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It has always seemed to me ironic that the first.words .of a -
volume to be read are in fact the last to be written; further-
more, they® have 6%ome from the pen of someqne other than the ~
author. Irony nétwithstanding, I appreciate the opportunity to .
prepare the reader for a rewarding. experience.- |This book is a
unique attempt to capture the thoughts, ideas, and impressions of - .
a group of scholars and “leaders in.the fields of early educatjon
and_child development. These contributors,.in the informal <€li= .
mate ‘of an interview, were provided thé--opportunity to reflect..
upon the gtate of the art apnd-science in their. fields of exper-,
tise, as well as 'to consider socio-political factors influepcing
-research and practice in the fields-of early childhood care and
education, - \; - S I

<

The people’whose intérviews are the raw material-of this book .
were guest faculty of the Inter Jsciplinary Professional Growth
Institutes in Early Childhood Education (PGI). These institutés
werd” spensored by the Center for Early Education and Development
(CEED)- at the Wniyersity of Minhesota and,funded by the Bush
- -. Foundation. - L ’ - i
. - » - . - . ’ .

"7 . The Center, established -in 1973, is dn interdepartmental init
+ of our Gollege of Educatior, drawing its faculty and student mem-
..bers from a variety of academic units -within the University,

including the Institute of Child Development; the Psychology in i

" the Schools Program and Special Education.Program of the Dépar;-
ment of Psychoeducational Studies; and the Departments of Cur«
riculum ‘ard Instruction; Home Economics Education; Physical
Education; and Family Social Sciences. In addition to faculty
and students, partigipants in CEED ‘activities are affiliated with

. public and private child care and preschool facilities, community
and government agenciess and other -interested groups.

.
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CEED's programs and projects are desd ed in keeping with its
diverse mission.” One purpose of the Center is te prepareé and
disseminate research and child development information tg prac-
titioners and others interested- in young children. The three-
year PGl series offerell professional growth =opportunities for'
people with minimal academic’ preparation ,in child development
apd/or}ear1y education who have become increasingly involved in
serving ‘young children and their families. Trainees, recruited
nationally .as well as from Minnesota,-were selacted on the basis
of their strong credentials within their, disciplines and their
positions’ of leadership - in delivery of services or in training
service providers. Professions rep(gsented by the tratnees
included business, elementary education, health education, law,

_nursing, pediatrics, clinical and school sychology, school

administpation, social work, sociology, specia education, speech
patholody, " and urban planning. participants. held positions in
stite and federal agencies,’ universities and colleges, public
schools, hospitals, and private service agencies. Each year's
glest- faculty addressed. the _participants through a.variety of
instructional -formats, ranging. frop two day, intensive
to a five-week summer course. ' M=, . )

" 1n total, the PGI program directly affected over l75'train6g
as well as many university faculty, students, and members of thie
Twin Cities professional comunity who attended special guest
faculty colloguia planned- in conjunction with the program. The

.

potential impact of the PGI program on' the work of these indivi- .

-dujls can only he guessed. Furthermore, guest faculty were
challenged and influenced by exchanges with trainees who filtered
the proceedings through‘ the lenses of their own disciplinary
perspectives, . o

v bl

This book. is anopther product of the PG1 program. Bl
stixrud, a graduate stydent «in our Psychology in the Schools
Program, tas done an outstanding job* of ¢ulling, refining, and
organizing literally hundreds of pages ot audio-tape transcipts.

in addition, he has maiptained communication with the pGI faculty -

who are quoted, enabling them to put their best words fo ward.
Going beyond these herculean tasks, Stixrud has written 2 highly
readable, jargon-free,'contemporary book that accurately portrays
"the major concerns of early.childhood researchers, providers, and
. policy makers. Because the author has been able to step 'into the

v r

N
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shoes” of his, readers, he has h1ghhghted certain issues that will

be of particular interest to spétial const1tvenc1es within the -

early childhood comnun1ty

*

1 strongly recommend the .pages that_ follow "to anyone who

wishes to be more knowledgeable about the way thmgs are and the .

way they. rmght be for young children and théir families in
America todaﬁ And they are written in PLAIN TALK! ’

v

. o Rlchar'd A wemberq R
Professor and Co- Director
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I want to. expreds my sinceres appreciation to the many people

. who contributed their ideas and expertise to, the production of
. this_volume.. amalso grateful_to the Bush_Foundation for_the N
funding of the Professional Growth Institutes wh1ch made th1s ',
prOJect po$s1b1e. o . . .

Partlcular thanks gc, of course to the_scholars who agreed *
to be interviewed for this bgok. ° By o@eerfully editing and .
updating the manuscript of the1r "talk" a full year after -the
: 1nterv1ews, they went Well beyond the call of duty. . e -
, The 1nterv1ew1ng skills of severa1 fellow graduate'students
helpéd to elicit the fascinating material that makes up these ’ .
chapters; I am thus grateful to Jan Bloom, Steve Erickson, oot
Patricia Evanss.Kathleen McNe111s,_Steve Poland Martha Rosen,
<and Starr Stixrud. ¢
Sh1r1ey Fr%ga]e pa1nstak1ngly transcr1bed the interview
tapes, an enormous Job for which she deserves a rare medal.

Judy Brady s assistance in editing the rough draft’ 1nterv1ew
transcripts and her insightful suggestiogs. regarding the struc-
ture of the book were an enormous *help; and Martha Rosen' s care-
‘fu1 proofing and .editing were essent1a1 . \
,h Special thanks go to my advisor, R1chard Ne1nberg, for his ..

general support and his careful read1ng of the manuscr1pt )
. S - i»

Finally, Lfam part1cu1ar1y 1ndebted to Erna Fishhaut, the
masterful administrator of the Center for Early. Educat1on and
Development, who suggested the format of the baok and generous1y
lent her editorial time and expertise,
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. H1111am St1xrud
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The people listed here were gquest faculty :in. the Professional
Growth Institutes in Early Education and Child Development for an
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Dr. Asher is one of the cbuntry's leading researchers in the

areas of peer relations and social skills ‘traiming. He has

contributed several articles and chapters that contribute to the

: understand1ng of friendship f8rmation and intervention with °
socially unskilled children. DOr. Asher 'has recently turned his
attention to the complex problem of assess1ng sociallly isolated
children and maintains a lively intergst in the interface between
researcbaand practice. s
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Child Center. |She has authored and co-authored books on human '
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fessional lfterature on preschool ma1nstrea ming ané screen1ng and
15 a forceful spokesman for a.developmenta approach to the edu-
cation of exceptional children. Formerlysat Tufts Uriversity, he
is thewpast director,.of the Eliot-Pearson Children's Scheol and
of LINC-Butreggch’, fé&éra]ly funded program to train teachers. to

" 1integrate hand1capped Tstudents into regylar, classrooms.  Dr.
Me1sejsg1s curreptly at work on issues relating td infan{ deve]- .
‘opment

N

assessment and to screen1ng 6f high risk infants.
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ditapped students into regular clpssrooms., He hasg'written exten-

, .sively on many important topicslin spec1aT education 1nc1ud1ng ‘
¢ teacher pducation and ma1nstream1ng‘ In addition, as directott of .
. the Nat.ional Leadersh1p Training Instituteé, Or. Reynolds has been
"\ \\respons1b1e°for generating and d1ssem1nat1ng 1mportant knowledge
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- This book is based on ‘interviews with experts in ‘the fields
of early education and development who,came to M1nneapol1s bF
tween April -and August, 1979 as faculty of CEED's Professional.
Growth Institutes (PGIs) Each of these experts agreed to par-
ticipate in an houf-long/ interyiew, the content of which forms
the basws of this book. (/ R

In keeping with one of CEED's goals -- to make available to a
genéral audience the latest and,most accurdte knowledge about
early education and deuelopment--- my intention is to- ~present
current thinking *about theory, practice, policy, and research in
a relevant and interesting manner. The conversatiomal format of |
the interviews allows réaders access to current information
"straight from the expert's mouth," in the form of "plain talk"
largely- devoid of technical jargon or excessiwe detail about |

e research methodology and design. While the Final product is. not

in the question and answer s}yle of, let's say\.a People magazine
interview, the -expert opinions are expressed "in conversational
languagé, and the research evidence and scholarly speculation are
punctudted with anecdotesland personal examples that make for
interesting read1ng. -Also,meSpeC1a11y in chapters™ where much]
difference of opinion 1is expressed, there is a debate-like

. quality that conveys the spectrum and at times the intensity of

o T ey

strongly held views. o

The interviews were conducted us1ng a standard format of* four
broad questions that were formulated by a CEED committee. We
hoped by asking each of the PGI faculty the samg set of guestions,..

.to get a sample of the issues, questions, problems, and solutions

we face as we enter the 1980s.. The faculty were asked to keep a
general audience in nﬁnd when address1ng these questions: |,
1)-What are the most im brtant quest1ons oF 4ssues in
your area that woul be of interest‘to a general . !
audience? -




AN JR

In your view, what is the impact that recent public ?
policy decisions, laws, movements, etc., have had on

about the impact on,yourwan‘work? - .

1} . ) -
In what ways do you see research in your field having
> implications for ‘direct appliEation?
?

What do you see as futuré directions in your field?
* How do they relate to early child development and/or

educat ion? § - . .
In some cases the respondents fluently and fascinatingly "held
_forth" on each of these questians for 15 minutes as the inter-
viewers (fellow graduate students and.myself) simply nodded and
approved. In other cases<we probed, questioned, asked that gaps”
be filled in and that interesting points be elaborated, much in’
the manner of Barbara Walters, if not of Edward R. Murrow. The
result is that' points of view are expressed here which have not
been _expressed - elsewhere in print. The faculty often felt
inclined to venture opinions and to offer insights that they had
not yet tested in the more treacherous waters of the professional
literatuggi '

. The, overlap of topics across the four questions was
extensive; for example, educational mainstreaming of handicamed
preschoolers was seen as a major. issue in discussions of public
policy, research, and future directions. Topics  such. as
screening, mainstreaming, teacher education, and pgrenting
generated so much discussion that they seemed to merit CHapters!
of their own. For these reasons, the present topical organiza-’
tion was selected. Fach chapter integrates thé discussions of
several PGI faculty around a common theme or themes.

. The first two chapters of this book deal with issues peL-
taining to serving young children with special needs. In Chapter
1, technical and ethical problems in early identification of
actually and potentially handicapping conditions arée discussed.
Mass developmental screening, at present the principal means of
early identification, is examined critically, and alternatives to
screening are suggested. The controversial topic of mainstream-
ing handicapped young children is the focus of Chapter 2, where

’

programs for.young children and their families?" How .

-~
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the mean1ng of mainstreaming and its current and potent1a] impact
are vigorously debated. L v .

The next two chapters focus on the educat1aning_geve]opment
of mportant adults in the lives of children_~< parents and
teachers.” ‘In Chapter 3 interesting questions are raised about
how people are "socialized" into parenthood, and the appropr1ate
content - and structure of ", parent educat1on programs are ,
considéred. Chapter 4 'deals w1th major .issues in teacher educg-

, tion and certﬁf1cat1on, including identification of the requisite

skills for effective teach1ng,,,cert1f1cat1on of ¢hild care
workers, and the .problem:of delfvering in-serwvice tra1n1ng A
central theme 1in both chapters 1s,the challenge, given this -
cquntry's immense cultural dnversxty, of educat1ng parents and
teachers in valuer 1aden areas such’ as child- rear1ng and faC111-

. tating emot1ona] deve]opment ) .

The 1ast three .chapters are based largely on the: PGI
faculty's responses to\questions pertaining to the application of
research and to policy issues. The various' confexts and ways in
wh1ch research affects the lives.of young children are considered’
in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 has. two foci: the perils of misin-
terpreting, or over1nterpret1ng empirical findings, and the
challenges inherent in accumulating knowledge about children as
they develop within the 1nteract1ng contexts of home, school,
neighborhood, etc.. Finally, in Chapter 7 the discussion centers
on these important is8ues of public policy: public vs. private
delivery of preschool education, federal support of day care, and
the Jjustification of continued federal supporf for early "
childheod e?ucat1on ’ v

- - -

This book s going to press almost two years after the
interviews were conducted, and’the' reader may wonder how current
the ideas and opinions expre$sed in these pages are. To insure
that we were not publishing "old stories," copies of the_
manuscript were recently sent to the PGI faculty, and they were
asked to edit and update theiw material. Their updated
manuscr1pts lent assurance that- th1s pub]1cat1on is t1me]y In
‘fact, their comments suggested that the issues d1scussed in this
vo]ume may be timely for several years to come.  '™.

However, as this book goes to press; changes in socjo-
economic “conditions and the political climate could dramat1ca]]y
)



+ J ‘e
alter the face of education and the social, services. = While
several of the, faculty discussed financial problems and pressures
affecting early care and education and the implications of
increasingly tight economic times, it is fair to say that no one
foresaw the enormous budgefary cuts in services for young’
children included in_the "Reagan Budget." Nor did anyone suspect
that the repeal of P.L. 94,42 for economic reasons would be”
discussed as early. as spring, 1981, How dramatic cuts in funding
. or repeal of l€gislative mdndates will alter* screening practices,
mainstreaming, or parent involvement is impossible to predict.
Equally difficult to dpredict are the effects of increasingly
limited funding for "basic" as well as "applied" research and, for
the training of personnel in the early *childhood-related
professions. As we carry on, though, in our uncertain efforts to
provide high quality services for young children, conversatior .
with highly knowledgeable colleagues can be an enormous help. I
think this book will provide a bit of such conversation for you.

o

©

William R. Stixrud

4 Minneapolis, 1981,
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Chapter One . o

|
SCREENING AND EARLY IDENTIFICATION

. The topic of the first Professional Growth Institute was
mainstreaming in early education. The faculty (Reynolds, Rubin,
Stedmar, Meisels) dreésed issues. ranging from the ethical
rationale for ma1nst ing to the funding systems,related to
services for hand1capped ch1lqren. R Although"much of the
discussion in our intefviews focused on educat1ng handicapped
children in the .mainstream, the problems of Jlocating and iden-
tifying young children with special needs were also seen as
cruc1ai. Donald Stedman stated the central question, which ‘was
dfscussed in depth by Rosalyn Rubin and Maynard Reynolds:

£rmn,a serv1ce?program point of view, I think one of the

. fundamentaT questions is hew best to locate children who
need educational services and to bring them into a
systemat1c educational program with the least amount of
d1srupt1on to the families and the nost amount of bene-
fit to the kids. -

SCREENING UND%? FIRE . '
. . ,

« Many states have 1pp1emedted mass developmental screen1ng
programs for children of preschool age in their efforts to iden-
tify children in need' of spec1a1 services. The .screenjng
approach appears to be grounded in ctommon sense logic: if. early,
intervention can ameliorate current problems and prevent (or
Tessen the severity of) later ones, then children should be iden-
tified and served- as early as poss1b1e. Furthermore, it is
likely that some children with special needs "fall through the
cracks" between the more informal referral systems (e.q., family,
pediatrician, nursery schh?1 or day care teacher) and are not

identified unt11 they reac school age.
L ) ‘
1 - 5w <




Critics of mass devélopmental screenihg (including Rubin and
Reynolds), however, point to the host of technical, ethical, and
budgetary problems that plague screening programs. ° In " our
conversations, Rubinand Reynolds challenged various aspects of
the 1logic of".preschool screening and discussed alternative
approaches to identifying children with special needs. We will
consider first their ¢ritiques of early screening and then the
alternatives. cT

Reynolds outlined ethical concerns about 1abe1ing\ young
children as well as the technical problems that make it difficult
to idenﬁfgy individual.children in need of special services®

One way of thinking about identifying children with spe-
jcial needs is to imagine that we have to identify speci-
fic <hildren and that we have to classify them as .
mentally retarded, "emotionally disturbed, learning
disabled, partially sighted and so on. It's not easy to
do that, especially with very ydung children, ‘except in
the case of the severely handicapped. We have doubts a
about the reliability of assessment and prediction with
young children, and, we're not quite sure that the
‘Classification and labeling is appropriate. We're fear-
ful that labeling children might do them a disservice by
creating an indelible stamp of “handicapped" which may
lead to negative or limited expectations on the part of
parents, teachers, and others. L
- .
Rubin also expressed this ethical concern and further elab-
orated’ on the technical problems of assessment and prediction
mentioned by Reynolds. JThe problem of predicting ‘later school
difficulties. from early behavigy or characteristics has. been the
topic of the research, of Rubin and her colleagues over the past
decade. As she emphasized, our ability (or inability) to iden-
"tify immediate and potential problems is a very serigus matter
because the current thrust is towaeds the earliest possible iden-
tification of children who have or who are going to have varioys
kinds of developmental problems. This matter is especial
serigus because, as Stedman pointed out, misidemtification
yqung children can be so disruptive to families.

Results from Rubin's research have led her to hold strong
reservations about our ability to -identify young children with
special needs accurately. She identified several questionable

~
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assumptlons that underild mass screening efforts and need to be
carefully examined. Let ‘'us egplore these assumptions and their
1mp11catlohs for screen1ng.

Assumption: Number 1: .
We are dble to identify at an ear11 age problems that will
becgme more severe at a Hater age if we do not intervene.

At the heart of this assumpl1on is faith in the constancy of
behavior .of young children, a fa1th which Rubin suggests may be
in- founded

{

We'Vve tended to assume that if a child displays some

kind of behavior ‘problem (perhaps hyperactivity at age
) three or four) that. this is going to be a continuing
problem for this child unless some kind of intervention
is brought into play that will remedy it or change the
course of the child's development. ' In other words, in
the absence of some sort of external intervention the
,behav1or that you see in the young child 1is.just going
to;continue on in its path. This is similar to the long
heﬂd belief in the‘total constancy of the IQ. We've
1earned that very ear]y measures of infant intellectual
déve1opment bear little re]at1onsh1p to adult or even
later childhood IQ. So, there is not constancy in a
simple minded way between the measure taken early on &nd
what you see in the same individual at ¢a later datew
There may be a relationship, but it's not as obvious as
we once thought. . .

a

Ev1dence from Rubin's research, supports her content1on that
later problems are often not eas11y predicted from early behavior
or characteristics. In her study, researchers were unable to
. accurately-predict school achievement.problems.at age eight for
chtildren who scored in the lowest 25% on schod] readiness tests
at”ages four and five. The accuracy of prediction was no better
than chance (or similar to that which would®occur by flipping a
coin, the tyo sides of which were "later problems" and "no later
problems"). Prediction was more accurate for children who scored
high on school readiness tests (they rarely had dater school
problems), But, in Rubin's words, "If they are having some
prob]ems, it's a 50/50 proposition as to whether or not they're
gO1ng to have them later on."” She went on to add:

.
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I'm talking now about children ages four and°five and
predicting to age eight. 'When you move .to an earlier
.. age and try to pick up children with potential problems
_.. af "ages”one, two and three years, I think the error rate
in - prediction for individual' cases.will dramatically
increase. v

¢ ~

In otker words, the longer the time between the screening
meusure and a later "outcome® measure (e.g., school achievement)
the less aceurate are the predictions one is able to make‘about a
c_hild's future behavior. ) ‘
: What further complicates th€ prediction "of behavioral

constancy, according to Rubin, is that sometimes we are not even
attempting to predict that the same behavior (or behavioral
problem) will continue. Rather, an the basis of one behavior
{e.g., a small motor problem in a three-year-old), we predict
that the child will have another kind of problem (e.g.,  in
reading) when s/he goes to school. This aspect of prediction is
also fraught with problems. . e -

If the assumption of behavioral constancy does not hold as
generally as we once supposed, what are the implications for’
screening program3? . If early problems .are not necessarily “pre-
dictive of later ones, can we justify identifying, labeling, and
placing a child in special education on the basis of our, less-’

1

than-accurate. predictions? In answer to this question “Rubin ”

suggestgd that a basic differentiation must be made in the
screening of preschool age children for various handicaps or
'problems: . , . ' -

‘The distinction is between the: identification of
problems that children already have -- the real problems
that need' to b‘e addressed in their- lives at this
“momént -- and predicting, on the basis of current °°
belavior, future problems which they may have.. For .
. expfple,; a child may have a severe sensory impairment, .
. e.g., a vision or hearing problem’ which .is "going to
impede his/her development; obviously with a severe
mearing problem, the child's language development is’
going to fall behind and s/he will need some kind of
jntervention as soon as the problen is identified. This

.« - ~,
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‘problem exists, and the evidence ‘shows that’ thé&hqre 2 o2
can do for the~ch11d at an eanly age the bett :u§9 éi
Yanguige development will be,later on. Thér real
difference between this and identifying certa1n$k1nds of
deviant behavior .(deviant in terms of not following, the
age. norms for certain kinds of development) au
fore predicting that latér on the-child is. going-to
a problem, Let's. go back to motor coord1nat1on, ah'
example, -Children at age three and four may not be well
coordinated in plajing games.with their peens, but it'
not a real problem in their lives. What we tend to see
as the real problem is the 1mp11cat1on that the poor
coordjnation might ¢create problems in learhing later on.
Aga1n, there's a real _difference between identifying an
existing problem”and i%yxng to remedjate it as best we
can, and idéntifying some kind of sign which may indi-
cate that later on there's going to be a problem and
therefore dec1d1ng we'd better move in gquickly beﬁore
the problem has a chance to develop. ;

Assumption Number 2% {
Eygrxone‘agrees about what constitutes a problem, -,

As Rubin's work has very dramat1ca11y shown, this is not .
“necessarily so. What appears to be a problem to one parent or.w é
teacher®, (or ?screener) may not be perceived as a problem by °
someone else.” Rubin has reported the astonishing results df hers .

research® which document *that children need not be terr1b1y
deviant from the norm to be seen by teachers as "prdb1em" Yy
children® « ; o

» ©

Ne have found, for example, that as children go through.
the elementary grades, teachers vary widely in what they
identify as behavior problems in the classroom. They 43',h
vary to such an extent that the odds are slightly better
than 50-50 that~ any child going through elementary
school from kindergarten through sixth grade will have
at least one teacher who will say that that child is-
showing a behavior problem in the’ classroom. And if
they're boys the odds become twWo to one: f8r. about 66%
of the boys at least one teacher will say that the child
is show1ng a behavior problem. .

f




+ Rubin then traced the (logically absurd)
finding' .

)

implications of this

0bv1ousl_y, 132 you want to predict at the preschool level
which children are going to be behavior problems in
school and_then institute some kind of preventive
program, you d better put all the boys in the program

. right away. If you accept that- a problem is what any

one teacher out of seven is willing to can a problem,

then perhaps you'd also better put all the' g1rls in the

program too. Now, problem behavior presumably is beha-
vior which is deviant; sbut if the majority_ of children
are showifig proplem behav1or then obviously this -is not
deviant behavior. This is normative behavior. So then
how are we defining a problem? _And if there's this much
disparity amongst- observers when the children are
actually in the classroom, how accurate do we think we
can be at predicting what they're gomg “to be like
before they ever gat there?

i -

Assumptwn Number 3: c
Whatever problems children show when they reath school years
aerroblems 1rﬂ\erent in the child, - $

e -

o

In taking exceptwn to this assumptwn, Rubm emphasized the
* crucial role of environmental factors in determining whether a
child wﬂl” have problems in school

No matter how closely we obServe a child and how.accu-
rately we c¢an assess his strengths and weaknesses, we
cahnot be sure that the characteristics ofg the child
will be regarded .23 problefn until we see how that
child interacts with.a given efivironment. For example,
given a child with Qoor auditory learning skill, you
cannot tell whether dar not he or she will be ab]e to
learn to read sat1sfagtorﬂy in the first grade unTess
you know what the readipg. program is going to be like in
that first grade clasioom It depends on whether or
not the system for rehding instruction in that par-
ticular classroom is.going to hit the child's strengths

or weaknesses, and only »\hen you know that wﬂl you know

[
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wheth&r or not the child witl have a “problem" in
* learning to read. - . Co. )

.I N » . 4 *

Assumption Number 4: - . .
Once "we've identified a problem we know how to intervede.

Rubin suggested that our ability to intervene successfully
was greater for children with _some problems (e.q., vision or
hear ing impairqpnt) than with ‘others: , ’
We are far more advanced in knowing what to do with
children who have serious problems here and now than we
are at knowing what to do with the softer signs of later
problems. We ought to learn from the Wjeld -of speech
therapy that-some problems of joung children eventually
go away on thefr own and admit that we don't know enough
about development to be absolutely certain which
children are going to“have continuing probléms and which
are not. '

"For years, speech therapists in .the elementary
schools throughout the country screened incoming kin-
dergartners for articulation problems and then insti-
tuted programs in the school for so many _minutes or,
hours per day or per week (over the course of the early -
primary years), to help the childrén overcome their arti-
culation problems. The therapists then pointed with
pride to the fact that by the time the children reacheti
the third grade.theys had cufed 95% of these articulation
problems. However, someone eventually did a controlled
study and found out that for children who had not had
any kind of intervention program, maturation took «care
of 95% of the artbculation problems by the time they
reached third grade. -

I would hate to see us have all kinds of preschool
programs instituted to cure children of developmental
*problems that would disappear on their own. If children
enter a program at age four with certain kinds of coor-
dination problems and by age five' they're cured of those
coordination problems, and we discover that 90% of those
problems go away at the end of one year anyway, it would.
be a terrible waste. I'm concefned not only about -

(I
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wasted resourées, but also about what happens when we
identify children as having problems and labeil them as.

_such. What does it do to parents and to the children
themselves when it is suggested that they need a special
program?

