and occupational success.

. Almost all known or xmaglnable adversity and stress Eactors of early ch1ld-
hood have been proposed as direct sources of delinquency. Repeated attempts
*  to pin down a single controlling variable—IQ, SES, cultural difference,
family pattern—have not been persuasive thus far. One problem may bet U

" the incidence and distribution of delinquency is distorted in arrest-recoi
data. Another may be that delinquency is so heterogeneous an outcome
- - status that it is unreasonable to trace that status back to anythmg but gross,

probabxhstzc interacting sources. o

> » Although thet dropout rate in schools is: dechnmg, a significant number of

. students continue to leave school before high school graduation. Efforts to
predict dropouts have concentrated on early school difficulties, personality
characteristics, and environmental factors. This line of studies cannot yet in-
. dicate which of a large number of potential dropouts will actually leave
school nor have effective preventxve pro;ects been developed. '

L . Incorne and occupat,;onal success have B gelated to region of b1rth race,

Ean'uly size and stability, and parent education and income; but the complex-

. ities of the'interactions make it virtually 1mpossxble to identify, -except at the
~ extremes determmants oE vanatxons in adult income or educatxonal ‘achieve-

ment.

-

-
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Summary The literature reviewed does not. pomt to powerful single variables
in early childhood that can be manipulated to positively affect large segments
of the populat:on of children. We do not know enough about human develop-
ment to identify’ precisely the developmental-antecedents of particular adult
characteristics and, in fact, _the whole notion of identifying simple or specific

factors in early childhood may be deeply misleading. The one generalization

emerging again-and again is that a number of factors and their interactions

must be considered simultaneously.
For example, two of the potentially negative factors in chlldhood pre-
maturity and single parent family, are said to interact with SES. Low SES can

" be conceived of as a generic tern which refers to a variety of potentially nega-

tive influences on development, encompassing within its scope low income,
poorliving conditiong, delinquent peer groups, family stress, health risks, low
expectations, etc. We do not know what to mak@wef an observed influence of

“SES.” The multiplicity of the potentially negative influences would not only _
render one variable prediction virtually impossible, but also lead us to expect -

that the success of an interjected one-variable * posxtwe influence” would be
minimal.

Arguments have been made for decades that social phenomena—e.g., tlie
socialization of the child—must be studied as resultants of fields of dynamically
interacting factors Unfortunately we do not as yet know how to model net-
work causation in any rigorous way. ) .

In the case Of mental retardation, and also i the other cases, it is clear that
many problems.x of children must be viewed froin perspectives beyond child

developrgent. It is Tipt axiomatic that one helps the child retardate by services =

diréected fat him™ “or his family. Instead, this problem- and ‘others should be

attackee' through tempts to change the-socjal game, or the interface between-
. the sogr’al frame and the 1nd1v1dual as well as through attempts to “fix” the

individual. : - N .
, . ,

GOALS AND STANDARDS T
OF PROGRAMS L o

?

| Educatlon and Cluld Development Programs

'The shortcommgs dxscussed in’ the section ]ust pre
-set forth positive goals and evaluative standards fo

—

- g quahfy our ablhty to‘
yrograms for children. If

we krniew the critical factors in early' development, and if we knew the connec-

tions between early childhood experiences and adult outcomes, we could use

that knowledge to specify specific targets of intervention and specific: critéria

by which intervention might be judged: Our formal, codified knowledge is not -

adequate for these tasks. We mount our programs on behalf of children using ..

LT -

“ [
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ordinary human judgment and intuition. We take guldance from data when
there is such guidance. We get along without formal datafor that large number
of questions for which formal data do not provide answers. p
Although it has not been well ‘recognized, a state of affairs very much akin’

must hald in the evaluation of programs. Over the past ‘decade, there has been
a strong trend towards project and program evaluation using objective scien- ‘
tific techniques. However, no. evaluation study can have a credibility that
exceeds the credibility of the indices and measurements available for it. When -
we evaluate, we must inevitably make some scientific judgment of the status of

a child, his family, or his circumstances. There is a “’state of the art’’ in psycho-
logical and sociological assessment. No evaluatlon can exceed in vahdxty or
credibility that offered by this “state-of the art.”

Over the last decade or so, the time over which numbers- of formal evalua- °
tion studies have been mounted, evaluation studies have used existing testing
or observational techniques or relatively straightforward elaborations of them.
Serious problems exist in ‘providing measurements and indices to gauge the
extent to which programs are accomplishiing’ their. generally understood pur-
poses. The problems are these: ‘ .

e Generally, th\ available psychologxcal tests seemn most adequate and trust- -
worthy when measuring the traditional cognitive issues of IQ and school

" achievement. Tests to measure children’s ‘motivation,. attxtude;, “or person-
ality characteristics (usually called “noncognitive measures” or “social and
affective gneasures”) are of uncertain validity: “Farthermore, it is difficult to
interpret the meaning as well as the short- and long-term m"tportance of
changes obtained on such indices. o . :

-

® There are jmportant limitations to even the most w:dely accepted of our
measuring instruments, the IQ and achievement«tests. They give little useful .-
detail about the programs measured by the tests. Different tests are only
grossly interchangeable with one another. Selection of any particular tests.
involves the\acceptance. of often unknown biases favoring some kinds of
vitiesr over others. Generally speaking, existing tests favor pro-
' ly or mdn'eCtly teach fhe test. : : R .

- Exlstmg tests provxde an estimate of individual charactenstlcs If the issue
being addressed by a program is an individual or psychological problem,
- then testing might find positive benefits. But underlying most public pro-
- grams for children_are purposes that are partly psychological, partly socio-
log1cal Testmg to date is weak in estabhshmg social *o&dxstnbutxona]. effects.

Exlstmg instruments are, relatzvely, most adequate for assessing effects on
children of early school experiences; next most adequate im assessmg preschool -
' effects and least well developed for the assessment of day. ;are”effects in the

\-O 3agerange ) . : ) ) . . _ 39-
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Although there is much interest in noncognitive measures, a review of a
large number of noncognitive measures shows all presently deficient on basic
issues of norming, reliability, and validity. This is of some importance because

_.many_project_directors of schools_and.preschools place their faith and.their._ ..
‘emphasis on goals that are noncognitive. -

The most promising approaches to index development right now ,re_flect (1)
an emphasis on process rather than product—e g.. the “cognitive style’” tests;
(2) criterion- referenced rather than norm-referenced assessment; and (3) an

_ emphasis on observation rather than testing. With reference to the emphasis
on observation, one present scheme of schodl classroom observation—the
Indicators of Quality instrument—!looks particularly interesting. It is built
around professional educators’ judgments about what makes up a good class-
room environmeént. It is sensitive (as the achievement test often is not) to
factors that educators believe influence school quality. However, its predictive
power for the child’'s later eff:cacy beyond the classroom has not yet been

 determined. - :

Many of the limitations of exxstmg tests, particularly hmxtatxons on non-
cogmtlve testing, reflect limitations of basic theory and conception of the

‘- underlying huraan functions. It is unlikely that we will be able to: arrive at .-
X credible program mdxces of success sunply by concentrating on test or 1nf:lex )
development. ‘

A

Owur current ability to assess. the effectxveness of intervention for children’s
.- education and development is, at best, limited and argumentative. -Program
- 2T studies can provide useful data—at times, highly significant data—if they are
% carefully and prudently interpreted with an eye to the mearungfulness'aof the
-~ indices they employ But thelr ‘utility is uneven. There has been 2n argument
- ‘that program management will be able to make go/no-go decisions through
- ‘ '~1 scientific program evaluations. It seems most likely that for some time to come
- we will have to evaluate the programs as we now must mount them. As men- .’
tioned before, we will use much ordinary human judgment and mtultlon we
will take guidance from data when thére is such guidance; and we will get .
along without formal data for that large number of questions for wh1ch formal

data do not provide an answer. _ S ,' }
/" B . “ -
. . . ~

-

Famlly Interventlon Programs R

\

Our abxlxty to measure the effects of famﬂy mterventzon programs is even

“more limited than our ablhty to create direct xndxces of child development.

Program goals in family intervention involve. either. broad attempts-to reduce
“=family stress through family therapy or social referral, or attempts to educate
- and train parents in specific areas of child development—for example, with
. -respect to the nutritional needs of their children or the- danger of” plumbxsm.
40 Four types of evaluation have been used generally to assess the effect of family ) 5

.
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intervention programs: demographic measures, direct observations, rating
schedules, and parent attitude questiognaires. o '
Demographic measures are used to gauge changes in employment, indebt-
edness, health status, of use of community resources like family planning .
" services. Althgugh' easy to gather from’ census and ‘iab_('JT“Stat.’;StiCS; ~they -are-—-— -~
often unreliable. Direct observations of behavioral changes in children or
" parents are common in evaluating behavior fmoﬁicatioh infervention. Their
. weaknesses are that the change in-behavior may be superficial or not general-
izable to other situations and they are expensive to construct and implement.
Rating schedules combine demographic data and interviews with family mem-
bers;. their function is primarily to diagnose the difficulties the family is having.
Parent attitude questionnaires are of dubious validity, in large part because the
reported change in-attitude is not necessarily reflected as a change in behavior.
More adequate evaluation of family intervention prograﬁ% will depend in part
on better theories of family functi'oriir_lg_anf_:l:partly on a closer match between

program goals and the type of evaluation used. <

-

. . ) - - )

Health- e -

ce that significant health risks to children and partiqularly
to poor children persist despite the general improvements irf American health - .
over the last century. Some of these risks clearly satisfy the criterion of a
“critical period” for intervention in early childhood. That is, the problems can
only be solved by intervention during pregnancy or early in childhood. The
problems, if not corrected, lead to significantly reduced life chances for the
child: even available, compensatory “cures” are not as gffective as prevention. .
. of these conditions. . ' - _ B - T L va
Detailed differences in incidence of such health problems among the poor '
“and non-poor are not known. However, certain "known 'health differences ~
stand as indices for the constellation of health problems, and for the-adequacy
‘of the delivery’of health services to the child> These indices-demonstrate the - .

" higher health risks to the poor child in the following: ways: . -

. There is clear eviden

- @ Infant mortality rates differ according to ethnicity, “socioeconomic status, - -
" and parents’_education. . T : i -

T e e - - . . i

- Poor-nﬁatemal_fécto'rs, associated with poverty, axﬁe,}‘cn'cbwn.toJ be qssokiated : -

- with risks to the child. These include the mother's age, thédbs'paciﬁg-of' her
children, her overall health (present and past), and her proneness to prenatal
complications {prematurity, toxemia, .etc.). = ] -

~
&>

above or from other factors. Some of the effects appeér to be intergenera- ¢

tional in nature. There is 2 white/non-white differential which is not entirely-

accounted for by present socioeconomic differeq_es‘. _ I ' . 1 ,
S . . ' _ . i > <3 Lo - -
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. Poverty is Gssociated with reproductive complications resulting “from- the - .
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_0 Poverty is assocxated ‘with s:gruflcant greater health. problems dunng the s -
~ early ‘vears: infectious d1seases malnutx“on and by—products of hvmg o
condztlons such as lead pmsonmg . :

A dlscussmn of the 1mpact of present health systems on these problems
reaches a fourfold conclusion. o

_ First, the federal government does not mvest in. chxldren in proport1on to
~the1r numbers. The basic reason for this difference is that natlonal policy has
" -accepted- provision of 2 minimum ‘Jevel of health serwces as a nght for the .
aged. Such a right does.not exist for children.

-~ Setond, the free enterprise, private ‘market nature of much of the hea.lth )

.. care delivery system is leadmg to speaahzed’gprps of physicians (at the expense

* of primary-care physicians) arrd an emphasx;‘%‘i’acute inpatient care in a frag-

e Y

- mented ‘manner. These trends particularl{affect. children (especially those : .

'.whose families. are too poor to ‘buy protection or coordmatmn) who need,

. pnmary, preventive, ambulatory care. "

" Third, some of the special health needs of cluldren-—early dJagnosm and.

»‘ 'treatment of chronic disease; . congenital problems -and handicaps, . environ- ,' '

mental dangers (acczdents lead paint poisoning), and malnutrition or hunger——-
- have not been«pnontles in medical research and delivery. o a
" Fourth,-the potential impact of appropriate comprehensive- health care of
“high quality on the child’s later health status and utlhzatlon behavxor has not
been’ fully pro;ected - ,
... The quality of prograrn analyses 1s greatly mﬂuenced by the quality of the
. underlying evaluative studies. Given the state of the art of health care evalua-
_Hon, it is not possible to give a prescriptive list of goals and standards for chil-
_dren’s health programs. It seems reasonably clear that all evaluations of chil-
dren’s health programs undertaken to date have been tentatwe exploratory,
and inconclusive. . < ~
However, the recent. hterature has been projecting models of evaluation
which seem more adequate than pravious models. It seems reasonable that_
‘much better evaluations-could be done, at least in the area of child health pro-
'grams, using only “existing data techmques and methodological resources, '
combined mth a more comprehensxve approach to-evaluation. ‘

EVALUATIONS OF EARLY CHILDHOOD
'\*”‘ERVENTION PROGRAMS

' Rewews were. u.ndertaken of the prognam and pro;ect evaluahon lxteratures for -
the five major kinds of intervention activities on behalf of disadvantaged chil-
. dren,-activities.in: (1) early education, grades K-3; (2) preschool; (3) early day
© care; (4) farnily intervention; and (5) health care. The studies were reviewed in
.an ‘attempt to determme the effect:veness of such intervention activities for

4
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promotmg the development of dlsadvantaged children. Repeated, consmlera-.
. tion was given to the p0551b111ty of further reviews to determine the compara-
~ tive efficacy of housing and income programs for their benefit to child develop-
ment. In the case of housing, a reasonable compilation of literature.connecting
.housmg factors with child development was obtained. But the literature seemed
- . -too sparse and inconclusive for reasonable analysis.’ No literature permitting a
.~ .-reasonable consideration of the influence of income programs was obtained.
. Consequently, the analysis followed here ormts consideration of the indirect
influences ‘of housing and income programs for the benefit of disadvantaged
“children,. although many .now argue that these kinds of programs may be of )
great potent:al "szgmf'xcance. _ ) : .

\

EarIy Elementary Educatlon Pro;ects e

The pnrnary aim of compensatory educanon proyects has been tor raise the -

- .academic achxevement of elementary school childreri; ‘with the ultimate’ aim of

faahtatmg equalopportuhityfor all social classes and ethnic groups. .

Reports of lndxwdual*educatlonal projects and major surveys of the effects

of compensatory e;lucaho'n were reviewed to evaluate the. effectiveness of

_ comgensatory pro;eggs in early elementary school (Grades 1 - 3). There are

* several qualifications€oncerning the conclusions reached which are associated

. with our reliance on published information. and with the limitations of the

‘ ‘existing data. (1) Project descriptions, fundamental to our project categonza-. -

~ tions and to our ability to related project characteristics to outcomes, weré

_ often vague and general. (2) Evaluation measures were primarily limited to the

- cog:rutxve realm, to IQ and achievement tests. (3) Statistically significant gains

. observed were not always of,certain . -educational 51gnl£1cance (4) Most

- evaluations have measured the effects of projects over one year only. At times

this has led to judging projects as successful when, over the course of several * "’

. years, they would not be so judged. Or it may not accurately indicate the pOs~

sxblhty of projects that involve major ‘organizational changes (which might . -

~ depress achlevement initially). (5) Very few projects have followed children for
longer than one year or beyond the thlrd grade. * :

é,d A taxonomy of three dimensions was developed to enable an orderly con-

eration of the approaches to and effects of compensatory education. The _

‘three dimensions and their subcategories are: [—Classroom process (amplifica- . .~ .- *

tign of traditional classroom services, reorganization of classroom process); B}

II 1 orientation (acadeufuc achlevement cognitive - ertnchrnent adjust- * .- ‘

ment); III—Orgaru.zahonal change (parent medlatlon perforrnance contract- A

mg, busmg, and vouchers) - j- \ L _ T e e
L R R

Classroom Process Few pro;ects are successful wh:ch merely amplify’ ex1$t1ng'-""" L
. ar traditional services. Since: most Title I projects £all’ into this category,: the"
. small number of successes re'latwe to the large number of pro;ects 15 dxsheart-"'

) ' ) 7,. h . . - PR
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' erung, Those prOJects which.: attempt to reorgaruze classroom process show
‘greater success.. Specxﬁcally, chlldren ‘participating in projects employlng new

" instructional strategies.in academlc (Gi.e.. reading, - arithmetic) areas  generally

_' effectlve “The Electric Company evaluatlons are still 2 dmg. I

| ‘showed educationally significant gains; those which aimed at ‘cognitive enrich=-
méent rather than academic goals had mixed resiilts.” Computer-assisted instriie-

o e,

tion data at the elementary level are limited,’ but two projects (ene in reading, 7

one in math) show promising results. Iastructional television. as it has been

used s& far seems to be as effective as traditional instruction, but. no: more-"

L Q%T Orzentatzon Except for pro;ects wzth acadermc goal onentanon, there are
 few data. Academ:cally oriented projects, usually accompanied by some re-
orgamzatlon of classroom process, seem:to be effectwe in increasing perform~ .

ance on stand‘ardxzed achlevement tests.

