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The extraordinary <development of interest and programming

in the field of early childhood education over the last-fifteen

-

years constitutes one of the most interesting and unsuccessiul
_ - . . . . [
~social movements of our time. During this period millions 6¥

children and bjllions of dollars have been united in a grand

attempt to impact our approach to public education and to

overcome our consistent failure to provide equal educational

opportunity for our children. Despite the proliferation of

demonstration programs, research, and the widespread commercial-

-

. ization and avaklability of early education programs, it is
not possiblé to state at this time that early educative
programming has had any demonstrable effect on the overall,

system of public education or improved upon our blundering
b4

attempts to provide equal(ééagzﬁional opportunity to our child-

ren. ' ) ‘ n

The greater proportion .of such programming for middle- °

class children can ﬁe described as a relatively benign appllcatlon
of ffeeplay actlJlLleS in attractive educat10na1 sett1ngs~
Occa51gna%ly a theoretlcal position, e.d., Montes$ori or Piaget,
has béen laosely applied to lend am air of sophistication.
Although tﬁesg programs have little demonstrable effect on the
development of these children (swwift, 1963) the positive effects
on thé parents and communities involved have resulted in the

widespread ipstifutionalization of such proggams. .
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_class and mihority children can be desbribed as the massive

The greatér proportion of such programming for lower- .
incarceration of preschool children in ch“?bh basement day

care and Head Star¥ centers with little concern for the

special educational needs of these children. 1In many instances

the educational and developmental impact of such programs

border on complete substitute child—rearing Despite the ‘well
publicized existence of well-planned and carefully researched

{
demonstration«prOJects, the overwhelming proportion ff early

education programs for the children of the poor are a national

s
disgrace with more poténtial for producing developmental °

.

dysfunction than providing positive transfer into the public

school. At best these programs can be described as inappro-

_priate applications of methods which were developed for middle~

class children. Most often such programs have no theoretical

“hase, are implemented by totally untrained staffs, and provide
. -\,
curriculumvcomposed of undifferentiated piles of toys. Never

in our history have \so many children been so broadly exposed

?

-

to untried and unproven methods of child-rearing. Thegnegative

.social consequénces of this programming can no longer be -

iy

ignored.

. The massive application of day care and early.education

&

programming will not go away. If the situation is to be improved-

certain changes must be brought about:
1. The public must be educated to the potential

hazards‘of_existing early childhood -programs.

/
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-__home_experience or,a chaotic street experience. The uncom-

[~
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2. The fdcus of: early chiidhood education must be

k]
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placed on the welfare and deyélqpment of bhe child rather "than

¢n the convenience of the parent.
!

3. We must move forward in the development of a

_science of early childhocd education. ‘. '

' 4.. This science must be rapidly translated into

2
P
MY

community practice.

v

Despite the chaotic.and oftem uncontrolled nature of this
freld, we have made\more ascientific" prbbress in the last
eight to ten years (since the advent of Projégt'Head Start)
than in the érecedlng fifty years of preschool educatlon. To
be more specific, we have learned that poor chlldren are, in - ‘
mény ways, different from priviledged children and th?t . :
e@hcatiye prograﬁm{ng must be‘spgpifically designed to address
,those "diffgrgnces" if it is to be effective. The herding of P
ghetto children into church bééemgnté with diéBrganized teach-
ing strategles and disorganized materlals not only does not :
help surV1val but is undoubtedly developmentally dysfunctlonal.
A chaotic preschool experlence is 1o improvement upon’a Ch%Oth
promising demands of the emerging cognitive structﬁrés of
children are simply not fulfi}led in piles of:unselected toys
and untrained but occasionally well-inteﬂtioned staff. The
unleaéhing of*"free- play” "as a primaxy modeidf intervention

into chaotic'life experiences is analogous to trying té put

out a fire with a bucket of éasoline. . -

e -
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_Our science has progressed to the advent of tﬂe early’
. childhood education "médel“ The model may be defined as an
oyganized system for the dellvery of a propitious env1ronment
to the developlng child. The model presents a logic under~
lying ;ts infegration of system components consistent with

some developmental theory.‘ It allocates human and material.

.

L

resources in.a manner consistent with its 6bgic. By 1970"

. o .
virtually all positions in child development +heory had been

Y

used (or abused) by one or more model builders to produce ‘a

model of early childhoqg education (Evans, 1975). These

»

efforts had been supported by the investment of millions of -

dollars of federal-funds to promote the proliferation of a

spectrum of competing models. Three major eompeting models

I

. are briefly cﬁaracterized below to aid the uninitiated reader

b
in the interpretation and understanding of extensive reference '

A
h )

to the existing models in later discussion (the serious reformer
}

+ is referred to Ellis Evans (1.975) for a scholarly and readable

e survex\of contemporary model épproaches and trends in early
¢ ‘ .

>

education).