'

ALTERNATIVES TO SCREENING

The "At Risk" Approach

_Given our limited ability to identify acturately individual
children who have problems that require intervention; it is not
surprising that approaches have been suggested which do not
involve screening individual children and then serving those who
fail the screening f{and a later, more in-depth v individual
assessment). Maynard Reynolds, along “with many others, has pro-
posed a “"children at risk" approach to early jdentification and

“intervention. Rather than attempting to identify specific
children, the “at risk" approach aims at jdentifying popuTations
(or sub-populations) of children who-have a high ?ikelihood of
developing learning  and/or  behavior problems without
intervention. Under this system, health and educational services
would be offered to these children as early as possible, without
bothering to classify each  child as mentally retarded, emo-
tijonally disturbed, etc. Justification of this approach would be

“based on~ a~ statistical ‘demanstration that the incidence of
learning and behavior problems in a group that has . been ‘given
services is less than it probably would have been without early
intervention. Reynolds summarized this approach: '

What I'm suggesting is that instead of labeling the
children as falling into some category, we could just
identiy a set of children abbut whom one could say
there's high risk or a pretty hﬁgh probability that

there ‘will be difficulties in the future, and then plan
intenventions on that basis. Initial observation “of
these children by psychologists and teachers would focus
on their responses  to the beginning phases of an
instructional program. The instructional situation
itself would then be used to help construct the program
that might be helpful to thege children. .
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. These. interventions would-be justified-on a-kind-qf -——
: statistical base which indicates that once you've

intervened, the incidence of 1learning disabilities,

defined in a particular way, tends to go down, and that

a higher proportion of the children than might otherwise

have been the case seem Lo progress well or normally.

- . .

It sholild be mentioned at this point that this "high risk" alter-
native does not i@ply that young children with special ngeds who
are not part oWa high risk population "would not receive
services. However, because in this approach the emphasis is not
on screening. every child in the community, reliance would" be
. greater on the operation of the informal referral systems men-
.~ tioned at'the beginning of th;iaﬁgép«ter., . This reliance would
‘ seem to he well-founded, as re evidence suggests.that the
tmore. ‘seriously disabled infants and. young children are indeed
. identified though these informal channels. At the same tige, the
ess seriously involved children are those for whom ‘turate
assessment. ,and prediction are most difficulty, thus dering,

_ . attempts to screen for these chilfren Ttess justifiable. ;

. » “ LA

Funding Alternatives - - . o
) .

. Reynolds cautioned, however, that adopting this alternative
approach will be difficult:s ~ LN ’
A . e .
So -many of our public policy and ffupdmg mechanisms are: -
tied in with labeling and classification systems whi

- —

‘ Labéling currently pay$ off-'in, sérvices tgcause local
agencies often provide services only when children have

- .,
b

been assigned to one of these categpri€s. -, - :
> - ¥ ag Y . " ~

. .Reynolds explained that “this ¢ategorfizatAdm.is Aoqe betause

the stat® and federa] special edication pSgrams make payments to

the local ‘school system fory eypry ch1ld who bas.bgen classified
“,mentaTly retarded, Wgaring.”impaired; étcT—The payofd* for-.the

school districts quite clearly comes from .dentifying and
- labeling, individual children: the more youngsters tHey label,
" the more money they get.’ - 7 -

<M

-

L Reynolds ~suggested three funding systems as alternatives.®

are'of questionable usefulness at* tiie preschooT level. "

_These systems differ from the child-by-child approach* in that -
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they provide money to schools to support speC1a1 services based
on, some other unit than the individual child in a .disability
category Because alternative approaches to 1dent1fy1ng handi-
capped children are vePy much linked to alternative funding, con
sideration of these systems is worthwhile. . L
In the first system, the unit of payment to schools would be
shifted from the individual child to a "programnatwc unit," such
as a special resource unit. For example, in California, a school
district receives $22,000 per resource unit, which includes’ a
"specially trained teacher and a school room stocked with
.supplies. The school justifies this unit by demonstrating a high
incidence of 1earn1ng problems, which it wishes to lower. {In
this way money is not being tied d1rect1y to a specific number of
children who have, been labeled. b oooe .
I H
A second approach is to make payments for a "sma]]er" level
of servige, that is; so much per hour ‘of psychological diagnosis
* or individual tutoring. Although, a$ Reynolds suggested, this -
complex. System may require computerized operation, 4% is still
workable and preferable to chilg-by-child funding. & '

The third alterhative, which is Reynolds® favonrite -- paying
off on a personnél unit (e.g., SO much per professional, .
paraprofessional, or sécretary) -- has “worked in. Minnesota ?fOr
several years.. Personnel units are justified by local agencies
on the basis of needs asbeSSment and broad p]ans for services: .
3
In my view, the maJor and the Tost stable cost element no «
- matter what you do is personnel. It's. qu1te simple and
. it draws attention tg the eTement that is a]sq most
7-, éssential for quality improvement. 1 really worry: ‘these
- +days about administrators who so often get drawn to .
. tyivia --! keeping track of all sorts of details and
§ things that don't Mattel too much and filing all kinds|
- of reparts. If the ‘basic unit that administrators dealt
with was personneLz their attention would be drawn to ¢
the real and appropriate focus for r1mprovement of
quality education. Also, payoff on a personnel ynit
provides for programmatic traceab1]1ty and
accountability. Accountability makes sense only when you
trace it to, peop?e that you hold. accountable. And i% 4s

-
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very difficult to trace accountability to people in any
other system.

+ . We need to work on these “funding systems, but

change is not easy to accomplish. The world is full of :

people who think that the way to serve handicapped
cwildren is to start by getting them into categories
arid then 1link the money to them. A

In summary, Reynolds advocated «an approach to identifying and
serving children yith special needs.and a funding system that
would not depend on children being placed in disability
categories. As long as our funding systems support the labeling
and classification of individual children, he argued, we will
likely continue in the often inaccurate and inefficient practice
of mass ‘screening. ] <.

A Focus On Service ) . . .

1

Like Reynolds, Rubin argued that our focus should not be so

much on screening children as on providing and improving educa-
tional services. She felt that, even if it were possible to
identify children "at risk" for developmental problems, our
emphasis and oyr. energies should be devoted to develeping school
programs that are sensitive to .individual needs.  In* her opinion
our~first priority.should be to make a wide range of alternative
experiences available in our schools. I'm talking not about just
a couple of different ways of teaching jeading, but about a
really broad gpange of classroom environments. -Those which are
traditional and which:require certain- kinds of behavjors are

.
P

really appropriate for| some®children who need a great dea)] of *

_ structure in the classroom, whereas for others they're terribly

binding, and lead to what we call -behavior problems. Some
children need a more open type of school with less structure to
feel comfortable. You can't theh just decide to have an open
school and think that's going to solve everybody's problem. - It
will creaté problems-for some kids in the same way a traditional
one will. I would argue that schools ought to provide as wide a
range of options as possible and then do their best to try*to
mdtch children who have certain kinds of characteristics with the
optimal environment for, them. . -

»




Rubin, then, is warning abuut the difficulty in predicting at

preschool age which children will have problems in school and
suggesting that a. school with several chaices of classroom
environment may be able to prevent many school learning problems.

1

While Reynolds' emphasis 'in the interview was on providing
services to high risk populations as early as possible and
Rubin's was on making the Hater school environments more
flexible, these are clearly not mutually exclusive. Rather, they
reflect common concerns with differences only in focus. Both
views are consistent with the notion that efforts and resources
should be spent in serving young children with special needs in
ways that render costly mass developmeptal screening unnecessary.

o
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Chapter Two

MAINSTREAMING

Every researcher we interviewed cited Pub11c Law 94-142, the
"Education for A1l Handicapped Children Act" ‘af 1975, as having a "
‘huge impact on early childhood education. Var1ous aspects of
P.L. 94-142 -- the mandate to._educate younger and younger handi-
capped children, the provision for individualized instruction of
“children with special needs, the requirement that parents par-
ticipate 'in making decisions about their €hild's educational
placement and programs -- profoundly influence the configurations
of children, parents, and school personnel” that make up early
childhood gducation.

y Perhaps the best known and potentially most influential pro=
vision of this law is for the education of handicapped children
in "the least restrictive environment," which 1is wusually
_translated as education in the most normal environment possible.
.For many children, theimost normal environment is the Tegular, or
mainstream, classroo Mainstreaming, the topic of the first
1980 Professional Growth Institute, was also a major topic of

«discussion in the interviews with faculty from the other
institutes: The PGl faculty addressed such questions as what is
.mainstreaming, who should be mainstreamed, and who should not,
when is the best tjme to integrate handicapped ard nonhandicapped

“children, - what, cans be done to facilitaté the mainstreaming
process, and how might mainstreaming change -the face of the regu-
lar classroom? Other provisions of P.L. 94-142, mentioned above,
were also_discussed and-will be considered here as they relate to
the main thread of “our discussion, early educat1on in’ the
ma1nstream. - | \

5%




-

~

CONTROVERSY OVER MAINSTREAMING

Although the integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped
children. is publicly supported by P.L. 94-142, mainstreaming has
been (and remains) the object of much controversy. Supporters of
mainstreaming have attempted to justify it on ethical,
judicial-legal, educational, and psychological grounds. In our
conversation Samuel Meisels, an_advocate of integrating handj
capped preschool children with nonhandicapped children, referre
to the "moral imperative" explicit in mainstreaming for "reducing
isolation and prejudice." Arguments .in support of mainstreaming
often” emphasize the ° rights of/ the handicapped to equal
‘opportunity and the benefits to handicapped children that accrue
from interacting with nonhandicapped peefs. Mary Lane
went farther and emphasized the potential benefits for all
children and for society as a whole:

' -
I think we always need to keep in mind that it's not
just the special needs children that are benefitting
from thdis -- the other children benefit just ag, much.

_If we could rear a generation of- people who would not
turn their heads when they meet somebody on the street
who looks a little different from themselves or who
walks in a particular kind of gait, I think it would be
a great humanitarian step ahead. 1 would like to see
mainstreamind really ‘be thought abeut in terms of
developing an attitude within the teachers and thereby
within the children, -- of “a general acceptance of people

* who have special needs.

Despite. the potential benefit .for individual children,
families, and society, mainstreaming efforts have been frequently
criticized and resented. This criticism and resentment were cap-
tured in a report given by CBS TV's Sixty Minutes, which explored
the. difficulties encountered by the state of Michigan im~gple-
menting the least restrictive environment requirement. Meisels,
who discussed at length his reaction to the Sixty Minutes treat-
ment of mainstreaming, argued that the show was biased in empha-
sizing the frustration of the. teachers involved, the fear and
anger. of, the parents of both handicapped -wand nonhandicapped
children, and the pressure on the children caught in the middle.

While <he felt the presentation was one-sided, Meisels agreed
that mainstreaming is genuinely of great concern to *parents; he

. ’




pointed out that by its very nature mainstreaming involves all
children in school and thus the parents of all c¢hildren in
school. When handicapped children are edutated in the regular
classroom, they are highly visible, and the considerable cost in
serving special needs children in the mainstream (in the form of
special equ1pment, aides, specialized professional services, and
transportation) is also highly visiblé. He pointed out that in,
economically difficult times the cdst of serving>children with -
special needs becomes a topic of public concern: ]
. —
I think certainly that people worry about the economic
implications of early intervention as they worry about
the implications of all federal laws. -Programs. to
create services to handicapped kids cost -a lot of money,
and the general public wants to know| why it s
necessary. Why should we do it for chiddren who are
handicapped- and not for the ggl)dren ‘who are not? What
implications will it have fge“our -children‘who are in
school with these hand1capped youngsters? ' e

oo

g

Mainstreaming Misunderstood 'ﬁ

N

Pub11c concern about mainstreaming is also rooted, according
to Meisels and Rosalyn Rubin, in a general misunderstanding' of
who will be served in the regular classroom and who will not.
Meisels, commenting on the mainstreaming seghent of Sixty
Minutes, explained this mlsunderstand1ng ‘
The show was misleading because it made the m1stake that
so many people make of equating the least restrictive
alternative with mainstreaming. They didn't make it
clear that the least restrictive alternative for some
children is the most structured, restricted, segregated
classroom you can imagine, and that that might be the

. best p]ace you can f1nd for them. They also did not
describe ‘any of the’ variations of ma1nstream1ng that
exist other than full regular c]ass placement.

The variations of mainstreaming that Meisels referred to may
be thought of as a continuum of service options that constitute
the range of least restrictive environments. These options
include ful day placement in the regular classroom without sup-,
port help (complete mainstreaming), individual tutoring or

s b

\




therapy prov1ded within the regu]ar classroom, and part-day
placement in a special resource rgom. Rubin alsb .attempted .to
clarify this expanded notien of 1east restr1ct1ve placement:
- D%, LY
I think that there are a ‘humber_ of misconceptions about
P.L. 94-142, which - provides that children should be
placed in the least restrictive epujronment optimal for
their educational growth and dévelopment. People tend
to forget the second half of it .and just say "the least .
restrictive alternative," 1mp1yTﬁg that everybody comes ¥
out of custodial care into the regular classroom because
the regu]ar classroom is . the least " restrictive
alternative.” The least restr1ct1ve'a1ternat1ve for the
- optimal development of some children may not be a trad1-
’ tional classroom setting. - .

While a portion of our conversations wa; aimed at clarifying
what mainstreaming is not, much discussion focused on what it is
and what it should be. Mainstreaming has been variously con-
ceived of as an attitude (c.f. Mary Lane's statement above), as .
social policy (c.f. Meisels above), as an educational philosophy,
and as a legal mandate. Maynard Reynolds, a leader of the
mainstreaming movement, empha51zed the “service délivery system"
aspect of mainstreaming in explaining his 1nterpretatlon of the
Teast restmctzve environment as expressed in public Iaw
One of the things that the policy makers are say1ng
through this legislation is that the best possibilities
for most children remain within their own families and
their, natural communities. They want to see develop- .
ments in the "mainstream." They don't use that word,
but they say that the specialists should of fer the1r
services‘ to families and to teachers in a way which
least interferes with the lives of the children; in
effect they say to. Spec1a11sts, "don't hastily takeothe
kids of f to institutions or special schools." Rathers
deliver your support services to the families and to
regular teachers in regular schools. And I think the
policies envision a highly decentralized system in which
children are left where they are, not collected by
simple, category (e.g., mentally .retarded, emotionally
disturbed, and 'so on). There's a basic and important
kind of mesSage” here for families and for ch11dren,




»wh1ch can. be d1§c11~53£¢-i : of “dece dzation of ~- -
specialists. It mvolve};‘emp’fexmg th speeml-xst nb.%-,./ e
just to run a Special placd for,deat kids, but -to vork -~ _
with the mother of -the,deaf hildssand.To-work. m&th the . - -
regular teacher of “that child, and - to: -make - sure.- that et
communication is more effectwa wiﬁt the. pedi e

When Should Mamstreammg Begm?

,,—>

Reynolds!' statement also remmds us- tﬁatr “at” ]eacst fors -
- infants and young children, _ the least restmctwe envjropme.nt caw.;_,_
s often be the home, When ﬁgat is A:he gase special. sérvices’ should-—
: be delivered there ta infants” aad*#mg&hﬂdrep, eiikh,/;nrecﬂy
or thrOUgh ‘the parents. .: i i

. While the.daw may support the pos1t10m that Ihepestpo&swi-— .
lities for children with special needs lie mt%ﬂn.‘tﬁe _maigstream, -
in many states (if not most), preSthdoif—age “children receive P
these -specialized ,services in self-Contained” special education.
cﬁassrooms.v Children in these preschouls “are, in fact, often
grouped by their disability category. .. This system of  service
delivery runs, counter not onlyb/to the “Teast. restrictive
environment®-mandate of PL 94-142 hut to the belief held by many
early childhood educators that preschool age is the optimal time
for integrating hand1capped children into reqular educational
programs. TFhis belief is based in part on the supposition that
. young children may be less prejudiced towards and more accepting
of others who are in some way(s) ,different than are -dlder
. children. .Reynolds spoke to the* issbe of how.-best to provide
specialized servicesato cHiIdren who need them and yet still reap .
"y the benefits of early social integration: )

There s aloty of disagreement. .Some people feel that we
should take handicapped children in the very early years
and give them very intensive and extensive speciaHzed
. training apd then later on.'integrate them. I think a

. good many people involved in the ediucation-of the deaf
have felt <¢hjs way -- that .is, give them saturation
: programs and special methods that might be helpful to
them in language development and then gradually prepare
them-to enter «a more 1ntegrated comnunity.
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. in the beginning phases of mobility and orientation,
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=TT The other side: of ‘the i5ue is tht social integra-

~ tion may be. best if begun- early. I think we'need to be

." open :and-to .study that matter-and to use our heads all ‘
e way. Some children do need very intensive spe*
ialized. help. and .it may be quite important early on in ~
life; " bat=it*s also frue~that we can give an awful lot

of that by working in the mainstream, by working in the
child's own family with the.parents, and by working in:! -
the tommunity schoeds as well. 1 tend to believe that

we, should start by integrating children as fully as
possible as -early as possible and sticking with that.

= At the same time, in the case of blind children, you'd

want to make sure that there's early, specific training

Y

13

. Likewise, you'd want to make sure that the parents and
others who work with the deaf child have assets that -
would help them in- facilitating the child's language
development., I think that. this is possible, and 1-

- really believe that when you get to the parents and .some °

of the generic caregivers in the community, you've got-

ten to the people who will take the long hours to
interact with the children. We're not going to have

. enough specialists to do that total job over the many

hours of the child's day. So I'm in favor of «
integrating the children as early ‘as possible and trying*
to deliver the intensive services they need within that:
_ context. ’ ’ .

Reynolds' point of view may be summarized as: “Serve as many

. children as pessible as early as possible in the mainstréam.”

This view implies that the. regylar classroom is the optimal
placement for all children who can be educated there. ¢

Alternatives .To The Mainstream \ to N

©

Rubin expressed the strongest objection to Reynolds' empﬁag.is
on the “complete as possible" decentralization-:of service. - She
went beyond suggesting that the regular clasSroom may not be the
least restrictive Talternative for the most severely handicapped
children; she argued that, given the limited ability of most
regular classroom environments to respond to individyal needs,
the regular classroom should wot necessarily be considered t_he"‘
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most desirable environment even for those students capable of °

being maintained there: Y .

The assumption that people make, whith geally lies

behind this legislation, is that the regular classroom

is the most marvelous place to be. But I look at all of '

the concern that is expressed by the public and by many - .

brofessiona]; over problems that exist in our regular :

%ﬁggducation programs for children who are not handicapped "

2%in" any sense of the word.. There are concerns about our.. ]
‘regular education programs.at every level -- elementary,’ ~~-="""
- secondary, and higher education as well. So why, in thq

- face of all this, the regular classroom is assumed, to be

the best place for children who have various kinds of |,

handicaps: or disabilities is something "I don't quite .

understand. I understand the concern about socializar

tion and of not being different. On the other -hand}

there's nothing magical about being placed in the regus

lar classroom; if one's needs are not being met in that

classroom it could be highly detrimental. .

3
e b

Rubin indicated.that her remarks were directed toward ragular
kindergarten and primary grade classrooms, and she agreed: that
the "reqular" préschool or day care classroom, with its Jower
teacher/child ratio, may be more able to accommodate individual
differences than the primary classroom with 30 children and' one
teacher. At the same time, it is likely that children in special
education preschools ‘feel less social stigma or -ostracisi than
might older children in segregated classes (all handicapped
children), partly because of the more limited range of the v
preschogler's social comparisons. For Rubin, then, the question’,
applies even to preschoolers: "In which environment will a spe- Y
cific child function best?" Rubin underscored the wide range of ’ .
individual differences even among children with the same handi-
capped condition and affirmed that what may be the optimal’
environment for one mildly mentally retarded child, for example,
may not be optimal for another: .

I think that we get too simplistic and believe that

Judgments can be made about the total neels of a child,

on the basis of their very specific, limited, educa- -
, tional needs. We tend to say that if a cddd.has ‘spe-

cial 1earq:gg needs, therefore, the whole’child will be -




better off placed in the regular classroom or in the
segregated classroom. We forget the vast range of indi-
vidual differences and personalities and general needs
of children who may have exactly the same kind of cogni-
tive deficit or exactly the same kind of learning
disability. Some people, with or without problems, are
more comfortable and are happier being a large fish in a
small pond: being at the top of a special class for.
kids with problems may be far more rewarding for a spe-
cific kid than being at the bottom of a regular
classroom. And yet somebody else, being the™top in a
special classroom may $till feel different, and he'd
rather be a part of the regular classroom even if he has
to be at the bottom. There's no way to make these
judgments on the basis of IQ and achievement test scores
and to assume that’one's going to~be more comfortable in

one place than another. .

Perhaps Rubin's.strongest challenge to the wisdom of the widest
possible mainstreaming of handicapped children was her argument
that residential institutiong,(wheng handicapped people live full
time) and special segregated classes are not necessarily bad
environments for children. Historically, one of the strongest

arguments in support of mainstreaming has been that many children

acddemically, and, especially, emotional}y- and socially. Rubin

edycated in these environments have suffered “intellectually,
contended, however, that the gualit of7:nstitutiona1 life, not

. merely the fact of institutionalization, must be considered in

weighing the potential value  of institutional placement for
handicapped -children: N A . X
If ‘you look at the kinds of programs that some
youngsters have been subjected to in residential insti- .
. tutions and even in some segregated classrooms; you

a

"« would find that these children have had terrible

N

experiences. However, we don't really know what the
+ comparison, would be if we had optimal institutions and
optimal segregated classes versus sbme kind of optimal
"mainstream", - Then where would you place children who
have special needs? The argument that existing residen-
tial programs .or existing special classes are so poor .
that we need to remove the children theoretically falls
by the wayside. Tactically, this may be what you have

«
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. N
to do immediately; but in the long run we need toilook
at developing the best programs we car in all these'dif-
ferent kinds of stations. Might we not find that suth—a
variety would better serve speC1a1 needs children than
trying to support all of them in the regular mainstream
classroom? .

o

CAN MAINSTREAMING WORK?

&
The Need For Support Services

Rubin's challenge to the notion that the regular classroom is
the best place for children with special educat1ona1 needs has at
least a general ring-of truth: the teacher in many (if aot most)

.kindergarten and primary classrooms is already ayerburdened with
too many chidren, too much paperwork, and too little, time to
spend in planning and ,meeting with parents. The added demands of
handicapped children in the classroom can be a crushing blow, “and
so it has been top often. The proponents of the ma1nstreaming“‘*
movément, however, never ,intended handicapped CM11dren to be
“dumped“- into the regular classroom without support for the
teacher and the children (recall that Maynard Reynolds' interpre-
tation of mainstreaming centered on the delivery of support sef-
vices . *from specialists, e.g., psychologists or speech .and
language therapists). _The necessity df agpropriate: support for
ma1nstream1ng and the frequent failure to provide. it-were dommon
themes in our discussions. Mary Lane stated the problem this

. way' . » ‘ .

3
. There is a danger of dumping special needs children. 1nto
- *  _normal classrooms without giving the’ classroom teachers

the support that they need to deal with the problems

that are facing-them, or without giving them any kind of .

special preparation. We have a tendency in educatign to’., = ~-
_ vmandate something and then rush into it. Often the

teacher doesn't know™ when she comes. to ‘school in)

September what she is going to be faced with, ‘nor has

she had any preparation for 1t ) ;

»

Sani Meisels expressed the same, concern: . .

No one seems to suggest the possibi11ty that the reason h
teachers feel overwhelmed is that the 5°h°°‘\§:5tem or

o e _
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the state department or the federa) government is defi-
¢cient in providing training and support for the
’ teachers,ﬁihe parents, and the children. It's that
complex of®supports that has to be in place before you'
can implement a program of this type. You can't expect
that handicapped children can be placed in regular
classes without support; regular classrooms then really
become dumping grounds. .
Steven Asher emphasized the importancE of support in the form
of teaching teachers new skills to facilitate successful
integration; . ‘ )
~ . o .
There seems to me to be a.mis-match between the public
policy .decisions and the preparation of people for t
toping with them. I'm not very .impressed by what I see i
happening in terms of teachers' ability to accommodate
individual differences, and I'm concerned about what I
see as the failure of school systems and the larger com-
. munity to address the real problems that teachers are
going to have. You put a very difficult child in .a room
without reducing the class size, for example, and it is
< . difficult to expect that teacher to cope well, with that

¢

situation. If you don't give teachers extra training in 4

working with special needs children, in helping a peer .
group to be more accepting of a kid who.is different,

T you're programming .for failure. One could think of a

variety of other things.that-you would want to teach_ , .

. teachers who are going to be working im mainstream:
classrooms. . i -

hl

(See the chapter on teacher traintng for ~funther ¢
- discussion of this ppint.) T

- L

"Effects Of Mainstreaming On The Mainstream- . L -

.While some (like Rubin) question whether the regular
classroom environment can successfully accommodate children with
wide range of . educational” needs, others maintain that
matasbreaming,. in conjunction with other provisions of P.L.
94-147especially individualized instruction and the -involvement

of parents may revolutionize the regular classroom. Rs a .
result of the‘regglar classroom serying a small number of handi- -
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. capped ch11dren{ it is hypothesized, teaching, planning for& and
1nteract1ng with the parents of nonhandicapped children. will
change’ in a“direction that 1is more responsive to individual
differences. Reynolds has argued this possibility elsewhere, but
Meisels stated it explicitly-in our conversation when asked about
the possible <long range impact of mainstreaming: )

It is possible that as a resul{ of ma1nstream1ng,
classrooms’ could be radically restructured, because it's
impossible to successfully mainstream a broad range of
handicapped kids into a 'classroom that's based on
teadh1ng “to the mean”, or to-the “average" child. You
=can t do-it. Handicapped kids will fail.in the program.
The_ prograp, will-£lounder” because it cCannot cope with
- d1screpancy. fne df..the things we can do that's most
.helpful is to teach the teacher how to- individualize
instruction. -Jo thé extent that we introduce a more
individualized appr ach to education in schogls, we are

¢ r.,engaged .in  radft restructuring of tradjtional

;‘é- educat1on. As 11tt1e as that is, it is rad1ca1: .