3 Orgamzatzonal Charzge. Busing studles have been poorly conducted to date.’
: ‘QOverall they show no consistent effects on the achievement measures of the *
bused children. However, -busing to acl*ueve desegreganon is motlvated by

complex rationales beyond. improved achzevement- Busing | for the purposes of

~ political soc;ahzatxon assimilation, and equity cannot be ﬂlumlnated by the'

- results of IQ or achievement tests. A
‘Educational performance contracts have not yet been fully evaluated Two

ma]or studies (by Rand and Battelle) have reported no overall increase in the "=

academlc performance of students even ‘though-the projects reorgan1zed class-

room process and were acadermca'ﬁy oriented. The data, however, cover onlSr"
one year of operation and may not prowde an accurate assessrnent of tl'l'e pos- :

- - sible effects of perforrnance contracting. o
o I parent—medzated projects, the effects of parent mvolvement are dxfficult

to separate from the effects of other aspects of the prOJects In general, success—

ful projects tend to"be projects with parental involvément: Parent trammg :

projects, in Wthh parents are taught specific skills for teaching their own chil-
dren, appear to be more con51stently related to changing parental attltudes

:_than prOJects where parents are 51mply mvolved in school act1v1t1es_

Title I m—zd Folloi# Through Plndmgs from large—scalé evaIuatlons,of Tltle I
" offer little evidence of a _positive overall u'npact on. ehg:ble and partlcxpatmg:
chlldrea- However ‘at_ the state. and local level a small proportion of ‘projects: .
has yielded positive benefits.- At least part of the uncertain results of Title' I .
“.could- perhaps' be attnbuted to’ the Iack of adequate 1mp1ementatlon and :
"enforcement of guidelines. .’ ‘

Only the first evaluation of the effects of Follow Through rnodels has been

released Because differences between ‘experimental and control groups are

“small and because of probIems in the analyses, conclu51ons regardmg the effec-

* tiveness of Follow Through ust await future evaluations. - - - -
 Recent suggestzons to. focus-on compensatory summer pegglects have been :

. - :
» "
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- based on fmdm_gs of tugher gains on achxevement tests for high SES chxldren

 than for low income children during the summer months. While summer pro-
.. jects are a possible compensatory strategy they are hkely to be no more suc-
cessful than regular school-year- compensatory instruction u.nless they use

3 '_d1fferent techniques or curncula- R , - L

S Components of Successful Pro;ects Sunply provxdlng extra resources seems to

- .‘have had no positive effect on student achievement; the u'nportant factorseems.
= to be the manner in’ which the resources are used The charactéristics of com-

e pensatoryr -education projects in the early primary grades which are common to.
- those projects which produce’ significant achievement gains are: (1) clearly -

- stated academic ob;ectxves, (2) small group or individualized mstructxon-«(S)
-~ parent involvement: (4) teacher training in the methods of the project, together

. ‘'with careful planning; (5) directly relevant and intensive instruction; and pos-

B s:bly (6) high expectations and a positive atmosphere. Although a certain level

of resources is required to mamtam educational projects with these character- ':7 o

-

o 1st1cs that Ievel o’f resources jlone does not guarantee success

\'_---Preschool Pro;ects B e

D:scuss:ons of federally supported prolects for preschool aged chlldren have..‘

*_ focused primarily .on whether preschool pm]ects (rnainly center-based pre- .

- - school projectsiand especially Head Start) prodice mgluﬁcant and lasting gains

.7 on IQ and school achievement tests. Evaluators have been forced to rely on'
" these cognitive measures because they are the most valid and- rﬂxable tests ~

-

‘available. Nevertheless it must be remembered that such limited assessinent of . .
-effects does m]ustlce to the comprehenmve and multlfocused aims. ongmally' S

 delineated for Head Start.

~In.this review preschool pro;ects were categonzed on’ two d1mens1ons goal . TR
i onentatlon.and degree of structure. Three different goal orxentatlons—pre-_-' PR
acade:tnlc, cogmhve ~enrichment, and somoemﬁtxonal——were consxdered. 3

. zation of the chﬂdren s actnntles and to ‘the predxctabzhty, prep or pre—"

sc'hedu.lmg of. e1ther the ¢hild’s behavior, the teacher’s behavxor or bot];;

N Preschool pro;ects were selected for review tising several criteria, with the
o ﬁrst being the host, unportant- (1) short- and/or long-term stanstlcally signifi-
E ,cant effécts on ¢commonly. used’ measures of.outcome, (2). rephcatxon (3).being .
- -~exemp1ary of a'unique approach or, 4) comprehensﬁreness in age range of chil-. ..
“dren or sexvices. Individual project reports and .other: rha}or sgrveys of the .
_ effects of preschool pro;ects were used. The focus of our’evaluation is on the =~~~ = '~
T mof the preschool experience on the child. Few otller data exist, e.g., data IR
" "ha ,

to. do with effects. on famdy or commumty. s

. Effect of Preschool _PfO]ects There is an 1mmed1ate increase in IQ scores for
. children in mogt preschool p{o]ects This increase may reflect genume mtellec-

.\)'-
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“tual progress or it'may reflect mcreased familiarity with the situation, greater _
. self-confidence, or an mcreased motivation to attempt to problem-solve in a
-~ test-taking context. IQ gains vary widely, with some projects showmg much :
~-  larger gains than others: The effects of most preschool pro;ects on IQ scores do .
not persist beyond ‘the second or third grade
. .. Children in preschools which focus on specific academlc skills show an_
_ 1mmed1ate improvement in performance on achievement tests. In some cases
‘the achievement gains persist longer than the JQ increases, bat typically they
‘decline in a manner.parallel to that of IQ scores. The pattern of improvement
in specific content areas generally reflects- the patterh of concentration within
the project. The amount B’(Jmprovement varies with-the explicitness of ob;ec—
*_tives, the soundness of,instructional methods, the time invested in attaining the
.objectives, and the s:mllanty between the instructiori and the performance
réquired by the tests. Scattered results have suggested the possibility of long- _
term benefits- of ‘preschools,. mcludmg more regular. subsequent elementary '
school attendance and a higher subsequent likelihood of being placed in regular :
rather than” specral education™ and low-ablllty tracks..
Data on noncognitive effects of preschools are extremely: limited and are
" typically based on instruments of unassessed rehab:hty and vahdxty Some
" data do suggest an increase in des:rable soc1al behaviors. -

3

'Charactenstzcs of'Successful Preschool Pro;ects Smaller well-desxgned experi-
mental projects generally seem to- produce larger gains thanlarge-scale opera- -
tions. The most effective projects (in terms of the measurable goals of preschools
-+ - . ~onchild performance) are the most structured. Included in this meaning of struc- -
' _ . ture are operational statements of objectives, consistent implementation of the "
_.» . strategies most useful in attaining the’ ob]ectlves, and perhaps as well, detalled o
L staff planmng for daily operation; adequate supervrs:on “and commitment..
Although there hgs been an argument that the success of preschool. pro;ects' g
B ould be increased if the age of intervention were lowered there is currentl}g
"'."l,lttle concrete support for this belief. . ' DA S
S *Some educators.and researchers argue that preschools can be expected to" -
.+« produce lasting: effects only if there is continuity of later eclucatlonal program- . y
B ming, i.e., if. the ‘educational intervention is ‘continuous.- Therefore support -
* should be prowded for: the development of articulated programs for children
o of all ages. However; the question is then ralsed if. preschool is not sufficient
\ L w1thout improved primary- educatlon is it necessary w1th 1mproved primary

fducanon? e
.Day Care Pro]ects - ; L

The literature on preschopl mterventlon, revxewed ]USt above, prov1des our’
. only present basis” Eorvan estimation of the effeCts of developmental day care
46 programs carried on away from the. child’s home for three to six x year olds Our v

4u
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~ rev1ew concerned wlth day care%er se was- l1m1ted to an exammanon of day .
.. care programs on. the zer6 to three-yea::-old populanon- We were ¢oncerned -
.+ with effects on child development It isin the O-3 age range that day care enters
© _into the possibility of new kmds of-child. stirmulation. It is in- this age range
- where public concern centers on the possxblhty of stlmulatmg cogn1t1ve devel-
. opment on the .6ne hand, versus possible negatwe effects of 1nfect10n and“

separation .from the mother-on the other. - - : : ' - C A o

.. .JFull day programs for which there are evaluation data-were categorlzed by
- intended outcome as: custodial programs: {those which seek only to maintain’
" the well- bemg of the chxld) ennchment programs (those which add a second
goal, stimulation of socioemotional growth, and .perhaps some exercisés in
‘cognitive development and some s.oélgr services to the goal of the first cate-
_ fgory), and programs in day care settmgs designed to maximize a particular
--aspect of development (usually intensive cognitive stimulation -programs,

- .which ‘might also include medical and social services). The programs were <
~examined for effects on physical health, social and emot1onal development,.:
-and cogmtlve development Data were available pnmanly forthe last category..

The most reasonable conclusmn about ex1st1ng data_for early day care-_"
"would seem to be that the data are limited, preliminary, =§‘mconclus1ve. Al-
" though there has been a. 51gmf1cant amount of day care in this country and in
other countries, the day care ‘has been largely enwsaged in terms of service to - -
. the family and there appears to have been little consideration or analysxs ohts’f"‘
- effects on child development. Most of the data exarmned .wererecent and pre- -
' liminary. No reports of. measurable harm were -found and only a few highly
" specialized ;and costly models were reported to have produced measurable
benefits. = . — ; : > ‘
, It appears ‘that day care programs 1mp1emented within the hrmts of the .
federal and state régulations appear to be neutral in their effect on human - .
aevelopment msofar as thexr effects can be evaluated by exxstmg techmques .

‘ 'Famlly Interventlon Pr0]ects |
'Famlly mtervent;on pr01ects elther supplement or replace child development
o programs in day care, preschool elementary school or health. Goals-include -
'-‘enhancmg the physxcal care; cognxtlve and soc1al development and emot10na1
. susténance of children. . . B
Four kinds of family mterventxon were exammed in order to assess the1r.
_known benefits: parent educat1on parent tralnmg, famﬂy casework, and,' o
'parenttherapy.. P S Ce
- | Parent education prOJects focus on- 1mpart1ng knowledge (in qrder to im-
‘prove the physical, social, and economic life of the famlly and hence the child), -~
~ .most commonly via lectures discussion groups, printed gaa’tenals and counsel- -.
"mg in schools churches hospltals Parent traznzng projects focus on. slull 47

-

- . . - . . - . »
o ’ ' - R : - A




: soc:al traxnmg of cl'uldren.

. e ) - 3 N . - . -
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parents, a recent intervention technique, stresses the behawor of the parent in

' L . , o
Effects of Family Intervention Projec s. In none of the categones are effect or
benefit measured without serious problems. " However, more clearcut measures

of benefit appear to be found in parent training, family casework, and behavior

On the basis of .an assessment of testimony we-find that parent ‘education
might be successful for a very limited number of families who are considered

: problems (lncome housmg, safety) wxll not be responsive.

@ Parent training for c,ogrunve stimulation does produce useful but often

" . enchancement, -especially skills believed to lead to greater cognitive develop-.
- -ment of infants and young children. Training can take place in the home only
‘or in the home and a center. Uspally, in programs. with ‘a center component, _
“. the child’also attéends preschool Family social casework as discussed here refers .-
‘only to the social service referral activities of caseworkers. Parent therapy is of .
- two distinct types. Family therapy stresses the socioemotional sustenance -
“function of parent; it-has long been used by psyc;hologxsts, 'social workers,
. ‘counselors, and school gmdance personn nel. Behavior modification therapy for

- modification therapy projects. We are also.somewhat more certain of the -
: val:d1ty of the fmdmgs of these-intervention activities. ‘ .

NS Parent.educat:on projects typtcally produce no.useful evaluatlon data. In the LY
exceptional case where useful data are prov:ded changes in parent behavior --
‘with direct 1mphcatlons for 1mproved c}uld development are not measured.

_to be “disadvantaged” if the projects included. day care and baby-sitting and. -
" if they were more attunedto the needs and learning styles of the particular -
'population of mothers and fathers served. But parent education “probably

will never involve many fathers, and mothers who have senous survival -

- flawed, evaluation data. IQ or achievement score gains are usually statisti-

cally significant and of moderate magnitude. These gains decline somewhat.

with time but'remain for at least a year or more. Trained paraprofessionals

.seem to be as effective as social workers or professional teachers in their
parent training role. Variation in curriculum produces similar results. Impor—_
_tant side benéfits include pOSSIble IQ gains for younger siblings, less attenua- .

‘tion of gains,. and Employment opportumtles for low income parents when
paraprofesswnals are used : - : :

e . - -
l- -

. Pam‘rly ca.sework used for soc1al service referral appears to work best when'
".supplemented by adequate 1ncome-support and by an adequate level of social - _
. services in the community. Most progress is: reglstered in’ 1nstrumenta,l :
"-'areas of family funct1on1ng (Chlld Tearing, health ‘care, homema’kmg prac-'_

v

s -

‘ sured results although nch in. professmnal testlmony. It is practlced mamly

¢ . ) v : N o S _' '\'
L. - L }

e Parent therapy and counselmg in its psychoanalytm form is barren of mea— :

4
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- : by whltenudgled;ass préfeﬁsiona-lé'on é Wﬂite ﬁéidd]e c}“a's's-pop'ulation.j Hence _-_ B

it would not necessanlyi:eus_eful to disadvantaged ‘popﬁla_fions’.de’ﬁned by
~ race’'or low income. It'is too early to decide whether behavior modification

for parents is a useful strategy, although early results do look promising.... =~ 2

Health Care Programs L -

- To succinctly and systematically characterize current health programs fordis- .

' "advantaged children proves to be a remarkably difficult task. Virtually noneof

-~ these programs, as f _we have been able to determine, have been evaluated.

. or ‘monitored in wa::s%ertinent to this study. Several major evaluations are .

" presently undér way,-but findings héye not yet been published. R

© . Given this lack of preexisting studies, the problems of describing programs

* _and relating current efforts to critical child health needs is Idxge. The inter- -

- action is perhaps most easily conceptualized as a matrix, having on one..—

". dimension critical child health needs or problems—such as malnutrition, infec- -

" tious diseases, handicaps, or sensory ‘deficits—and on the other particular -

. © programmatic approaches to child health—such as screening, comprehensive "

. health, or nutrition programs. The cells thus defined represent correspondences .

between programs and problems. Had gvalua'tidn'@até been availablein terms . -

* of the matrix, it would have been possible to discuss the matrix cell by cell, -

- i.e., the specific patterns by which the federal effort interacts with the health .. . =

' problems of children. In its absence, descriptions of federal programs’ effectsin - '
* - terms of child health are largely conjectural and inferential. - o T
. Programs with five emphases were analyzed: comprehensive but specif-
ically targeted health programs (e.g.. Maternal and Infant Care, Children and

-.“Youth), health screening and treatment programs (e.g.,, Health Start); multi-*

! service programs with a health component (e.g.. Head Start; nutrition pro-

. grams; and family'planning programs). In each case examples were.given, and-g " -
the relative effectiveness of programs both within the group,-and-6f the group - . .
contrasted with other groups, are discussed.” =~ = . - L

_ Looking -at existing programs against the patterns of need (i.e., needs
requiring federal intervention because of inadequacies of the private sector),
“- - we find very spotty coverage of the matrix. Some programs, such as Maternal
and Infant Care and family planning, are directed at both critical health needs
and high-risk groups in a most appropriate way.-Some programs which do not
now exist, in.a coordinated way, such as early diagnosis and treatment of
handicaps and- chronic conditions, would, from evidence in other-sources, -
_have a large-impact on the matrix'(i.e., intervening between the critical ‘ages
one to four). On the other hand, some programs are not organized in such a -
way as to make evaluation in terms of the matrix possible. Childrenand Youth, .
for example, combines early infancy care with some screening with general
- services for older children, without a programmatic mandate to apportion’ -
., ‘inputs-in these areas In relation to critical health needs. Other programs with 49




-, potentially large impac'ts see

. and fo‘bd istH utxonp

ﬁ‘ - - L

- . .

ith child healthf,‘needs Thus, many-of the feedmg
ams do not address the issue of feeding very young
7 gaps exist whlch no programs or nonfederal models are
operating - to One c¢lear need is for models which combirfe medical, -
psychological, and educational dxagnoses and treatmients; the failure of Head
- Start and Follow Through to become truly integrated and comprehensive does -

are not entjrek consistent

- children. In additig

to be skewed because thelr programmat1c goals '

_not bode well for other attempts, such as the newer Parent-Child Center pro- -

. jects. Another area which is virtually. unexplored on a programmatic level is -

that of soC1al 111nesses in chﬂdren (chlld abuse, neglect acadents)

d

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR - -
PROGRAM PLANNING .

The recommendat1ons offered in tl'us report fall in two groups- For the short
term,- we recommend several redlstnbunons of emphasis in program direction
"and management, as. indicated in the sf)ecxﬁc recommendations to follow.
: After these-recommendations have bé‘én ngen we turn ‘to recommendanons
for the longer term.. - YRR = e e

. Given the precedmg analyse?and l1terature rewews, werecommend two
thematic emphases in the near future emphasés on (1) individualizing services,

_.—-and (2). working. with the famlly rather than around it.- These emphases are

predominantly suggested by our attempts to analyze and deﬁne the multiple

and complex nature of d1sadvantage in childhood. But there is testimony com-
ing from. the programs and pI'O]eCtS as well that favors such emphases. Our

. more specific recommendations follow in part from the themes and in part
" from our reviéws of the evidence and testimony. As has been suggested above,

the evaluation of programs for children isvan iffy business and the interpreta- .

tion of evaluations unavoidably involves orie in' multiple acts of judgment.
Nevertheless, we have made every effort to align our recommendation w1th
existing data and to discuss data relevant to. each recommehdanon in the rnam

body of the" report

- h)

r
e

B .Recommendatlons for Presehool Programs |
’(Especxally Head Start) |

-

L Dwers1f'y Head Start away from its present primary onentatlon toward
' center—based preschool educatzon. : ‘

.- Broaden its focus to mclude (as many Head Start pro;ects do) other E

a5pects of. child developmenr in- add1t1on to cogmtxve and acadermc._

-
. -~ Y
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- '-‘_ . Broaden its format to mclude home—based (1n add1t1on to center—based)
pro;ects,_and parent training prOJects - - e

. e Broaden the range of md.tces used to indicate 1ts effectweness

' Contmue (emphasxze) r&search on the effects of center—based preschool
educat:on 2 : . _

II. Implement screemng programs for alt chﬂdren under the cond:tlons ngen |

.below. We suggest screening followed by appropnate treatment at b1rth
2—3 years, and kmdergarten , c _ SRR UL

-

~ prehensive referral capabﬂxtxes .o R

. @ Screening for and. 1dent1f1cat1on of needs should occur only | when pro-
' grams to meet the needs’ are avaﬂable . o . _

. e Screenmg pnontles should be based on-.diagnostic sophlstxcatmn the
- risks of late identification, and the avaﬂablhty of _appropriate prc}-

. .- _ grammmg i o S . - i

III Provide .mdnnduahzed services for preschool ch:ldren with special needs
*as early in .the child’s life as is beneﬁmal Services. should in most cases.

e _ mdude parent traxnmg C :

B

. Currently we seem best able to provlde prograrnmmg for preschool chil-

_ ; . Screemng should be conducted by appropnately trained personnel (not
-+ mnecessarily pechatnaans) who. work ‘within a-health system w1th com-"

”x

dren with sensory and physical needs. More programs should be 1mp1e : a

mented for such children.

- Focus on research and development of programming models where our .
- knowledge is madequate for. current implementation (e:g., I the

.areas of Iearnmg dlsab1ht1es, behawor chsorders or emotlonal disturb-

. ances). o : O .

‘e Implement more (and at an earher age) bilingual preschool prolects Eor
-~ non-English speakmg ch:ldren to prepare them for the regular school
- system.. . ~ . ‘ _

e Adjust categoncal fundmg at tfle programmmg level to perm:t mtegra»— .

T

tion of ¢hildren with different spec1al needs in the same preschool -pro-

.- jects, while at the same time msunng ‘the contmued manndua.hty of the -

servxces ‘provided.

_’ . Integrate children w1th spec1al needs into regular school p'ro
ter E

. much as possible, especxally usmg spec:al preschools to perm
: regu]ar school attendance : :

-




- Day care meetmg somne carefully con51dered standard of baszc adequacy wxll '

2

Recommendatlons for Day Care | LY

In the case of day care, we. f1rst cons1der chlld development issues, and con-
clude that: o e . . _ ‘

L 4
-

not be detenmental to. chxldren s development. L

-

e There is wrtually no way at present to know what must be added to such-r :

basic care:so as to posmvely affect ch:ldrens development generally

e Rsearch is needed to“more deflmtely understand the potentxal and present

« effects .of day caré on children; in its absence, substantial mvestment in
_ developmental day care appears madv1sable. : : :

~

After a conSIderatlon of vanous arguments for day care, we recommend

I That a system of day care facﬂmes _including centers, homes pIac&s in
private ceriters, homemaker services, "and other facllltles as outlined in the

Support section be organized to deal. w:th the needs of childrén from un- .

supemsed madequately supennsed crisis, and. strﬁs situations'as needed
1}
. That some apprepriate organization . such as outreach services from an-

. appropriate health care network be devised, tested, and instituted to pro-

. vide screening of young children for potential health a?educatxonal
. problems, and that a full complement of services be made a%ailable to deal

 with those problems as riecessary. Where research -is necessary to accom-. .

phsh this,. it shou_l'd be supported

III That avery hnuted number of densely populated areas be selected for the '

expenmental establishment of a ‘multipurpose day care center offering

-a broad spectrum of services,; with both the centers and detailed analysis

_.of their operation to be supported by the federal government. This pro-

posal i is directed toward obtaining more information on the optimal way to

operate a center so as to.most effectwely and eff1<:1ent1y cope with the usage

rates, types of problems, prograrn successes, and a score of other basic facts
: about even'a rough approx1mat10n to-an average day care center.

IV That efforts be made to produce and execute housmg designs that will -
promote informal or otherwise shared child care arrangements. The goal is
a modern urban equivalent of the unfenced mxddle—of-the—block backyard

There are several more general recommendatlons which we ‘state in this .
latter section. ‘First, all d,ay care, whether in homes or. centers, should: be: of -

“such a quahty as to offer very lxttle risk .of harming the child.' Second, .we

“-recognize that advances in the state of knowledge about early childhood might

substantlally change our. concluszons, partictlarly in the drea of chiid develep-

- ent. Analyszs has shown the necess1ty of further knowledge about the chxl- _

.2 - . - : ] R " . l K . g-- ]
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dren we urge that its pursuxt be encouraged 'I'Iurd there rgxght\ exist 1o¢31“

;s1tuat10ns in which a day care center is-in any terms, inchuding Em’éincnal the

_best squtlon to a group of problen-ts In such. 51tuatxons,\fac111t1es should be .

.‘;___,prowded . B o | T .

o

Lt Te dxversify educ:atlon essentxally means to broadex},the range of* actnntles

-
.

-
. N -
=
-

Reco mmendations for Education Services’
” .I Increase strﬁ-c'tureiartd managernent irx tr'aditional curnculum areae. :

o . ~

-

Itis .proposed that a strategy of mcreased structure and managemth in the 7

printary school classroom be used to increase the attainment of basic skills
of reading and arithmetic. Increased classroom structure and management
includes: (1) a strong instructional emphasis with clearly stated and measur- «
able goals, which are’ carefully sequenced: (2) ongoing asséssment capabﬂzty
in the classroom:; (3) individualized Belp after assessment; and (4) extenswe
planning by and.- careftl supervision of .the mstructzonakstaff <

= _The “federal government could move to encouragé “increased structure

~and management by provxdlng incentives primarily in the form of (cofnpen—
' satory education) resources tied to con&hg&s -designed to encourage adop—
‘tion of ‘the recommended strategy, by proyiding technical assistarice and
mformahon, and by creatmg demonstratmn pro;ects. .
II D1ve:51fy educatlon. ' - s B - . . -;- o

-~ - -

emphasmed in-the'classroom which are cons:dered a Iegltunate part of the.
chxla s‘éducation and for ‘which the child is rewarded and receives prestige. .
Those skills that dre now considered basic should be taught in the most
effectlve manner p0551ble. But the remainder of the day should be spent in .
activities which allow each child to use and develop other skllls. It appears -

that there are other human skllls that—in terms of vocational relevance, in-

. terms of-the structdire of. human abilities, in terms of. educablhty—fully
. deserve to be a part of the basic early curriculum.
~This recommendation can now- only be given -in a general way, asa-

-statement -of the need for the development of a diversified- empha51s jThe .

~ types of activities and the specific curricula which would be included in a-
* diversified education program would have to 'Be established by a develop—-

. ‘ment. program.- The established distinction between verbal and: spatial

N - abilities could well be used as a starting point, given that the distinction has™
been well documented and that a reasoned argument now exists that schools

should acknowledge it. We are here recommending p)annmg followed by -

- program research and development in order to de51gn a more. dzverSIﬁed

S educatlon for chﬂdren.

-
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Recommendatlons Relatlng to Famlly Servu:es

Thxs recommendation proposes a general goal of semces wh;c:h should apply
-to planning and implementation of all public: programs directed at children.

. The mainethrust of the recommendation is toward.working with the family,
rather than “around” it. We hold that public policy in this area should make" -

. families the focus of intervention efforts, should use parents as primary agents

".of change, and should involve parents in policy and administrative. decision-, N

makmg A series of specific procedures are presented in the body of the report
‘to support this recommendatm‘n : :

S -

v

Health Care Recommen. atlons

Chlldrens health problems are not neatly separable Erorn problems in the_

. organization of services designed to solve them: Consequently, health recom-
mendations cannot be made through a comparatively ‘simple c’bmpanson of -
existing problems with available programs. Generally speaking, inthe case of -

g health the right prograffys exist. The problems arise from utilization, ava11— -

. _eration of the health caretakmg system. -~ .
- From a'general 1ntroductory discussion of the relatlonsl'up of health to ch'ﬂd o

abxhty, and-accessibility. Health care recommendat:ons must reflect a con51d-

S T

- development and the problems associated with policy decisions, we move to a
set of recommendations for child health programs related to the general c.h1ld
development strategzes which are bemg developed in this report. {, )

| ST TR IENANY
Refommendatlons g _ L o

" -

pnonty as a-preventive health strategy for C.l'llldI‘EI'l

11 'Maternal ang fant care prO]eCtS and famlly plannmg programs should be
;-expanded to .cover more of the highrisk populations; these programs
.should remain (as they are at presenﬂparate_ categorical | programs. for

-t . o -

-

I. Nutritional programs should be- rede51gned expanded and gnven greater

N

-the xmmedxate future, R ST AR j, -
lII Other d'irect health se efforts for’ chxldren should be 1ncorporated xnto
e ._one of two more com ehensrve sett1ngs- SR JEEPRR T _-_' ,

. Comprehenswe,. faé‘uly-onented health d\ehvery systems such as Famlly

Health Centers.. ‘\

. Multx-serv:ce prol s for chlldren such as Head Start schools, or -

L4 .

Parent-Child Cen tér\j
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IV Broad emphases in a chzld health strategy should be (1) dwersxﬁcatxon of -

. pediatric manpower (alon with general expansion ofallied arrd community
health _personnel): (2) improvement in ﬁnancxal support for child health
services: (3). a.nd unprmenqent in. general envlronmental cond.ltlons for

"W;' children.” - - 1 L SR T oo

L.
-

‘::
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COMMENTS/O_N FUT URE ANALYSIS

The data base for a sfudy.su;h as thzs cons;sts of three kmds of research activ-

ity: (1) analysxs, (2) problem and program. studies, and (3) ba51c research. How

could one facilitate planning in the future? . .

. ~We suggest that a permanent -intramural analysis group be set up within

HEW to provide for a continuing synthesis and analysrs of information about

" programs for children. This group would not be concerned with day-to-day . ‘

planning activities. but it would -have periodic responsibilities to provide a

' cornprehensrve analysis of programs for chﬂdren. We suggest that one or two

. seems manifest in the development of agency planning functmns and in the .

'_'- ‘social issues.” ' o

Q (. . A . . . ' Y
- . . . ——
d A FuiText provided by Eric . ) .. -. N

° extramural groups be established to assist in the development of analyses and -
. to prov1de possible ot.'her perspectives, about program guidance. .

We do not make recommendations about the futherance .of problem and
program studies and of basic studies, because there are present trends.toward a
. greater quality and quantity of relevant’ research activity in these areas. Tl'us.

move toward interagency coordination created- by the. Interagency Panel for
EarIy Ch:ldhood Research and Development. . e

‘Thereseems tobe a dnns:on, roughly, between thelcmds of problerns faced
by traditional child welfare legislation and programs and many of the newer
group of problems brought in by the recent poverty initiatives. The former are
problerns of children in trouble because of personal crisis or risks in the ifnme-,
" diate environment; the latter are problems of. children who have- statxstxcally
poor chances of soc1al status later' These are termed ‘child welfare issues” vs.

- Itis probable that the soaal issues” .are. not umquely issues of chﬂdhoocl
nor umquely to be addressed by analysis or programs confmed to chrldhood

Such problezns relate to the followmg questlons._ o L e

3 o Do we have more educatzon than we need? Do we have the kmd of educatlon

-

we need? L R

S e Are the ex:stlng chxld care professmns still fully “viable? Can we solve prob—
. lems by multiplications of them? Are the professwnal structures the reason- '

able sources ezther of problem defuutron or of advocacy? ,

‘. Can social mstltutxons replace the Eamlly for the chlld? Is it poss1b1e for us to
strengthen the farmly in 1ts relatlon to the- chlld? . PR >

)
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e Can we provxde more openmgs for productwe labor? Can we prov:de more

dlstnbuted dlgrury of labor? e

* Can we create a pohtxcal socxahzanon? ’ .

e Can we find some way to remain competitive as a society w:thout crushmg _
R-" competitiveness within? Where and how. can we assert-’ quahty of life”
- values for families and their children? ..~ °- = e

-

. .The° chlld welfare issues” now dealt w1th by programs for d'uldren can -
probably only be solved by efforts to obtain the IOng-sought-for services that
are individualized, relevant, comprehensive, and coordin . This will prob-
ably not be established by new programs for comprehensxvgness established on

. a historic bed of old programs. Most likely, 1t wﬂl require changes-in the man--

. agement of existing programs.

' .Probably, in the long run, effectlve services. could be obtamed by exten-
sions. of existing health and school service ‘bases. The fundamental innovation
needed is an effective provision for, local management and accountabxhty

b
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) 'I"he Chxld Care and Pubhc Policy Conference held in March of 1974 focused .

~on Dr. Sheldon White's Federal Programs for Young Children: Review and
Recommendations, which is summarized i in the previous section. What follows
here are four critiques by distinguished" scholars in the field, a summary of
... these presentations, and a statement using these comments to link the issues of
& - child care and public policy. - :
. - It was hoped that. by convening this group of peers and policymakers,
- - discussion of White’s paper would highlight ‘the complexity and diversity of
.. the problems in this area. Most 1mportant1y we needed to make’it clear to all -
‘ concerned that- there is no smgle answer and' also that there is no smg]e
question.. . : F -
Each .of the followmg presentatzons reflects the partlcular interests and
 expertise of an 1nd1v1dua] scientist.. thle they are«not necessanly dxvergent, g
opnuons, they do represent dxfferent concerns. . _
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Commentary on
Federal Programs for Young Ch11dren.

Rewew and Recommendauons

Were it- not for the wxdespread

~ - . ]
. Carl Bereiter .
_ O_nt'ario_lnstitute for Studies in Education

. p1cture may be summanzed as EoIlows

‘\.

As the report mchcates present measurement technology is adequate for the
assessment of intellectual aptitudes but with two major quahﬁcahons- First,
cross—cultural comparisons of aptitudes are‘very risky. This does not mean, .
however that available’ measures are invalid for \tertam cultural or ethnic

-

ncertaml;y and gloom currently surrounding .
early chxldhood education, this would be a dxscouragmg report. Like other
recent reports it finds that nothing seems to make much difference, but it does
not stop with this facile and d15hearten1ng observation. It is impressive that
- Sheldon White and his colleag‘ues sifted out so much relevant policymaking
material from the available data. Specifically, the findings I refer to are that
structured teaching programs have tended to be more effective than unstruc-
“tured ones, that parent training has been more successful than parent educa-
tion, and that referral has had more tangible benefit than therapy in family
_ social work. [ will comment on.several of these conclusions with the ‘intent of
modzf}ung or amplifying them in the light of my own knowledge and judgment.
" First, however, I would like to discuss-a vital issue—the measurement of
educatlonal outcomes—which is treated merely as a background topic in the
- report ‘The entire effort.of policymakers to base’thelr decisions on data will be -
*determmed by the ability to measure relevant outcomes. The measurement
picture is somewhat bleaker than the report indicates, and on atleast one point
" this bleak picture has’ defmne policy 1mp11cat10ns. Bneﬂy, the measure:nent

groups Most available evidence suggests that existing aptitude measures are” -

“about equally valid for American subpopulations and can therefore appro- .
_ priately be uséd for comparing differently treated groups of chﬂdren within ~
- given subpopulat:ons What is not appropriate is to judge the success of an
educational mter{?fennon program for poor black children, for instance, by
-omparing aptityde test scores with middle-class white norms Failure to
‘make this distinction between within-group and across-group comparisons
has léed some policymakers to reject aptitude tests altogether when they
. thight still have valuable uses for within-group assessments of educational
effects. The second quahﬁcatmn however is that we have no: basxs for

Q-
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judging the value, if any, of experimentally induced ;_ch"anges in aptitude test

scores. A recent study of large, representative first—gr_ade populations indi-
cate‘s‘ that in the last 10 years scores on a reading readiness test have gone up
enormously, with no attendant increase in the reading achievement scores
that the readiness test was supposed to predict. This finding gives substantial

weight to the fear that changes in aptitude scores may have no material con-- -

sequence and therefore should not be taken senously as indicators of the

effectweness of early childhood educatlonal programs.

Our abzlxty to measure acl'uevement in bas:c scholastic skxlls is probably
much lower than the report iridicates. Elementary school achievement tests

have embarrassingly high correlations with measures of scholastic aptitude.

Of particular significance is the close relationship between tests of reading
comprehensmn and tests of verbal intelligence.. No one, to my knowledge,
has succeeded in demonstrating that these two kinds of tests measure any-

. thing different. which leaves us in the: position of not being able to measure
.. with-any confidence what is without doubt the single most important skill
objective of elementary education. It is most distressing that specialists in’

‘educatlonal evaluation are pursuing h1gh—ﬂown models of the eva]uatxon

" process while domg little or nothing to raise the basic instrumentation of

' measurementabov lts «current unspeakébly inadéquate Ievel-

The report correctly mdxcates that our ablhty to measure outcomes in the
‘area of personahty and social development is virtually nil, ‘and ‘this is not.
- from a lackof efforts to-devise tests. The report hints at the prospect that

'Finding out whether a person can do something is 2 much different matter

' ‘personality and social development outcomes may not be suscept1b1e to
testing as we ‘how conceive of it, that is as sormnething that can be accom-" =
plished at a sitting and at modest cost. There is no reason why it should be..

from finding out his response tendencies in a broad area of behavior. While .

Emdmg out about the former may cost a dollar, finding out about the latter =
may cost a hundred or a thqg;an&ames as much. Accordzngly, if policy- I

makers are serious about wanting-to base their dec151ons on emplncal results -
‘inthe personahty and social domain, they rmay have to be prepared to make-
- an enor:nously larger mvestment in. evaluatlon than. -anyone has seen ﬁt to ..

'rnake thus far. - L.

‘

" 4. The new approach to evaluatlon s:gnzﬁed by the mdxcators of quahty |
S enthusxastlcally reviewed by the report is not 4n advance but rather a d1smal' :
.. .. retreat from the problem. It amourjts to taking what -had been cons1dered_ -
' independent variables (teacher behay:ors) and turning them into a dependent .
" :variable (“good teaching,” as judged by experts).’With such an index agy "
| -'program can be converted from a failure to a success simply | by conformn%
-to the prevailing prejudices.: Such a criterion would generally st1fle efforts to
' xmprove the state of the art. . o i -

)
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‘The purpose of these remarks on evaluatlon has not been to engender. 3

despair but to suggest that if policy decisions are to be based more outcome

data, as I believe they should be, efforts to develop basic measyfement tech-
nology will have to be much more serious and at a much higherlevel of support ’

- than they have been in the past. -
' I will now turn to several of the report’s major recommendations that are

related to preschool and _elementary education.

“Diversify ead Start away from its present primary orientation toward center-
based preschool education.” Some specific and reasonable’ suggestions are
‘made for extension Yof Head Start activities beyond regular preschool educa-

tion, but the report remains vague about what should become of the center- -

based preschoo] programs ‘that now ¢onstitute the core of Head Start activities.
. Should they be expanded, held to their current level, cut back to make way for
the more specxahzed~programs suggested, or ult1mately phased out? The same
inconclusiveness is discernable in several chapters in which evidence bearing
on the need for early educational intervention is presented. Whereas there is
little to quarrel with in the analysis of evidence piece-by-piece, it does lead
inexbrably. to a conclusion that is left unstated. The conclusion may be.
forfnulated as follows. Ten years ago there was no decisive evidence but an
~abundance of suggestive evidence supporting the hypothesis that early educa-
tional experience is crucial for cognitive development After a decade of exten-
sive basic and applied research we still do not have any decisive evidence, but
' thé trend of suggestxve evidence has been rather consistently against the
" hypothesis.’ In short, we now have much less reason to believe in thedimpor-
~ tance of preschool education than we did back in the days when our knowledge.
‘consisted Of that summarized by Hunt’s Intelligence and Experience and
 Bloomys Stakilty and’ Change in Human Characteristics. This conclusion,
.couplfed-with\what appears to be encouraging results from Follow Through,

:leads{me to fadvor the eventual withdrawal of resources from preschool educa-
tion in favor of the unprovement of instruction in elementary school. ' .