Meisels, along with Robert Granger and Joseph Stevens, also
pointed to the revolutfionary potential for transforming the rela-
tions between.school and the parents of all children which exists
1n the provision ofsP,L. 94-142 for the Tnvolvement of parents of
‘handicapped children. Meisels emphasized the phenomenal. impact

. that P.L. 94-142 is hav1ng on families and mentioned particularly
the bengfits accruing from the mandate of informed consent..
" Informed consentﬁ refers to the requirement that be?or a child
cangcbe placed inla program ofher thag a reqular classroom the

+school system must obtain the pareﬁb‘ written consent; the
school personnel must explain the program anﬁ the possible
alternatives that may exist in such’ a way that the parent
understands. The requirement was contrasted with previous spe- y
C1a1 class placement policy: .

Th1s is much different from as recently as five years
. ago, when a child could-receive an IQ test in-sghool,
phiced in a special class, and the parents would not
even know about it until such time as they happened to
wander into the school or the child fentioned it to
them. f . .
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capped children: : “

-

Meisels suggested that the requirement of informed consent will

"bring about -a restructuring of the parent-school r lationship and

an improved information éxchange. This could occur, he said,
simply because parents and school personnel are required to meet
person to person. | . N
Granger described the way this face to face cogtact, espe-
cially in-staffings (meetings of school staff and” parents in
which decisions are made about a child's program), is changing
the way parents and teachers view each other: .

The involvement that parents have had in staffings has

_been a good thing for both teachers and parents. It
helps teachers to see the parents of children that have
special needs in a much more realistic, and human
context -- to see them'as less the cause of That -special
need than was the general supposition. think it also
helps ‘parents to get a better feel for the fact that
many people really are concerned and are working hard to
“try to make appropriate decisions abpyt their children.
In short, I see the requirefent of parent involvement in
staffing and program planning as a vehicle for breaking
down some of those, stereotypicibarriers between parents
and teachers.

Stevens suggested hopefully that these chadges may "spill
over" ‘or transfer to interacfion with the parents of nonhandi-

»

-

The.provisions of P.L. 94-142 have enabled parents of
. handicapped childrén to have considerable say about the
.. nature of the curriculum or educational program that .
their kids receive. Those parents have more involvement
in determining what kinds of interventions are planned
for .their kids and in assessing whether the educational
goals are appropriate for their children. 1 suspect
that this is going to spill over: in terms of how
- teachers and school people relate to parents -of
nonhandicdpped children as well. Teachers and school
people are going to be more practiced at conducting
. IEp-type (individual educattonal plan) conferences;
they're hopefully going to be more likely to do similar
. kinds of things with parents of nonhandicapped children.
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The Pendulum May Swing oo !

The prospect of a revolution in regular education triggered
by the integration of a few handicapped students is admittedly
optimistic, if not idealistic. The amount of skill, patienge,
persistence, and financial apd technical support required to make
this work is enormous. If we fall short in one or some of these
areas, what then? Steven Asher configded his fear that unless a
better job is done of preparing teachers for mainstreaming,

10- or 15 .years from now we'll say, "That was o
disastrous," rand we'll go back the other way -- kind of .

. a faddish swing from=one side to anotheér, Maybé that Lo

~ won't happen -- maybe we'll be wiser this time around
than we've been in the past. . °

This potential pendulum-like sh¥ft in our thinking about
serving handicapped children would not be new: Donald Stedman
described what he called a form of "backlash" from parents of
older handicapped children in response to the pendulum swing
represented by mainstreaming:
Consider ‘the parents of a handicapped child who have

over a period of years worked through' an extraordinarily
difficult problem and found institutionalization or spe-_
cial class, placement .a great resolution.to a lot of
family problems and to the child's problem. Now someone
comes 1in and disruptg that balance, in their view, by

saying that the special class or institution is the
+worst place for their child. Some parents may be taking = |

the line of least resistance and may not be doing as

much for their kids as they might, but then they have in

mind the total ecology of the family. It is understand- . K
able that they are perplexed, if not disturbed, about

the fact that some externallforce has undone what .they

worked very hard to do. ’ .

The commerits of Asher and Stedman heighten our awareness of the
possibility that mainstreaming could fail. It is pessible that
we would want to reject mainstreaming as we have other educa-
tioqal innovations and return to delivering servicei to handi-

s P
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capped people in segregated settings. Meisels fpointed out,
however, that mainstreaming is unlike other educational innova-
tions in one important respect: it has a legal-constitutional
basis. Thus, .in his words, “Unlike such innovations as team
teaching and open education, mainstreaming can't easily be thrown
out if it doesn't work.™ 7 :

“To specify how we will know if maig}treaming does or does not
mwork" is in itself no easy task. Consider a few of the bases on
which we may evaluate the effectiveness of intégrating handi-
capped and nonhandicapped children: *academic gains for handi-
capped children; increased acceptance by nonhandicapped children
of those who are different in some way{s); improvéd self-concepts
of handicapped children; the cost-effectiveness of delivering
special services .in the mainstream. Perhaps, even given poor
results in all of thése areas, mainstreaming wikl still Yoe ‘con-
sidered successful simply because it hay been impiemented -- that
is, the dictate of the law will have been met. ... ‘

It is, then, possible that research on the effectiveness of
mainstreaming for children, families, teachers, .and schools may
not be .putfto use as evidence for accepting or fejecting it; it
may be. that Meisels is correct in suggesting that we ‘will not
have the choice of rejecting mainstreaming. Rather, research in
the various areas mentioned will likely be used to maximize the .
possiblity that for most children the mainstream can indeed be
the "most appropriate" as well as the "least restrictive"

environment. N ,
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o | Chapter Three

" PARENTING AND PARENT EDUCATION
] ]

il

In‘our conversations, several of the PGI faculty addressed
issues related to parents and to the retationship betweeﬁ'parents ‘
and educators. Because “'parent involvement” in their, children's
education is discussed elsewhere in this volute (priﬁcipa]]y in
Chapter 2), it will not be touched upon here. Rather, the focus
of this chapter is on parenting variously considered as an area
of resehrch investigation, as a curficulum to -be taught.in our
schools, and as a set of skills that devglops over the course of
—a lifetime. These considerations were major topics in the inter-
views with Joseph Stevens and Frances Horowitz. In their
discussion of parenting and parent education, Stevens and
Horowitz addressed more specifically the following questions:
How is a person "socialized" to become an effective parent; what
is, in fact, an effective parent; what are the effects of certain
parentfng,practices on an .infant's development; how can' we best
help prospective parents to become good parents?

THE SOCIALIZATION OF PARENTING . . i
Stevens and his colleagues’ are currently .interested in
_learning more about the ecologjcal or environmental factors that
inf]uence the quality of parenting. Ecological factors include
such things as the physical environment, family and community,
social services and schooling, shopping faci]ities, and day care
options Stevens ‘wants to *kmow how people become competen;/r
parents and what aspects of family and copmunity life support (o
inhibit) effective parenting. _ This knowledge, he feels, swill
‘enable professionals to do a better jaqb of providing assistance
and service to parents and prospective parents. Stevens pointed
out that researchers frgm several disqip]ines are contributing to

. .
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our understanding of the relations between community Support
sys}:éms and parenting:
There's a geographer, for instance, by the name of Chris
Smith, who looks at an area in terms of the kinds of
"natural neighbors" that exist. These are people who
act as information referral resourcet for people”in a
particular community. They provide information if
someone in that community needs to find out how to get,
day care, perhaps, or to find a good person to provide
dental care for their child. In many communities. there
seem to be people who have developed a reputation .for
haying certain kinds of competencies and certain kinds
of knowledge to whom one can go fo for assistance.
. X -
Stevens and his colleagues have included "natural neighbors"
in the study of support systems and parenting. He told of a.
[father who was interviewed in the course of a research project
who' described himseélf as a "natural neighbor" -- as a liaison .
between the community and the .housing project in which he’lives:

One of the fathers in our study who we interviewed said,
"I've been ine this community for something~ like 15
years. L'm an important person in this community. 1
don't plan to leave:here because I can do good here. If:
people-need some help dn terms of getting jobs, 1 know
who to call downtown; if people downtown need some
information -abolit servies in a particular part of the
community, they call me and I can help them".

The research question of particular interest to Stevens s

whether the accessibility of natural neighbors and.other sources

_ of support in a community actually has an impact on the quality
- of parenting: :

Pl s

We're looking at how.a family's access' to a social
network, and/or to comminity ‘resources correlates with .
their. knowledge about child development, their skill in.

. designing a home 1learning environment, and their
infants' development. Based on some of our initial,
data, we're assuming that people who are more connected
in certain ways probably are better able to design high
quality home learning environments. ' °




.A second aspect of the socialization of pareating which
Stevens suggested is important to investigate is the developmen{
of parenting skills -- how people become good parents. He
suggested, ‘once again, that until we understand how effective
parents became effective we will be less able to facilitate the

development of those preparing for parenthood. Specifically, we
need to 1ook at, '

_ parenting over the lifespan -3X§§ how care-giving -

"~ experiences and skills change from ode period to another
and how competence at one period is related to com-
petence or skills at another period. ' That 1is; what @
kinds of caregiving skillsgjlsay in early childhood,
relate” to caregiving experiences in middle chilghood, “in
adolescence, in young adulthood, middle age, and in old
age. - « | :

~ Underlying this emphasis on dévelopment is an assumption: .

’ Parenting is not a behavior that begins at a certain
period of time and ends when the children grow up and
leave home. Rather, the skills that are involved are

- probably related to previous experiences. Parent educa- °

© tion can be seen as a part of life-long learning,

Adults-3eek such learning to continue to do a better job

of being ,adults; parenting is simply a part of one's °*\ '

adult role,” if you have chosen to have children. To

some extent providing support to parents in working ‘with

their kids is a way of.reinforcing the notion that edu-

« cation goes on, not just at school, but in various other:

settings’ as well. . bt - .

A third aspect of socialization for parenting that needs to
be studied is the child's rol® in shaping the parent. Stevens -
potnted out that we have talked for too long about parent-child’
relationships as if the‘?anent influenced the development of the
child but not wice-versa?#- .o g

L ¢ - . '
. § There is now.an increased awWareness of the effect of ®he 7/
N child on the .parent's behavier, of the reciprocal kind i

of relationship between child and parent. The child's
“development is affected not only by what the parents do

° R N . R,
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to the child*but is also affected by what the child does
to the parents, and in turn by how the parents respond
to the child. _ We need to look then, when we study how
people become parents, at how their behavior is affected
by their cifHdren.

: Stevens summarized the nature of the knowledge we need to
facilitate the development and support of good parents:

We don't know how people become good parents. We need a
lot more information abodt. what .events of early
childhood, middle childhood, and adoleseerice rejate to
being .able-to do an effective job in terms of rearing
kids. We need &o know what kinds of social supports °
relate to child rearing and whatikinds of influence kids

* have on one's ability to be an effectixe parént.

WHAT CONSTITUTES,GOOD PARENTING? ' :

. Whereas Stevens discussed some of the factors that influence
effective parenting, Frances Horowitz addressed the question of
what comstitutes. good parenting. * Her general focus was on our
knowTedge of the effects of early experience and on what we know
{and don't know) about the "best things" to do for our children.

Mobiles And Crib-Bumpers .

As Horowitz pointed out, new 6arénts quite understandably

3

would like to know what effects their behavior and the environ-

. ment may have on their baby's development. Decorating the baby's
. crib with attractive colored bumpers ‘o hanging mobiles overhead

are often undertaken in hopes of ‘“stimulating" the baby's
development.  However, as Horowitz said, whether such things
really make a difference is not yét known. There is evidence
4that fewer children with developmental problems come from homes
in which parents tend to build these things into the baby's
18arning environment. But this .is not evidence that mobiles,
bumpers, special rattles etc., cause better outcomes for/babies.
Horowitz ;uggested an altgrnative explanation: -

It may be that the whole constellation of thinbs that
tend to go.along with hanging mobiles and -putting in
. attractive bumpers may constituté‘}he important factors.

} - P .
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I'm speaking of parents being gesponsive to the needs 6%
a child, parents having.an adaptable repertoire of care-
taking skills, parents being sensitive to individual
differences and knowing how to ca11brate their behavior
‘accordingly.

#  One of the findings of the perinatal collaborative

project is that the two" h1ghest correlates of develop~

mental outcome are economic status and materna)

education. Some set of variables is correlated with the

mother's education that makes a d1fference for the:
child's development. Just completing more’ grades of

school and going further in education has a generalized

positive "effect, But it may not be education itself.
that ‘makes the difference, it could be things that are

correlated with education. 'People who have more educa-

tion tend ‘to have more money, people w1ﬁh more education

tend to have better medical care, people with more edus

cation tend to have better nutrition. Maybe these are

the funct1ona1 variables.

i Our knowledge is relatively limited about these "functional
variables," that is, variables that make a difference”(e.g.,
sunlight and soil make a difference in plant growth, So the

- characteristics of the soil and the amouht of sunlight are the
functional Jvariables for plants). Horowitz's advice to parents
of infants is thus largely based on her own exper1ence.

If a mother said to me " "Should I hang a mobile. in my
Bahy's crib?™ I wouldn't say no. We know that those
th1ngs can't hurt; whether- in fact they do, anything
that's uséful -or not, we really don't know. Nhat would
I tel} a mother to do? I-would tell her to do all the
things I gid, because I belieye those are good things t6
do for children. And I would tell cher alk the fthings
that tend to be associatéd with fiddle.class cultures.
On the other hand, we know thereggff@da: lot of childred
who come from low SOC1o-econ0mic jﬂ.,f{ §ES),uh1gh risk
families who do all right. RMilies may or may
not have done:the things that middle class familiés do.
There are a 1ot of questions unanswered 'about what makes
a d1fference, and that's why it's s? hard to answer thel

.




layman's question, “What should I do that would Be the
best.thing for my baby?" .

Horowitz conceded that it is easier_to speak with scientific
certainty about some important prenatal functional variables.
She specifically warned of the well-documented hazards of smoking
and poggp nutrition during pregnancy:

We!ve become increasingly appreciative of the fact that
the baby's status at birth is determined to a Tlarge
extent by what happens in the nine months™ prior to
birth. The one thing I would tell potential mothers is
not to smoke. There js«a clear correlation between
- maternal smoking and risk status in infants. (In fact,
‘some people claim that maternal smoking correlates more -
highly with developmental risk status than does SES and
that if .you control for smoking.the SES.correlation
.. wipes out.) The health habits ofi the mother including
smoking, nutrition, and even nutrition -prior to
pregnancy seem to be very important variables. Given
the junk diets of most teepage women ip our culture,
teen-age pregnancy becomes even more of a concern.
Babies -born to these young mothers are at very high risk
in terms .of poor developmental outcome. Also, alcohol
consumed consistently and in more than Jjust minimal -
quantities .does have a negative effect on ‘the. develop-

mental status of newborns, and a fetal alcohol syndrome e

has now been identified.” But again, the consistent con-
sumption of alcohol produces lots of side effects which
can affect the nutritdonal status of the mothers. I
don't kriow that you can sort those factors out.

PARENT EDUCATION

Horowitz and Stevens each recognized a current national push
for parent education and discussed how best to educate prospec-
tive parents. While each advocated ircluding child development
_and.parenting practices in the junior a%? senior high curricula,

both expressed some concerns and reservations. §tevens suggested
that there is "clearly a need" for such programs in schools, but
that we really do rot know what the effects of these programs may
be. Is it possible, for instance, that young people involved in
these educatiqnal programs are less likely to become adolescent
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parents or even to become parents? And how may these programs
affect young people's ability to yelate to and interact with
children once they have them? These are questions which Stevens
indicated st _be addressed soon.

Cultural-Diversity And Values

Horowitz and Stevens also expressed a fear of
"indoctrinating" alTl stydents with mjddle "class (or dominant
cultural) values about parenting.  Horowitz summarized the

. historical conditions that have necessitated some form of educa-
tion for parenthood and hinted at the "values" problem:

‘In our society the opportunities to observe models of
parénting increasingly diminish when you're not living
in extended families or 1in contact with extended
generations, So nowadays people are coming into
parenthood with very 1little practical experience,
unaware of what. it involves, and with very 1little
information about what babies are like and how they
develop. Some form of educational provision to meet
that problem is necessary, and I _have advocated that
basic ild development be part of high school
curricula.. However, there is a danger here if you
believe it's important to protect the pluralistic nature
of our society, because it's very hard for people to
teach child development ,without also teaching values.

tevens elaborated on the implications of cultural diversity

for Sarenting education: ’ .

One of the reasons that we have so manygdifferent kinds
of parent education: programs in this“country is that
there is no uniform, agreed-upon set of goals relating’
to how children are supposed to turn out. In a democra-
tic society we must live with cultural complexity and
diversity in determining what a good child or a com-
petent child is supposed to be like. To some extent, in
fact, that kind of compleyity has to be fostered. .

It is easy enough to say that cultﬁral diversity should be

respected and protected and that no cultural gréup should be
allowed to foist its own values on another. During Horowitz's

e C
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presentation at the PGI, however, an incident occurred that
.exemplified the difficulty of both teaching about theoretically
important aspects of effective parenting (e.g., warm physical
contact between mother and child) and respecting the values of
all cultural groups. Horowitz related the incident during our
interview: .

One of the participants in the seminar, an American
Indian woman, came up to me at the end of the afternoon
_and said that she hoped 1 would say something -tomorrow '
* relating to the fact that in her culture the parents
, never hug and kiss ‘their children, and she thinks they
Y turn out all right. 1 hdd talked about cuddling and haw
important it was,, but what she was Saying to me is,
here's a culture that doesn't cuddle. And this (not
cuddling) is something that is very functional for that
culture. Yet, if she hadn/t said that, 1 would have
probably just gone on talking about tactile stimulation
and its importance, even though I know better. That
comes out-of my culture. " I “love to hug my kids and I
think it's a very pleasurable thing for parents and kigds
to do. But that's not a value for her culture. And
unless I keep getting brought up short on these kinds of
subcultural- differences, I'})- be putting my values in &
terms<of child development onto otheX people. 1In a high 4
.school curriculum, when the preparation of the teacher
is not going to be very‘extegéivé in this field, I think
the danger is even gréater,. and 1 would worry. I'm not
so worried that I'd say "don't do it" -- but I think
#t's something to be concerned about.
Further complicating the cultural values question is the
nature of the knowledge about °child development that serves . as
the basis for courses on parenting. Stevens described the limit-
ations of this knowledge: ~

.
ot

v

Much of the information that we have about children's
development is generated from studies done on middle
class White subjects; there's not a lot of child devel-
opment -data .on Black kids' development, especially
social or personality development. THe same is true for
tow income kids, Chicano kids, Native American children.
When Diana Baumrind talks about styles of parenting she
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 ,makes the very appropriags point that her data are
. gathered on White middle-class subjects: and that genera-
lizations about these patterns of parenting should be
limited to White middle-class subjects. Howevek, many
of us suggest that- similar effects may occur from
authoritarian styles of parenting or authoritative per-
~sons in pinority families.. I guess that a person
working with potential parents has to present a healthy
respect for research, for the Timits of knowledge based
on research, a willingness to utilize research
information, and.a willingness to clarify one's own
values, . .

A Broad Range Of Services

SteVeéns' discussion of parent education extended beyond the
classroon and ranged to the more general cultural problems .
involved in providing services (including education and training)
to parents. Diversityng§ the main theme of his answer wheh we
asked if good parent education programd currently exist:

. The question is, does the push for parent_ education
imply that, there's one curriculum or one correct way to

= be an effective parent? Does it mean that you develop .
one curriculum where adults learn one set,of skills in -
interacting with children, for example, -Parent
Effectiveness Training (P.E.T.) or behavior modification
techniques? Clearly this is not appropriate.

I don't have any research data to support it (this is my
own bias), but I suspect that a'program for. parents
which is most likely to be effective is one that pre-
sents several alternatives, because there's no one right
way to become a competent parent. Given the variance in
family structure that exists in this country and the .

. wariety of people that parent successfully -- single
fatgg§§, single mothers and.extended famil¥es that prob-
v ablg, do a very effective job of rearing children -
it's” difficult to argue that “one particular “way of
parenting is most effective. . *

" For this reason, according to Stevens, a variety of services
should comprise the community support systems for parents:. °

- -
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* Tt's appropriate to provide a varietyépf suppor} systess
for parents: ,home visits; intensiveé kinds -of, suppori-
from particular individuals; group consultation for
those parents that want to get together and discuss ways
to interact with their kids- or get information from one
another;.or drop-in centers where parerfts can go.and
"talk to a lay counselor. There needs to be a variety of
delivery systems that are planned to reflect the kind of
services that parents in a particular community want or
need. The_ content of what's delivered .needs to be
vapied as well, in keeping with the, particular kinds of
probtems and goals of parertts. And these -- delivery
system and the content -- need go -be matched to the
parent. . The best' way to do  that may be, to offer a ~

?fvariety of things and let the parents plug ‘in to” the

-1'kind of system that they feel is the most consénant with
 their needs, wants and-values.

’

N . .
Offering a variety of services, makes excellent.sense. But
often times facilitating parents' use of services is not easy. "
When, asked whether a~“cafeteria" approach will best ensure the
successful use of services by parents, Stevens responded: )
1 don't mean that it should be"just & responsive mode on . |
the part of the people offering the services to parents.
There has to be a more aggressive effort in seeking out
parents, offering services, and enabling parents to hook
up with the service that's most’ appropriate for them.
We should not just set up neighborhood resource centers
and wait fér parents te come knocking on the-~dogr. sWe
should -provide something tike those natural neighbors
who will go out to parents in the communify to find out
what kind of'services they need. If those services are
not offeréd at the neighborhood resource center, then..
.~ there would be a home visiting pregram operating in the
. 7. community which some parents can be hooked up to;- or
there might be a P:E.T. progr@m for those parents who’
want help interacting democratically -wfth .their kids;
and there would be child abuse prevention programs. I'd
like to see a network of parert education services
within a community "that is interconnected .and yet' that
L pas some systematic.way of contacting parents.

+
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Chapter Four

*

TEACHER TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION

»

°  Much lof the discussion in the interviews pertained to the

" training and credentialing of early childhood educators. Several

faculty persons d1scussed their own invelvement in teacher prep-
aration as well as research with 1mp11cat1ons for the tra1n1ng of

teachers. The faculty brought a widé raﬁge of experiences to

"bear on such questions 'as whg should become a teacher of young
children, what are the critical 5k1lls needed by an early
childhood éducator, how can.teachers best be trained, and how can
the -professional growth of teachers already in the field be
encouraged? ‘

-

 THE SOURCE OF TRAINEES: o

One ~of Jthe 1ssues of special concern for several of the
faculty persons was whether, educators experienced in teaching
older.,children, should be ﬁ1red (with or without retraining) to
teach preschoo]ers. © With declining enrollments all across the’
country, many elementary school teachers are out of work, and
school districts are under pressure to find placements for them.
Many districts nave responded by hiring these teachers for
preschool classrooms. either in programs for handicapped children.
{now served under P.L. 94-142) or, in some states, for nonhandi-
capped four-year-olds. The PGI faculty generally questioned the
wisdom of this solution. Mary Lane suggested that con51derab1e
retraining would be necessary.

Ve If we're going to try to .preserve the jobs of those
presently teaching by adding four-year-olds to the
g system, we're’ going to have to retrain a lot of
teachers.?ﬁ Right now we-don't even ‘have many teachers
well trained to teach five-year-olds, and there's  a
.o %
»

’

- 41 -

v



’ ! . T
e R

. .,

great difference in philosophy as well as “techniques
for teaching a four-year-old rather than a
five-year-old. . “

Lane's point about the difference between four- and five-
year-olds suggests that a basic understanding of- child develop-
ment is requisite for a preschool teacher, who often works *with
children across a wide range of developmental levels. [t is this
knowledge of development, on which appropriate goals and expec-
tations for children are built, which Frances Horowitz fndicated
elementary schopl teachers do not have: |

. Many people believe that if you’re trained as an elemen-
; tary school teacher, you can do .preschool education,
parent .education or work with handicapped kids.

However, very little elementary training is relevant to

these things. For'instance, early child development,

just plain normal development, is often not a part of
the training of an elementary school teacher.

* The question of whether training and experience with older
children generalizes to work with preschoolers is even more
complicated when considered from the point of view of Maynard
Reynolds, He wondered out loud about the source of trainees for
the_education of handicapped infants and toddlers: :

It's pretty clear that the policies in our society are.”
carrying services into* earlier periods in the lives of. ™ °
children./ We are expected under Public Law 94-142 to
begin programs for handicapped children at age 3, and in
many commynities they're trying to push below that and
begin at birth or even before in making special
provisions. The question is, how are we going to train
the people to serve thesé infants and young children?
What should that training be like? What should be the
sources of trainees? MWe're under a Yot of pressure
right now to retrain people who have been teaching older
children. 1s that a good source of early childhood
trainees, or should they come from somewhere else?

. o
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", .right now on conventional wisdom.

v ¥

WHAT SHOULD A- GOOD PRESCHOOL TEACHER KNOW AND DO?
Criteﬁ?a For Good Teaching ’ ' Y:i

' - .