'Include home-based . . . and parent training projects.” The problem w1th this
recommendationr is the assumptiof, almost universally shared, that home
intervention is merely an alternative and:hopefully more effective-’ dehvery

-_system”. for services otherwise comparable to those of a center-based preschool o
"program The two ar, rad.xcally different. §ompensatory preschool programs.

“sitnply add on ' certdin‘\experiences to. those already provided by the home,
__Ieavmg the home essentially untouched. I—Iome intérventions aim at changing,
to'a greater or lesser extent, the culture of the homne, espeaally the character of

parent-child interactions. ‘The courts have long recognized a division of author- -

}u:y'between the state and the parent in soqahzatlon of the child, with the gen-—_
"eral recognition that parental authonty is pnmary, to be abndged only to a-

. mxrurnum extent necessary. to meet socxety s needs.’ Home intervention constl-
‘tutes a potenhally ma]or shift'i in the balance of authonty in favor of the state, _

Q
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at a time when there appears to be a shxft of values in the opposxte dxrectxon—-—,
he direction of pluralism and against the homogenxzmg influence of state-.
ontrolled educgtion. The profound human rights implications of home inter-
vention ought to be seriously cons:dered\ahd ecisions should not be merely

" based on cost-effectiveness. -

“Increase structure and managemeng_;n/trz;iditional curriculum areas.’ This is
an important positive recommeridation. It may be premature, given the current
.state of evidence, but it is clear that evidence does -converge in this direction.
However, it is not known that s_tructure,a}one acts independently to improve
‘the effectiveness of school programs. ‘Although programs effective in raising
school achievement tend to_be structured, not all such programs are effective,
and what makes the dlfference in effectiveness of structured programs is httle
understood. (It is quite possible that an’examination of Title I findings would
show more ineffective than effective programs.) The report has been overly
hasty in rejecting curriculum and curriculum - matenals as an additional and

. perhaps interacting variable. The evidence cited for the irrelevance of curric- - «
- ulum variations consists largely of statements by people who have not, to my
knowledge, carefully examined the research. In'the-.area of reading, for in-
. - stance, the evidence in favor of intensive phomcs instruction is at least as
"~ strong as the evidence in favor .of structure. Intensive phonics instruction, of
course, virtually necessitates a structured teaching method, but the reverse is
. not.true. There may be a constellation of features that rmake an effective teach-
' ing program; structure is one aspect ‘of such a. program that is msuff:cent

' without the others. : : - : -

vaersxfy education.” This recommendation is so broad that it is little more
. than endorsement of a catchword. There are several directions that such diver-
- sification might take, but of these the one’ ‘suggested in the report seems the
least promising. 1 refer to selectlng some neglected mental ability, such as a .
- ‘spatial ability, and attempting to foster it. This sort of thing hds been done in
‘connectior® with- various perceptual abilities, with skills nominally measured
by the lllinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities, and earlier in connection w1th'.
| ~ Thurstone’s Primary Mental AbBilities. Generally it has been possible to design .
. .- "training to raise relevant test scores, but so what? There is no evidence to sug-
" "7 gest thisis.a rneanxngf—ul or useful kind of education. A more significant kind of
p d1ver51f1cat10n could arise from designing .new instructional programs for "
teac:hxng core ‘subjects that would draw on different abilities from those that
s - “are now predxcnve of sucdess—for instance, to de‘\nse a way of teaching .
] read1ng to children who are high-on spatial but low on verbal -abilities. Thi
‘ - the kind of programmatic effort: that Jensen has proposed and that is im; ei
= by research on aptxtude—treatment interactions(going out and producmg mter— -
- . actions, that is, instead of just lookmg for them). At present however, we h
.« . haveno idea if this is even possxb'le In spite of decaczs of talk about adapting
64 mstructxon to individual differences, a]most nothing hac been done about .jt.
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The report is qmte clear in saying that much reseéarch has to be done before

- diversification can be e realistically 1mplemented What the report ‘does not_’
make clear is that the ‘day for intelligent diversification of curriculum. and

_teaching methods is so $ar off that’ in/ the meantime we need to continue
devotmg a great deal of effort to what Dr. White refers to dlsparagxngly as - -
sol\nng the average child’s average problems.” o

health and family services. They seem very judicious. and practical, but they
.deal with matters outside my zone- of competence. There'is a certain continuity ~ ~ &
" to the wisdom of these recommnendations which deserves to be heeded over '
. and above the particular proposals. The essential wisdom emerges most clearly
_in thie recommendation that “screening for and identification of needs should
~occur only when programs to meet the needs are available.” Such a statement = _ |
" is self-evident and would not need to be made were there not such a history, in '
programs for children, of d1rectmg money toward the most-loudly proclaimed
needs mstead of toward the means that show greatest promlse of domg some

good n T N 1

., I will not comment on the report s recommendations concerning day care, - \'

.? .
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T . " William Kessen

Yale University

_ An ommbus story that is a favorite of mine concerns a. very popular college B
* course-in Old Testament literature that was well attended because the instructor .-
invariably asked the same question for his final examination: Name the seven . .
kings of Israel. When he learned at last that he was the butt of campus jokes,
the instructor without forewarning changed the exammatlon to a-question -

. .about the philosophy of the prophet Samuel. All but one student left the hall at-..
once; the'staybehind wrote bravely on his paper, “I do not know much about
- the prophet Samuel, but, for what it's worth, here are the seven kings of

Israel.” - Under present circumstances, those of us attending a meeting on
public pohcy and child development may behave somewhat like that student— -
giving our answers to Dr. White’s report thhout regardmg the speaﬁc ques-_ :

tions that it raises..

“There is- further poxgnancy in th1s stery with regards to our task. ThlS :

_prodigious report on federal programs for children certainly can be seen as

‘ ‘representing the seven and the seventy-seven kings and queens- (and perhaps.
the knaves) of child development, and yet it also very much needs a Samuel. o

‘Unfortunately, the report does not have an exphct message. Federal Programs

is not the kind of statement we con51dered in 1973 as fulfilling the intention of
the forum on policy: it is no Jencks or Jensen. The-manuscript is too sane, too_

]

bland, and polyarchal to arouse strong Eeelmgs ‘Although it will lead us to -

state our prejudices and our points of view, it does not provide us mth. the
kind of clear target we might have w15hed to. support or to contest. -

~ There is much, however, to admire in this remarkable report, this twenty-
camel train’ The hard-headed attitude.towards costs and beneﬁts,_lang'uage

- which I do not usually find. COngemal ‘and the reduction of an enormous.data

base from two thousand pages to a two thousand word recommendatién for

. 'policy is a substantial achievement, whatever its’ implications. for policy.

After consideration of the vast literature, White and his colleagues comie to n
~ two explicit conclus:ons—that the goals of federally supported programs for. .
" children should be shifted toward greater individualization and responsiveness

to-children’s needs arid that the programs should work with, rather than

" around, . the family. Not quxte as-sure-handed is the recommendatron that’

~ federal ‘programs should be dlrected in-the. first instance toward the culturally’

excluded-and the disadvantaged. There are other and perhaps equally 1mpor—_
tant implicit conclusxons which I will address shortly

: - Whatever our consensus about the general conclusmns, there is much in the -

report to be happy about. The empha51s on early health screening, for example,

is fundamental and exigent. The proposaI to mtegrate children. with spec1al.‘"

" needs into regular classroom settings as soon and as often-as possible may not

be viewed sy-mpathencally by.many groups, but it certamly deserves our dis-

cussionand, Ibeheve, our support Not surpnsmgly however, there are parts of :
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the document Wthh can be argued—specﬂ:lcally, the puzzling reco;nmenda-
tions about.day care. Rather than discuss specifics, I will raise three general
issues: the rule of the culture the central issue of values, and the paradoxes of
adaptatlon.._ - R : :

The Rule of the Culture A strkag characteristic of this report is its strange
dxsconnectlon from the major forges at work in our culture. To exaggerate, it: 1s
“almost as though the authors had wWalked-into a. great barn of a library called 4
“child development” in which there were neither exits nor windows: Two . .
illustrations of such disconnections should serve.to make my: pomt. "The- .
primary changes of the last SO years that affect child care, and by lmphcanon, R
federal programs in child care are chariges in the status of Amencan women. ‘
No discussion of the issues can proceed sensibly nor can there be an under-
standing of the problems:. of children without initial and continuing considera-
tion of that historical mutation. The fact that more and miore-women will .
work, that child care in the home has begun to be less gender-differentiated, -
and that there are new expectations of women and of men all bear directly and
1rnrnedxately on child care and federal programs. The future of American
women, some of whom will be mothers, is not an esoteric or academic issue; it
‘is far more practlcal and immediate than whether we teach Piaget.or Bereiter.
. The second instance of disconnection is perhaps less obvious: it is the failure i
of the report to recognize changes in the.function of children.:Here+I draw
“heavily on the recent work of Professor Keniston -and his colleagues at the. - .
Carnegie Council on Children.. They have plotted, W1th some' success, the.
fundamental change in “the role of children over.the past century from being
economicassets to economic’ liabilities and the parallel culture-defining change.
“from HKaving children . to fulfill a' moral obligation or econornic necessity to .
having children, to use an ugly phrase as a consumer pleasure. Whatever their
theoretical 1mp11cat10ns these are crude practlcal issues relating to pOpulatlon
growth patterns of age distribution in our culture, and the goal expectations
of parents for their children. : .
. I refer to these omissions and other Iess notable ones as “the rule of the o
culture” because, however painful it may be, it is true that we can consider. -
child care only- w1th1n a cultural context; as late twentxeth-—century Americans T
- our definitions and viewpoints are embedded in a cultural context. Some of us, - '
certainly those-of us who come out of an expenmental tradition, ‘wouild hke to
be able to isolate the problems of child care and devefopment ‘and to deal w;th s
them as though they were freed of their entailment in the rest of the culture. - =o' -
"However,  we cannot and therefore, the report should have been addressed” ” T
even more so to the cultural contexts of child care. Incidentally, three of us at’ T
this conference recently visited China and are even' rmore convmced of the
notion of the rule of culture than we were: heretofore :

The Central Issue of Values. The second group of general issues make up the
central - 1ssue of values. There is atension in the r /port between the explicit 67
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" .. goals stated in the earl:er parts of volume one and the implicit goals which

actually define it. To put it strmght out, I believe that the most important ques-
tions about child care are ethical and 1deolWot technological. Yet; there

_isa _weriness'-‘in the report about addressing the etfical and the ideological, and

surely the reluctance has a sound defense—to maintain scholarly distance, to

be objective, to be reasonable. But the assumption that psychological facts are

‘free of value and valuation is nonsense; in the case of child care, it is pernicious

nonsense. And, :romcally, what happens when we try to‘be’ standoff:sh and,;

) 1mpart1al is that the 1deo¢ogy sneaks in and you find, to take the report in hand .

-

- as_an example that the primary xdeologxcal and valuational deﬁmtlon of the

document is never explicitly stated. _
The unseen argument has, in my opinion, two premlses The first is that we ~

can respond to the individual child’s needs because (a) we know. what they are

and, knowing them, (b).it is appropnate to respond to them in spite of compet-
ing considerations. To make the contrast obvious, there exist, in addition to -

' the needs of the single and particular child, the needs of the group, the needs of

_society broadly bounded. It is not my intention to support one value over the -
“other; rather, it is essential to. note the unexamined ethical premise of the

report that leads; psychology and: technology aside, to an emphasis on the

~ further mdw:duahzmg of child care and educational programming.

The second ideological premise, which is not always made explicit, is the

.goal of catching up with middle-class groups-—-—catchlng up the dxsadvantaged

" or the excluded to match middle-class standards. It is strange that both of. these: -

o 1deolog1cal prmqples are part of our blood, buit they become dangerous only if -

. .they are permitted to remain’ unexammed Yet, we may conclude when we -

. have completed our deliberations, that these are basic’ 1deologlcal principles

. that weé wish to maintain "explicitly.-I'propose: only that we be certain about’
_our convictions,. part1cularly about the catchmg up premise; there are Ioglcal
"as well as ethical problems with this racecourse notion.

It is interesting that concerning the question of values, the report is stron-

gest in its recommendations about health s€rvices. In spite of the absence of any
formal evaluation of existing health care programs, the report makes excellent
sense, is quite persuasive, and well directed. The apparent consensus of opin-

ion is probably due to general agreement as to the value of healthy children;

health may be one of the few remaining values that most members of the
culture share. Whereas attemnpts to achieve agreéement among Americans to, .

-

such assertions as “God is good” fall short of unanimous assent, everyone '

agrees that you should brush your teeth daily. This statement not only reflects
‘American attitudes, but also the problems we face. We can move ahead on a°
federal program of child care only when the program is based on some shared..
principle of the culture. It is a truth politicians learn early and one we cannot

ignore. But. more to the _point, if we do not have any strong serise of shai'ed

values or a productive and sxgnalmg 1dea about the values of children or the

values.of educatlon then, in such a polxcy of entropy, we move towards indi-
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nduahzatxon More bluntly, whatever its other sources, mdxwduahzatxon
epresents the absence of positive ideology and the weakness of shared values
n the United States. This report represents a.far more widespread failure to

‘ecognize the ethical and ideological dimensions of our work, a fallure whzch' R

1as led in turn to the curious texture of our field. Lz

Witness, as example;. theengineering model, 1mplxed by White and his col- o

eagues, that is slightly shifted away from an emphasis on the developmental

:sychologxst as expert. Imagine that the king (I am obwiously obsessed with .

oyal 1mages) says to the Royal Railroader, “You folks are supposed to be the
xperts on railroads; please make some recommendatzons on what we should
o about national railroad policies.”

~ The rail’ experts make an mtensxve study of ra1lroads, come back to the

<ing, anﬁ say,.”Well, there’s an enormous vanety of . track: - have some
Narrow ‘gauge and some wide gauge. We also have a wide div
ment and patterns; some trains run only between Peoria and _
rom Princeton to New Brunswick. We are not always able to t the trains
~ork or not because we haven’t been able to get some of the engines started.

Then, of course, some of them that have started haven’t 'been working as well
as others although our . rail-evz yation procedures cannot détermine the
reasons for the vanatlon. But we do have two Strong recommendatlons, your

ma]esty ‘First, we thirik we ought to maintain the variety in our railroad sys-

*ern—-another; example of democratic plurallsm—perhaps even mcrease it. . '-

' -

Second, we surely ought to keep the pullman car!”:’

In the meetingrof experts and ‘policymakers nobody.- asks, .Whére do you CE

\a‘_ -

wvant the trains to go?” American child care and education may not be quite as
diverse as this example suggests and some of you may not agree that’ the

defense of the family sometimes seems as quamt as the defense of the pullman.

~ar, but the general. implications of the fable are important.

In contrast, Alexander II once faced his engineers and, asked about the
design of a railroad between St. Petersburg and Moscow, seized a straightedge
and a pen and drew a line with neither curve ndr contour. Neither advocating
such autocratic solutions nor the similar solutions of democratic centralism, I
o feel that we must face the problems of living and workmg in a pluralistic
society thabhas no positive ideology. Even more appropriately, we should be
~vary of the report’s implied analogy between dapplied developmental psychol-
>gy and applied physical science. Such an analogy is crippling because the
osychologist cannot- function as a technocrat in the absence c: ethical or
deological imperatives. Moreover, the psychologist does not function we. as
2 technocrat because of a not very well hidden desire to be policyraker as wel
1S adwsor on the 1mplementat10n of policy. :

1

Noee
. T

The Paradoxes of Adaptatzon And so, in almost orderly: Fas'hxon, we reach the -

final sat of issues, the paradoxes of adaptation.’ Although-there has been“ritual

bovnng to Darwm1an or adaptatlonal concept:ons of child. development for 69
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many years, few psychologists have taken the model seriously in its detail
“in its precision. If there were time enough 1 would trx to rnake a strong/case -
_for the re-awakening 6f an adaptational model for child development. Short of
 such an exercise, 1 will use -the concept to suggest a problem we face if we see
the child adap;mg and, while in the process ‘of adaptation, conStructmg his
own environment, and then adapting to that environment in a corﬂ:muoxg
fasl‘uon throughout his life. The easy contrast between sensitive periods and
hered1tary determination seems absurd; we much face the complexities of a
. child in constant adaptatlon"to an env:ronment which he both meets and, trans-
" forms. However, if continuSus adaptation is a groper view of the child and if
‘human beings are as adaptable as | think they are, then we have a remark;flble
paradox. : ; ‘

The first part of the paradox is based on expen ce thh tHe adaptatlgpal ;
capacity of children. In our own children and m th e~!§7.'111d:1&rn we see.in schools
or other institutions, remarkable transformation$ are ppa nt. Children.learn
remarkable things; they become very subtle social thec 1‘(;.sts andso well-attuned
to their environment thag they make- discriminations ch1ld psychologists can
hardly begin to plot. Childreg-are not only adaptive but. also superbly comn-
peterit in their-adaptation. B

Thedsecond part of the paradox whxch is alhed to the first, is the vast
cross-cultural differences in children and child care. Bx}onfenbrenner, Steven-
son, and I can present. detailed arguments, for example, that Chinese children
are profoundly dxfferent from Aymerican children, and unless one is prepared
to.make radical cryptogenetic hypotheses, one must maintain that the cultural,
-differences represent differerit adaptation. “Against these two parts-of the para-
dox must be juxtaposed a third—the apparent ineffectiveness of all our early

 educational programs. If we have this organism adaptable beyond all others,
this child who can sense and conform and construct remarkably complicated
*arrangernents, why do we have this- report thousands of pages in length, R
- which informs us that ‘no matter what is done, there will be little _difference?
' The paradoxes of adaptatlon or docility ought to be the center of our attention.
The only resolution of, the puzzle that makes much sense is derivable from the
first two parts of the paradox—we have not arranged our educational pro-