. ‘“ﬂ% ask whether teachers of older children would make good
+ bpreschool teachers is to imply that criteria exist by which we
. can identify the knowledge afd skills of a good early childhood
- educator. In Robert Granger's view, these criteria are to date

7 largely speculatjve, because most investigations of teacher

effectiveness have focused on elementadry school -teachers.
Granger framed the basic question and offered an honest but

~

sobering answer: s .
The general question is, just what is a good preschool
teacher?  Or, put another wdy, what are some of the
critical teaching skills that teachers of preschool
. children must have? We know very 1itf1e about the
. "things that a good preschool teacher does’ that actually
help children to develop attitudes aBout themselves that
age positive in achievement settings. With teachers and
parénts in Georgia I'‘ve discovered that there is a sort «
of‘;onventignal wisdom about the characteristics of a
| good teacher, but there is no real data base to answer
this question. . The research that has been done on
teacher effectiveness has typically been done in elemen-
tary school classrooms. _So, if you asked me how I was
going to train a qualifYy preschool teacher for a group
of kids I'd be a Tittle bit at.a loss: I'd have to rely

/

Our lack of knowledge about critical teaehiﬁa’ skills,
according to Granger, "is related to our lack of understanding of
the skills, attitudes, and knowledge a child acquires in school
that help him/her become a more self—actua[ized person later in

“1ife. Understanding of'these‘thing7 should be the foundation of
our evaluation of teaching skills: - )

We need to really look much more rigorously for those
things that, if a kid.acquires them, will -help him/her
later on- down the -line. One of those things would be -
attitudes that a kid acquires about such things as
inquisitiveness, curiosity, and things like “that -- a
willingness to seek oiit other/people or other things.

L -
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Then the more that.a teacher helps children to acquire certain

sorts - of skills for engaging the environment,
the more I would be inclined to say that that teacher is a good
teacher. . )

Knowledge of Child Devélopment

Besides the conventional wisdom and the smattering of
research that does exist, we have some clues about the qualities,
skills, and knowledge of an effective preschool teacher. Somef of
the PGI faculty offered .such clues in the form of expert opinion.
Frances Horowitz, in the statement quoted above (p.42), expressed -«
her conviction about the importance of a background in child
development. Donald Stedman also stressed the importance of this
knowledge but lamented that research knowledge in child develop-
ment #s poorly utilized, not only in the training of elementary

| teachers but of early chi]dhgoq:educators as well:

] o P TI
I'm not happy at all with the way in which we are ﬁojng
about] preparing professional personnel in the early
“ % childhood area. MWe're acting as if there's no such
Xy thing- as developmental psychology in many instances,
ignoring the fact that we have a wealth of child devel-
opment literature. It somehow lays over here and
- doesn't get into the hands of people who are. preparing
to be practitioners except in a few- demonstyation
programs. For eXample, one of the important pietes of

research that's_been done in many years, in my judgment,
is the work done by Hess and Shipman, which ldoked at
maternal teaching styles. [ think that this has yet to
really enter the teacher training or the educational
program activity. We really need to take more account

of things like adult styles =- whether they're instruc=-

tional strategies or whether they're Jjust adult

. behaviors -- and the extent to which they have any -
- effect on the quantity or quality of the child's

! learning or performance. - -

- S
N i

7 - Stedman's examplé ?g;}nstructive: if research results indi-
. cate that a given teachinf style or strategy is superior to other
styles and strategies, then this knowledge should be incorporated
52 into the training of teachers. It must be pointed out, however,
i that “superior educational results" must be ,considered in, light
of the diversity of subcultural goals and values.

t
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. Sensitivity To Social Development

. s
* Steven Asher stressed the important implications for teacher

training of research on the development of peer relations and,

fore generally, of social skills. He argued that people in edu--
cation are just beginning to appreciate the importance of *social

relations: ’

One of the things ‘that is referred to in school systems
is that socialization 1is really the school's hidden
curriculum. Although many  people recognize that
socialization probably is one of the most important
things that kids get opt of school, we're just beginning
to find out what impact poor socialization or poor
social skills has onichildren's—Yater 1ife adjustment.
This ‘means that educational institutions will be forced
to pay more ‘attention to this area.

This sudgests that teachers will need to be aware ‘of the
development of “social-skills and will also need to know hoy to
help those children whose development in this area is 'in som€ way -
interrupted. Asher suggested that “teachers are currently con-
cerned bu¥ uneasy about helping children with social relationship
difficulties:

‘One thing that characterizes ‘teachers, it seems to me,

. is a real -concern for, that individual kid .who 'is knaown
not to have friends, on who is disruptive and/or
"aggressive --,the kind of!individual in the classdoom
who is causing problems for the teacher, for the kids,
or for the child him/herself. 1 .find teachers!
interested in helping individual problem children but
not knowing what to do, unsure about what things might

' gbe effective or not efféctive. There is more a sense of

#@Gee, I'm not sure I can do anything in this area," than
there is a sense of "I don't think thi¢Tis important."
They think it's important put are.uncertaid as to what

. kinds of ctice ! e tive.
inds of practice @d be effectiv
-3

. . Several intervent strategies “for facilitating a child's _
ﬁpquisition of social skills have been developed and researched.
Asher and his colleagues have developed a "coaching" technique

. .
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which consists of a coach instructing a child how to perform a
given skill, giving the child a chance to try out ‘the skill with
a peer, and reviewing the practice session with the child. Asher
suggested that as the effectiveness of this technique and others
is demonstrated, they should become part of a.teacher's instruc-
tional repertoire. !

v

Planning And Management Skilfs

Above and .beyond emphasizing the need for knowledge in the
area of social skill development, however, Asher suggested a new
model of the teacher which wobld demand a profound change in
teacher preparation. When asked who should intervene with a
child who has poor social skills (e.g., the teacher, the aide,
the social worker, the school psychologist), Asher responded that
this intervention may best be carpried out by a voluntpér or by a.
teacher's aide, freeing the teachéer to play his/her proper role
of planner/manager. Asher described this role and the objections
that teachers may raise toward adopting it:

1t seems like teachers need to think of themselves more
like planners or managers. This is g difficult thing to
get teachers to appreciate -- the need for thinking of
themselves as managers of instruction or planners as
opposed to Jjust one-to-one or one-to-group service ~
providers. I'm struck when I talk to teachers who are !
doing remedial work with kids, the ones who ‘give a lote
0¥ direct® service to kids; if I tell them about
something like a peer . tutoring program, for example,
+they sometimes get a glazed look. I think the glazed
look means, "How much would I enjoy doing that? The
kids would be doing all the teaching and I wWould be
charting stuff from a distance or. planning -- what would
be the kicks for me?" , or

This is .funny to me, because planning and managing
instruction can really be exciting and in some ways is
more varied than having to be there day in and day out,
s tugging out on the firing line. It can. in some ways
be a mo stimulating life, yet it's difficult for_

. .- people whose positive teaching experiences have come
from these one-to-one interactions or interactions with
groups to appreciate that managing can be an interesting

¥
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altqrnai;::\in the classrobm: We need to have teachers
think ih tefms not only of using themselves as resources
to help kids' develop social skills, but of using "y
paraprofessionals, or using older peers or other people

who can come in and help out with the kids. I think

it's part of a broader problem, one of reconceptualizing

the role of the teacher, where the teacher is more of a

manager than’a direct service provider:’ eN} .

2.

5 A 2

If the proper role aof, the teacher of young children is

pianner/mangger, then the focus of training must shift foward

* planning ddta-based programs and monitoring student progress,

training other adults and children as agents of instruction, and

coordinating the various educational programs implemented by
adults and peer tutors. .

\

Respect For Diversity \\\u '

Whether as ‘direct fnstructors, facilitators, or managers,
Frances Horowitz and Robert Granger urged fhat early childhood
educators must respect the diverse values of children and parents

.who are physically, mentally, culturally, ‘or in some other way.

. different from the norm. Granger emphasized that teacher educa-
tors are in urgent need of knowledge about the effects of teacher -
“attitudes on children. He suggested that close attention be paid
to the kinds of attitudes teachers hold about children who are in
some way(s) "nonstandard" and the consequence of these attitudes.
for. teacher behavior. For example, he-said,-we need to study-how
teachers perceive handicapped children in the mainstream and to
be alert to the danger of attitudes that may lead to behavior,,
that is in some way debilitating to these children. <

Horowitz urged that teachers of young children not "lay

their va1ﬁ$:" on parents of ‘a different cultural heritagé. She -
distinguishled between expressing one's own values. and foisting |
one's values on another. This distinction was evident in her ‘
response to the question of whether a White middle-Elass teacher

-, (who enjoys expressing physical affection towards children)

" should hug an American Indian child whose culture ‘may not value
warm physical contact! ; ‘

If  you did it in’ the context of the, meaningfu] rela-
tionship “you - have with that child, I don't #See any

L .
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probtém with that. If ‘you looked at the mother when you
picked the kid up and then ybu communicated to her that .
she wasn't a good mother because she didn't hug her«
child, then that's where the problem comes in, 1 think .
for children to have different kinds of experiences-*
which come out of different cultures is fine, but when a
representative of one culture says to another, "You're a -
bad parent because ypu don't do what I do," that's a
problem. : . - .

While agreeing that diversity of values should bé respected,
Steven Asher argued that teachers must be strong in insisting
that some skills must be taught because they-are important in
this culture. He suggested that this is- more difficult .for
social skills than for academic skills like reading because
teaching social skills is sometimes confused with teaching
values: '

As proflessional éducators we're comfortable saying,

"Your child needs to know how to read, whether you ljke

or care about it or not.," Of tourse, we don't have to -
say that often because parents do cares lot about it.

But somehow when we get into social.dareas, we feel
Sutious or defensive orf reluctant to get involved in
teaching things to.kids which might contradict the
parents® values. 1 think in the end we're going to need

to know more about what the functions of different kinds

of skills are, for our own protection., We're going to

need to be able to say, "We need to teach these things (Z)
based on good evidence that,{f kids don't learn them °

they may have some really serious problems.”

By and large 1 find that most parents don't need
much persuading on these things. They understand that
it's important for a kid to have communication .skills.
However, a lot of. discussion about value education jn
schools has thrown together moral values, social skills,
ex educatioffy etc. We've sort of packaged these
iogether and %¥en said, “Look at the uproar." ‘“But the
u y be” very sejectively targeted; there's not
much uproar over helping kids develop.oral communication
skills -so that they can make their meanings known to

-
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another person or cooperate on a task or know how to~ -
help another kid. A -

Mary Lane emphasized that valuing diversity in the form of
individual and cultural differences among children should -be
reflected in teachers' assessments of children. Arguing that
Pqnh our models of assessment and our widely used instruments are
gbq%gestrictive in their focus, Lane suggested that teachers be
Trdined to develop their own assessment tools and strategies
which would be relevant to the abilities of their particular stu-
dents and which would cover a wide range of child behavior:

I would like to see the individual teacher given more
training and opportunity to work out her owf assessment
procedures so that they could include a brodd range of
behaviors -- social, emotional, cognitive, and health.

.“I have been able to work with teachers in such a way
i¥hat they could devise instruments and collect and keep
files of children's work Which could bé shared with
parents and which would show progress.

. We tend to use two models of assessment which I

are inappropriate, or . at least they are

eting. - One is the medical model. Me use terms

-coite” from the medical ‘model when WS talk about

« ~diaghosis  and treatment, The other model that we use is

the bidlogicalzscientific model, where you're interested

in putting things in little categories and counting them

all and labeling them, .I don't think those things ade-

" quately measure human development. . They may be
indicators, but they are not the whole picture.

Skills For“Meeting Special Needs

Sensitivity to diversity -- to individual differences -- is
Felevant to Samuel Meisels' comments about the teacher skills
necessary to integrate handicapped children into a preschool or
day care program. While’a geheral knowledge of child development
is the foundation for the evelopmental approach" (in which
handicapped children are not seen as qualitatively different from
nonhandicapped children but as falling somewhere along the normal
continuum. of dev%}iggént in given skill akeas), which he advoca- .
tes fdr special edueators, Meisels argued %
the ebafryation and description of the individual child is ",

d i
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demanded of the teacher of the child with special needs. Meisels
was asked if a preschool teacher well-trained in, a traditional"
"whole c¢hild" nursery school approach would ha&e the skills
necessary for mainstreaming. His response emphas zed the criti-
cal importance of individualizing instruction, which traditional
nursery school teachers are often not prepared to do.~ He also
stressed the need to focus in detail on specific skill areas,
also not usually a component of traditional nursery training:

Their perceptions will need to be much moré focused. -
You ‘need to be able to say to one of ,those teachers,
»Tell me about this kid," and you have to expect that
thé teacher then can tell you what the child can do.
She needs Lo tell you in a way thateTsyreliable in| some
fashion. So this teacher who té cn7§ in the "whole
. child" tradition needs to look at sp&Cific abilities of
the kid in a .way she/he hasn't in the past. Teachers
really do need to be educated in how to identify skill
areas, and to learn that there's nothing wrong with
"pushing" kids to acquire skills in these areas.

’ Meisels went on to underscore the challenge inherent in
helping a special needs child develop specific skills: -

A child with articu¥ation problems, regardless of what's
going to happen five years later, s a child we're going
to want to teach some articulation skills To. It's
going to.be tough, and it's not always fun. So let's

- find the most organized way of doing it, and‘-make 4t
something interesting to talk about, We'll also have to
reward the child so he gains in self-esteem and power of
self.

s i
|

Both the challenge of working with handicapped children and
the importance of giving tedcthers-in-training the special skills
required were reiterated by Donald. Stedman. He warned against
placing student ' teachers in highly challenging teaching
situations with exceptional students before they have an adequate
base of knowledge and skills: ’

It's very easy to learn-not to like handidapped kids”if
you are thrust into their midst without knowing what -to
do with them. 1 came dangerously close in my practice

- N Doy




teaching-days when ] was a student at Peabody. - I had to
teach educable mentally retarded kids for a semester
before I had learned much about, who these kids were.
And I spent a lot of time avoiding: them and bootlegging
it.and watching the clock and stalling and stuff. It
was really a terribly_laborsome experience. And I think

it was mostly because I was put into a kind of perfunc-
tory next=step-in-a-sequence kind of program without any -
thought being given to how that related to my total pro-
fessional involvement. .

The Role Of Clinical Judgement

.
3

In the last several paragraphs we have explored some of the
areas of knowledge and skill that the expert judgment of the PGI-
fatglty indicates are crucial for early childhood educators.
However, as Granger ppinted out, there i$ little in the way of Q.
research to substantiate that these things are important. Given
this lack of empirically based criteria for judging excellence
(or mediocrity) in teaching, Stedman proposed that expert
Judgment or the "clipical inclination" be used more liberally in
teacher training programs to encourage promising teachers to con-
tinue on the path and to counsel others out of education:

We tend to act as if anybody could be an early childhood .-
educator, and I simply don't believe that's true. In
e clinical sciences people refer to the 'clinical -

&  clination' -- the ability one acquires over the years -
‘&é;;go be able to judge who's going to be a good pediatri-

cian and who isn't, or who's going to be a go linical
~ person as opposed to a non-people oriented pe . I've

seen an awful Tot of early childhood educators who I

think really don't like kids, and somewhere in the .

course of their training they should have been offered *
% the opportunity to deal themselveés out. In the Peace

Corps, it became an honoy to deal yourself out of the

program if you felt aftg$~¢hé first phases of “training -

that .you didn't fit." It wasn't a ‘disgrace; they had

partieS for you and would say, "Well, you're bright, you

really figured out ,that you could help us best by not

helping us.". 4You know, that's an extreme point, but I

think more of that ought to be built into our pro-

fessional preparation of early childhood educators.

¢
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DELIVERING TRAINIBG AND CREDENTIALS

-
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‘ The discussion so far has addressed the issues .of what*:
training in early childhood education should consist of arfd who
should get this training. We turn now' to an exploration of
selected is3ues pertainifg to the active delivery of training and
credentials to teachers of young children. The focus of our
attention is the optimal conditions for preparing infant day care
personnel, the challenges of training and certifying child care
workers already in the field, and the problems universities face,
in trying to deliver, inservice training to keep professionals at
a high level of expertise in early childhood education. -

“ﬁeal Life" Training . -

N ¢ = .

Dond¥d Stedman - warned (above) aifst placing student
teachers in.an instructional situationg that is too demanding.
The training oproblem which Henry Ricci raised was Jjust the
opposite: sfmdents who do their student teaching in university
labgratory. chools often do-not get experience that is represen-
tative of the' more difficult challenges of “"real life" wdrk in
child care. Ricciuti's solution to this problem at Cornell
University was to move the university's infant care center of f
campus,’ . where it ‘has been possible to learn what caregiving in
the real world is 1like, dnd thus to offer students training
experiences that are relevant to their later work in caregiving

environments. B . A ,

- Ricc%uti emphasi}ea\the importance of offering students all-
day experience in child care, which is usually not offered in the
-university lab schools: . - '

.

The main purpose of our cerdter is to serve as a demon- .
stration and training center, and many of the questions -

¥» that we get from other centers.we can now speak to from

. our first-hand experience. We're suffering the same way
they are. » 1” feel very strongly that many university
programs which are concerned with training students to
work im the field with young children have tended to
give, them experience which in,some ways s unrealistic.
If their main experience is in a university lab school, .
they can learn a lot, but they don't learn what-the real
world 4s like. 1 think it's very important for students
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to get experience in all-day child care seti%ngs. The
best way for students to learn about child care is to

have direct experience in meeting the everyday problems
¢ of families and children who need day care.

e
-,

ﬁ;edentiiljng,Child Care Workers . (,f

- Wheréas Ricciuti's concerns are with preparing teachers to
enter the field, Robert Granger, the eXecutive director of the
Child Development Associates Consortium (CDW), is grappling yith
the problems of providing training and recognition to teachers
already in the fieTd. The CDA project is a federal program for
training and assessing people who work with youg children. in
center-based programs. Although CDA has been primarily involved
in credentialing teachers of 3-5 year olds, Granger expressed his
interest in developing a credential for those who work with even
younger children: ’ '

- I _think there is a great need. o matter-what one's
peXtical persvasion may be or.-How one feels about
infgdnt and toddler care, many infants and toddlers are |,
in“a variety of day care centers. I'm interested in
developing a credentialing system for people working
with infants and toddlers. . ’

Granger also expressed his interest in identifying the crit-

ical skills and credentialing procedures “for family day care

providers, Because many more children recejve fdmily day care
than-center-based care, this is indeed an important concern.

The majority of éreschoo1 age children not cared for by-a’
parent, deever,(gre cared for at home by a baby sitter. Granger

responded this way to the question of the feasibility of the .

{perhaps absurd soynéing) ”babyijttiqg certificate":

There are standards in’other countries for babysitters.
Sweden, for example; has a way of licensing family fhome:
caregivers that” care for only two or ‘three childrén at
maximum. However, in Sweden it is important to do_thaf "
because the social systém subsidizes the care of those
kids, so in order for a person-to get those subsidies
~ they have"to become licensed to do it. I don't know of
. . anything similar that's going on in the United States.

Yy . . - [ {
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* I'm not sure that it's neces%arily a good thing to make
' everybody get credenti)léd because, given the state we
are in right “low -- with the lack of places for people’,

. to go for child ¢ -- perhaps allowing people to use -+
' and in fact tng them to use some of the informal
> . npetworks that .they have established is a good thing.

Certain industries have responded to what ‘they perceive
as the child care Q%Fds of their people by providipg day-
, care services. What has happened in some cases is that
3 absenteeism has goné up for the employees because they
have lost contact with their informal network, and when
the kids have been- sick and couldn't come to the day
“care center they have had -nobedy to call on.. _

I ¢an't imagine frankly that-the skills of working
with children in a family day care home with seven kids
would not overTap with those necessary for "babysitting"
L. for a group of ‘two kids. And so if we could figure put

what are good indicators of skill For the family day
- “care provider, wé could make that krowledge available to
parents who could look for these qualities ahd skills in
anybody who's ‘going®to take care of their kids at home.

<
v N

CDA certification is a competency-based system. By demon-
‘strating competency in, .a variety of skill areas, child care
workers_can receive the CDA certification. Granger emphasized
the importance of this credéntial, noting that credentialed
people tend to perceive themselves as more competent --. more. as
professionals --. than do non-certified people. Even excellent .
Head, Start teachers, he pointed out, often disparage their own
abilities for want of a license. .

Because of the importance of the recognition of -competency ’

* . that a credentjal. brings, Granger urged that ?ome incentives be
developed td. encourage child care workers! to develop the
- requisite co petencies: ] ,

We need to try and build greater incentives into the
system for .people to seek some sort of training and
ultimately some sort of creden?iaﬂ to verify that they
are competent in some way. Right now there are no
incentives for. child care workers, Jjust as there are

- . - > v




very, few ipcentives for excellence in the pub11c
schools.  Frankly, the only incentive right now for
people to get some sort of credential is the satisfac-
tion of "the badge of honor." At this point there are
no economic incentives or anything else in thé child
care communjty. That kind of feeling of recognition by
others, 1 th1dﬂ is ,the only thing going for it right -
now; I would 1mag1ﬁe that it's a very powerful motive,
although I don't think that it's enough. I'd like tp
make™ it a lot mbre attractive for people’ﬁork1ng in
-ear1¥ ch11dhood sett1ngs to engage ine professional
growth. oL -

- ' ?%
Evaluating;?rofessionaf Competency-

*  Being competency—ﬁased GOA assessment ingludes observation
of candidates on the job so -that their child care skills can be
evaluated. *This gifite. clearly may be threatening to many pgople
and could wonk ~ aga1nst even' powerful gcoromic incentives Which.
may 'become ayailable for seeking furtfer .training.” When asked
about this problem, Granger described the "collaborative" model
of assessment and tra1n1ng employed .CDA, which is mimed at
neutralizing the- teacher's féar of heing Jqued and of. fa111ng
against a.standard of‘tompetency .'m L "

< +

think that any, time you talk about perfqrmahce indica-

or standards of qualjty, it smacks in"sdife way of

d ntability. And 'yes, once standards are estab-

1\5 ed,.then it is possible that I will not” meet them.

’ This 1mp11es that the mode in which you help people, to

% gain skills and the mode in whicheyou ‘work with, people

to assess. those skills is really critical. . The ogly way
you can-diffuse the,fear or 1nsecun1ty 15 to make the _:

,system responsive o the emptiondl needs and “the

~“strengths the individual has. So, for example, it would

be clearly inappropriate for a set of standards to be

-developed which said that “a teacHer in all situations
must look exactly 1ike XYZ and that a jperson is going to e

come from some other place and wabch that teacher to_see
if~-shesdoes X, Y or Z and if she doesn't then she's not .

a competent teacher However, I think that there are

several more useful-approaches such as: involving the

¢hild caregjvgy_in the assessmegnt process and thecefore
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as a partner in the decision making; givih§ a lot of
weight in the judgment about a person's skill to the
opinions of people who have been working with that per-
son over time. and who that person ' trusts; invelving
parents in making decisions about .that. person's
.strengths and weaknesses; not demanding thal a person be
everything to everybody; and recognizing that each per-
son has relative strengths and weaknesses. - All these
things seem to make competency evaluation a lot more
humane, and that's clearly the way the whole CDA thing
has gone. I think that this collaborative model of
assessment and collaborative model of training (on which
most of the training programs are based) works against
the kinds of fears that arise when people start talking
about competencies or about performance standards. .

‘Providing In-Service Training °

Donald Stedman shared an insider's view of the difficulty
. universities face in providing in-service training. As an admin-
jstrator at the University of North Carolina, Stedman has been
involved in delivering training to ppblic school teachers,
usually throygh arrangements with the state department of educa-
tion. When asked if universities are doing 'an adequate; job of
providing in-service to early childnood edudators, especially
kindergarten and primary grade teachers, Stedman responded w%ég a
powerful example of the difficulties in the planning and r-
dwation of training: : ,

Well, 1 think some universiQGes are and some aren‘t. I
don't have the data at hand. My guess is that the
majority are still not responding in a systematic, orga-
njzed way. 1 think that's largely a function of nobody -
crowding them to do it, but I would not want to see that
kind of thing legislated. 1 think of one state as a
. good example of what happens when the legislature rears
back and says every, teacher must have a three-hour
course in the introduction to exceptional children.
what resulted in the passage of that law in June was
17,000 people showing up in September to take that
course and there was%%imp!y nobody to give it. They
couldn't handle it. That's what happens when one group
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causes something to be done by fiat, out of desperation
or frustration, in order to force the system to respond.

Stedman elaborated on the problems of planning and coor-
dinatign in explaining those fattors which _inhibit the
univergities' capacities to respond to the need for training in
the field. These constraints on response are seemingly built
into the decision making, funding, and faculty promotion struc-
tures of the universities. First, much “Jead time" is needed for
the university.to respond: . ‘ .

One of the problems that higher education has is that it
needs more lead time to change than service systems
usually give it. The university needs to know 12-18
months dhead of time when you want certain numbers of
*staff delivered with certain kinds of competencies. You
cannot say in March that you need 3,000 teachers in
July, and  then get mad at the university for not
deliveringj There needs to be a closer connection bet-
ween the planning that the service system (principally
+ state education departments) engages/in and the planning
that the .universities do in order to deliver quality
staff development services appropriately and on time:

The universities® funding structure also affects their abi-
lity. to deliver training:

A second thing is that the way.in which higher education
is fNinanced is not conducive to reaching out to provide
in-service education to professional people of any kind,
whether they're physicians, teachers, or whatever.
What's required is a fiscal policy that allows univer-
sities to count the trainees in field based in-service
. programs in the same way that they count students in
their on-campus programs in erder to generate funds.
You may not be aware of it, but the way universities are
financed 1is that they present th& enrollment to the
legislature Jjust 1like public schools present their
enrollment, and they get paid as a fun®tion of. head
count. . But you can't count the people who are in the
field gggsed%”fn-service programs because thgy're full
time employees and not full time students. YNow we're
talking about/providing a fiscal policy which many -

.




states probably couldn't. afford, if you consider the
massive in-service need. This is a major reason why
universities are not "responsive.” They simply cannot
afford to respond.