- grams so as to make sufficient and appropriate demands Eor.adaptanon on the
* part.of the child. At present, he is able’to solve almost‘any of our educational

innovations by role-switching, by “code-switching” into the setting where Wwe -
put him and then switching back to ‘his other definitions—the definitions of the
family, the street, the peer gang; personal psychoplthy—as soon as he leaves
the educati~~. -etting. Individualization, even to. achieve its own limited
~goals, must e : - individualizafion (an 1nd1v1sxb1hty makmg) across all ‘the

. living setting: of the child. But, inevitably, the circle turns and closes; we live
in a culture and at a time which carriesZ strongly held and shared belief m
sprawling individualism and the virtues of fluent role-SW1tch1ng
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Irving E. Sigel -
; 'Educational Testing Service . .
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The issues this report raises are many. [ would like to fé_cus my remarks on the
pa{'ticul_lr items that I consider relative to policymaking and a knowledge base.
I am most impressed with the scholarship that went into this report and its
‘interesting bistorical perspective. This helps us to gain an higtor’i'cal'orientation‘ : N
which will alleviate, perhaps, some of our impatience ‘-w_'ith‘:he rate of social - -
- progress and education. The questions I would like to.address in my comments
_are as follows: ' : C C '
1. Who are the péli;&fnakers we are trying to—"educate’” or, more a{:curat_ely,' o
. wishing to work with? -~ . s R _ o
"'2. What kind of information a:golicymakers haveto have to make a decision, -
‘and as a corollary, what fo does this information have to have? -

-
-

3. What do we do wi't‘hlpol-icy issues wHen there‘_' is little infgrmatfbn?

-— - . - . -

* First, I wish to emphasize that the belief system of policymakers is a critical
| factor in our discussion. I believe that policymakers have a set of constructs by
which they define social and physical reality. Such constructions of course are
not unique to policymakers but are characteristic of each of us. The point at, ,
issue is that the belief system of policymakers is;something that we know little -
.about. I believe that we.can make tertain assumptipns abouts:pelicyrftakérs '
; that would be relevant, but the substance of these comments is yet toibe un- =
<overed. For example, I.am-certain that every aduitz-policymaker -or not,
~parent or not—has some ideas, attitudes, and beliefs about child care and tke
s‘ﬁeé&ss:ary and sufficient cbnt:(liti,on's»,‘fb::;adquat'e child care. Eor those'who are i
_parents, the feeling becomes more relevant anissue because each feels qualified, .
by virtue of his or her experience, to make general statements about. child Y,
needs-and child care requirements. Thus the implicit knowledge or belief sys- )
tems of every policymaker will influgnce the ways in which he.treats new
information. My argument, therefore, is_'that ‘this is a critical variable in our
warking with policymakers and in presenting a report of this kind. ?

Related to this is the fact that child care is deeply embedded in a context of = .-
social values and social aspirations. Attitudes and belief systems of policy-
makers or citizens have to be viewed in the context of what the society wants
for its children and what responsibility the chiffiren have to the society. Firvally,
there is concern with the nature of the belief system of policymakers vis-3-vis

" the' role”of ‘research in.the.s&cial sciences. Do policymakers understand the
"appropriateness of research regarding such issues as-program effectiveness and . .
child care policy questions? I am not sure that there is public acceptance of . .5 A
such research. When we use such terms as experiment, manipulations; and :
‘treatment. conditions, qée‘they accepted by the.educated ‘public?Does the 71
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pubhc b“eheve the met nods of science to be appropnate to thea:eas that conc:em -
us? ‘Does research ‘merely . represent t3 them’ more . stat1st1§'s’ gathenng’,and*

i The.above, cqrnmentsare ,relevant in that thgy nnderscore the need for us,
.as 1nvest1ga‘tors .to-better present Qur findings if we-are to reachﬁe pub;iﬁm
‘ot talking about the complexxty o?rasearch results ar stat:st:cal sophis n..:
Rather, my: pomt s exemphﬁed by th‘é following.’ Head Start is. based.on the

prermse that children from.certain segments of our soc:ety-come to school un—
‘ prepared for the demands of school due to certam enwronmental charactens-—

“tics and'expenences. It is concelvable howe\/er that one cofld. ]ustxfy Head.

-descnptlon of trends? L - - s -

. "~ ‘Start not from this point of view.but from the point of view that these children:
‘are, baszcally slow and genetically limited. Based on this assumption; -t takes-:l

.=
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. more time to ‘educate these children; therefore, by starting early, they ‘can be"..
prowded ‘with the experience necessary to function in school. A pohcymaker,

- then, may support the Head Start’program for reasons other than the- exphmt,
~rationale for such-a program Whereas the rationale for such action'may vary -

. among policymakers, they rnay dgree on the action. If this is true, then the

ev:dence they seek would be different and the mformatlon they would ask of

researcherswould also differ. If we do not know the perspective of the policy-

' maker regarding this partlcular lssue we may gi /7e him 1nformat1on that he_ )

“cannot. or will not utilize. .
s I would now like to raise‘some issues regardmg the context* in whxch this

report can be considered. It will be recalled that the report focuses on federal -
rolicies and points out very poignantly the wide array of federally funded pro-

grams for disadvantaged childrén. Yet, the society in which weliveisso ‘diverse .

that" we must raise the guestion ‘of the rela’honshlp between federal programs

-and Jocal customs and practices. I am Eully aware that for some programs like

' desegregat:on, the local optxon approach may have not resulted in the desegre-
~ gation gains evident today in the South. Iromcally, there is at present probably
" greater desegregat:on in southern cities than in many northern cities. This may
be cited as evidence of centralization and flouting of local pohcy One can
easily envision preschool or day care programs that will also.vary by commu-
'nity. The needs and approaches to day care in rural Kentucky may be far.
different than iri Boston or Princeton, In essence, my point is that the issues
described.and the policies: recommended must be presented against a backdrop
of decisions regarding local options. : ' :
I find it very difficult to think of soczal Dohcy concerns as separate from the '
- larger'social context. The report does deal with this with some consistency, | But
it does not come to grips with solutions. That in fact may well be the role of
this- meeting: We are representing a variety of interests and we do have: the,
chance to begin a dialogue; perhaps we can move to some practlcal solutions..

'« It seems to me that the solution to some of the SO,Cla‘I problems described in thzs '

report are the respons:bxhtles of agents other than those listed. The résponsi-

bility rests with business and educatxon as well as the&? govemment Oppor-
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: tlES for work advant.ement and satmfactory incomes are determmed by a . —
rbroad ai—ray of individuals. On the other hand,. .the,'s"choocls, have a- Qecidéd S
‘&esponsxbzl‘ity in fac:hta% e entrande of chzldren mto.the world of work as; .. =

weH"as. into the world ofisocial livirig.. Thas, my contention is that qogltxon o -
“the problerns pbsed in thi§ report must c\Grne from broader ‘segments of the . - & * -
‘ soc:el:y work:mg in smaller units than on the fegleral’ level. The problerns of T
course, are cémplex; but we must look to the relanonsh1p between the federal Lo
government and other units of government. . L R
The issues I would like to present are the followmg 1) federal standards' e
tend to'be h:gher than local standards (nursing homes are an example) 2) there” "= = ]
isa danger of vested interests in local groups becommg dominant and deter-
_mining pohcy, and 3) the need for ob]ectlwty in ‘evaluation. I think there is
 need to define a new relationship between federal and local interaction. I think
" many of us have tended to favor federal. pohcymakxng because on the wholg'it
- has been not only broader but probably more liberal. On the other ~and, I can-
~ seeserious problems, emerging w1th federal attempts to estabhsh uruformuty in - . e
‘somefsbc:al pohcy areas.. = . - o T
' But before we proceed with these pomts we have to know who. the policy-
makers aré. They are so varied as to include members of the board of educa- - Co
tion as well as classroom teachers. And yet every parent voting in the commu-
" nity.is also a pohcymaker.\ B
© Ind democratlc society,; everyone 15 or can be a partlczpant in pohcymakmg, ‘
decisions, ‘and in a complex “industrial soc:ety where pohcxes are made at every
.level, layer upon ‘layer -of pohcymakers exist. The prc™'em of 1dent1fy1ng :
pohcymakers is indeed-complex and perhaps insoluble. A teacher reads an -~ “f.
article on successful learning in the classroom.. The teacher decides that the .
-specific approach makes sense, but achieving the same results is a problem I
feel there is a tremgndous wasteland between theé knowledge. resulting from.
research and the implementation of “that knowledge “Teachers have. a better -
understandmg of what they need to achieve. their goals. e o
The implications of this report lead me to the conclusion that there aretwo _
‘broad categories of research, each requiring different strategles and- comple— S
ments of individuals. The f;xé{les social policy research, and the second is basic. . =
research wxl}tm particular’ dlSCIlenES The social policy research that I feel is =
-nieeded must be interdisciplinary in nature.. All of the policy issués and. the’ L
prob}erns of application of research have to be in a sphete that takes mto_-_ '- S o
‘account the multldxsc:phnary nature of the. issues. For example to understand. - - - B
social change and the role of change’ agents mvolves not. only social. psychol- o
.ogists but also sociologists, economists, and others as well T find it difficult-to-
_think of any social policy questlon thaf can be’solved conceptually or emp:rl-' EES
cally through the efforts of one d15c1plme I am: fully aware that the concept of R
mterdlsqplmary research has beert around for-a long¢time, that it has posed '
'many problems,: and. d1$111u51oned many. Yet, it is difficult for me to see.now® . _
Fow solutlons can: be -applied. to the mynad of soczal problems by our trad;- 73 ot




. tzonal reS@,rch methods It 1s perhaps belabonng the obv1ous to pomt out, on
¥ ;.. . the pasis-of- tlus .report, that thre approach to many of the social problerns and -
Lo - - the solutzons recommended requiré mterd:tscxplmary-efforts ‘For example, the':.
. - .. frouble with'the evaluation studies in much of the preschool matenal is the '
- lack~of weighting of the 1nﬂuence of the "home. with' the school. Do certam
e . homes undo what the school is trying to accomphsh? How .were. families in .
 ‘Head Start programs studred? Were' certain variables selected for study that
would be the rhost promising with a _particular disciplinary orientation? - -_'. .
¢ .I'mustreiteratemy, belief that variables selected for study by ‘anyone’are by
definition biased and outgrowths of one’s Weltanschauung Theé theoretical
' bias,of the investigator influerices the.conceptualization.. Thus, the Olymp1an :
. view one mrgh‘ have about all the gross areas that are. relevant’ for examina-
: _txon—the ‘family, the parent—chlld relatlonshlp, ‘and so forth-—-xs not sufﬁment
. to lead to the’ salection of the ‘most relevant: variables..One. could argue'then -
" that by varying the individuals in a research team, the deersxty that is sought
is thereby created. After all, psychologlsts have been known to d1$agree wrth
each other. I think this is more than an issue.of individual difference. -The 1ssue
is that the type of training received and values held leads to different concep-
tualizations of the social realm.-In effect, this’ supports a strong plea for mter— o
S dxsc1p11nary teams to study social problems R -
G .Let me suggest one. area requiring. mterdxsaplmary 1nvest1gat10n-—the :
I phy_s;cal health of- famxly ‘members: I am not conmned by the Geritol ad’into .
- ‘believing that if you have your health you have everything; but Ldo. beheve
. that basic medical health is crucial to many of the children under consideration. -
- Health of family members then is one way of. defining the family environment,
. and we need to know the impact of this condition on subsequent activities of
.+ children. The view and treatment of health problems as well as the myths and
 beliefs about health create an interesting netwog_k of interactions®which call for
- psychological study. We can further extend this to the medical educator—the
nurse or the physician who gets involved by providing treatment. A-team-
' approach‘1s logical in' dealing with issues related to health. I am sure we can set
up prototypes of models we are recommendmg for lmplementatlon mto thxs

-

A

research area. . -+ - . L~ - : TR .
- s+ ‘Research w1th1n a- chscxphne is more stra:ghtforward and has a trad1t10n "
- that perhaps needs éxamination. Some of you may argue that.the advocacy of.
. o 'research in the traditional disciplinary fashion with- ‘the” tradxtlonal method- )
T ologxes is archaic and in need of drastic overhaul Maybe we are"in an era of g
SRR " change in'social research paradlggns My personal preference is for-more’ diver- -
.o T sity, _w1th mutual interests in laboratory as,well as real-life settings. The press -
EER should be for selection-of appropriate and relevant problems which ‘perhaps’in -
LT e . themselves will dlctate the kinds. of research’ paradxgms that -are ‘needed. For
ST example itis clear i in my thinking that we know very little'about the impact of-
re -group exper;ence on the development of a child’s concepts of self and’ others. -
7 4 Purther, 1 believe that this can be studled in a_relatlvely controlled manner in a-
AT . B - i -
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: settmg that overlaps wzth real hfe educatxolj,a)l situations, in tl'us‘cfase the nuts-

“ ery school.. Weé plan to-set up our nursery ‘school research program with this as -
f.:an important’ ingredient. I think the research paradrgm gve are’ ‘working with
- is.quiite tradztxonal but the novelty perhaps is in the problém selected forstudy.: o

| Support for this’ type. of research is necessary. “Resezrgh granting agencies,
", however, must. be‘fully aware of the complexities in Carrying out this type of

' -‘actnnty rand we do need pohcres which Eurther rather than hinder research I
agr certairy that | any of us in- ‘this’ foom ‘can point to illustrations of federal". '
_‘pohcres in research granting that hinder the development‘ of research in the"
" direction ‘and ‘of the level esu:'ed The nexus of the-research activity within dis-
" ciplines and the social pohcy issues is in the development of pohaes which-are,

hterally, in the service of a research tradition rather than in opposition to it.
~  “Along these Iines, I would like to addito our. agenda consideration .of social

pohces regardmg research. From my expe};lence for example, NIMH. tended :
-_' to be' a conservative research’ gra_ntmg agen% with Jlow-risk studiesin terms of -

.-outcomes: I understand their cautiousress due to the fear of being scapegoated

. or. cnt1c1zed for 1nd15cret1on or Highrisk. On: the other hand, ‘where does the'_-‘

support for hlgh—nsk expenmentatxon c0me from? Critefia may be"altered,

- especxally when much. of our early. chxldhood research does have-a low risk'in . - - -

’ the sense?that. corivenitional assessments_ tended to- predormnate and were. ..
: coupled with archaxc objectives. We could turn ‘that’ around by ma1nta1n1ng“"
programs that seek more innovative ways of evaluatxon Thus therisk is not in. -
- the program effects but in the kind of data ‘that is obtained. I am certamnthat AT

many data——such as teachers’ records and chxldren s producnons—were dis-

counted unmttmgly, because they. dohot fit'into the conventional mold."
It seems rtunate that we st1ck to Such old—fash:oned and restncted methods -

of. evalﬁa ons. : s , _
T Afte readmg thls comprehenswe report and its" exz ent rev1ew of - the PR

research literature, I am left with the feehng,t—hat much o at'is here has to be-

distilled for the pohcymaker whd'is. not a social scientist. The problern is how - .

--to implément many of the -ommendations. It seems.to me that“we need.at .
least three types of task foréfs..One is the action type that would work closely R
“with 4nd1v1duals who can translate not only-the research but ‘show some kind ',
of oractlcal way of workxng with it. For example, if research data shows that

" there are some ‘deleterious effects of day care for chlldren from three to six, .

“then these mdl%duais .must fuily understand the research data if they 1ntend to
mfl‘uence a cornrnunlty to' accep’t-day care.<rt such a t?,se it is not only the
pohcyn?lakers who need convincing. but also the potential consumers who have

~to be ‘convinced that day car Wlll not be deletenous for their commun1ty. This™

~is agood eXArnple ofthe difffrencein local control In a»study we d1d in an area

“of New York,sz;ate that was consndered part ‘of: Appalacl'na groups of. paren‘ts‘r;, s
felt that ay care was not. fx..nctlonal asan. educatlonal medium but rnerely use- "

“ful as a piace for children- of. smgle parents th needed to work and- have a : .
| place forthe.r chrldren It'was vxewed asa necessary mst1tut10n for a partlcular
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o class V\fhy? Because such preschool ch1ldren cannot proﬁt much frorn gomg' '

e T mto an: educahonalsuuat:on That is also why these same. parents{elt that day
.. care should not be part of the pubhc 5chool system but 'rather a separate com- E

IR mumty agency.: T ol LT R 2 : SN

| _' : . A.second type of task force should be an 1nterd1sc1p11nary, natlona'l group
_ ‘;_ H of researchers whé are monitoring the'directions I:esearch is .tak1ng-the prpb—‘ :

ol ~

4 . lems that are bemg studiedy and the gaps that exist. | reauze ‘that in this period -

et of knowledge explos:ons this is a difficult task but alack’ of.gg,ordmated efforts. -
- and 1nformaﬁ'on sources.is obvious. T’ recall vividly.that a a meetmg ‘a repre- ?

e - ‘seritadtive of a- partxcular foundahon was makxng a plea for a certain type’ of -

' " research endeavor when soméone mentioned that such was bemg done under

the spons:’::rshxp of another governmental.agency Such a task force could be -

| organized. :as a ‘commissiopn w1th a permanent staff that would ‘be rotated in

. ‘, some preéarranged way. I am aware of the 1nteragency arrangements mentioned
4 1n the Peport here, ButT would like to see this elaborated, I think the savings in’ <
avoxdmg duplications and redund'ancy m1ghtwe11 pay’ for sich an arrangement

by?urthenng res€argh: In addition, the-commission would have as’its charge

- making -céntact amdrg investigators interested in'-the same problem or

-~ working in relevant areas. 1 want to-make’it clear however ‘that I4am not -

ST . advocatmg programmatxc research initiated by: governrnent agencies. Yet, I do
- ;' not. think that there is.any set pattei'n here. Research can be 1rut1ated by govern— :
=~ - ‘ment agenoes, 1nd1v1duals, or any other source.. - .
' The’larger issue, that needs to be dealt with by the th1rd task force, is the h
.. -7, .. criteria for: support the length of . support -and the d1$se_rn1natlon of research
"~ _results: Theé.guidelines followed by granting agencies and the questmn of
NG accountability for’ chssemmatlon and application of research results are crucial .
e o » _aspects of this'issue. I see the need here for some social. organxzanon that will
. r "-.deal with these issues. There are vast: amounts of material in the" ha:rﬁs of .
 government agencies that are dxssen:unated by the discretion of ‘the investi-

ganr. In the case of basic research within disciplines, there are controls for dis-
.+ semination in profes:nonal journals: arrived at through perSOnal needs for .
s -.Fecognition:, and’ ‘unjversity stress-on .publication for advancernent. -But ‘the
Wf ;= o policvfor dlssemmatmg Tcnowledge to.the relevant: agenc1es is a dlfferent story, ‘
.7 +he:. these matenals are distributed, they are arranged in a way most useful to..
_ - other 1nvest1gators, not pohcyrnakers Why'is there no continuity in federal