. Finally, thére are few incentives for university faculty to
spend time in field based training activity:
n ') .

The promotion and contract renewal systems for faculty
members do not reward exemplary service in the field.
It, is risky as hell if you are an untenured assistant
‘priofessor to spend too much time out there because when
it.comes time for the senior faculty to evaluate you. for
promotion or tenure, they are going to look at 'your
scholarly publications and perhaps your teaching effec-
tiveness on campus. I'm not saying that 1 support that.
I'm saying that's the reality in terms of the reward
- schedules for career development for faculty memQE?s in .

| universi?ies. , T N

Given these constraints on the umiversities’ effectiveness,
Stedman was asked whether other jnstitutions, companies, or agen-
cies outside the university should take over the lion's share of
in-service- training. In his view,, this should not happen, at-
least not yet. He explained that the mission of gppeiuniver—
sities is outreach/in-service activity and that theSe institu-
tions should continue to provide these services and not try to do
research. Universities whose central mission is research should
not, Stedman said, engage in these outreach activities. He
stressed that a differentiation” of these roles would make the
practice of research and the delivery of in-service training more
efficient and effective. - <

-

Stednan also emphasized the importance for those institu-
*  tions that do provide in-service training of developing more .
sophisticated methods for evaluating the effectiveness of their
services: - ’

We're iii]] largely doing needs assessment with a
checkli and we are evaluating workshops with a
checklist one hour before everybody leaves and hoping
that will chst some light on the effectiveness‘of the
workshop.
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By carefully evaluating the effects of training efforts, we
may be able to judge the effectiveness of different modes of
delivering in-service training. nowledge in this area,
_according to Stedman, is sorely needed. It is also needed, of
course, in the area of pre-service training. It may be that only
by carefully assessing the effects of current training efforts
can pregrams to train teachers improve their, ablhty to meet the
needs of educators and children.: 'l'

.
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Each member of the PGI faculty was asked to comment om appli-
_cations of research findings to practice in child care and educa-
tion as’Well as on the use of research to evaluate and Jjustify
practice, 'programs, and policy related to young childreh. The
faculty's responses are organized around three general topics,
which are the foci of this chapter: the nature of the relation-
ship between research and practice (and between researcher and
practitioner), illustrated by examples of important contributdons
of social science research to educational and child health care
practice; the contemporary importance , of evaluation
research --that research which attempts ,to evaluate the
effectiveness of practice and programs; the contributions of
research to public policy, including laws and qujdelines that
affect the lives of young children. The many difficulties in
interpreting and applying empirical findings and the challenge to
do research which is faithful to the complexity of human
development were also discussed extensively; these topics form
the basis of Chapter. 6.

THE APPLICATION OF ‘RESEARCH

In the fields of early childhood educatfbn and development,
research is put to several uses, most often to inform or generate
new practice and to evaluate new and already existing practices.
Basic research in child  development « has provided aget
appropriate goals and expectations for ¢ ren in preschool
programs; behavior modification research has yielded many widely
used language development programs and behavioral -intervention

-
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strategies; research on the effectiveness of various early
childnood education modelsfhas been used to justify the funding
of early intervention programs. '

Reseércher and Practitioner .

In- the interviews, Donald Stedman and Joseph Stevens
suggested that practice should inform research, as well as vice’
| versa. In Stedman's words, °

' X /
We do many things intuitively that don't have a good
research base. This doesn't mean they're wrong. In° -
fact, many things done intuitively are excellent activi-
ties from which to ferret out good research questions.
More of our, research questions should come from service
activity than they do now. ’

Stevens echoed Stedman's point that more research questions
should be derived from the experience of practitioners: - .

~ Not only can teachers and parents be made partners in
research efforts directed at answering the researchers’
theorsticyl questions, but hopefully researchers will
more and more be seeking the practitioners' judgment as
to whether or not the right questiops are being raised
and researched.

This duat emphasis on using research to évaluate practice and
on using practice as a source of research questions suggests a
need for interchange between researcher and practitioner. Such
. interchange differs from the more traditional model in which the
, practitioners apply whatever they can get from the researcher's
laboratory that relates to their needs. In effect, Stedman and »
Stevens suggested a cycle which looks like this:

. (answers, i%plemen- results of
(question?) strategies) . tation -evaluation.
practice-~---- > research------- ? practice--c--- > research-<---=-»

This reciprocal relationship between researcher and practitioner
has important implications for the generation of empirical
knowledge that is relevant to practical questions. This approach
dlso supports "ecologically valid" research (discussed in Chapter

6) that could illuminate developmental and educational theory.

: B \
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Emp:rlcal Sources Of Current Educational Practice

A}

Our 1nterv1ewees discussed a broad range of research applica- .
tions in the field of ‘educational practice. Donald Stedman
suggested that virtually every educational practice could be
traced back to some research activity. He said &pat ‘the origins
of most of what is being done todmy in early childhood education
programs could be traced-to three empirical wellsprings -- B. F.
Skinner's research on learning and the modification of behavior,
research on social learning, and research 1n the area of educa-
tional technology:

Skinner's observation that systematic manipulation of
the enyironment leads to changes in behavior has been
proven particularly. adaptable with extreme “cases of
behavior disorder. We see it operative, too, in more
subtle instances, in certain reading programs or in
modes of scheduling reinforcement used .by teachers who
may not be aware that they are engaging in fixed or
varidble ratio reinforcement. In the domain of social
learning, role modeling and providing examples empha-
sizj language and social competence -are "softer"
aps¥oaches in the sense that a broad range«of skills are
fostered, including attitudinal development. ,The educa-
tional technology approach, includes the kit "developgers
and the behavioral ob3ect1ve setters and the proponents
of automated -learning. [ worry about this approach
because it generally leaves teachers trained predomi-
nantly in that mode at sea when they encounter a unique
situation. They don't seem to have the flexibility or
adaptabifity that is called for in most classroom
settings. ’

Multidisciplinary Research And Educational Practice

While Stedman focused on the contributions of psychological
research to early education, Maynard Reynolds described how
research in a variety of areas (not just child development or
edrly childhopd education) could profitably be applied to the
development o% optimal physical, social, and personal. environ-
ments for learning: ‘




One .of the problems is just to think “about.matters suf-
ficiently so that you can specify what kinds of research .
or what domains of research would beerelevant. One of
the things 1've tried to do, for example, is to -imagine
- what mainstreaming or the principle of "least restric-
tive alternative" might involve. For example, it
obviously involves some architecture, research in archi-
tecture that relates to qcoustical management, manage-
ment of elevation changes so that people who have
trouble hearing can hear and people that have trouble
moving can move. -
. + . ~— -
Research relating to sogial structures is also
important. That is, children need to have e:Zerience in
dealing with diversity, in working in groups in which
the members are different, where they make different
J contributions, where those differences are valued and -
understood. Relevant- research would show how we can
. achie® social §tru:;~féﬁgin_ which diversity is a plus
rather than a problem. ~Teaching 'in ways that take into
account differences in rate of learning and in behavior
is also very important. - .

« Somet imes it\seemé to me that people think about
research -too Simplistically. They think that the only
résearch that is relevant relates just to attributes of
children or something of that sort. Or they think that
research is simply a matter of running big horse races
between , special c¢lasses and regular classes or
mainstream and non-mainstream. }'m suggesting fhat we
peed to address questions like: What does architecture
have to contribute to the creation of environments that
will accommodate diversity? How can sociology help us
deal with diversity in a constructive way? What do we
know about Ccreating learning' settings that permit
. varieties of activities at any one time?. What do we

o7 know about better management of teaching-learning
situations that would reduce ‘disorder (and thus the
likelihood of disturbing behaviors) and increase the -
likelihood. of attention to important learning tasks?
What do we know about accommodation to differences in
rate of learning? What do we kpow about giviﬂl children |
more responsibility for their| environment and seeing

—
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them gradually take more responsibility? Those, I
think, are some of the things that we need to begin to
consider in research. He need to summarize that
research, and we.need to do it., We need E disseminate
it, and we need to use it.

The Importance Of Accurate DeSCripEion -- Some Examples

Robert Granger, Rosalyn Rubin, and Frances Horowitz discussed
one of the basic functions of research -- to describe accurately
the activity of the child/group/system under observation. This
description serves as the foundation for application and
intervention. Granger, who has been involved in researching how
teachers respond to “"nonstandard” children and how children them-
selves experience school,. indicated that careful research is
needed simply to discover what happens in the classroom
situation., He suggested that careful observation, guided by
relevant theories of social and cognitive development, will yield
better maps of the classroom territory and better descriptions of
what occurs in classrooms in terms of child experience as well as
in terms of child behavior: -/

The better we begin to understand how teachers respond .
to "nonstandard" children in their classrooms, the
better we're going-to be able to understand why we get
such radically different performances . from those
children in the school context.  Once we can describe -
more accurately what's occurring, we'll be able to
understand better how we-. might intervene into that
system. Research that is moving towards a "cognitive
conception” of what's happening, rather than simply a
behavioral conception of what's happening will lead us
to a ‘greater depth of understanding, which will then
lead us to a better feeTing for how to intervene.

The quest for accurate descriptions of "what's happening” may
seem elementawy, but in many ways this is a‘most profound level
* of knowledge. Horowitz and Rubin related cases in which research
shed new light on what ‘in fact does happen in family and school
systems, thereby dramatically changing popular and professional
understanding . of , problems and clearing the way for profound
changes in attitude. Horowitz offered the example of recent
research that takes the blame for -some problem children off the

.
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_ mother and that in Horowitz's -words, could "lead to more

realistic attitudes toward parenting":

- A recent monograph by Jerry Patterson, entitled
"Mothers: The Unacknowledged Victims," describes some
very difficult children whose mothers are” subjected to

senormous amounts of adverse stimulation. Someone
observing the interactions of these mothers and children
migit easily say that these are not good mothers, not
recognizing that the mothers' behaviors have been shaped .
by their children's aversivﬂestimulation. If such a
pattern is’ to be changed, there must be more positive
reinforcement of the mothers.

. The implications of this research in terms of our
attitudes about who is,to blame are very hnportanq:"i
especially for the helping professional. The problem )T
. not that the mother's behayvior is inappropriate for that
child; the problem is that a system has baen established
which almost never reinforces the mother. The mother is
under the aversive control of her child. The only way
.to change that mother's behavior is ‘to change ‘the aver
sive interaction pattern that has developed between the
child and the mother. This research has enabled us to
change' the focus of the definition of the problem as
much as enabling us to change specifically what people
do. . )

.
. -

Rubin pointed out that her research:findings are forcing
reevaluation of the. nature and. causes of school behavior
problems. As mentioned in Chapter 1, she found that an exiraor-
dinarily high percentage of children are 1labeled behavior
problems by at least one of their teachers in the elementary
years. This finding has confirmed the hunches of many parents

and educators that our expectations for young children are often
‘inappropriate: . - .

People who have-commented -- especially edugators --have
expressed a lack of surprise by the; findings, as if they
had had a feeling all along that, our demands on children
were excessive, as were our expectatidns for conformity.
These findings are empirical data now available to
, substantiate what people have felt. Many parents, in
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talking cwith the teachers about their childrep
behavior problems, have been concerned about the
rigidity of the classroom settIng, but have felt tha

was their problem or their c¢hild's* problem because
obviously if everybody else did okay, something must be

- the matter with them. And.the. expression has been one

of - relief -- that at 1least I'm absolved and my
child is absolved from the blame of having a teacher
think that s/he” is the problem

I think most pedple understand. quite well that
there is a difference between a child who is called a
problem once dur1ng his school experience and a child
who is consistently identified as ‘a problem by everyone
in the school. If everyone who has contact with the
¢hild notes a problem then there is probably something
happening that needs attention. But parents, who had
not previously understood this, now felt rélieved that
tHey didn't need to run.off to see a psychiatrist, which
some parents did, just because one teacher in some

¥middle elementary grade said their son was having beha-

vior problems and recommended that they getr1§ec1a1
help. .

Once again, this research has been influential in forcing a
shift 1d\our focus gn behavior problems in.school from individual
children to school environments and on the expectations for beha-
vior in these environments.

¢

EVALUATION RESEARCH.

planned or .whether a program meets its goals.

\\

One type of research that is becoming increasingly common «\\\
the field of early childhood education is evaluation research.
Evaluation research can be used for several purposes, e.g., to -
determine whether a program is in fact being! implemented as

The results of

program evaluation research are often used to Just1fx the acon-«
tinuation or discontinuation of educational programs.

- 66 -
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The Importance of Evaluation

Samuel Meisels made a plea for evaluation research activity

to monitor the effectiveness of early education and intervention °

programs : .

' Too offen in the United States we've had descriptions of,
programs-that gre not applicable and are not understand-

. able to other people, that just .describe a successful
program and don't tell how.-to do - it or* don't -have
appropriate evaluation measures. “ I worry about, this
becausé of the potentidl backlash when replications of
these programs are not as successful as the qriginal

_models. Implementation of intervention programs or any

_ "education program without apprppriate evaluation is a

very grave problem, N .

Donald*Stedman also discussed the importance-of, evaluating
ﬁﬁe-gffectivenes§ of our current educational practices in order
. o make sufe that classroom time is well spent: ,
- YR et R J. !
I worry ogcasionally that we've outrun our technolog} in
terms of providing competence in basic skills *and
. -general knowledge to preschoglers, both in terms of
- < instruction fq. parents and§ direct instruction to
- thildren. We rua the risk of wasting our.time or the
child’s time, .or in some small number of instances, of
modifying the child's.behavior inappropriately by using
a technology that we don'tshave well tested oud. *
- . It doesn't matter as much as being sure that a drug
. is well tested before you put it -on, the market, We've
: taken this whole thing too seriously if we think educa-
< =, tignal strategies have that degree ‘of impact or
) importance. On the other hand, in terms of the amourt
of effort we're spending, and ‘the amount of the child's
time_we're: occupying, we aught to be sure that what
we're doing is as productive as possible. o

-

Joseph Stevens, was enthusiastic about .attempting to évaluate |
the more -far-reachjng or “spin ‘off" effects of intervention’
programs. He suggested that if we could identify and measure ’?t'

R
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the§e>indirect yet important effects, we @ould be in better
_ position to implement maximally effective and efficient programs:

Something that intrigues me is looking at the spin-affs , .
of intervention, that is, loohwng at an educational
intervention program not* just in terms of its targeted
outcomes, but in terms of the program's 'second order or '
unintended effects. The Kirshner report on the effects '
of Head Start on cegmmunity institutions concluded that
Head Start not only impacted kids but may have had dn
impact on the quality and quantity of services prov1ded
to low-income families by social service agencies in .
particular comnun1tp Maybe what is needed is a look
at the relatlonshlp,between the program®and the ecologi-
cal ‘'system in which it is placed, and at how-the program -
impacts not only the intended clients like the parents

- and the children, but also- how that program affects

., parents and the behavior 'of ¢hildren who are not
involved in programs but are corinected in ‘some way to -
the participants 1n the program.

Perhaps we need to think more carefully about
"diffusion of treatment" effects, amd i{gwe can medsure
diffusion, maybe we can plan more effect ve intervention -
projects so that we maximize the possibilities of

~ diffusion. For example, 1f we selected parents for par- ¢
ticipation in a parent education program who had strong

! fam11y ties or strong friendship ties with other people
in the community, and we trained those people »in beha-
vior modifjcation _ techniques or effective teachjng-
techniques, are these people likely to transmit those
kinds of skills to their friends, to “their sisters and =
brothers? To what extent does that kind of thing occur?

Evaluation Research And Practice: The Example Of Mainstreaming®

. + |
Meisels citeg preschool mainstreaming as an Area’ in which®

resedxch is not ‘being applied by pract1t1bners " The -research

data currentlTy available on stryctyging social 1nteract1on bet..

- ween handicapped and nonhand1cappegcch11dren is not be1ng used,

he suggested, because it is too narrowly conceivedr

. . - »

.
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The research that exists is not being used by many
practitioners. - I think ~ that the preschool
mainstreaming-related research is very limited because
it implements a single instructional model or paradigm.
* Much of this research represents fascinating studies of
social interaetions, but these data are “often not
appropriate for a Head Start program; and you can't sell
it to the parents. Much of the behavioral research has
yielded results which .can!t’ be implemented on a broad:
basis. That's rnot at all useful. -
~ Meisels went on to suggest the kind of research which would
- grove useful to practitioners, namely, research Focusing on spe-
cific evaluation questions, . - Toe

‘ R . . -
- What we_need to do-is to generate research evidence of a
* _ different type, reséarch evidence. that tells us about
what happens when handicapped and *nonhandicapped
children share the same classroom with teachers who are -
“engaded in some*.form of ‘intérvention. . If there is one
"thing that all resedrch has told us, it is that putting- -
all children intp any singlé intervention program isn't
.going to do anybody any good. We need to find out about
the Spec‘gr'um of activities that a teacher can engage: in,
ranging from laissez-faire to more highly Structured
4 approaches, and the effects.that these activities pro-
. duce on each of the! children in the classroom.

. . As mainstreaming is implemented, people will
expect that it's going to work for thildren in certain
ways: it'$ going to work for ‘handicapped kids; it's
going to work for nonhandicapped kids;»it's going. to

. »work for society. ~Although mainstreaming may work for

*." sonfe of thé populafions, it probably won't‘work for all
of them. This underscores the importance of having a
system which is set up for evaluating the outcomes so
that you can say, "Well, it's hot helpful for.this kind |
.= of child or this particular child in this-situation.” We
need to look at why it may or may not behelpful. 1In

. other words, if there are no specific evaluation

. questions_being asked, then people will tend to grab on
to the biggest thing and the biggest thing is .the

program itself.[e.g., mainstreaming}. .

.
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Methodological Difficulties’

Despite the general enthusiasm for evaluation research, the
view was widely expressed that evaluating educational Quteomes is
difficult, in part because many important “"effects" of early
childnood education are "not countable” -- are not easily quanti-
fiable for research purposes. For example, the early evaluations
of Head Start were roundly criticized for, focusing narrowly on
childrens®™ gains in IQ scores rather than on the broad range of
(more difficult to measure) effects which programs may-have on
families, teachers and communities, as well as on children., Some
faculty arfued that evaluation research which is bound by "tli?e
countable” will not accuratgly reflect or assess the effective-
ness of educational efforts. Meisels cited open education as
being particularly resistant to traditional models or evaluation
which rely on the measurement of quantifiable and predictable
goals: . .

*

evaluation has traditionally adopted the
esting children before and after the program
is implem( nted; you know there's been change related tg
the prOgr] m if they tested better after than they did
before [iif a "no program" control group does not simi-
larly improve.]}.

Progr
model of ;

=/

This model- is utterly impossible to use once you
cha\r;ée the rules of the game, as I'm suggesting that we
" shouTd, to accommodate something which is transactional,
interactive, developmental. You can't use traditional
evaluation models because these kinds of programs are
transactional programs and are by definition largely
unpredictabte as: far as what the end product is going to
" be, We have to develop a -whole new technology of
program evaluation if‘'we want to answer the questions
that are.really important. - ’ o8 )
. ) . . N
Open education failed for at least two reasons; one:
is 'a lack *of “technical/advisory support service .(which”
is what is currently happeaing to mainstreaming). The
>' other reason is that it is not “countable." No one knew ’
how to evaluate open education; we still don't know.how
to evdluate it. " In our program at Tufts we finally
- ~ .
1 \ i
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* found an evaluation design which was appropriate to the
program, but it was so incredibly sophisticated and cum-
bersome that I don't know if anybody could implement it
without extensive funding. '

4

Mary Lane described'some of the effects of the Nurseries” in

low income families) which she directed in'San Francisco. Some
 of the effects were $o broad and in some ways subtle (attitudinal
 change) that they would.have been a challenge to "measure”:

We did not begip with a.ready-made program. We listened
to the parents, apd we gradually moved in, doing the
things they felt needed to be done. We worked out a
home task program which meant going into the homes every
week bringing .something tc them. We had discussion
groups and pot 1lucks and rap groups. Me just tived
together, and 'a great many associations came out of it.
. Our staff said over and over again.that the Nurseries in
Cross-Cultural Education experience was the most vital
thing that had ever happened to them. It was vital
_because they gave everything that they had to it. ~

’

. " . Our program was A demonstration project, and we did
‘ not have specific evalyation questions. to answer and we
djd_not have a control group, SO We can't say very much
definitely except that we felt tremendously good about
_— fts results. When the project was over, the par-

ticipants did not want to drbp it. They formed a non-o
profit corporation called the Cros$*Cultural Family
Center which has been in operation ever since. It
.- operates a nursery school, two or three day care
cénters, and employs, as‘staff, many of the parents who
earlier were on welfare now holding positions either as
teachers; teachers' aides, comunity workers, or program

- directors with the/ local YWCA.

; Other communitiés could. work from such a base,

applying a family-center model. Its success debends on

.. having "individuals who are committed enough to the idea
to give themselves to that effort for a few years. i

Undoubtedly, this pr6jéct had a number of positive effects on
children and adults. Yet, # has not been replicated, perhaps

/ / o

Cross-Cuktural Education Project (a demonstration-project serving’

-
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. because there was no formal evaluation. Increasingly, formal
evaluation data are be1ng required in order to get funding to
replicate or to continue successful programs. Policy makers are
reluctant to rely on the kinds of qualitative data that are typi-

/ cally reported by demonstration projects.

Our interviewees agreed on the importance of evaluation
research, but also that researchers don‘t yet have methodoldgies
that are capable of evaluatidg the 1mportant effects of early
education programs. Thus, something has to give. Stedman argued

v that the.methodology ava11ab1e for evaluating the effectiveness
of in-service teacher education, as well as early education, is
inadequate, and that researchers should be ub_f?ont about this: _

I am concerned about the way we are managing programs or
the way wefare able {or unable) to account for why we're
persisting in certain kinds of things. Some <f that is
a function of not having adequate technology to evaluate
them. MWe're simply unable to evaluate the effectiveness
. . of the various modes of technical assistance or in-

service education because we don't have the' measures or
methodology. We ought to quit trying to bootleg it and
ntell people we don't lfave the methodology and quit

. throw1ng out all kinds "of hyperbole as to why we're

. ~ doing well. Head Start is a good example; anybody who
knows anything about Head Start programs knows that they ~
have health and benefits to the kids involved. But
“there is_difficulty explaining why they don't have dra-
matic IQ increasgs. We must be ¢lear about what should
bé used as a measure of effect1veness'

RESEARCH AND POLICY

Research in early child development and education, js often
used to support ‘policy decisions and sometimes leads to
legislation. . Horowitz distussed the nature of rgsearch that

. influences public policy and the 1ess "empirical"” factors that
shape policy ‘and practice.
=
Laws,,.Policies, And Practices

If research is to be the basis for law, the results must .be |
very clearcut regarding questions of great importance. H0row1tz_




cited what she considered to be the best example of research
leading to public 1a;} the research on the detection and treat-
ment of” phenylketonurfa (PKU -- a genetic defect resulting in the
lack of an enzyme needed to digest phenylalanine, an amino acid
in proteins):
We were faced with a co*dition whiich led to mental -
dretardation, buf through research an effective screening
test was developed to identify it, and a special diet
developed that could prevent its dire <consequences.
This led to a law saying that all babies must be
screened for PKU. Nobody is upset with the law because
- the effects of PKU are so devastating if it is not
caught, and therefore to prick every baby's <heeh and
takg a blood sample is not a very controversial policy. .
Horowitz pointed out that there. are very few other things
about which the research results are so clear and powerful that
they serve as the basis for legislation. However, research data
can also lead fto changes in educational, ‘medical, and social
policy. Horowitz indicated, too, that many policies (she offered
hospital birthing and postnatal practices as examples) are based
on a combination of dogma, the influential argumepts pf pro-
‘fessionals with powerful personalities, and researc datla which
.are.mowhere near as conclusive as the data on PKU. The example
cited below also illustrates how’'research from other disciplines .
(in this case, anthropalogy) can illuminate the problems related
to the education and care of young children: . K
Giving birth te a baby in a hospital is not mandatory,
yet 99% of the babies are born in hospitals largely
because the data say that the "probability, of. serious
complications goes down -when emergency equipment is
nearby. One of the consequences of having babfes “in
hospitals was that for the convenience of the hospital,
practices of regulating the care of the newborn evolved
which included rigiﬁ feeding schedules for the baby and
keeping thé fath®r/out -of the hospital in the name of
hygenic con?itié S, . e .

Now people are saying that including fathers in the

. delivery room may have some psychological advantages; we
can teach a. father -to scrub his hands the way we can

n . ‘¢




teach anybody else to scrub, so let him in. the delivery
room. The interesting thing is that we have no data to
support the advantage of the father's being ‘in or out of
the delivery room. I -am concerned when I see young
couples and sense that the father would rather not be in
the delivery room, because I know that if he were to say
that the whole world would come down on him for not sup-
porting his wife,

.This may come as a surprise, but Betsy Latsoff, an
anthropologist and pediatrician, studied- the natural
birthing practices of so-called primitive peoples, and
the one thing that was universal was not the uyse of
drugs-or the absence of drugs, or holding the baby close
or not holding the baby. _The only universal thing was
the absence of men. In primitive cultures birthing is a
woman's process -- the attendants are women and there
are no men present. It seems that often when we change
our . prpctices the dogmatism we overthrow is just
replaced by another dogmatism. I sometimes want to say
to a young guy, "You don't have to go in that delivery
room if you don't want to."™ But, particularly on a
college campus, the whole system is pushing‘him 1nto
that delivery room.

A similar situation exists regarding early contact.
The data that we've seen have shown some beneficial
effects from mothers having access to the1r babies early
in the first few days of life. Nobody says that this is
harmful, although one could be a little skeptical about
how beneficial it is. The result has %een, hokever,
that on g very minimal data base, and becayse df the
strohg personalities of- the people who presented the
evidence, the entire set of post-delivery practices in
hospitals has been changed. Having your baby in the
room s not only available now but in some hospitals is
pract1ca]1y mandatory. The mother who doesn't want her
baby in the room is laeked upop as’ be1ng a rejecting
mothery and thus a whole set of values is being imposed
by thatisystem, The data base on which hospital prac-
tices were changed is not the kind that you'd\ba53 3 law
on. It's not PKU Rind of evidence. Very often préctice
‘gets changed not becausé 2 lam\ is made about it, but

‘o
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becauée of the personal%ties of the people who advocate
it! - )
© R

Infancy Research: An Example . . .

.
%

Ricciuti and Horowitz identified research on development in
the first few weeks of life as having implications for practice
and policy. Ricciuti suggested the implications of "at risk"
research for interdisciplinary practice with newborns: .

V) r -

Low birth-weight is typically defined as under five and

a half poundss The average birth-weight is 7% pounds. .,

If a baby weighs five pounds, statistically there is a

slightly greater rigk of less than optimal develgpment.

As you go down the weight scale, the risk of ment ‘or .

neurological difficulty increases. The risk of jfater

difficulty for the Tow birth-weight or premature baby is

even greater if the baby is also reared in an environ-

4@ment that is not supportive of development. -A low
_'birth-weight baby:who also is growing up under -con- .

ditions Sof social and economic stress or adversity is at

greater risk than if that same baby is reared under more

favorable .conditions. What this suggests is that the

. psychologist, pediatrician, and social worker ought to

work together after the low birth-weight baby leaves the

hospital to help create conditions of, care that are more

supportive of the child's development. <)
: »

One area in which research- will have implications
ﬂgr practice is the care of the very sick and premature
infant. It is particularly important to study the kinds
of environments that can be provided for these infants
and their implications for developmental outcome. There

_have been lots of ‘generalizations made about stimulus
deprivation. An intensive care unit is not quite stimu-
,Jus deprived. In fact, it may be overstimulating. L
However, there may also be a lack of contingencies -- of
consistent, reliable chnsequences 50 & baby's
behavior -- in that environment; or, there may be insuf-
ficient variation so that the baby "habituates" to the %
environment, and learning is consequently diminished.

. A11 of these factors may copplicate the problems of a ™~y

<" ¢ick infant in terms of -developmental, outcomes. New

. - 75 - .
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' research may tell us what these environments really are
Tike for these babies and may ultjmately have a very
direct impdct on intervention i@l these environments.
Perhaps we will le#n how best toRintervene so that if
. the child has physical problems, the environmental
’ problems do not complicate them..

Horowitz also pointed to 1angua§e acquisition in the first
year of life as an area in which pract1ce (assessment,
1ntervent1on) is demanding knowledge from research:

©

Another area of future development is language acquisi-
~ tion in the first year .of life. - Records may help us to
. understand what infants learn about language and thefr
environment and thus enable us to better evaluate early
¢ language development. Currently, by the time we find
o kids who are delayed in language our intervention has to
be remedial rather than preventive. * We ‘have no good
prevent1ve techniques” in language acquisition, and we're
not gging to have them until we understand more about
what g es on before the time at which we usually measure B
productive language. There's a lot to be learned about
receptive 1angua9e acqu1s1t1on “in the first year.,

-

' N ©

¥~ «As, Horowitz, R1CC1uti “and others in this chdpter have
suggésted, practice and pol1cy have been‘and will continue to be
impacted by research in the spcial sciences. The Miture contri- ™
butions of research may be even greater, in fact, as methodologi-
cal problems Tlike those facing evaluation researchers are
resolved. However, there are certain difficulties inherent in
the procesd of translating research ipto prattice. These dif- '
f1cu1t1es and the future directions of research related to young
chlldren are discussed ip the next thapter. \




\ -
' )
v

Chapter Six

. g
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- RESEARCH APPLICATIONS: CAUTIONS & CHALLENGES

The PGI faculty discussed not only ways in which research can
be applied but also the cfiallenges inherent in applying.empirical
findings to practice and the caution necessary im using research
to justify particular programs or policies. These challenges and
cautions *are the focus of the first part of this chapter. The
rest of the chapter deals with the challenge faced by researchers
to develop an empirical knowledge base.which is faithful to the
complexity of early ‘development ‘and which can effectively guide
child care and education practices. Central to the development
- - of—this—knowledge base is a growing awareness—of the comptex

“ecology" of @uman development; this awareness, according égﬁthe
faculty, may be the solution to the cHallenge. l -

Lt

CAUTION --'TRANSLATING_RESEARCH INTdébRACfIQE-_A

Difficulties exist at every.stage of the process of applying
res@arch, from the interpretaton of the results of relevant stu-
dies to the training of personnel to carry out the applications.
These latter "practical problems" in the translation process from
lab to field (or from researcher with 10 paid assistants to an
‘understaffed day care program)’were emphasized, as was the great
cdre necessary. to interpret research results accurately and
thereby know precisely what it is that is.being applied. ‘

-

Practical Concerns
s :

Steven Asher described his own work as “applied,® in }hat he
focuses on the practical problem: of teaching social skills to
school-aged children. Still, at the time of the interview, Asher

\
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was more interested in fiading outiﬁﬁat kinds' of social skills
children should’ be taught and hew they should be taught than in
implementing widely the strategies he has developed. He did,
however, hint at the implementation problems he would likely face
{see also Horowitz's point regarding the wide variation in the .
implementation of empirically validated preschool programs in
Chapter 7): - . .. .

Even if we were to find that our research had validated
some very effective teaching procedures from which
children benefitted enormously, there would be quegtions
about how these proCedures would be disseminated and
used by people more broadly. * If children are to be
taught social skills, who should do the teaching -- the
classroom teacher, a paraprofessional, sthe school
psychologist, the school social worker? Who is best
_equipped to do these things? How will the teaching pro-
cedures be used? What provisions will be made and what
resources will be necessary* How much priority shall we .
give this program, in relation to others? Is it dore
desirable to wonk with individual children qutside of

the classrpom or \to have this 'instructipgms go dn as part

of the curriculum for al1? There area number of such® .
issyes related to translating from research results
which show that it is* possible to train social skills to .

the actual implementation of “these procedures o’ the
classrpom. -~

-,

With these concerns in mind, Asher emphasized that the implemen-
tatipn process should be carried out cautiously: “ ;

. . 3 . .
It would be premature for our research team to engage in
widespread applicaton of our work. « Wé could suggest
that -if one taught.a prescribed set of skills, children
might be helped. ‘However, the ffects of any "instruc-
tion will vary depending on the Structure and organiza-
tﬁon of the classroom and the age and structure of the
children's peer group. Unless we have _some -
understanding of ‘the way in .which different skills
interact with differeng kinds, of sdcial contexts, we are ~ .
going to .have péople teaching a.lot of . spuff that
probably is not harmful but perhaps js_inappropriate.
It is likely. that people will get discouraged with Epe
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‘lack of consistent re§g1ts, and the program w111 become
another of America's "short-lived educational fads. I
personally am happy to see us approach the d155em1nat1ng
of  our programs slowly. - ;

Joseph Stevens was asked about this problem of accurately and
© faithfully  implementing empirically validated techniques,
strategies, and programs. His interest in the “diffusion" of
parent educatipn program effects provoked 'a question about the «
danger of "a \ittle bit bf knowledge." In response, Stevens
agreed that there may be some real dangers in pgssessing only &
litt1e 'blt of knowledge, but he argued that there also are some
situations in which a Jittle knowledge can go a long way:

Levensteln, Gordon, Golke, Sandler and others who have

worked with non- profe551onals or parapro¥essionals in

certain® kinds -of situations  _have found that non-

professionals are really no different when well-trained,

. no less effective in transmitting parenting 1nformat1on
\ to parents, than professionals..

N

Interpreting Researdh With Cautién » ' |

Several faculty members p01nted out that results of -research
studies (which are often flawed in S1gn and 1mp1ementat‘pn) are
rarely cléar cut, can usually be interpreted jin different ways,
and when compared are oftén ambiguous if not contradiétory.
Robert Granger and Rasalyn Rubin discussed the cautidn with which
a "user" of research fust interpret findings. Granger focused on
the limitations of a single study, including the limited ‘general-
1zat1ons that can usually be made from a s1ngle study

v
~

I* know that ‘when 1 began to read research studies, I
. didn't understand many of the limitations that define
most’ studies:, Each " study is done_ in a part}cular
v setting, ‘eath is “doné with particular measures of the'
constructs or processes of interest (e.g., we don't
really directly measure self-concept,. we measure it
using a particular kind jof 1nstrument‘ for measuring
selfﬁconcept) The data gathered in any investigation
. is -then f11tered through the researcher)s value system
and hlS own a55umpt10ns about. what he -should be seeing
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and what he thinks about what he is seeing., This typi-
cally is obscured in the -discus§ion section of a
research report. S \ .

» Yet the view in many people's minds is that P

> something done in one setting from one point of view and

measured and interpreted in one way 1is somethiing that N
generalizes far beyond this single research situation. ) -
There is clear danger in not recognizing that rgsearch
is a value-laden enterprise which is limited in ‘its ¢ .
nature, and that we need %o have'tremendous consensus |
across different settings and different groups and dif-
ferent designs before welcan have really stable results
in which we can have confidence. :

3

3

-

« The whole question then becomes the degree to which
these, results should translate into§practice. One-of
the dangers in_translating research into practice is .
, . that' the less the research 'Mas; been designed to ask : )
¢ questions that are practical in nature, the less likely
it is to have direct applicability., Much research (and ‘e
for yery good reason) has been done more for the purpose |
of testing theory:than to ask and .answer very pragmatic
kinds .of. questions. And so it}§ like taking a sét of
‘findings that were developed for one purpose - and
applying them to other purposes. [ think we'll get
farther if. we think of applying the findings of eva- ,
» luatiop research, policy study -- the pragmatic sorts of
research -- to practice than we will if we try to apply
. the,results—of research that's_been done to test and
. - build theories. ’ ~

. .

* _ -Rubin's target was the problem that practitioners face in
tCying to use findings from research in which groups are studied
(e.g., one group receives a particular-ntervention and a second
group receives another or none at a 1) in making decisions about .
appropriate programming for.individual cjpildren:

n. which people would .
find that students *
han those using text-
cide that every body

. I think of the kind of studies
contrast two sets of textbooks
using textbook.A performed bette
book series B, and then would

- should use textbook A. Even-though the average dif- -
. R ]
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s . ference may be in favon of A, there may be a number of

individual “stidents who did better on B. Also, you
can't necessarily generalize from -one particular school -
or school district .to another. Whenever, 1gdmgs of
that sort 4re published there ¥s a danger tha® somebody
‘. -who wants to sell textbooks- will say that A s
better --that all kids should have A

. . h . \
. The same is true about comparisons of open schools

and traditional schools. Research results WQJCh suggest .
that a number’ of children perform betler ik a certain’.
kind of school such as open school are often cited by
advocates of open -schools and misinterpreted to mean

- that all children should be in a open school Sett1ng,

’ that that's idedl for’everyone. 0

.

4 believe that there are vast individual d1fferences, and

that we would rever find any one system that, would be optimal for

B all children, whether Jit's the textbook that's used,- or :the age
at which you introduce a certain curriculum. . »
The Ig_gtat1on to 0verstate the Case D ,

Henry R1cc1ut1 and_Frances Horowitz shared a concern that,
given political and financial pressures, advocates of a program
or policy often represent research results as being clear cut
when they are not and‘as being more broadly generalizable than

i .prudence would dictate. ‘(See Chapter 7 for related discussion .
regarding the justification of continued support for early inter-
vent;on programs.) Ricciuti stated the basic prdblem and‘went on
to cite an area of his own research as an example where the p011-
tical and f1nanc1a1 ﬁan*ers of , "overstating the case" were in _

play: .
. ]
It . is very 1mportant to bu1\d appq@pr1ate bridges bet>
. ween the empirical knowledge evelopment and the

design of programs and »licies affecting young
children. We have, a tendency to -overinterpret or to . . °

) overstate-our findings in‘terms of their' generalizabi- :
1ity and 'the confidence that we have in their validity.
We do that because we're concerned that if we keep o
talking ' about how ambiguous the findings, are, we will ‘

¢
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weaken the likelihood of getting useful programs under
way C . ’

For example, possible oyerestimation of the’ direct
effects “of malnutrition on 1nte11ectua1 development led
* people in the 14te '60s and '70s to argue strongly for
better nutritional programs. However, subsequeat
research has led us to conclude that it is <difficult to .
es¥imate the independent role of "“malnutrition on
intellectual development because usually where you have-
. malnutr1t1on, you also have unfavorable school environ-~
ments and unfavorab]e soc1o-econom1c c*wcumstanees
In the early '70s a number’ of very large scale
nutritional supplementation studies were . undertaken,
panticularly in Latin- America, with heavy American
financial support. The aim was to determiné’ whether
providing nutritional supplementation to ch'ildren would
_ enhance their intellectual development. I thinke that :
the general results of these studies wére not very sup- .
portive of the point of view that supplementation has ..
such an effect. And when you think about it, we should
not expect that simply providing somewhat better nutri-
tional status for children without at the same time .
improving otWer aspects of their env1ronment would have
»that much of an effect. -
.
So, current]y researchers are reassessing the role
of "malnutrition ap intellectual development, giving
greater recognitioft to the importance of the interrela--
o tionships between nutritional factors and other aspects .
of child care and home circumstances. . This entire,set L
- of factors is now wviewed as requ1r1ng_some—remedfatﬁmT"'“”
rather than focusing on natrition-alone. One of the
s reasans’ that people have. found it, difficult to-’accept
such negative f1nd1ngs about the effects of malnutrition 7
on 1pte111gence is that they feel such findings would
weaken their case for good nutrition progfams in
.~ Congress. But+] would argue that overstating one's case .
may do just as much harm -to_those programs in the, Tong

run. R
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P . .that resedichr ideas are -applicablé, “but on the dther . 4
<~y ,./hand, we want'té.be vgry careful that people don't “apply o
| @ idéas-wholesale bef e have gnougb:data—‘tu back—them—‘T'—“—

.

. o .
Horowitz offerad -another example of the danger involved in
ovefstating the case -- in presenting findings as more valid,
clear cut, and vi’ige reaching than they really are: )
Sometimes the need for doing something to help people is |
so great that people grab onto reseafch results ahd .
\'——e-pply them in a wa‘y\that reflects ignorance about devel-
© opment as_a whole. Ap example related to social attach-
ment and bonding Tnvolves 2 hospital in New Yqrk with a
ward of.poor black.babies whose single parents\re going ‘
back into ghetto situations. . The hospital” personnel -
said to an individual visiting the hospital, "We allow
social honding. We allow the mothers to have immediate
access to their babies,. and, of course, since we do that
these babies are going to be all right." It is naive
and simplistic to tonclude that if you permit early
social contact all of the other problems that thesey.
families have' will magically disappear and that- these.
children are not going to remain at risk. y

Because' wé are so desperate for sqlutions, we tend
to oven-apply somé,  kinds of ddta.:.ins practical
situations. . 1, fipd that .when .I’talk publiclys about~* = v\
intervention programs 1 guattfy everything 30,000 times

"% uptil,l ‘cah't even identifyithe™ begimning of ;the sen- S
. tence  because. I'Ez{ﬁ\;;'cgncar;hed +4hat  some ,news_paper‘ / ]
. reporter yil} recount somethiny that is+ aunisinte\*preta-. -

-~

* tion.of $the data:- Pn one band,.wé really wapt ‘tor say °

1

up., Q. . S~ Q_“ L= o

In light of these concerns, Ricciuti -adyised that reséarghers_ )
must be careful to” clarify {(and.perhaps separate) their 'dual .
roless 3 T .o - . " N

. - "

As scientists we try to interpret empirical results and .
indicdte..te confidence ‘which we®have in our, findings.
As social advdcates, we have a vested interest in those
policigs and programs we be1ie‘\!e will improve child care
and ﬁptjnfize development# It is when we mix-these roles

- » - . ¢
» » . “

v
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%ﬁ of scientist and sécfal advocate thdt* we sohetimes get
i 1nto d1ffncu1ty .

CHAULENGE -- DEVELOPING AN “ECOLOGICALLY VALID" KNOWLEDGE BASE

When asked, aQout futire directions in early childhood devel-
opment *and education, QEral‘ of. oyr interViewees chose to
address the future d1rect1ons of developmental and educational
research act1v1ty They tdlked about «the kind of" knowﬁedge which
is needed in these domains .and how it 'may be generated. For
these wresearchers, the .major concern for the future was the
'develqpment of an appropr1ate knowledge base to serve as a foun-
dation for the qguidance of_ ear]y development, gcare; and
education. . ‘ . .
. - )

The most frequent}y~crted'new direction in the development of
this know)edge base is the study of the functions of the larger
contexts in which children deveiop. - Research from an "écological
perspective". was advocated as the way to begin fo understand- the ",
chil¥'s developing interactions with and accommodationg te
"~ his/her enviromment. The ecological. per‘pect1ve suggests that

children develop within several “systems, each one embedded

within a larger system. or exam the child* develops as- a

physical system, within a parent(s)}2h1ld syStem, within® a. fam1l
*, ‘and extended family'system, witfin a neighborhood $ystem, within
« a Social system of:work, ch idd care, etc.. -All of these systems ..

e influence and are influenced by each Q;her. Research that’ focus-
es only on the individual child as s/he responds in a research

Taboratory. (@ was typical of research dh child deve]opment for .
_____jmunL_xgg_sLﬁ_r énly on_the mother/child dyad can’ in no "way do

Justicesto the attempt to understand deve\opment in 1ts various
contexts. It has been-said t&at much of this research lacks eco-
tofical validity. The key<words kere are "eco]ogy " wsystem,"
Tcontext,” ‘“network," "interrelationship;" eacb oné refers in
some way to the rea11ty that individual life is not lived in a
vacuum but is a vital part of the larger fapric of Tife. The
study of this "fabric" is the future d1rect1Qn of the research
proposed by the PGI faculty. . ’

Research on Hupan Subjects -- “An Aside

Before discussing the development of an ecologically-oriented
knowledge base, we should consider, an issue which Steven Asher
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indicated was critical for an understanding of future research
directiions: the impact of rulks regulating research on. human
subjects. Any proposed research with human beings must be
approved Dy the "Human Subjects” ;omn1ttee of the researcher's
college or university. For most research on children, parental
permission -must be ga1ned for each child involved. Asher
suggested that one of the effects of these regulations is that.’
researchers might be choosing not -y study issues that could be
controversial.. He indicated that in his view ch11dnen would be
the eventua] 1osers from this kind of policy:

The human subJects regu]attons have made us a lot more
_carefu] in making sure'that we do indeed have consent at ,
every step of the way foér what we're doing, and that's
very good. However, I think people have become unne- |
cessarily cautidus’ in some cases about what kinds of
research they do. ‘In some cases people aré ‘doing safe
* ‘things, things that are/low-risk, in terms of possibly
getting anybody upset, but which may not be necessarily
the most s1gn1f1cant k1nds of research tq be doing.

A related problem is that schools are oftén reluc-
tant to go .about things "if tifey're-gding to, cause aoy
kind of controversy Even if one parent ‘calls d
complains or raises -questions,, it's qu1te poss1b1e hat -
the principal is going to back off, saying,”"Let's see
if we can work dround that, or, mod1fy our procedures to
satisfy that parent." It's 1nterest1ng that one parent
can "have that kind of impact. I think such complaints
. are bolstered nowadays given the changes in policies

»

M__“_cegandlng_human subjects. tt's much more likely that

we're' going to.take those parents seriousTy. ~ In some
= cases the way in which we accommodate to one oppos1ng
voice is a bit goofy.

A Focus On_ Systems And Environment

Despite these 11m1tat1ons, facu]ty were genera]]y optimistié
about future research. Henry Riccidgti’summarized-'the "ecological
direction" of currept research in deseribing the study of how the
family functions as a system and how the family interacts with '

L ' » j
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the larger systems that comprise its environment. He also empha-

sized the importance of this kind of knowledge as a basis for
intervention: : ’ )

There is increasing concern about the way the family
functions -as a system, getting “away from Jjust
parént/child interaction. We're looking more systemati-
cally at the way in which the family relates to the -
1‘:ger; social environment -- the neighborhood, the g
school, and the social and political ideology .of . ‘the .
larger  social ecolbgy. ~ My colleague,* Urie
Bronfenbrenner, has‘ talked very forcefully. apout %he
<" need to-do this, and we can see this begimning to happén
in a lot of pldces. S -7

¢ - .

.

People are looking at the way ia which available
»sdpport systems in the environment - facilitate- the - -
family's capacity to dea) productively with: children,
Mavis Hetherington's recent study of the impact of
divorce: on children makes it ‘very clear that one of the

- most important,factors which determines how the mother

-and child cope with the %diate stress is the attitude
of the*father. If ‘he's present as a supporting figure .
and doesn't contribute to conflict between child and
* . mother,” things go a lot better. Or,, if there are other
informal  sepports available to ttre mother and child

» - ddring the period of time, this makes a big difference.

. /S0 the availability of both informal and formal support
systems -toy single. pdrents, to employed parents, and to
.adolescent ents are being looked at very carefully,
and I think we Wwill ledrn some very-imporant things

__about how best to help create and sustain environments’ . °

that are developmentally supportiver = - - - —

A difficult challenge \to researc{ers conducting "ecological" -
investigations 1is to describe adequately the environments in
which- children develop. Ricciuti discussed this chalenge and
the importasce = again, of accurate descriptions for helpful
jntervention: ' R ¢ .

We're making very serious efforts to understand the spe-

cific features of early developmental environments which

) are either supportive or .not supportive of development. ros
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Untit relat1vety recently we ve tended gpﬂthlnk aﬁou;
epvironménts iy very gross terms lfKe -income ‘, level,
educational level of the parent, ®tc.. “We knpw now that
even amofig low income families (and this .is dramatically
illustrated in some of the Latin American work). there's
teemendous . var1ab111ty in conditians of living and in.
vthe~fam11y s capat1ty to cope with ad?er51ty. The same

.18 trﬁe with; midd1e” income, families. We're beginning to
take" verz serwously the 1mportance of character121ng

. more adequately the most salient features of children's-;
environmeg;s. Bettye Caldwell's work was very important
in showing  that you can actually find significant
variations within- SES groups that relate 4o Jlater
development' We'll see more of this,) and we'll better
undérstand what features of the child' s early exper1ence
are really important. Thjs will .help us in terms of ’
faC111tat1ng the maintenance of swch environments.

Joseph Stevens oftered an example from his own experlence of
a reséarch question which involves the study of ' .envirorments and
‘interrelated social networks: . O

I think we're going to be more concerned about looking
at parent educatibn programs and early childhood
programs from an ecelogical perspective, looking who-
listically at interventiong in terms of the way they
impact the environment thatsﬁpes not necessarily include
the families. For example; one of the kinds of things
that got me involved in lookfng af social negworks ,(and
the impact that social “networks have on supporting or’
inhibiting child rearing infoggation) was looking” at
programs where parents are itn a group training situation
versys . programs that utilize ‘individual consdltation
with parents: 1 wondered whetheifor not group_programs
~are more likely than the individual programs to enable .
support networks to be.established which sustain the
chanqgs that occur 1n parent behavior.

Stevens explalned that as educat1ona1 programs themse lves
begin to emphasize the importance of influencing the’ systems in
which the thild is embedded, research must keep up by trying to
determine’ the effects of programs on these larger systems. In

this sense, the ecological perspective is required not only of

.

'
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) ‘this _in the .relationships. among anthropologists,

" 1anguage: deve lopment » . N

- J 0'
research on the developing child but of the research that aims to
evaluate the impact and effectiveness of programs. '

_ Robert Granger not only cited the need for new ways to study
the complexity of .the social fabric byt also suggested that‘g%
definitjon- this research -must reich afross -professiona
disciplines: y s .

‘One of the new directions in the social, sciences will.be

. to try to develop methodologiés with which to understand
the complexity of social interaction. We're ‘going to
see 4dn intreased attemPt to try and understand things 3
".from an ecological perspective. .

. Another thing that is needed, due to the way
disciplines deyelop their own nayrow blipders -about the
nature of probléms, the nature of science, and the
nature of sinquiry, is much more encouragement for .
across-discipline collabgration. We'retcurrently seeing

'psychologists, sociologists, and educators. For a
period of time we saw it between psychologists and
educators. More recently .psycholqgists are being
acculturated by anthropologists and vice versa. 1 hope
in the future that funding agencies and people who are

<~ charting"directions for inquiry will almost force this
kind of collaboration to occur. - A recent call for
research proposals put~ out by the March -of Oimes
demanded collaborations between physicians and psycholo- )
gists for a proposal to be considered. That is the-kind ¢
‘of thing I hope, will continue to occur. -

—

Cultural Context . . -

" One -important aspect_ of the study of environment or context
js, of course, the study of cultiral context.- Asher and Horowitz = |
sindicated that progresS,will come in many areas of developmental
resdarch as we begin to understand behavior within its cultural
context (s]. Horowitz offered afl example from. the. study of

Another future direction relating to language will be
_{the development of a deeper understanding and appre- &

¢
' .
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ciation of language in various cultural, and subcu1turab
contexts. Some people I know have been doing Some
research in poor, black homes. If you took & transcript
of what the mother said to her child and asked a group
of middle class people to evaluate it, the eyaluation
would be very negat1ve. Indeed, the mother says things
1iké, "0Oh, he's a bad Yoy, he's & real naugbty one,"
- Well,. it turns out that those are all 'statements of
endearment Those are positive statements. For another
example, mothers say, "Oh boy, is he ugly." That, Nn
some cultures, is a positive statement derived from some
kind of. sUperst1t1on about. saying too many words that
have nige meaning because then you "attract the devil.
There' are some very 1nterest1ng aspects of the mind-sets
that parents have about-their children; and if you don't
understand the culture oy of which they  come, the1r
,statements are easy to misinterpret. A

Asher gave another example from the' study of the development
* of peer relationships: .