E planmng? Is thls somethmg ‘that can. be changed or IS it mchgenous to the’

A

- ‘ §ystem? .._.' . . . - S : -
. w007 1. do. want to turn our ‘attention to the role of professxondls. Many of us .
-+~ .. operate from a physical model of investigatior in which we- evaluate our:’

" research'in terms of-its methodology and- contrzbutmn to theory Methodology
also mvolves modes ofanalysis, and. we are committed to a quanhfatlve mode
‘of expressing significance. The utility of this parad1gm to the- kinds &f inter- =
vention research under discussion is a critical issue. Rather than refer to. this
76 issue as 2 parad1g:n shift, as is done in the rehort I wou]d l1l<e to th*nk of th1s )
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as a relevance shift,'a , shift in-the! cc;hstructxon we have of the realxty to wluch

th studies have been done. Thus we are faced wrth assessug the ut1l1ty off

: one-sh\ot studies. - Secondly, what are the. sxgmﬁcant findings? In. Iarge-scale_
. social. expenments suchaS*Head Start what is*considered sxgmﬁcant? Do we 7" - -
quantrfy it in terms- of. numbers of childrén. helped? Let us imagine an. ‘experi- .

ment in reading’in which nb statistical significance is found between treatmeént,

) groups, yet we find that in- actual numbers only five percent are helped This

five _percent may involve thousands. Thus, if ong-is-examining these fmdmgs
from the statistical .perspeéctivey one. would tend to discount.the 51gruf1cance of
the Emdi’ngs On the-other. hand, if one eschews standard’ statzsfical procedwies

- and works just. thh percentage f(guresof cl'uldren who' make gains.or losses'in -
“ such programs one may have another —mterpretatxon Many children may be- ..

we are addressmg our questions. For’ example it seems to ‘me, 1mpossxble to
replxcate any of the social expenments referreéd. to.in this repont Repllcatlons T
ware impossible becatise of constant change. in social envrronments in- wl'uch i

affected by the program and hence, in absolute nurnbers\ the resul nd)cate . N '

- some impact."To be sure there is a].ways the’ p0551b1hty thawthe. ferences in -
' scores between one‘time and another may be due to a host of eTTors (measure— .

‘ ment, Iotivation® of .the’ ¢hildren, etc.)- Unt1l we can employ more pzecise

mea rernent and have conﬁdence\m our entire: operanon from .the- pomt of -~
i view! sound rese‘arch pract.tce we are faced—wrth the problem of. stnngency. '
R | now retum to my basic. pomt ‘We' have a- daal approach-—usmg ‘our -’

a wxsdpm and exarmmng.data from 'many’ perspectnres to solve a social problern

- whrle sxmultaneously empioymg bétter- research approaches._ In this way we
‘are dealing with the problems befole us arid a(lso increasing- our knowledge
base. I would venture to say that the chances aretthat the: crude measures and‘
-the sources of error ih measurement and’e executmn of research -may not be-:EQ_CL,
far apart I suppose 1 belxeve that cl'uldren dare: bound o ‘make some construc- ~
_tive gairis’ in otr, - programs and. that mspectmn of the results from an, 1nchwdual
dlff-erenoe pomt of view will: ‘prowde us ‘with ‘more emprnca/ﬁupport than. is_
currentl‘ the case thlljhe use- of analéﬂ:lc tools geared {o} prolfabxhty models

and'to g‘ fup data... A SRS . T o S
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' T O : / HaroldW Stevenson - . '
S L B Umversxty of thl'ugan o

SRR _"And ,Qow we have the four-volume Federal Programs for Young Céuldren._"

. Review and Recommendanons In 1967, it. was the report of the Prggident’s " .

. Task. Force on Early Chﬂdhood Development then the ‘report of the-Inter-. .
" “agéncy Task Force on Children '
" Conference on:Children: and of :
! ‘Chl}dren. A report is due f56m the National- ‘Research Council's Advisory ~ -
‘Committee on Child:Dev 2 pment and the report of the Carnegle Counc1l on
. Children should be: for y ¢ '

2" 155 Ed reports ‘and st1]l other efforts on behalf of. chxldren
tEd b‘ private foundatxons (e,g McFadden 1972) Interested_'

i ?
A

] &megoal G veiop:ng public policy for pf'—grams dea.hng with young ch11-
BT .dren. H:ghly competent groups have been assembled to discuss the issues’ and "

Lo T ev1dénce and. argurnent has mounted i mto the thousands.: ‘But in readmg these. -
- pubhshed reports, one is overcome by the feelmg of deja vu "For the most part.

“» o they say the same things: The need‘s of the nation’s young chﬂdren are -not-
: -+ . Being met. Many young chxldren are not gettm dequate ‘health care; they are
* . not receiving a satisfactory diet; and they are not'being exposed to the kinds- of’

Thére:Were the reports of the White House' . ;
e Joint Cornmzsaon on the Menta} Health of -:

.- review: thre’ “research: New studies have been. comxmssmned Opinions of ‘a:
- broad array of. experts have been obtamed The:number of pages of. acqulred .

- -environmental stimulation that are believed to result in sound psychologlca:l‘.

2 development ecommendatxons of all reports have common theries: dehveryﬁ R

services must be 1mproved a broader rietwork-of- c}uld care facilities should be"f;:'.g_

" ‘,"i'estabhshed ‘and parents should be mvolved in. progr ams. that mtervene m:"“ w

:{_:—,.-chﬂdrenshv R O T LT e
- = " There: hasmot been:d dearth of sen51ble- recommendatlons emergmg from o

these commissions and task forces. There has Been repeated faxlure in. translat—.-_:_: '
ing- these recommendations into action. Although a great deal of money—many-. -

o hundreds 'of thousands of dollars—has beén expended on *ommissions, .com-

" mittees, and councils, the early childhood scene has changed very little since " -. -

-the first report was. 1ssued Budgets have not been increased; the number of chll- v

.‘»tmns in.health care or in services to children of: disrupted or dxstressed fanuhes-
.- "After finding that reports, year after year, come up- with thegme argu—.' _
ments and yield similar recommendations, one gains some understandmg of .

_the skept1c15m that is sometimes expressed over the utx}xty of Euch reports )
S Critics may be corict in suggesting that action on a.p em is best delayed by
78 commlssmnmg another report.. W111 this report pr%duce a chfference in federal .

Ay

- B _»n- - . / - ‘ - - ‘i A R -_' - - .

'I

: & it
~dren served remains more or less the same; there have been no notable inriova- -
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programs for chlldre:n? I doubt it. Ahd I d_ubt’ that the reports of the Adv;sory- 1 o o
- Committee on Child Development or the Camegie Council will have. any .. ...

_impact. ‘eéither, unless these groups face the painful question of how to create . - .
mechanlsrns that transform proposals into legislation. We do not need more . = . ° g
réports We do need to see that something is done about the reports that have_'_‘_ e
been published or are in preparation.. . . o T TR

Developmg public pohcy and translatmg it 1nto poht:cal action is not sorne-‘ o
th.mg with whlch persons;in chrﬁd development or early childhood education SR

“have had mhuch -experience. Only in the past few years—with the Surgeon Gen--- -7 L
‘eral's Scientifi¢'Advisory Committee on Television and Social Behavior and "~ © - . °

legislation dealing with child care—have academicians and practitioners been .. -’
‘confronted with" questxons that have important pohtxcal ~1mphcat10ns. Ways . . o

'must be found in which the-child develogment speaahst and’ the- political _“~=
-activist, can- :combine - their l:alents to create leglslatlon that wzlf“xmprove theo e Vs
hves of our children. -~ -* - v - R S
" We need to look for’ help~1n pohtxcal action, and we. also needto e;amme P ’1_ B
jmore cntlcally the kinds of recommendahons that- can be made on the basis.of . '_._' R

current research.. The’ theme I would like to develop is that-we need-to- reexam—' '

ine the basis on whrch experts have been makxng recommendatlons concérmng R
-_xnterventlon ‘programs. for-children. Pr&sumably, the recommendanons are L
| denved m evaluations of various intervention pro]ects ‘Writers of 1 various *’ S
‘reports have advised that cautlon be exerted in: interpreting the results of some. 7
of the st.ud:es As described in this report -the evidence is said fo be “limited”
-and-. argurnentatlve *Neévertheless; the point: is.-made; that the recommendations
have emerged from and been mqdified by the resu'lts ‘of research. From n'ty .
‘point of view, the} >lished ev1dence offers not merely limited bases for mak-
Ing’ recommendatlpns it offers us ro satmfactory basis for recommendmg one
form of intervention over another, one. program over another, or one curric-- - -
”ulum overanother. In my view, solid concluszons cannot be drawn from thlS
research for-the following reasons: -

".'1 We do not know eno about the charactensﬁys of the populations mto
whose hves we are 1ntervemng :

-

2. We *know next to nothmgq about the manner in which the mtervent1on was N s
o carned out _ - : - :

3 We: do not' know much of anythmg about the consequences of mterventzon

= except as it 1nﬂuences the IQ score. ’ :

o ‘ )

What do I'mean when refer to charactenstxcs of the populatlons studied?
My majQr concérn is that we have been far too prone to consider disadvantaged
chiltiren as deficient (2 theme that has been developed by others in other con-
texts) and disadvantaged adults as- retarded -This has been a procedural prob- _
.Iem throughout the past 40 years of mterventlon resear d, unbehevably_, it - ‘79 N
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persxsts in'studies today We' sthI are g;vmg standard IQ tests and maklng ]udg- :
.7 ments of retardation of mothers without sufficient basis for doing so-/An”'"‘._l
SR exarnple is the Heber project in. Milwaukee, where all of the ,mq\thers were
" black.- Why do we persist in giving IQ tests’ to individualsfor whom the tests’
‘ - have never been standardized? How can we ¢ contm’ﬁ?to characterize parents or.
R chlldren on‘the basis of mappropnate:test scqres? The'influence of intervention. -
. can 'be ifterpreted only ‘when we can specify. with much greater precxsmn the
mtell ualzsecial, and cultural characteristics of the individuals who have-
- been subjected to. the intervention. Conc1u51or}§ about the effects of an inde-
p'ebdent variable:must be quahfxed\accordmg to the types of individuals for: -

whom the variaple does and does not have an effect. \It is doubtful that there is -

any form of intervention that will have equal effects for all children.

‘. A second reason ] believe weHave madelittle prog;ess in understandmg
processes involved in mtei'ventxon/pf* ojects since the' 1930s is that we do _

’ .' know what-goes on in intery, ntion studies. Lef us look at Levenstem ’s Verbal -
T ; Inferacbon PrOJect as an exanqpleTt is conclucieé:5 t xmprovement in mtelIec—T Lt
tual functidning in _young. cHildren can \he produced by verbal’ mteract:on-.." -
. petween mother and child around cogn1t1vely challenging tasks..But . we.: have_'_'..‘_
"”""absoluteLy no idea of’ ‘what. these mothers did’ with' their’ chﬂdren. ‘We know- .°.
_thata toy/ demonstrator came to the Home 30-odd tinfesto show how, mother
~..and child could- m@ract in play. with mterestmg toys-and. books. We h‘ave no’ =
. - informatioh.dbout what. the mothers then did with their chﬂdren for no obser- -
' vations-of the mother-chxld interaction were made Solid conglusions about. .’
L __jmterve,ntxon can bemade only: when we. know what was. ‘done. %he pubhshedi .
7.1+ ¢ literature does not contam a smgle program in which-there:is carefu} documen-' o
.. tation of: what actually went ‘on durmg theé £ours€ of.the program. There are -
REREA bxts of. teacher—c'I'u]d conversafions, guxdes for cdrricula;, and lists of matenals,
~ .but*in no cases‘have extenswe obse'rv-ahons ‘been made of -thie day—to—day.‘rj-_,_'
B -'»:.'-_-"_course of ‘the intervention: S -~ ' e
: w7 .- AnotHer exarnple.. We are toid that structured fieula are better than"-'-_-..'
Dol tradxtmnal curricula, but never’is an operatiohal definition given “of prec:lselys.';__-,
. ' ‘what 1s(done in executing the two curricula. If the cogrutlvely oriented €urric- |
e vulum is shown to produce certain Giitcomes; is. it because: of.a partrcular aspect‘.”_i-".
of the curnculum because teachers l'rave hadto spend more time in preparation,

-

o cumculum produces cert/am outcomes, is it because the -children are more.
. - relaxed in the presence f adults, because they carry’ ‘their lessons over into the
2 concrete operations of (gla') because the t€achers use more frequent social rein-

.- A forcement? Until we know. what was done——what the indépendent variables
L "_- o . were—the studles must- be ‘considered loose dergonstration studies, studles of

_the co-relation’ between the goals defined by the mnvestigator and the measures -
‘taken at the end of the study, rather than s dres in which-attribution: of effects‘ -
can be made. To be convmcmg, causal rathe han,correlatlonal statements are

-.SQ%*necessary o N P ‘ NG

because the. curnculum is presented more coherently? If the pe-rsonal-somal_f’f
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A thu'd reasqn why solxd conclus1ons cannot be d—rawn from exxstmg_ :

. .research concerns outcome measures.‘We know pra'ctlcally nothmg about the
. outcomes of mterventmn except as mterventzon mfluences the IQ score.. Con- -
tinued rehance on the IQ s t.rnsupportable. The merit of IQ tests is that" they '

- yield'scores that are obIectxve ‘and teliable, but professionals who have: spent - R

their lives working W‘lth ycsung children have nevér looked at 1mprovemént in '

IQ scores as the meéasure by which they wish their accomplishments to be '

" judged. Grade school teachers.do not consider their : year a sucgess. &:Lly if they
- raise their pupils’ IQs. Yet change in IQ hasbeen. smgled out in. stu of inter-¥
_ vention as thé index of success. Thls is a m1slead1ng goal andf it is. compahnied -
__'-‘by several serious problems s S S

. : P S

Tl Im many reports there is a. faxlure to keep in ‘mind’ that the’ results can be
. described only in terins of the IQ . score Though we would:like to be dealmg

w1th 1ntelhgence cogmtzve gams or cogrutlve development ' when e u_se/

':'f‘talkmg about.._-u\ SRR e L ,,’

- ‘2-._"'Here is-a'true: paradox, Strong arguments have beert made thab, the IQ is not e -.'.7

a fixed index, but varies - with'. the child’s: physxolog_xcal -and expenennal
o lstatus. In other words theIQ is a labile’ chaaracteristic. Weare-pleased when
;,--'an int entxon strate results in increases in. the IQ,. but we are w11hng to-

. condef prescho fprograms Head Start, - or whatever when upon, the - -

- ..thhdrawal of the positive experiences, the 1Q goes down We carmot have

N o«

T it both ways-—-labtle .when'it goes up,; but fixed after it is.up. Does an_ im- .
o provernent in mental agé at one périod in’ the cl:uld S lee 1mply that the rate -

Qz&f. mental development is mcreased Eorever after»? o S :

3 IQ tests.were created to prechct the chxld s potentzal for achlevmg in school
. The 1Q score in: rtself is'of no great’intrinsic value, but 1t becomes of interest .
. as’it increases. our effectiveness in predicting other’ aspects of ‘the cl'ulds R
: behav10r What meaning do increases in IQ-have, then, wunless they .are
_accornpamed by changes in other characteristics of the child? Data. seldo;cn
are aVaxlable from intervention studies to answer thts questlon._ L.

4. The IQisa composxte score, representing the child’s performance 8n an array
of items requiring different types of ability. Are all these ablhtles equally
affected by the intervention, or is > there a differential effect on memory, vo-
cabulary, general information, the ability to. carry out instructions, or logmal
thmkmg.—-the ‘abilities tapped on different items within' the tests? The studies

" can be criticized not only for depending so heavily on IQ tests, but also for .

fallmg fo present more exhaustlve analyses of what even these tests- reveal

" 5. Pmally, Why do we continte to gzve IQ tests to cl'uldren for whom.the' scores

‘are invalid? We establish a standardlzanon populatmn ‘and assume, that the
test scores of chlldren can bg compared t6 those of the standardlzatzon group

Q . ) '-"f ) - :_'o_'m" -

L
r




" 7. mon 1nterpretatlon o&IQ $cores. 7 - S

if the chxldren have com‘parable language backgrounds, expene (ces, and N
motivation: Current tests were standardized on white, .native-born, Enghsh— o
speaking children, -and it is only:for these. cl'uldren that wecan offer a com- =

RN

Here, then, is my major cntlasrn of the report Despxte what is sald recom-. .

. mendations of thxs report (and of all the other reports) ca- not be derived from:

research data. What. we have so far in the pubhshed 11terature on earIy ch1ld-

" hood intervention are demonstration rather than,research projects. ‘The pro- ~

jects demonstrate the fea51b1hty of various types of intervention but _give no _ 3

* more than fragmentary and restricted pictures of the process and consequences
" of intervention: As a result, recommendations have been made on general
_ knowledge about child development experience with chxldren, ‘and common . :
~ sense. The research on intervention has been pulled out to 111ustrate points - .

writers wish to emphasize, rather than providing the ob]ectxve basxs on Wthh "

the recommendations were made in thé first place. . _

. ‘This could be.an} vacceptable: ‘procedure, except for the fact tha& it places -
persons following such an approach in.an extraordinarily’ vulnerable position. "
The use of inexact data to' support one point of view permits other - persoris to -

- use their inexact data’ to support alternative positions: Congressmen ‘can, Be =
_ excused for accept1ng reports of large-scale evaluatron proJects that “prove™:
",_’programs sach.as Head Start ‘Have, only transito effects ‘and should not be

e supported when earlxer the, xpenditure- of funds tq; mlhate the progams was .

)

s _yustxﬁed thh Squally flimsy- evidence’

-,

_\

Why ‘do we pretend to behave like sqentxsts when mstead,, we can behave o

T ke informed, ‘decent ‘ten and women? We know a- great: deal gbout young. -
: ' chxldren, and there- -are many knowIedgeabIe persons in the niatioq capable of .

~making wise comments. about conditions that. foster sound” development in’ e

early childhood. Aresuch comments necessanly inappropria bases for devel-'*"' -
oping pnbhc policy?- 'I'here isno sc1ent1ﬁc evidence that the expenditure of over -
'S80 -billion on defense ‘will have the effects that this staggering amount of

- money is supposed to produce. Leg151ators have been willing to accept informed

oplnlons in making such appropriations. Perhaps legislation will move along

-~ more rapidly if- we were to rely—for the present—orL informed opinion rather
“ than inadequate research. , . .

-

".There is no reason why satisfactory research cannot be conducted. What
W111 be needed are adequate funding (something that never has existed in this
 field) and the concentrated effort of some of the nation’s ablest research talent.
To accomplish this, federal agencu;s must realize that the best conditions for

research do niot exist when contracts are signed in" September with final reports’ - -
.. due in April, or when questions of the most profound complex1ty are presented

for.solution on budgets o?' $30,000 a year.
- For now, there shouldbe no more efforts to sort thz‘bugh bits and pieces of -* -

the 1nterventxon research We can accomphsh more 1f we seek means of gettxng

L,-,': A
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' act:ton on recommendatlons for Whlch there is great consensu.s and 1f we begm

“to. ‘design research that is capable of ngmg ncher answers, to some of the ques-,.
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- . Thereis aftruer story that I also ought to tell before summarizing the pro-

PR snl}:'thmk A s e

DR

_ e '_ Summanzatlon of the
Conference Proceedmgs

‘ Edrrtuhdw C-;ordon-

5 Teachers College, Columbla Umvers;fy
P

EducanonalTestmgSerwceand . S '1 L e 3

SR Iules Rx,chmond used to tell a story about a mother whale trammg her: young._ -
O pup to-swim. After she had taught h1m all the ‘movements, she reminded him: .

that the thmg that she now was-. about to teach him was the most important: -
“When you come to thé top of the water to surface and spray or.spout off,

 that’s wh ou.are most likely to. get harpooned.” In a sense we have put-this - .

tion. In: anzmg ‘the four’ preceding commentaries- and the subsequent

dlSCUSSlOI'l, it is clear that one of the things scholars are good at is criticizing

“each other. W" quthlzed ‘White's report rather. severely We may‘ howevets
-rd.-" have taken some of the pnnted words. more seriously than they ‘were Ini:ended

ceedings. One of the elder statesmen of the field of educationial measu.::ement

R and catlonal research has said that he has been smxﬁlanlg with, the task of-
' ..f trymg to make sénse out of the-last 25 years of educati research. He had
begun this tas®with a great deal of enthusiasm and had written his first several,

-7 . -reportat the top of. the water and it is being harpooned in that vulnerable posi--

_ - chapters and felt rather good. But when he approached the chapters ‘where he - .
was: ‘supposed to begin to. dzst1ll the- things that- had been: learned . from -

depressed because when he looked for definitive findings they simply were not
there He ended up deciding that pérhaps in his'later years he should become

an educational, philosopher rather than an educational researcher because.it ..

' may hgt’ha”t with the complexities of "human development, partlcularly.lf one -
- - considers them in the variety of social contexts in whicR'they exist arid develop,

=

; educatlonal research, he was thrown into a depr&sswn He was frustrated and

one has to be more reflective than quantitative, that the. elegance of research .

may not speak as intelligently to these problerns as we used to think. Here, _

most of us agree. White himself made the point that the strategies we depend -

on so heavily pro'bably dotend to- mform and probably do help'us a}‘fd’ give us '_

.. some guidance, but they donot provide u: us “with as clear, a.nswers-as soge.of us .

e .o used to tl'unk"and‘ as some of the people who turn to- us for answers ewdenfly'

o

r‘-\lmost every commen? has its quahﬁcaﬂohs or exfensmns*or adaptatlonsir

- . 7" 'butit appears that this repért suffers in some ways from its lack of attention to

the role of culture or cultures WHhen one looks at the roblems of education or

‘.
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i the thmgs that has been 3 tembly xmportant mﬂuence on d'uld development
* has been the changing role of women. We do not see much, if any, attention B
given to that social/ cultural phenomenon against Which some of the findings
_and th problems with wl'uch we are concerned will have to be evaluated. .
NQS'ler does. the report look at the fact that the function: of childhood has -~
changed in our society. In an earlier period there was greater emphasis on bear-
*ing more children; they Werean asset. In the current period we think of them in. -
~ terms of their cost, and to many childbearing IS'ﬂTO‘tht of as a kind of con-.'
- sumer’ quury The shift from con51denng children as assets and childbearing as. .
~almost a moral :esponmblhty to_childbearing as a moral irresponsibility is a

phenomenon that we need to be: aware of and sensitive to. Ithas beensuggested IR

_that these issues be included in our analysis. of pohcy for children:: . . _
~ Weare also remmded that the report tended to be evaluative or, if not value:r .~ -
free, its concern 'with values was not expli¢it. Yet if one reads the report care-
_ fully, the focus of. helpmg youngsters catch up with. the middle c:lass is clear.
‘The repaqrt very clearly supports individualization, taking senously the needs_ o
of ch:ldren and the many adaptatxons innmeeting their needs It seems to’ reflect . -
“the patzence w:th or growing tolerance of plurahsm as'aphenomeénon. Yet these -
" values are not made’ explicit and these values do influence what happens and”
~ the effectiveness-of what happens” Many also feel that there is-a problem in the
| report .as well:asin the field, that relates to the paradox of adaptatxon the fact”
‘sthat as- youngsters. develop -and respond to ‘their environments, they also
. influence theu' environments. And‘what is even:more important and was much
discussed is the fact that even-though we are reasonably well-conviriced that_
- youngsters are umquely adaptxve and that this capacty"fon adaptau\_ one
of the unique characteristics’of human ¢ organisms, the thingsthat we have done .
to dehberately ‘guide that adaptatlon, the things we have done to’ try to educate
"_'and to shape development, seem to-be relatwely ineffective. '
It is not.clear though that we have been as ineffective in achieving. the pur-

' poses of education as was argued. Given the purposes served by educatlon, we -
. may have been relatively effective in achlevmg the thmgs that society wants of e
edutation—a point t6 be discussed later. It may be that™% soc1ety is not as seri- .\ '
Sdusly . comrmtted to -some of the_ goals of educat:on that ‘we “espouse, “for”,

" society. The préblem may Be that we’ are not 1neffect1ve in’ domgwhat soc1ety
really wan ut.we are u‘xeffectlve in domg the things that Iog1e and good
_l,sense and decency tell us that soc1ety ought to be wanting. ~ ., - "
C T, At another point in ‘our drscuss:on, ittwas suggested that by lookmg at the
hnds of inputs, the kinds of treatment that are available to youngsters through-' }
. the progr s that we have stud1ed here,-we may be examining a phenomenon -
. that is at the penphery of the develcpmental process rather than at the centex -
of it. Pft in.a different way, it may be that education and our.formal interven-
* tion in the deve]opment of youngsters may not work in sufflc:lently crucial and
critical ways. for the intervention to result irr the outcomes that - we’ thmk(are .
. unpo_rtant We Cntlcxzed tl'{e Iadc of attentaon to pol1t1cs and’ econon‘ucs in the ' 85
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- Teport; but that research tends to be apohtlcal acultural and deve]oped w1th
little attention to the social contexts in which the treatments occur. And we
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repeatedly found ourselves saying that’ in the absence of a serious concern for
the context in which these things occur (what I like to'call the ecology of human.

‘development .or ‘even the ecology- .of institutional .deveélopment); we may be
- dealing with an insufficiently broad range of the input variables. So if one is

not studying the political economy of education at the same time. with-techno-

’ __logzcal problerns of education or the delivery of educational interventions, one _

may-not have a.broad enough range of the variablespthat areinvolvedin educa-
tion to aqcurately claim to have taken into account the important ‘variables.

Now despite the criticisms.of this sort, there were many who felt that White
and his assocxates had done-a. useful job; that is, the varxety of studies he
ploé ‘ed through, ‘tried to understand and drayed insights from wer‘e useful in

‘helping-us to see_._gvhere we are with respect to thexstate of the art 1n research

and evaluation technology.and with respect to the 1ns1ghts»that we can draw
from this body of‘data. But it also led us to suggest that if w 2re to. find mean-
ingful answers to the questions. that really trouble us about childhood, child
development, and ed:.rcatxon we will need to go’beyond ‘these kinds of studies.

_ There is e\l.need for assessment-of processes with an ecolog1c approach. It
ha en meritioned that some feel we are tmkenng with penpherz;\] institutions;
that¥3, education on the level of preschool, elementary or secondary may not

"be as essentlal to the processes of development as we think. It may not be as
imrfportant.as some other aspects of thelife experience. "Attention was drawn to

the fact that-data gathering is important but mentation—thinking about those
data—iseven Mmore important; talk aboutthe data cannot be substituted for talk
about what ths data means and its 1mphcat10ns-—what the consequences are for

. ‘institutions, individuals, and~ soc1ety and the consequences that flow from- .
knowledge, applied in certain’ ways.' Do we miss-the forest-through the trees?.

Frequenfly we have'been reminded that we have an even greater respops1b11—

'+ ity to use our wisdom when applyingthe finding$ of science and thift the applxca-—

tion of quantltatlve data simply is not enoligh. In fact, it has’ been suggested that

- _glven ‘our ;?npre551ons of the limitations of our fields, an altergpative stratégy

may be to bring together informed, decent, intelligent people to share théir
experiences and wisdom in making ]udgmerrts that lead to policy decisions. I" &o
not believe that this alternative strategy can be’offered as a consensus, but there
may be 'some of us who think, however, that-this strategy rmght be more pro--_
ductive tha® thepursmt of- research, given ths present status of research in the ~
behavioral and secial sciences. Other membéts of the group may feel that there’
is still room for, and certainly hope that, evaluative research and other research

strategies cag deal m‘i‘ﬁ‘ljl_‘lgently with -policy -issues. ;What has been suggested

repeatedly during the eetings and is probably one of the best strategies at the-

Toment.is fo consider more systematically the knowledge..an information we
have available abOutaI;he problems Whlch confront us and to depend Iess on the
, reSearcher*or’the evaluator-to g:ve us “answers’”’ to pohcy questxons.
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wong. We have also agreed that the expectation is based upon mistaken
issumptions. In this connection we covered some of the functions and prob—
ems involved in evaluation-and research and agreed .that, in the absence of
nore refined research and evaluation technology. there is something to be’
rained from the examination of many studies that deal ‘with the same problem

out in different ways and. with different variables.' When we begin to find

rends any congruencies_in_these_ data. even though these studies have their

veaknesses, we may be reasonably safe in drawmg inferences fi‘om- them. Yet: -

ome are st111 uncomfortable with that solution—féeling that if the studies were"-

ot good, then the data is.not good, and therefore anything drawn. from thém -

nay be inappropriate or-weak. I am remmded of’ Hebb s reference to -a col-
eague who asserted, “Anything that’s not worth domg is not worth-doing
vell.” Some of us nmght argue that if you have lousy studies, then there is no
aom,t in gathering them up. and trying to make sense out of them. But there.
nay be others who feel that trends dpparent in a large. body of research on ‘the -
ame issues may.be useful in making policy" decisions. :

_ .Some attention was given to ‘the apparent ineffectiveniess of research in
hese areas a.nd to the fact that we are not yet ablé to deflnltely associate spe-
:1f1c: treatments with specific- outcomes. Some view. it as tragic. that so much

noney and time have been spent on studies like those reviewed here only to. ..
ind that they tell us relatively little. Others are less pessirnistic and feel that all .

>f the work: has not'been for naught. :I'he investments of e{"fort and money do
-eﬂect professxonal and national co¥icern. The level of questions posed for.
,tudy has been d, interesting leads have been uncdvered, and some new
:romlsmg directions have been 1dent1f1ed We are bette!' prepared to study
some of the problems today than we were 10 years ago. For example, in dis-
-ussing the weaknesses of this research, our attention has been repeatedly

We have agreed that to expect any study to supply the defmmve answer is -

a

-alled to the fact that much-of this research focused on the 1Q-or IQ-related——-—~ o

sutcomes when there are many other outcornes to be expected from the treat-
rients that are involved in these many studies A part of the problem may be -
-hat we.,-have been insufficiently sensitive to-the wide ations in outcomes
md unappreciative of some of the outcomes simply because ve aré nOt Iook.mg
or them or do not know how to measure them. - :

It ‘was suggested that we have been harmed by a meCharustlc approach. to

research With regard to the affective domain, we have developed rather

o~
.

'c-" . . -

]Jegant strategles for’ expenmental' research and have insisted on ‘following ;f Lk
>nly those strategies. Sfmllarly, we may be caught up in the validative tradi- -~
ion of research Wthh has caused us to be mattentlve to the many categones e
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may exclude or ignore the very sources th—rou'gh.which' understanding might be
possible. It may be that what should be examined are not unitary and isolated

-dependent and independent variables, but clusters and patterns of-i?aria_bles in
. continuous dialectic interaction. My colleague, Esposito, and I have referred to ~
" this as the study of the dynamic blending of variables. The study of such
‘blending cannot be dependent upon regression analysis in which the
.cumulative impact of multlple variables is progressively sumrmed. ‘We' must’
_..seek procedures which elumdate the mechamsms by which. multlple varlables
o functlorn to produce dxfferentlal -effects.

-The problem here is that we simply do not know how to do that kind of
research We do.not know hovy to- study such complex social phenomena

. where so mariy variables are operating, where a2 single variable may in one
" instance be ﬁ'dependent variable dnd in another-an independent variable: Since

the _position is. constantly changing, we have'tended to try to.pull out’the vari-

able, the crucial variable, or look for the relatxonsh:p between a couple of the .
variables. Even in our: more sophxstlcated research, where we try to ascnbe

welghts tg multiple variables through regression analysis, - those - regressmn

" analyses tend to produce arzthmet:c progressions when the reahty of the-rela-
~ tionships being studied probably« involves: algebralc progressmns We have. not
" developed strategi®g for studying those mteractlons in ways that reﬂect what

o~
rnay be the e nature of the relatlonsl'ups :
Thus the thi ings we have to' study may be far more complex than the strategles
that are curren tly avaxlable. Andthis kmd of research is terribly cc\kstly Someone

“estimated that many. of the studies included in White's report cost less than B

$50,000. Obviously, some of them cost several hundred thousand .dollars, but

the point being made was that the money available for.evaluation and research-
" has often been too little or was applied in insufficient concentration'to. enable

. This issue was debated: Some claimed that the amount of money is

good wor
ern but that conceptuahzatlonal teéhnologyﬂs the problem. Others

notthepr

'-',_-clearly are some questlons that can be stud:ed 1ntel@ﬁﬂy—w1th~very hrnrted
" funds. Some good research was obviously conducted before any of -us even. -

dreamed of the $500, OOO—anc. Sl 000;000—research grant. There ean be no

't'q,uestxon about the 1mportanc:e of commitment and the importance of power, '
.1 and; technoiogy applied to these problems. But if we are talking about action -

“research—i.e., evaluation research in live-settings, where we take into account

Y

. is implicitly and—exphcztly called for cosprmoney.. - '
: -Some of the spec1f1c recommendat(obr:\/oézs report were discussed dunng

: the conference For example it.was recorrimendet hat preschool programs be.

t there is a negative correlation between increased costs and_, :
. .- quality of the research: Wewere also reminided that we have problems related to
L the nature of the commltrnent tO evaluatwe research and the quality of people

: ‘theecology of the phenomena as well asthe. dynamlc blendmg of variables—we o
- are not talkmg aboutlow-cost, ove"ﬁ:tjiudles The kind ofsenous work that' ;e
] .
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imited to the handxcapped and dwadvantaged cl'uldren It appears ‘that thls”‘ '.

recommendation, grew out of the concern. for cost efficiency. One of the c:om— L
rnentators suggested that this recommendatlon assumed that ‘those who spe- .
alxze in specral educatxon know what it1s all about In other ords, he was. . -

mggestmg that this field anid its: technology may be no better-than the technol- .
ogy of any: other area of education and, therefore, recommending concentra- . : . :
ign ‘'on any area. may be/mappropnate w1t‘hout an examination of the quality = .
Df__devglopments. S S s __\ PN S S NSO S Y S "'.___.'T W

- Another problem,, related to thzs recommendatiqn, understandable as its |
iscal rationale-may be,Tis its possnble confribution to the further segregation..
and stxgmatxzat:on‘bf handlcapped low-income, and minority-group: children. -
One of the dxsadvantages 'of the Head Start and Title I efforts is that by law ©
hese programs, must serve or:ly or pnm~anly the. target populatlons and in
serving them,- the programs tend to isolate and stigrmatize the partifiparits. Yet
a strategy that focuses on-all children 15 hkely to result in the neglect of the
:.pecxal concerns of -those most in need

. The report also suggests that‘structured programs appear more eEfectxve than.’
mstructured programs. This.is an observation that many have asserted; but :
nost of us will actknowledge that there is no definitive:evidence on the sub]ect. o
=ven more important ig that there may be other variables involved ifl structured
reatments than just the fact of structure. In other words-if the program is highly - o
tructured, it may be that teachers spend more time in preparing for its delivery, =~ -
>r.they understand it more, or that somethmg else is associated with the fact .

Rat it is more structured. The recommendation Sounds .colloquially good,.
>ut one must be reminded that it is a recomme_ndanon dictated by the data.