The whole question of social énd cultural® contexts is
obvidusly becoming more salient to us as we fhink about
educatiopal programming for, kids of different minority
groups, of different soc1a1 classes, of different .
cultures. Moving out of the laboratory :has been
necessary for developmental psychologists to do, and
it's rea11y exposed us to diversity-and to the dif-
ficulties® in genera11z1ng our findings to different
groups. Certainly in the peer relations area, this is
going to be the focus of some major questions. How are
peer groups in different tultures orgapized? Is it the
case that particulay social skills, are . going to be
important across cultures? - probably not. How do
chfildren come to, "psych-out" the environments in wh1ch
“-they- Yive? —We don~t really_know much_about the_ process
of how they do that -- how they.accomnodate themselves
to different. cygrtural contexts. This is an issue of
social or cultural sensitivity which will be an
increasing theme or issue for us for quite Some time.
Some of this 1is encouraged, of course, by policy
questions -- attention to racial integration and the
education of minority kids. . - ’ e




Intéeracting-Domains of Development . . T

Besides recognizing the influences of interacting systems in
a child's .environment, the development of our knowledge base
requires a recognition of the interactjon between various "areas"
or domains of development.” - Granger and Asher pointed’to the
importance-of understanding how cognition interacts with social
behavior and, more generally, ‘how .cdgnitive development relates
to soctal development: Asher emphasized the ‘need to¥study the
reciprocal influences between social and cognitive ’ﬁactors’:

. People are ,becoming more and more <interestéd in how -
cognitive development apd social davelopment interfage,-
We often-divide the world up into th2 world of reading o
and the world of social skills, .thé world of cognitive .

.. development and of affective development ,-etc.. = Ohe of

®the excifing things that's happening is that people seem

to be getting‘past that notion. People studying cogni- | N

tive development realize that. social variables, motiva-

tional progesses, , personality variables, .peer

relationships, amd teacher-student interaction all

influence children's academic achievement. On the other,

hand, the people who are doing the social and affective

work are incrgasingly realizing the influence of  cogn'i-

tive. processes ,in social behavior, be it attributioral ’ . \

processes .or the ability to cognitively represént

another persop’s viewpoint. } - .

b

)
B

*I.think this integration of socia®™ and cognitive *
.development s very important, and I think it Will
become an 'imporfgnt, issue for preschool teachers. I
think they, maybe even more than we as researchers, have o
beeA gutlty of this carving the world up into affective

_ domains_and cogitive domains, of thirking of things'in
__.those terms. -Hopefully, we can begin: to_influence some’

| . thinkidg in thi§ aread.” " T Tt m o — 4 -
i . » < . L wes S "
Granger .discussed the challenge of understanding how chivldr'ef\( ‘.
\ experjence .or_tRink about socjal. situations, an understanding’ °*
which obviously canr‘ot be .gaided by studying fonly observable - .

behavior:
¢ . .
+
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N \,L thipk -we' Y1 see movement from simple empirical models
toward studies-that are moré phenomenological in nature.’
. robably thete-will be a lot more work dose from what's
;o Za-ned a “constructivist"- position, which simply is
f doing 'research at ,spmething deepér than the su?ace
. structure level -- research that takes into account thé )
fatt that people think. As silly as_that sounds, mgst s
of the research that we have done does not entertain.the .
reality that people think about the things that they're
going to do. . We have -attributed less thought. processes A
to ourselves than to the' animalsgthat we have studied. |
And so I think that the social sciences»will focus more .
* ' on the meaning that”.participants are constructing in
soctal settings. ¥han simply on the behavior af those
. peoplé.” ~
- k4

. . -

v *. Individudl Differences , .o
- ' * .
‘ chh of thé emphasis in tge above discussion is oh the study,
of ebvironmeats in which childrgn- and families develop. However,
« 7 the-¢focus °éf ecological investigations is properly on- the
~N interaction of the individual with his/her environment, or on the
A .adaptation of the individual-to. the environm nt, Horowitz and
Ri¢ciuti.discussed their interest ih studying the individual dif-
ferences #~the ways in which children and their families adapt
. to "their environments. Horowitz focused on the heed for short-
term longitudinal studies (which follow the samegsubjects over a
&Hmited time period) to investigate these individual differences: ,
+ 1 see important future_directions.in the_ study of indi-
- vidual differences -- fn trying to' get a better descrip-
“tion of individual differences as they determine whi
. kinds of environmgnt ‘will be most effective for dif-
\* ferent kinds_of children. The implication,of this, »
. however,. is that the direction is goi *be towarg
- 7 much more difficult research. It will be B rd fof doc-*
~ ~ toral studeats to gét*a cleap dissertation problem out
of .it because the measures are going to be complicated. °

, I think short-term longitidinal studies.are going

to become increasingly nécessary tq see how the func-
tiond” work out .and where«the major transitional cutting
3, .
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‘points are. ['m ta1k1ﬁg about taking measures very
early and m;ybe going through the first’ year or two
years. [ don't ‘mean longitudinal studies from birth to
twenty -- I think that's premature at this point,
‘although there's. something to be learned from it. . But I
think looking over longer spans of time thap just one
evaluation and being able to follow a population for at

. least a little bit in time -- T think that's one of the -
future d1rect1ons. . :

Ricctiuti' s focus was on"the "ifdividual differences" betwsen
families that determing the degree of success of their adaptation ~
to their environment:

I am interested in the questions of how to identify the

particular strengths in families that Tlead thep to be .

less vulnerable to terribly stressful conditiang and

alsé the nature of theé vulnerabili¢ies of other families ' .

who. can't cope. Answers to these questions will nét-

only give us added understanding of an §mportant set of, °

probtems, ~but if we want to reach faniljeS thrdugh

“ntervention, and we'can't reach everybody, then wg

ought to be able to identify those fam111es who are at -~ !

greatest risk or in greatest need. ¢
c/

\D we need to talt about i ulneraﬁle’fam111es as well

as the so-called "invulnerabl® children" who are™being

studied toda As. yet we don't understand this.. When.l '

was in a vil age in Guate% ala, for example, sofe *babies
were brought in for us to look ‘at. One baby looked fan-
tastic and 1 said, "Gee, this is an unusually great

baﬂy Which fam11y does this baby come fyrom?" It °

“turned .out_ that the father of this baby was of the

more enterpr151ng people in the town. He raised. toma-

toes, rather than beans because tomatogs provided a more
lucrative crop. He made special efforts té get his wife

‘ to the hospitat to have hgt baby Tn Guatemala C1ty Ip

other words, he Wad a lot more ‘going, for him. Q'

Aflother man had the ohly TV set in tewn and ned
extra money_ by -bringirng in people to watch TV’
Satufday night. Within that v#ry poor population there ;
were some fam111e&/tﬁat-were reﬁ]]y “making it® unde? «

‘.\
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pretty poor cond1tions. Others’ were simply not. makiqg
it. . And 'so I think that this search for information’
about what puts a family at great risk.or what-it is -
.that enables ope family to cope better than another is

something that.1s going to be very he]pful <

-

»  Whether emph351z1ng individual differences or aspects of the
environment, moreVheavily, Horowitz and Ricciuti agreed with the
rest of the PGI faculty Ahat the proper focus of ecologically
orignted research is on thé Tmteractions and transactions between
humans and their Jvarious "real life" environments. The

. increasing quantity “and quality of research with such a focus

suggests that as the abiTity to 1nterpret and apply research
improves, an sincreasingly useful’ Jpase “of kpowledge will be
avallable to the practitioner and the policy maker.

v Nt -
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- o Chap;er Sevén

N « POLICY ISSUES

The PGl faculty addressed a wide variety of issues relating
to federal, state, 3and local policies, including laws,
regulat1ons, agency requirements, -guidelines, and funding deci-
_ sions that affect young. children. Discussions focused on who,
' shéuld serve the preschooler, -policy related to day care for’
infants and young children, and justifying continued federal sup=
port of early intervention programs for children who are handi-
capped or "at risk" for developmental problems. These topics are
considered one-by-one, although they are linked by their relation

to the politics involved in financial and legislative support of

‘services for young'children.
- . ]

In d1scu551ng public policy most of the faculty emphasized
thé¥ powerful impact that P.L. 94-142* (the Education for Al
Handicapped Children Act) is hav1ng on the ]1vesgaof young
children. . Because the "least restrictive environment"®provision
of this )Jaw was the focus of so much d1scu551oﬁ, it 1is presented
as a separate chapter ('Mainstreaming'); P.L, 94-142 is thus
touched on only lightly here, even though it wouldg ordinarily. be
a key topic in a discussion of current policy in early education.
Also, as general issues regarding the relations between research
and public policy were considered in chapters 5 and. 6, thed@pact
of research on policy will be considered in thds chapter enly @
terms of specific findings and particular policy decisions.

WHO SHOULD SERVE THE PRESCHOOLER?

Interlock;<g,5ystems

One aspect of the question "Who should be responsible for
the care and education of the preschool child?® that -the PGI
faculty considered was the role qf early childhood education in

[ -
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relatipn to other systems and subsystems that operate in this
country. The arepa of early education borders and, often overlaps
the territory of various systém$ that directly serve young
.children and their families, e.g., the med calrsystem and the
social welfare system. As part of the enorm educational
L—system, early childhood education is also inm respects inter-
connected with larger political and economic "systems. Robert
Granger and Donald Stedman suggested that. the domain of early’
education is as yet poorly mapped and sometimes cqnfiitns with
these other service systems, resulting in poorly coordinated care
for the young child and in ineffective advocacy for early
hildnood education. In this, light, Stedman deplored what he
talled an inter-professional struggle over-tife "ownership" of the
_preschooler: AT ) g

-

One thing that especially dggravates me fis the~stfyggle
that you. see at the local level ' between +health,
education, and social service professionals over who
"owns" the preschooler. There are still some kinds ‘of
protective points of view on the part of disciplines,
but it simply is not true that pediatricians own the
toddler “population any.-more than it's true -that educa-
tors own them. Their parents "own" them.- And yet you
see these tug-of-wars over budgets, licensing,
supervision, or who's got to be present when you' do this
or that.. It's ridiculous. I think if you get into life
or death situations’ like drug prescriptions or things -
like that, then you ought to yield .to who's compdteaty
but simply ditiding up children on the basis of some
diploma seems to me to be rathér archaic and obsolete.

Granger™ focused on the failure of the -early education
nestablishment” to define its identity:
Wwhat the early educational establishment’ hasn't done is
to figure out how early childhood education relates to
the economic system, political system, legal system, the
welfare system, or even, the -public education system.
_We've drawn’our boxes nicely in order to help us develop
our positive identity and remain .psychologically
distinct from all these other "evil" forces. But ¥e do
not understand how we might begin to.break down some of
tHese divisions and build relations with other systems.

-
. '
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“"The early childhood education establishment has assumed .
that its function is solely educational, and it hasn't
recognized that early childhood education has many func-
tions and should create.relationships with other systems
as well. : .

Public Vs. Private Delivery Of PreSchool Education
e " N ‘ -

The second asp of the question, "Who should serve the
preschogler," that ‘our interviewee$, discussed was whether the
public schodls or tﬁe_private sector fhould be the major provider
of preschool edycation. The answer which emerged from our inter-
.views wa¢ clearly, "Not the public schools.” Frances Horowitz
eummar ized the general rationale for this agswer: .

Many people involved with early education have been con-
cerned about keeping it out .of -the public school systeris
because public schools may just put the template of the
elementary ed/kindergarten teacher on the.preschool, and '
thus will perpetuate all the bad things about elementary
school and rbne of the good things about the preschools. .

Mary ‘Lane indicatéd the need for alternatives to public
schools in the education of preschool-aged children:
A Lo , .

*;g}j,,woGWd'lwatef to see all of the money (for preschool .
education) given to the public schgols because so many

g ey e parénts, especially in the poverty group, have such

antagonisti¢ attitudes toward them that L think it would
* be very difficult to get parents to feel friendly about
- turning over their three-year-olds to _the public
schools. There should “be many other options available

to parents% » - LN
il . &
Lane's i%phasfgron ensuring that patents feel comfortable in
the school getting is rooted in her conviction that parents
should play; central roles in making decisions about their
_children's qducation. She expanded on her notion of parent
qgf’pvolvement,‘in which she envisions creation of community schools
“Where- parents and children alike are free £6 share the.schools.
She fears "that this sense of community may not develop for many
people in poverty if they must send thefr young children to the

pubtic schools: Zﬁj .

7
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P
1 dkhld hope .that -Tocal grodps really get- behind the
national push for’ parent participation in developing
policy for education of children -- that it ceases to be:
just a token but becores g real, vital thing. We could
develop what are known as_community schools with a lot
of parent participation. Stop and think how many hours
of the year our schools are empty and how much need
there 1s for peopte to find places to drop in to chat,
to use the equipment to build skills in such things as

would. be hard on the equipment -- some would get
broken -- we should somehow be able to find a way to
support that kind of activity so that people could use-
their schools as centers to really enrich the community.
You could lopks at almost any neighborhood in San

" Francisco and not see any infl¥encé of the school; there,
'should be all sorts of expressions of the life of the
gchool visible in the communiiy. .

woodworking, cooking, sewing, etc. Although greater use <;

The concern, ExpreSSeq by Lane that certalq elements of the
. population would not thrive in pgblic prescho rams. was
echoed by Horowitz. However, while \Lane spoke of the diskr of
the public schoel by people in povekty, Horowitz emphasized the
" inappropriateness oﬁfﬁsﬁngﬁfhe public\school-model or “template”
for educating all our préschool children:
Public schools have been most successful with children
who come to school preparedg,to do what the school -
expects of them, and they've been least successful with
the rest of the population. This is, of course, to the
great “detriment of our Society, because failure in
school -- in terms of learning to read and write ~ just.
sets you on a course that is Tikely to keep you in the )
- poverty class for the rest of your life. I would hate .,
- sto see the areag in which -the publfc schools have suc-
ceeded the least now. be imposed upon preschool children.
This 1is not to say that the public schools are entirely
responsible for their failures; they weren't set up to
deal with the. problems of disorganized families and
underfed children, so I don't want to overblame the
. public schools. But I think that taking the model of
the public school to do early childhood education. is a

4

+

- 97_

13 -~




—_—— - - i

. '

mistake... This is especially true if the rationale for
early "childhood education 1is to prevent educational
problems later on. Using the elementary school model
would ensure that the kids who do well in early
childhood education are the kids that the school would
succeed with anyway, and it would not help the children
with whom the school would probably not succeed..

. \
The question of the public schools' responsibility for the
education of handicapped. preschoolers was addressed by Samuel
Meisels and Maynard Reynolds. In many states, the public schools
have begun to serve handicapped four-year-olds (and younger
children- in "some states), mostly in segqregated special education
preschools. Given the mandate to educate children with special
needs in the least restrictive environment, Meisels and Reynolds
questioned this public -school service delivery system. .

* Reynolds raised a variety of questions about this situation,
in which the requirement to serve young handicapped children is a
public requirement, yet the educational facilities for
preschoolers are generally private. The problem is how best to
work out this marriage between public mandate and private educa- .
tional resources: .

There are important questions about program development
and organization. An obvious one is to what extent we
. are going to proceed with early education in the private
', community as against developing public -programs. To
~ what extent is it appropriaze to seek to accomplish the
- expanding public purposes that are specified for tiMs
fieid through the utilization of private resources? , Can - |
‘ we build a movement for standards in early childhood
education to protect quality?" Gan we do that more effi-
ciently through private organizations, through public
organizations, or through some combination? How can we
'create broader preschool® programs so that we meet the .
Teast restrictive alternative or the mainstreaming man-
date for those who have special needs?

L

‘There is “a public requirement now that we get
started earlier if at all possible 'with handicapped
children and that we do it in environments that also >
include nonhandicapped children. If°we'vg got a public

. . -




obligation to serve the handicapped, are we going to do
that. in private facilities? There Jjust aren't enough
programs out there now to make the mainstreaming man-
datés possible. How are we going to deal with that?

In response to Reynolds' questions, Meisels argued that
public schools should provide support for the education of handi-
capped children in priyate early education settings:

We are already seeing preschools being started in public
school settings. "Most of those preschools are homoge-
nous (segregated special education classes) and largely
-dysfunctional because the majorijty of those children
4‘ped to be, not just could be, but need to be in regular
classrooms. Somehow we've got to start making trouble
for the public schools that. are doing that, Should they
start an integrated program themselves by enrolling a
certain percentage of nonhandicapped children?  No!
. This is a time to use the existing service facilities
. and maximize the resources by hawing the public schpol
_person go out and give training and\support to the i-
§ vate sector, A

Public Preschqol Education For Every Child .

\

Whereas P.L. 94-142 mandates that three-‘and four-year-old
handicapped children be offered a free public education {(unless
an existing state law'contravenes), there is no such mandate in

#nost states to educate preschool children without any apparent
%?eC1a1 needs. While many early education supporters and acti-
vAsts are currently supporting efforts for public funding of
preschool education, Frances Horowitz is concerned about this
trend. -She pointed %o the danger of looking to early education
as a cure for, social problems and, like Mary Lane in this chapter
(and several others in this volume), suggested that preschool
education should be only one of several options for: parents of
young children to choose from:

The thing I fear the most is that public school educjc—"
tion for all young children will be seef as a panacea
the way Head Start was, and when it does not have, th
expected effect, there will seem to be a reason to
discontinue it. .There are many reasons for doing

-
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preschool educat1on, nat the 1east of which is to pro-
vide good qualiky day care as one of several alfer-
natives for famtlies in which both parents work.

Do we .want to prov1dex/5reschool education for
everybody? I'm not .eqtirely sure that preschool educa-
tion in groups for every child is necessarily good.
From an economic point of view, home day care is prot-
ably much more feasible.than preschool care. It would
be nice for communittes to have four or-five alter-
natives available.for any fdmily and then let the family -
choose the alternative that best f1ts their lifestyle
.and their values. . .

‘I would not advocaté incorporation of preschool
into public school sytems and certainly would not advo- |,
cate mandatory preschool for all children. I think it's
a matter of personal choice, with some exceptiohs.
There are families with very high stregs levels so that
getting kids out.of the house is very important, for the
kids and for the mothers. ' Then, of course, some kind of
day care sis~ #cessary. ~So the policies have to be
variable and fit the needs of different families and
different k1nds of communities.

* DAY CARE POLICY

. The fact is that many young children must be carep for out- -
side of the home for at least part of the day. Henry Ricciuti
and Robert Granger each spoke extensively about- day care, speci-
ficdlly about the regulations and funding ‘policies related to
child care services. The recently released Federal Interagency
Day Care Requirements were the topic of much of our discussion.

Effects Of Infant Day Care

When the federal day care requirements were be1ng revised in
the late 1970s, Henry Ricciuti was asked to review the relevant
research on the effects of infant day care on young children and
their families for the Office of Planning and Evaluation,
Department of Heatth, Education and Welfare. He was asked to be '
especially -alert for evidence of possible negative effects of
group care on a child's subsequent devélopment. Child develop-

-




ment professionals and governing agencies were coficerned that
infants in group day care may be deprived of opportunities for
optimum learning and intellectual dévelopment. Concern was even
stronger that group care mdy have a negative impact on a child’'s
. social deyelopment, particularly on the development of relations
-» within the- family and especially on the’ attachment bond between
mother and c¢hild, Ricciut? summarized his findings in  our
discussion and indicatéd their relevance to funding and policy
jssues. These findings are a good example of the kind of, .
resedch evidence that is considered in the formalation of public
policy. Ricciuti's care 'in qualifying the findings he reports is
. exemplary. While his review is generally supportive o infant
day care, as there .isa little evidence of negative éffects and ~
sohe of positive effects at least for-some children, Ricciuti was ~
quick to point out that results from infant care centers which
are not as well funded as the oses that have been $tudied may not

be so impressive: ~ _- . '
I . .
It's pretty~Clear that there is no evidence of any

adverse effects on young children's intellectual,
. development, However, I Should immediately follow that .
. . statement with the warning that most of the- research
that has been ddne on this question has been conducted
in model demonstration centers which are well funded and
which are university affiliated. ° The centers are
licensed, supervised, and have favorable staff-child
ratios. - There are, however, situations where care out- |
side of  the home is poorly funded and not optimal, for
children. MWe need to be concernéd about this because,
.as common sense tells us, there is some risk to develop-,
ment if you have very, very pgor conditions. :

. .

[y

* day care centers for infants in which, the staff-child
ratio was often 1:14.  Although-not a particularly-

‘strong study methodoTogicdlly, it is interesting to note

“ that when children in these centers were compared with
home-reared kids in the.same region, the center kids did ¢

a little worse than the home-reared kids. " This was one-

of the few studies which reported possible negative

£t effects of group care. So I think we can say that group

,care need not have a negative gffect'on'children, but we

N . [ ' e
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< . A doctoral "student at a \niveréity in northern = - .
Florida studied a number of very isolated, poor, rural . .
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-As funds shrink, and the demand for dayJdare coptrinues-?®
@;‘%1

to increase, we may be gonfronting a situaki erg jte -
¥ qg%!‘y-:’ca,re"’for. @.’
AN <§’§~' o

£

is going to be harder,. to buy good' q
infants, - @ o

While there is little evidence ‘of nagitR gé‘m:@f

it is equally hard to demonstrate-positive iﬁ‘é‘tof_,.r

day care on ,intellectual development, except r-<thdse .
children whose home environments presum  :ably ay “Ipt'{‘
as capable of sustaining adequate development. . Syeil
were to look at data.on children whose home environmgnts:

O

€5 .
Y 4
were capable of fostering normal development, you wou cf‘*,“., ar
not see any impressive or even »gnificant gains ¥roms -\“;
day ‘care. But if you were to look at the, programs i?for,‘.jw"_tf}:i:ﬁ':l

“high risk* children, children from very low {nconp
homes *whom you would expect to be less competen t:ha?"
average at three or four years of age, it is a somewha¥.:*

e
différent story; some intellectual gains at least durif "%"{f"_‘. ,,A__;‘\

the time the children were in preschool. or short Ty,

-thereafter have been demonstrated. And in a way this i&" .

ot a surprising set of findings, because most day cargh
is——not aimed specifically at enhancing intellectual.
development but is concerned with providing good quality:
care outside of fhe home. These programs are not -
designed as remedial or corrective _experiences. ~

* . On the other hand, I think that people’ haves, - -

underestimated the benefits of group care to the child

.and to the family in the area‘of spcial developmeiit. In Vv

~any- good ~day care center which™ serves- infants and:
. toddlers the *amount of social interactipn that is obser-
"vable is” real]ly very surprising. The old textbooks,
talked about social interaction beginning around the agg
of 2%, but in infant day care settings you see a lot
social interchange taking place. There is evidence.that
children who have this kind" of experience (adapt more
readily to new situations, to new social démands that -
are placed on them with other people or in different.
settings. )

. N "o

Again, standards must be considered. 1In centers .
where financial resources are limited, emphasis is often,

do need to be.concérnéd about'the qualitj%bf the tenter. _. A

g0

-

v
. s
e
£r
LT

= v

~

é




placed on using volunteers because there is little money
for permanent staff. I would argue that a center should
have stable care-givers who like their work and who want

to keep their jobs a long time. But this means that
salaries_must keep increasing, and this is a great con-
cern of the day care prpvider. If you try to cut costs
by depending more and more on volunteers, you can create

a situatfon in which a child feels less Secure than he
needs to feel during this critical period in the first
few years of .Jife. This could lead to some undesirable
consequences in terms of The child's development of .
trust and confidence in adults. This is something to be
concerned about particularly when there-are limited eco-
nomic resources. People must make arrangemenis for the
care of babies, and I suspect that without Support for

‘- child care we will be finding more and more situations
where the day care experience will not be what we would
—————}ike-it"to be. T - . . AP

s

‘e

Federal’ Support Fq; Qua1i§14£§ré .

-Ricciuti's findings are indeed encouraging to-those involved
in providing high quality group  care to .infants and young
children, yet his conclusions regarding the potential conse-

uences of Timited funding are sobering. Child care advocates in
the United States, however, are no strangers to the frustratjons*
that result from seeing eviigéte suggesting that well supported
child”care outside the home s not harmful and may be beneficial
and also seeing that adequate support is yet to be supplied,
Mary Lane spoke of the 'frustration of knowing that “if we really
wanted to" we colild appropriately fund early education and child
care: -
. . L
“ .- . .
I think the percentage of eour budget that goes into edu
cation and child care is, a national disgrace. I have
_very little patience with people who say, "But we can't:
afford it." We afford what we value. We always have
and I think we always will. o’

. It was on the lack of federal Support for day care that
Granger focused when asked to discuss significant federal policy
affecting youngsters: » : -

- * 1}‘0:
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sThe question is more interesting when you th1nk of what

hasn't happened and the consequences of things not
° happening. Certainly we don't have any wide-spread
pub11c support or public policy to indicate. that -child
care is an important enterprise and that soc1ety is sup-
porting it in a substaftive way. When we talk about the
impact of public polﬁcy on children, we are talkirg more
about errors of omission than commission. -A perfect
example is the continued failure of the federal govern-
R ment »to enact any sort of national legislation which
truly suppdrts day care. Another example would-be the
omission in the current federal standards of any kind of
qualification standards for people who work with
children, .

L %, \ . Also there are no ,economic incentives or other

, forms*of support for day care people to develop their
%\ skills ‘thcough training. It seems to me that this lack
5 *of policy in the educational arena is dramat1ca11y .
1mpact1ng the quality of care for kids before they get
- {into the public schools where we havé the traditiond)l .
fund1ng sources. .
' Although obv1ously not impressed by pol1cy which has been
generated so far, Granger expressed optimism that the time is
ripe to make important changes in federal day care policy:

Though early ch11dhood organ1zat1ons have not been very
active in trying to gqffect legislation, perhaps the CDA
Consortium, which includes all the major early child
care and development assodiations, can be the potential
power base to help formulaﬁe policy. . )

§N1th the support of a well organized consortium, Granger was
optimistic about the issue ;of 1legislating quality of care
because, as he pointed out, no one really o opposes qua11ty care.
»Given that some care outside the home is necessary, the issue of
quality is hardly debatable; who woyld .advocate low qya11ty
care?: .

I don't see "tompetent" care of children as a political

- issue. I see care of children as a highly political
. 1issue, but when you speak .to people from the full~

- los -
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spectrum of political views,.whether or not they agree
on the need for care, they would all agree that the care
. should be good. ‘ . ¢

Granger pointed out-,that the new Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements do not strongly and directly specify standards
_of quality, but rather the quantita#ive "indicators" of quality.
It is obviously easier to set and enforce “"countable" standards
for "quantity.of care" than descriptive standards for quality of
care. Nonetheless, Ricciuti and Granger agreed that the new
regulations should have very positive efféﬁts. As Ricciuti said:

The proposed revision of the Federal Interagency Day
" Care Requirements represents a very important step
forward. I feel that there is a role for the federal
government in helping to promote high quality tonditions
of care that will meet the needs of families. This
issue 7s somewhat controversial because many people
question whether the government should be involved in
trying to establish policy through federal requirements.
I think that the proposed revisions can:serve a very
useful purpose, though it's true that meeting a require-
ment does not guarantee good care. Meeting minimal
physical, safety, and health requirements obviously is
something valid in its own right -- having a staff/child
ratio of 1:4 or 5 gives you a better chance of having
good care than if -you have 1:20 -- but this doesn't
gudrantee the quality of the care. The pgxt thing is to
talk about the.important issue of what sort of training
the staff in day care centers should have, and the fact
that the federal government has taken a fresh look at
- this is promising. T :

A§ked how strong the proposed requirements really
Ricciuti replied: . -

You might think of the revisions as guidelines. They
are npt requirements; they can't all really be
moriitored. If they turn out even as strongly recom-
mended guidelines they will be useful because they will
sensitize people to those features of day care environ-
ments that we need to be concerned about if we're going
to have high quality care.

&




The Ecofiomics Of Quahity Care - i o -
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One of the reasons that the federal guidelines tread lightly
on quality issues is that higher quality means higher cost.
Rrtciuti described the financial constraints on policy require-
ments and the balance that needs to be achieved between provi-
sions for guality child care and a reasonable budget:

One of the things that Kas struck many of us as ironic
is .that programs °that are .supported by federal,
state, or®ocal funds for families that are eligible for
assistance, the actual cost of good-care (especially for .
. infants and toddlers) is very high. A minimal estimate 3
is around $65.00 a week or so for about 35 hours a week
of care. In our center in ag3d we have a sliding fee
, scdle, so few, if any, pay $65.00, and some people pay .
. only €10.00 a week; but wheré no subsidy or sliding fee"
is available it is very expehsive for parents. é
s and

* The policy people tgﬁl~u§\that'reéommendat
regutations must provide® for quality care but must’ _be
within ®conomic reach. Making the group ‘care require-

.- ments very rigid could price day care fight .out of -
business. In New York (ity, for example, because child

: care workers were unionized rning not outlandish ~
- ,salaries but good-living wages), the~cogt of infant day
. s, 6are went up to about $6,000 a year péer child. As funds .

began to shrink, centers were clgsed and children began .
drifting out of center carelinto fapily day care.. y
[N . NN "“..

Citing agaim "an example -from. Néa“3kork €ity, Ricciuti
explained that the economics of “infant day caré- presentsy even
more difficylt problems than dées™ the »fundip “ddy care for/ :
older children: s et e . :

{;e New York City.Day Care-Cauncil is” trying to get . . .

. ‘varibus goverpment agencies, to .approve pasing a higger

. . rate in  faWly day’ care TYor -infants , dnd**toddiers
(Comparable to that for handicapped® chisdren} on the
grounds that 1) it takes more expertise to ‘care for

- younger children and 2) you can't care for as -many

children under two years of age. The Council i§ working ) .

toward that end because many .women prefer not ,to take

<




« - toddlers. They can make more money by taking older ' .
* children or by avoidipg licensing and taking as many R
children as they can get.

Along with several of the PGI faculty, Ricciuti agreed with
the proposition that families should have several options for the
care and education of their children and that federal policy (and
money) should play a strong role in supporting these
alternatives., He proposed one funding option which was both
traditional and radical, and he was quick to point out that this
option may not be readily and wjdely embraced:

One option would be to make payments to families to help
support children at home without requiring the mother to

go to work. L think there is little difference between

the government paying $6,000 a year per child, in day .
care costs while the mother goes to work and the govern-

ment offering financial help to the mother who doesn't

want to go to work, but would provide:.care for her
chitdren at home. Our legislators seem to be™very
reluctant to support .women who ‘are staying home and

» . taking care of. their own children. It goes back, I C

think, to the stereotype of low income families as lazy
and shiftless and fiot wanting to work. But I think that

one of the® options certainly ought to-be support of .
child care at home. Whether this witl ever be attained, 4
I don't know. . ! ’

. . . . \
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JUSTIEYING AND SUPPORTING EKRLy INTERVENTION® - 1

Intg[grétiﬁg The Persistent.Effects .

A Aldhg with the federal government's role in supporting day
. care -for young children, oup faculty members addressed the issue
_ of continbing federal support for early intervention programs for 1
. handicapped and “atfrisk" youngsters. The focus of much of the
- discussion was tpe'evidence presented in 1977 by the Consortium
on Developmental Continuity (headed by Irying Lazar of Corneld: .
University) which has suggested that Head Start programs produce
some beneficial long term effects for the children ipvolved.

Several earlier evaluations of Head Start progqéms'ﬁnd{cated
that the -gains in IQ and achievement scores of preschoolers
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fostered by educational intervention "washed out" by the time the
children reached kindergarten or the early primary grades. The
Consortium, however, reported that the positive effects of a good
preschool experience show up in later school years. Contrasting
the school careers through high school of preschool “graduates®
with those of peers who had not attended preschoo?, the:
Consortium reported that graduates were (1) less likely to be
retained in grade; (2) less 1likely to be placed in spesial-
education; and (3) likely to hold higher achievement expectations
for themselves than their pegrs without the preschool experience.
" It would be easy, on the basis of these promising results,
to conclude that early intervention efforts should be expanded
and that more money should be appropriated to support Head Start
or simiTar programs for young children. ~Henry Ricciuti, Frances
‘Horowitz, and Robert Granger, however, urged caution in
interpreting the Consortium's findings and warned against prema-
. turely using these findings as justification for a major expan-
sion of intervention efforts in early childhood. While Horowitz
and Ricciuti agreed that the findings were indeed impréssive,
they were concerned that the results may be overgeneralized to
support the conclusion thatfggx intervention project would have
similar results. They also feared that overstating the case may
lead to disappointment and withdrawal of government support for
. Rreschool programs.
e [N ~ . . . . '
_ .. Granger expressed the strongest concern about .using these
findings as evidence that programs sqould be" supported. He
questioned the basic stratedy of trying,'12 to 16 years after the
actual intervention, to sort out the factors that might account
for fewer children beigg assigned to special .cTasses (for
example) and concluding that this is strongly a function of
preschool experience. He concluded: "I understand that's prob-
ably necessary to justify intervention, but I don't think. that
it's really very productive. 1 wouldn't try to push it that
far." ¢

~

-

Horowitz, the co-author of an early review article (1973) on
the effectiveness of environmental intervention, cautionedthat,
because the Consortium's results were based on studies of high
quality, well funded programs, we cannot necessarily conclude.
that other pieschool programs, which may be less well funded or
dfrecf@ﬁ, will have equally impressive dong-term effects. She

<




spelled out. the potential long-term political effects of mak ing
such' an .erroneous generalization:

I think that the data are "very. provocative and
'~ interesting and certainly are reason to keep on looking
into the effects of early education. It has to be
: remembered, however, that the programs which the
Consortium vreviewed wsre high quality, well, funded
experimental programs. ! There are some data from the
Behavior Analysis Follow Through program at Kansas which
say that the 'degree to which the teacher_will par-
ticipate in the program and actually do the <ugrigulum
prescribed by the program affects the outcome “of s o
program. The data also suggest that when teachérs kno
samebody is in their classroom taking data, monitoridg
their behavior (as was the case in these early-interven-
tion. studies), they're much more 1likely t6' do the
program that has been outlined. All:of these projects
were halo type projects; it was an*honor to be in them,
they were high powered, they were well known, they were .
very visible, and they weire very well funded."

“

o 1f we're going togs%éke a commitient to early
. childhood education as a social policy based on the
Consortium's findings, my question -is, are wk going to
make the commitment that was present in thosé programs
in terms of the ki of funding and the monitoring of
effects? If not, Mf instead we do Head Start-type
programs in which, the quality is variable (somet imes
very poor), then when somebody evaluates the persistent
L effects of these programs, they're npt going,to come out
with the same results as the Consortium's. This could .
then become a. political reason to discontinue the
programs. So,  unless -the persistence of preschool
effects is clearly qualified, we may face the prospect
of having to argue the whole political issue again of
whether early education makes any differencg.

~

Henry Ricciuti stressed the danger of  generalizing from
these findings until we are able to explain the "sleeper" effect
of the results, something whigh he has not found easy to do. He

:also recognized the nature of the pplitical temptation to
overgeneralize:_ -

v . .
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Before we can be very confident about using these data
. as a basis for programs, we have to be able to develop a
reasénable explanation of those findings. Why should
you not find results for four years amd then suddenly
“find them? Irving Lazar, the - chairman of the
Consortium, believes that the results of these studies
may be explained by the #arious effects that the intem
vention programs had on the parents and families. Maybe
. they now value education for their children more than
" they did before, and consequently the commitment to edu-
cation is being relnforced That's very-: probable. -’

This is a case where we must present the data and
_ +offer alternative explanations, look at it very\hard,
and try to replicate it without overstating it. wWhen
you press any of the people doing this research they're
very open about this; but if someone is trying to use a
set of findings, to persuade congressmén (partly because
Gongressmen don't want qua?1f1cat1ons, they want td know
~"yes” or "no"), thé€y are forced into’ position-oshere
they must overgeneralize to make theirdpoint before they
are absolutely sure about their findings.

N <

This concern that we explain research results before they
are used to justify increased funding for programs was also,
sounded by Horowitz. She, 11ke Lazar, wondered whether the long-
term effects of these Head Start programs may be more a functdon
of the contact w1th parents than of the education. of the
ch11dren ) -

1 think that the programs all had a fair amount of
parent involvement. One of the results the Consortium
Feported was that the parents felt’ good about the -
programs and felt more competent in dealing with the
scthool, and this may be where part of the effectiveness
lies 2 it may not be the programs per. se that made any
d1fference but rather the spin-off effects that they had
“on the ‘families that participated in those programs.
And that's very difficult to evaluate. I duess I'm
afraid that the Consortium report will be overused as @
rationale for' a whole bunch of programs, which, when
evaluated will not yield the same results, and then this
will become a rationale for not doing such programs.

¢
a
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The Consortium, indeed, reported that parents were affected
in positive ways by their children's (anrd their own) involvement
in these early education®programs. Joseph Stevens argued that
one important effect of the parent involvement component of these
programs has been that many low income parents have become poli-
tically empowered -- that is, they are much more effective at o
influeqqi;? the systems in which they live in directions which
are conS®ant with their needs and desires. In turn, Stevens
pointed out, these parents have forcefully affected the refunding o
of these programs by their skillful political activismi’ Research
results such as the Consortium's will now be another tool in the
hands of parents whose testimony so fhr has been persuasive:

Observing the ‘political phenomena that occur in programs
like Head Start and Folilow Through, one sees that the
programs which survive, which continue to be funded, do
so not so much because of the data that they have
generated but because of the extent to which parents
have been able to affect decision makers by saying "My
child is getting something out of this." Those parents
are empowered and are able to exert appropriate pressure
in appropriate places, and po]icy makers and legislators
continue to respond to that kind of pressure. o

‘The Effectiveness 0f Early Special Education

While the Consortium's report lent strength to the proposi-
tion that preschool education makes a difference for so-called
"disadvantaged” children, the effects are by no means clear cut.
Similarly, there is disagreement among parents and professionals
as to the value of early intervention programs for handicapped
children. Many of the Head Start programs were undertaken as
experimental projects in which the.preschobl (and later) perfor- -
mance of the Head Start children was compared with that of simi-
lar children” without the Head -Start experience. However, this
has not..always been the case¢ with preschool programs for*han-
dicapped children. We have for several years tended to assume
that beginning ear1y with handicapped children is a good idea,
but there has been no overwhelmingly convincing research data
generated to validate this propositign, nor do we have the data
to suggest that one kind of* program or intervention is superior
to anotper. - This is especially true for -programs that have

L _ L
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served children with’ mild developmental delays or children who
are expected to have ‘later problefs. (See Chapter 1 for a
discussion of the prpblegs of prediction.)

Rosalyn Rubin called our attention to the lack of data about
what interventions work or which work best. She suggested that
new programs be approached cautiously and experimentally: ,

We tend to agsume that we know what's the correct kind

of intervention program to keep these childrem from

having problems. But we don't really know enough at

this point. Now this doesn't mean that we shouldn't be .
' trying programs, but they should all be conducted as

pilot studies or experimental programs -- noth1ng should

be etched in stone at this point.

v We have to be very careful when we start these
kinds of programs. Whenever possible, there ought to be.
control groups. ° I realize that that is contrary to
general public policy and that people whose children
don't get into spgcial programs may regct with the
fee11ng that they are being discriminated against by not

being allowed to participate in something‘wh1ch might be
beneficial. We should be honest with parents and
acknowledge that what we are trying to do is find the
best way to help children develop optimally. - But we
don't really know exactly how te do that at’ this point.

Donald Stedman, however, voiged his long held conviction
that programs for young children with special needs should begin
ds early as possible. He cautioned, though, that early services
must be coordinated with later ones and described the challengé

\  therein: v
If you're going to do something for the 1arge masse§ of
kids, thén the most profitable strategy is a vE?y\heavy
concentrtation on one .developmental period and the
earlier the better. I've felt this way since 1960, but
it's not a very popular or practical point of view
because you simply cannot load all of your budgetary
resources or all of your personnel “in any one develop-
. mental period. By definition you then leave out others
» and have to shjft your balance. %o, before wé do that,

\
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I think we ought to lay at least one set of tracks
across the first twenty-one years for large numbers of
severely and moderately handicapped * young people, and
then concentrate on a more preventive strategy. .s

Stedman also predicted that the future will bring interven-
tion efforts focused on earlier and earlier developmental
periods. He also hinted at the implication of this trend for ‘the
question of who should serve the preschooler: )

I think we'll go lower and lower on the age scale.

We'll get more and more into infant programming, empha-
_sizing mostly language and cognitive , development as
opposed ‘to affective -development. There are problems of
evaluation and lack of adequate support for programs
dealing with the .affective areas. So we'll ,probably
stay with the heavy cognitive .emphasis but move it
farther down the age scale. Working with "six-monthers”
and "three-morithers" -will cau$e more collisions’ among
disciplines; we'll start colliding with the obstetri-
cians, 1 suppose. ’

While parents of handicapped children have been extraor-
dinarily effective advocates of early jntervention, Stedman
pointed out .that some parents of handicapped children, especially
older ones, view early education programs .suspiciously. As a
siropg supporter of intervention as early as possible, Stedman
explained how he deals with such parents: .

Many families of handicapped children view early educa-
»fion-as a prevention strategy and a way to fatten up the
available services earlier, but not.as one that is going
to help them directly. _In talking directly\vith those
parents, I try to suggest that they don't have' to make a
choice, that it isn't an "either-or" situatiqn. It's a
matter of figuring out access tO resources. So if they
-+ have a seventeen-year-old.child and the. fundamental
. problem now is community: adjustment .or vocational
placement, this doesn't mean they can't support early
education on behalf of other parents or on behalf of
. subsequent kids they might have.

3
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Federal Support Of Special Services . *, ‘ ‘ .

Public Law 94-142, while npt mandating educational programs
for handicapped children 0-3 years old, has clearly been the most
potent policy statement of' the importance of serving preschool-
aged children with special’needs. Stedman tontrasted P.L. 94-142
(along with the Rehabilitation Act and the Developmental
Disabilities Act -~ two other recfmt pieces of federal legisla-
tion affecting handicapped people) with earlier legislation
related to child health and educdtion. He noted particularly the
way the recent legislation has made money available at the¥state
and local levels and the advantages of this kind of fund1ng

To the extent that Taws are publi¢ policy expressed in
their sharpest form, which I think they are -- they are
" basic ‘rules of society -- 1'd-have to say that Public’
Law 94-142 and ‘Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act are
the two most influential policy expreSsions, a third, I
think, 1is the Developmental Disabilitiges Act. These
three ds a package have probably changed the landscape
of services more significantly for handicapped.persons
and the configuration of training programs and service
delivery systems than any three pieces of legislation
that I can recall since the 1963 triad that came out
which jncluded the Maternal and Child Health "Act, the
Comprelfensive Community Mental Health Act, and a
Construction Act which made possible the University-'
affiliated mendal &tardation training programs, MR
research centers, and community-based clinic programs. '

This current salvo really provides the impetus for
state legislation and the budgeting of state and local
service programs with state funds in a way that earlier
legislation did not. The 1963 1legislation provided
pritcipally federal money which” was made available
directly for local programming and construction, whereas

+ " the more recent legisiation calls for federal "priming
money," but it is largely state resources that need to
be appropriated. - In my judgment, this is a more satisi
factory strategy because state money is more 1ast1n?
it's a more solid conmitment at the local level and wi

_have a longer term effect.
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Maynard -Reynalds  also- expriséed SEedngi concgrn about the i
funding ‘of "programs For: handivapped thildren, > -dnkike 3tedman, E
Reynolds focused not. on the ;igngjbf,?éﬁgg‘ﬁ'ygtﬁus‘stgtg:gonex," : g
but on the "unit %f funding.”{ Hi5_vemark - a5 prasanted herg are”  —
in. some ways- a summary .of. hiis pgsition discussed in the chapter " = -
on screening and.early identificatioit.. Here, heuévir, Reymolds: - g
emphasizes that early childhood i the main focus of the dltermd- _—
_tive funding systems which would Support prayedtive intervention
0 may he "at risk" for.

through serving populations of chjidri;fyh‘. £ risk”. B
developmental progiems rather than i Tviduafﬂfﬁqidrqq labeled ~ -
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and placed in a digability category: -w< oot > S

g ¢ 7 S e et e T >~ . ST el e -
in.my.view, .one of-the.impertant things wé have 1o do.in -
, much of school work, butigspecially in worKgrith young ~—
) childrén, i¢™ to. address- interveations:- 15~ whole -
. systems -- to communities of children and families, and __=>. =
..to establish statistical..approaches.to evaluabing -These ~ -7~
interventions. If"-\pu613£_\;mqngy::tigf%géi?ggf;iﬁr; oo
intervention, then, we must alse:‘begeme acequnitalive- to -
. the public authoritieson a kind of statistical basis, e
. rather than presenting data child by:child by child as
: they get labeled and so on. Idtervention into a system _-
is one-of the ways out of the dilemma that so many com-
munities’ face, of wanting very much to understand
children earlier and better, to serve them well, and yet
. wanting to avoid the disservice of labeling them in what
might "be some simplistic fashion and thereby demeaning
and stigmatizing the child. g JERS

‘in saying here there are
Yed" rather generally in our .
"special education pro <" For example, I, think that <
we need to get off #he individual child in a labeled
category, as the funding unit, much the same as I think
good health programs need to get off the kind of Blue
- Cross/Blue Shield mentality of paying off only when you r
* have somé specific disorder treated. Certainly all of |
the professions have to be concerned, about getting ahead |
of those problems and adopting a preventive mode, an . ‘
- early mode, and not just waiting around until you have a |
major .casualty or somebody in. the hospital and -then
. getting patd for services. The idea of being paid’ off
for the individual client is not sufficient; it doesn't

) I believe that in what
some ideas that cou¥d be app

o,
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P nropose an adequate concep 11zat1on of the prohlems.
if our. service$ are confined to clinical types of
funding systems and conceptua11zations and directed only
- to-_people who -can be-classified in some simplistic
fash1on, we're on the wrong track and we must find some

. way out.

- " T T ——

Th1s w111 involve the d1ff1cu1t problem of reedu-~
cat1ng aursefves, public policy makers, and thosg who
fund and -audit-our programs. It's not easy, but it is
really essential that we deal with that problem. We're
getting ourselves-into an awful bind and_in no place*is .
it flearer than in early education. ]Yoq see, jt's in
early education where things can really come together,
where we_have a chance to work constructively for ade-
quate child .development, for adequate child education,
1f we do that- well we won't have so many problems of
learning disability, or perhaps we won't have so many
kids who show-extraordinary behavior problems. We can't
Just save our special resources until we have .full blown
casualties on our hands. We have to find some way of
addressing these problems and yet being accountable at
earlier levels, and that's going to take some change in
conceptualization and that in turn.relates to, changes 1n
funding systems, . .

[

.Fund1ng Iﬁ Tough Times

J

“ . -

While the system of "funding services for children with spe-
-cial needs may indeed undergo some rather dramatic -changes in the
next several years, it is possible that appropriation %evels for
.special services may also change dramatically. Donald Stedman
predicted that tough economic times will dictate a’ trend of
decreasing expenditures for exceptional individuals in the namg
of serving the “common good." He discussed the impact of ,a
troubted economy and the relation between working with excep-
tional individuals and the common good: . o~
Certainly cost will be a major issue. I think 1980, will
be the h1gh water mark in terms of funding for handi-
capped people at the state and federal level. "1 really
think that most general assemblies are saying, "We've
done all we can do and all we're going to do, whatzwith™
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energy and inflation and other kinds of aprobf@ms."
Historically, in tougher ecopomic times thefe's alfiays
been a movement away from individual rigitts toward the
common good. "How much can we afford in the name of
individual rights," and "How much can we afford to
ignore in the name of the common good?" We're getting
into these queStions, I think; we*ve moved back toward
fhe compon good/national ‘defense mentality, you knoi,
and that's just an historic swing which seems to be
correlated with tough econonic times. ,

It involves "the economics of altruism." I think
the majority of people still see working with the handj-
capped as an altruistic adventure, not as investment
in human resgurces or in national defense, and not as a
scientifically sound educational venture. .

This chapter presents a fair summary of the problems that
inadequate funding pose for child care and early education.
..Quality services obviously require a reasonable level-of finan-
cial commitment. Given, however, the penchant (probably wise) of
those involved professionally with the -development of children
j ending on a note of optimism, it is appropriate to conc lude
by considering Stedman's insight into the potential long-range
advantages of economic hardship: . -

1 think that one of the things that dwindling money.

forces yoy“to do is to justify the continuation of what
you're already doing in terms of whether it's effective
or not. You're suddenly faced with improving what
you've got rather than just staying busy or expanding
what you've got. And that's probably .good. The tech-
nology. that we developed in weaponry production and

‘biomedical engineering was largely developed during _the

thirties which were tough econbmic times. There was a
winnowing out of the "hangers on" and the "expanders.”
The tough folks hung on; they were the inventors, and
the developers, and the quality persons.” I'm not ‘recom-
mending a depression regularly in order to create this,
but it seems to be a fact that tough tiges are useful in
the long run. They tend to prune out people who are
riding shotgun and not contributing and to winnow back
to the real contributors.: T
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EPLOGUE _

Upon rereaéing these pages'I am struck by the way this "plain

* stalk" has expressed the complexity of the_important issues in

early education and development. “Considering the comments of the

PGI faculty, one could not come away with the notion that early

care or education is simple business. ndeed, a frequently

recurring theme is' that the problemgaﬁacing thoseé whose pro-
fessional lives involve young children "are extremely knotty.

. This complexity can be unsettling. The technical and ethical
difficulties underlying early identification, -the puzzling
controversy over mainstreaming, the challenge tnherent in meeting
the needs of parents from widely differing subcultures--these
issies and others sometimes give early childhood professionals

* the feeling that their practice is on shaky ground. Certainly
one does not feel bolstered knowing, for example, that some com-
mon practices are of questionable usefulngss and could be con-?

» sidered umethical; nor does. it enhance one's security to know

that doing valid and useful research about young children is
exceptiona]ly difficult.

-

It is my h0pe, however, that these pages also convey-the
optimism expressed by nearly every member of the faculty. From
one point of view, this book, documents the progress which has
been made over the last several years in separating the educa-
tional wheat from the chaff. Furthermore, these pages are filled
with solutions as well as problems; recall for example, the
discussions of alternatives to screening, new models “for teaching,
and tegcher education, effective approaches fdr funding special.”
educatipn, and new rebearch strategies that can capture the

4
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intricacies of development. One cannot help being\i pressed,
too, by the unanimous endorsement of the idea that cloder, link-
ages between researchers and practitioners will yield ahundant,
nutritious fruit, T

Perhaps this book will be most useful if it helps to clarify
our perspective on important contemporary issues. It certainly
gives us some jnsight into the ways in which our distinguished
colleagues speak about these matters off the official record.
hope is that this Plain Talk can indeed hellp to sharpen our own
thinking and conversation as we continue to evaluate and reevalu-
ate our practice.. ' )

@

William Stixﬁqﬂ .
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