These ‘criticisms of the report’s recommendatxons were made before the _
wuthor had a chance to address the group and to put these recommendations LS
nto context. Upon doing so, he called our attention to the fact that after he
1ad reviewed the existing data, he found they were not as directly helpful as
mtzcxpated He actually had totake the Jeap that some have suggested is essen-
ial to pohcymalqng in this field. Taking the knowledge available, personal - -

xperience, the best available data, and applymg some solid thought and judg-
nent, he hoped to arrive at the. wisdom upon which to draw- conclus1ons and _
nake pohcy recommendatlons- In effect then, White said that in the construc- -~~~
iorr of the report, although the recommendatxons look like they grew out of .= ... .
he data#they actually grew out of experience in deahng with the data and, o
nore importantly, his thought about the data and his eXperiences.. It was never
‘laimed that these recommendat:ons are': ]ustlﬁed solely on: the baszs of the
eport’s data. . . ‘ S, e

The recommendation callmg for greater attention to. 1nd1v1duahzat1on was
xlso critig ,ecL-Wh:le we are mcreasmgly aware of xndlvxdual d1fferenc,gs our

to be glven to
: cxent treatment 89
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vanants Possxbly 1t is: tzme to 1) examme md:v.xdual dlfferences more fully, 2)
" understand them befter and hopefully 3) generate. ways of demgnmg more
-appropriate treatments.” . -
In our discussions, we attacked but never resolved the controversy of
whether definitive evaluations leading to policy decisions can actually De made.
Some feel that programs can be studied in“such a way -as to inform po'hcy
Most would agree that if the informing process must be viewed as definitive, as
P completely authentic, . we. are ‘nowhere-near being. capable of. delwermg those
kmds of answers. But there are informed leads, some good hunches and some
wisé- advice that can be prowded on the basis of existing evaluation and
- research data. In this connection, I am reminded again of _Hebb who talks
~. - about the function of theory. He suggests that theories are not to be acgepted
. .as the final word cast in Lonci'ete, expected to exist forever. Theory I%Imply to:
o be used. Theory gives one a handle for. tackhnga problem. It provides a frame-
- " -work with, which to view. a: problem - And for-the good practitioner, and
_ - certamly the good" researcher, we are always conéerned with disproving the
- - theory, or reformulatmg it and raising it to a Iugher level of- conceptuahzatx
- - ~Inteérms of existing evaluation and research strategies for 1nformmg poli
it one takes ocur findings, our conclus1ons, and our advice ‘as tentative,
guldes for. ceurrent pragtices but not necessarily as guides for eternal practices;
> this is’a reasonable expectation and use of pur work: That is, we can suggest
: where we are agd what our best bets are.at™he moment, but the process of
knowmg is a continuously evolvmg process, an we will be next week
~ or next yedr or five years from now is hkely to be different frorg'where we are
- at the present time. S ‘ - .
. The last point to be made on the subject comes from a ‘note 1 made for
_ myself as [ was listening to the discussion. We sorrietimes forget, when we are
" looking for tools for research and evaluation, that the brain is also a research
_tool, 1 have not associated the previous.comments with individuals, but this is
‘ene point that Urie Bronfenbrenner made so frequently that I have to identify -
‘it with him. He repeatedly reminds us that the fanciest research and evaluation:
_strategies and the best data can only gﬁ(e us so far. In the final analy51s we are
professxonals and researchers and rhust .apply some brain power, informed
]udgment and common sense in orq‘er to understand and to arrive at policy
recommendations. oo . .
One final reservation cxted was the fact that it proceeds from a base of sheer
. rhetoric with respect to what school is all about. And that rhetoric may not
. correspond to the reality of what schools are today. It may- be that schoohng
involves many more things than the’ ways in which it is commonly percelved
,It certainly is in part related to the money spent, or the kind of equipment that
is available,-the nature of the curriculum, the nature of.the teacher; the nature
of‘teacher-pupil mteractlons—all those 1n—school  things. There are, in  addition,
out-of—schoo} phenomena which also must be consxdered There is the matter
90 of what the expenence represents to- the people who are mvolved in it, whxch
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nay be different from what it represents to the people who decide to sponsor

t, or the people who deliver services to it,“or-those of us who observe 'and

tudy it. Then, finally,. there ‘are social cont.exts in which ‘education and

fevelopmental experiences occur. What are the purposes for which these ser-

rices, these experiences, are made availgble to the children? It is possible that
hese contextual variables may be prore important, may be more powerful

jeterminants of the effectiveness of schooling, than are the formal inputs. 1—
AN anthrOpologxst,_Anthony_Wallace., has written_about_the functions of_____. . %:: e
.choohng in ‘'societies din different phases of development. ‘He defined these "

ocietal phases -as revolunonary, conservative, and react:onary and defined

he functions of schooling as relating to the development of intellect, morality,
ingd of skills or techmques. He suggested that dependmg on the phase through
¢hich the socxety is. passing, the priority .given to. these functions shifts. A

.ocmty in its: revolutmnary phase may:give greater attention to the’ develop—

rrent of morality (human values and’ opportunities) and intellect (knowledge

nd understandmg) ‘and- ‘neglect the development of skills (techrical know-

wow). One may read purpose into these different emphases but my pomt in-
ising the reference is to carry the conceptions: beyond the point where Wallace .

levefoped thein. To be maximally effective, one would anticipate congruence

>etween the societal purposes of education and the learner’s purposes. But .

earners of certain subgroupsmay not be in the same phase of development as
he mainstream of the society. Consequently, priorities with respect S the
unctions of education may differ not only between ‘societies  but for/groups
vithin a soc1ety~ If the purpose of schooling is to train people in skllbdevelo_p-
nent and that is their purpose for attending school, it is likely that schools will
lo a reasonably effective job. But if the récipients of that serv:ce are more
oncerned with moral development or int
he recipients have one set of values and goals with respect to/schoohng and
he society has another set brings about a kind of conflict that will interfere
vith the effectiveness of the process itself. There\rnust be a congruence between
he purposes that society assigns to education/and the purposes which have
neaning for the persons who are the benef ies of that education.

. We began here by calling attentiofi to the fact that tl'us report gave insuffi-
ient attention to the cultural,

irections in which new work might begin. We'stressed the importance of
tilizing thought and judgment.as instruments of understanding. And we come
ack to the point where we began. - To. try to understand phenomena indepen-"
ent of their situational and purposive contexts resu'lts in hm:ted understandlng

nd may result in futile effort. .

ectual development /the fact that

onomic, political, and social contexts in which .,
hild development and edustion exist in this country We discussed the limita-
ons of evaluation and research technology which prevent us from effectively .
1ferming publi¢ policy based on these data. We criticized and pointed to a few -
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I want to address three d1fferent pomts that were brought to mmd_, by the
report and our dxscuss1ons of it. L \. e

.

1 Some Eactors whlch I thmk and the people we’ work mth in pohcymak&
. .seem ‘to think, are affectméf\ﬁild development pohc:y were not d1scussed m

. ) B the report and do need our atte?txon I R N
% L 2 Some general questlons havmg policy implications are raised by the congent
o " and methodology of the report and requlre further exammatmn-. ‘ﬁ .

" 3. Some specrflc practical- 1mplementat10n questlons bemg asked by pohqla'_'
"\makers could perhaps be discussed at greater length.at this kmd of a forum.
- We have spent a great deal of time criticizing this four—volume report. I am.
" . sure a lot of the criticism is justified, but I also think that it really is a very
~ important contribution. There is a great deal of mformatxon in this report that _
. people wha'make policy decisions would like to: get their hands on. The health
sections, for example, might be particularly useful. I would. be interested in -
knowing more about the HEW policy of dlstnbutmg th:s report. Who- has
+ - received it? Who is ~going to receive it?
« + 7 There are several major factor$ that I think really do influence the kinds of
- 'policy that are being made in‘child development across the country The first is
. that although this report was directed toward federal programs and federal
‘planning, I think the action really is going to be in the states. It will not be in
the federal govemment for a variety of reasons. Some of you can put your
- finger on such things as revenue sharing, decentralization of HEW, the unlikely
prospect, at least this year, of any new federal legislation. Related to this is a-
concern in the states and in the Office o{ Child Development as to how services
' should be. delivered in the states. The'whole quéstion of .the mechanism for
~ - . planning and coordmatmg programs will directly affect these programs. ‘What,
- - for-example, should be the role of the schools? Are we justified in sétting up
' . delivery mechanisms which, as they tend to be doing, bypass the schools? As
you know, some 17 states have set up state offices of child development, most |
- o . of-which are not in state departmentg of education. Some cities have the
92 equivalent.- While -this is happening, there are, however, no agreed .upon




riteria ‘for%easurmg the capacity of states or any other unit of government to .
leliver ‘tHese services. The Office ‘of Child Development is interested in this - - .~
>roblern but at the moment we do nbt have criteria for measurmg,capamty or -
or planrung methods to buxld that capacity.. fhmk that th:s_ ..kmd of:issue 1s : , :
elated to the discussions that have and will take place in Congre'sé'about p me : ‘\ .
ponsorshxp—the rolé-of hhe states versus the role %ocal governments as to {’“é ’
vhom" shoulcj»control the purse strings. I : '
___This,-of course,-bri gs us back to-the problem of. how the l'ustory of. Chl.ld-—-----— S
levelopment funding ithpacts upon delivery systems. ‘The- problem of. coordi- '
\ation at the state level is made much mdre difficult because the states haveto . - -
espond “and have responded in the past, to the vanous categoncal kinds of -
undmg that Dr.- White discussed. If there are more than 200 federal programs, |
‘ou have to do sometl'ung aboit cleamng up the number of different programs |
nd the number of agenCIes whzch fund therg if you can really expect any other T
Nt of: governm.ent to' ge aBle to coordinate ‘and plan. oo e
Aniotheér ¢ emerging tren An mterest on}thepart of the- OCD to rev:se 1ts P
esearch policy, toward m practxcal ends. If thétiis in fact true, it is'a very
pportune time for a group like this to talk about the Eorm that natxonal re-
earch policy in child development might take. “There is, of-course, a -simulta- L
ieous trend in HEW towards systems analyszs and sytems managemeI\@We '
re hearmg many complaunts from people who deal with- HEW as to theu‘ over- »
ellance on s s dnalysis people. - : ‘
Lastly, ‘it is very easy in a group like this, and perhaps even in wntmg a
eport like+this, to.assume that'there are many.pedple.around the country who
eally believe in chx.ld development and that there exists a constituency for
hild development Perhaps I do not need to inform you that this- -really -is not
he case. The strongest unified group that we hear from are people who are
oncerned about day care for very immediate reasons; this is related, of course,
o the changing role of women that William Kessen previously discussed. Some
f the factors determining the effectiveness of programs are evident here. It is
ifficult for any professionals, including developmental psychologists, to agree ‘
pon priorities. There is a very real concern among people who deliver and .
dminister programs at the state or loc,al level about protection of their area of -
esponSbehty, fiscal appropnatzons and, " therefore, who mll be able to
ontinue to function.. ~ - 3
I think'that there is no- outcz'y around th1s country Eor child development =
ervices per se. Consumers, parents, and families are not ‘demanding compre-
iensive child development services ‘in any unified fashion that wou.ld affect ..
olitical décisionmaking. There are people ‘who care about day care and there
re parents of the hand:capped who want different kinds of special education
t parent training programs. For us to sit and talk about how child develop-,
nent is wonderful and how people-ought to proceed is very impractical; there ‘ _
re no people out there who are gm\g\to putapressure on political deasmn— E
nakers to bnng 1t about. . - e T - 93
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: glsts, but to most people school-is thought ‘of as four: walls w1th k;?m groups
: and preschool is the: lower echelon of this strid ture?

./ . ‘ -

If there is a cry out there, it is martxc.ulate because nobody \eally

~ what the c:ryfs about. I" asked Dir, thte for his defnmtxon of general pre-

schools. I could say everythmg he said about general. preschools and about
chxld develop ent. Of course everybody uses the term child development and
TI'am sure no one thinks of it exactly in the same way When I talk ‘about child.

L development “I think of all kinds of }ustlfleatlons for it.*Yet, I do not -beheve
- there is much ]ustxflcatlon for thte s concept:on of general preschools because

tmuatlon of school. Perha l;l'us is npt the-vxew held by most child psycholo*

' There are at least three general questions that have beef‘r razsed by the
report and the discussion.of it that have important polxcy 1mp11catlons The :
“first relates to present research methodology and evaluatxon techmques and

- what théy do ‘or ‘do -not 1nd1cate about program priorities. I ‘beleve. the ;

developmental psyahologlsts are saying-that the indications from researc:h
n‘lethodology ‘and  evaluation techniques for. program priorities are very
limited. The.ref}xe one miakes a leap in space that is very convincing until you

' are in the position of a state legislator or a federal legislator or a state agency
administrator having to make a hard'decision about whether to spenq. monear ).

n day care or on early screening or, perhaps, on.a new communlty “college: -
_ol1cymakers have a very strong tendency*to ask for “go’” or¥ no-go " kinds of i
I inf rm’atmﬁ%st saying that our evaluation techniques are madeguate to’-

-

provide that information will not solve fhe. problems. I think™ we need to Face e

this problem and elther try to reeducate dec151onmakers or 'develop new

techmques. N ;
+ This relates to ‘the second question concermng cost-beneflt data that we

’ dxscussed previously. Dr.  White seemed to reject cost-benefi analysxe either

because of lack of data or because he found no justification/for its use. But
pohcymakers think in these terms; they want answers. It see to me that itis
essential £or us to consider whether cost-benefit’analysis can be dohe,
it should be done, and when it is not- feaszble, what pol1cymakers s o_u.la_be

told to 'replace it with.

~whether -

Th:rdly, I am still not sat:shed with White's answer o~ the long-term A

. L,
research pohcy question. I have revxewed volume three a;nd the guestions"
- raised there are very good, but it seems to me that we need more discussion of

this partlcular question. We probably do need a long-term, intramural non-

governmental group. There oerta1nly is a feeling among people who allocate
~ funds that there has already been a great deal of research, that we ought to be

able to draw’conclusions from what has. been done, and that we shouldhot put’

- more money into rew" demonstration. efforts, thereby throwmg good money,

after bad: We need to come to sorre consensus, if-it is at all poss1bl€ on what:

- . the priorities should bein the case- of a Iong term research polrcy relatmg to
L

chllddevelopment_ T e T T T e
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- As to specxfxc practxcal xmplementat:on qJ{e,stxons co‘?m out of the report ;

ax}d asked about by pol:cymakers, they-are many ~and varie 'I'hey -.i\:e ‘how”
to” questxorts related to credentialing,. day care hcens:ng, needs ‘assessment and
p'lanplng techmques of local control- andunvolvement methods of 1gn1ng

fmancmg packages to Fund all these programs that peop'le say they. wa ‘t the._ a |

kinds of staff training necessary,’ and- so forth, We ought to Folf'ow up -
people who are more drrectly involved in pohcymakmg or issues such as day

care: "'I"thmkpeople whgiread the repqrt will say-that- nonharrnfuf\ ay ¥are; "
‘whatever tl’pt real]y is, is probably a good investment, or at least iXthere .is . .
Ezfﬁcxent pressure for it, then a state would be p.:stlfled in Iaunchmé Qhat kmd-.

of- program - k;xow sfate»OCﬁ directors facmg that specific dec.1510n Should- '
they g0 aY}ead- and- recomriend that a broad-sca]e day care program be.-,

1mp]emented? The idsues raised. in thtes recommendatxons abet kinder-.
garten through grade three. schoohng are, ve? mtngumg, Perhags we k}tow sQ
htt]e about what happens before: kindergarfe

what:-that does. This a very intriguing thought to many policymakers. Perhaps
itig better to try to reform what you have rather tha\n just extend it downward ’
Shouldn’t we look: at that?’ - N e
* We also d]SCuSS&d ecological- 1ntérventlon Is income malntenance more
important, for, example than pitting those funds into a ‘day care: program, or
is that. kind of .approach just a.red herring? Can we come to ‘any conclusions
about the broader approach versus the more specific pnes? It would be inter-

esting to follow up on the question . of family support or strengthenmg the’

family versus interventionism. I believe we were really getting into some of
those issues about how it can be done and whether it should be done.
Basically, policy people and program people are asking the developmental’

n.that we might be justified in !
iply. -trymg to. reform’ theyfémderggrten thr;ough—' grade three level and see’

A\ Y

psychologists what there is a consensus on. It is easier to sell programs if there -

is a consensus. ,Nothmg was more of a treat to pohcy'makers than Bloom s

notlon that most of ‘the chxld s intelligence is developed in early years. 'That

was irrefutable ‘evidence; or at least that ds what they were told. ©oe

-Pelicy peop]e could deal with *hxs It is a question of saleability. There are
other ways that pohcy is sold Some is" through’public pressure; we havedis-
cussed this in relation to day care Another way that policy is sold is what we
call, for lack of a better term, a “sexy” issue. Child abuse is a sexy issue;.you
don t have to havea constltuency out there to do so
because you get lots'of publicity by taking. action.
the consensus, what really is known what issu

t. it comes back to whit is
are;Ealeable? How do we sell

cI'uId care? B _ . : _;«_».'
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' of our chxldren.

"We have chosen to end. our discussion as ari: epi-
logue rather than .as a summary or collection of |
statements. The material that we have presented is -
rathér. diverse. Half of jt is-devoted to thé process

of establishing a raticnal dlalogue between puh‘hc

" .. policymakers interested in the problems of child

care and those who:study the problems of .child .
development TTheé others 7‘5t'§i‘iéil°"c'dﬁtfériis'"'th'"é'_
content around which . oun attempt. af_ dlalogue
‘took place. It would not be possxble to: summanze
the yearé work’ thh.qut repeating much of ‘what
we have alrEady/sald ‘We feel our effort and the -

' effprts off_gj:héf's who- at’tended the conferences,

réad  the-réport, - wrdte. cntxques, and - thought.
_about the problems of child care and pubhc pohcjr -
‘was not wasted We carhe t6 the end of our effort
with'as many if not more’ questlons.than when we
started ‘We h not resolved these questions: We
have mierel beg “to make-the first effort’ toward .
a “complex social, -political, .and’ intelle tual inter-..>
‘actionr. Other attempts on thf rent”. Ievels and for -
different reasons need to be made-. | "
hope that our. expenence and.o _
- tionsof .that expemence will. help othe s in mak:mg,.f
furrher efforts. « - i -
We- belleve that". exploratxon shoul nOw,take,

the form-of ‘an active engagement of ffie study. of .
thxs problem through * experimentation around
selective scenes. Philosophical discourse on the

. role of systems, public pol,Lcy and child care,
although valuable and important, ' should .riow
‘give way to an active attempt to prow"c’ie a rational. *
process for pubhc pohcy on the care- a.nd growth

"