R

The Montessori Model. 1In its most traditional rendition,
the Montessori approach brings a highly *structured and sequen-
tially orgdnized physical environment ‘to bear on the developing
preschool child. The environment is organized around the
successive exposure of children to a broad-spectrum. of preselected

. and precisely constructed, didactic materials. Children are
expected to interact with the materials in specific and increas-
ingly sophisticated ways at various stages of their developmeit.
The aim of the "prepared environment" is to produce a child who
is,totally self~controlled, highly productive and work-oriented
and who has a tendency to comstantly strive for the collectiwe

- good of all people. The active‘role of the teacher, so charact-

d 6




eristic of most models, is greatly deemphasized. The teacher's
role is to oversee the allocation and distribution of didactic.
materials and to observe the quality and quantity of use ‘of
the materials by individual children’. <&he teacher (directress)
imposes godls, values, motives, and change 1nd1rectly through
manipulation of the environment.
ot ’
) The Engelmann-Becker Model (DISTAR). Based on the assump-
tion that the primary w«im of presqhool education of the poor
is preparati~~ for public school survival and achievement, the
E-B model has preselected sequentially organkzed sets of skills
~ in the areas of reading, math, and conceptual use of language
and programmed these skills for direct inculcation. All teach-
ing/learning is presented directly by the teacher through a
complex series of verbal fpormats characterized by a highly
intrusive presentation style. Children are taught in small
. * ability groups and child attendance and participation are
compulsory. Extensive use of kehavior modification both with-
in the curriculum presentatlon and for general classroom
behavior management is characteristic. The aim of the E-B . -
__ model is to produce a child who has an extensive academic skill
preparation with emphasis.on language skills. The E-B preparation
is designed for maximum transfer to the ghetto public school -
experience.: The teacher's role is active, verbal, intrusive,
and controlling. The primary value orfientation is maximal skill
learning in the shortest period of time. .

1

A N L] . .

The Gognitive Stimulation Curriculum. This model generally
assumes that children have a built-in tendency to solve problems
or- at least that it is not difficult to stimulate them,to active
problem solution w1th1n a well organlzed and sys*ematlcally
planned preschool ‘environment. Problem solution, concept form-
ation and attainment are carefully programmed in the context of
an intrusive language environment. The role of the teacher is
that of facilitator of problem solution and concept learning
through the distribution and arrangement of didactic materialsg
= and langvrage interchange. Piaget's theory of intellectnal

development is often used, as the theoretical base for the develop-
ment of guch currigcula. leferlng'1nterpretatlons of Plage+ v ‘
have castr the child and teacher in more or less actlve/pa551ve —
roles with respect to each other. There is a pervasive tendency
among varlous programs within this model to stress the develop-
nent of didactic materials specifically designed to facilitate
an active apprdach to .problem solution in the preschool-child.

—T
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The advent of the models- has led academicians and practi-

™

X

tioners in early childhood education into extensive and useless
3 .
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'"debate with respect to a totally‘unscientific and unproductive *

¢ W
.

’quest{oe, i.e., which model of early childhood education is

"best" for children. The competitive seérch for an all é:gom- x

pas;ing panaéea haé'notfcably blunted the poteﬂtial contribution

of the model development effort. The absurdity ofithé qﬁestion

of "which is best" is only sarpassed by the amount of energy

which has béén squandered on trying to énswer the questioﬁ. b’ ‘ o
~  The readgf may objeft by asking what is wrong witﬁ the qdéstiqq?

Don't we want the "best! for our children? The difficulty can

. only be explicated by ‘a cfitique of the assumptions underlying ‘
the question. The question assumes that: » L \
1. A single solution'to‘a complex problem is &omehow
i more acgeptable téan multiple soiutions from a l :
° scientific viewpoint (law 6f‘pa;§iﬁony).
' «.2;f Children are more similar than_individwally different =«
N "in their response to an eéucational strateéy or model.
3. Teachers, who implement the educatioﬁal strategies ] -
N . will be a constant factér across strategiesaor even ’
. worse, all teachers will someh9w'berform optimally .
i .under the "begt"isfrategy. '
The finsp'assumption may be summarilyuaismis;ed as a
faulty inégrpretatiah of ‘the law of parsimony which calls for
the acceptance of the simplest of alternat%veAexp}anator§
. principles in theory construction and was never intended to Q
refer to or limit the number of acceptéble solutions to a ‘
’ complex problem. Parsimony in'?roblem sblv;ng is antithetical )

-

Q ‘ 8
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to divergent thinking and creativity. (\\‘ « /
The second assumption is truly astounding. The early

childhood specialifts who so readily epestiee ‘those who seem
ko denyliﬁdividual diﬁferénces in their approach apd theory |,
are’.gquilty of that which they so readily condemn. The mystiqee
of an educational panacea has caused the basic developmeqpal_
principle of individuel differentes to be fepkesseq by. tﬁese

who valué the ‘principle'so highly. Violation of the basic

principle of individual differences will do violence to the

. >

~development“of chilgren. . . . .

~ N

The third assumption derives from our traditiornal mono-

- lithic approach to-teacher education in the American university

»

and tedbher college. ' The typical sthool of education demands

+ . ‘ '
-

conformity of its prospective teachers to a single philosophical

approach to childrepn and rarely admits to alternative philos-
?

ophies. Unlver51ty teacher—tralner facultleﬁ are recruited

within, rather than across, dlvergent phllosophles. Thls form

-

of academiq provincialism ignoree teacher individual'differences
as gonspicuously_as 4t deplores those who ignore such indiv%dual
differences in ch%ldren. A tﬁeory of teacher training and o
performance must recegnize individual differences in teacher
style, attitude, and personallty. 3
If thls question of which model or strategy is "best" is
soygporly structured" how then may it be 1mproved7 There is

?

no intent here to deny the import of asking such a questlon if

. . J
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& ' °
it will serve to guide those who would search for more compre- o

hen51ve solutlons to probiems of early childhood educatIon.
0 ~ ' -
The question must however, be scientifiically sound and amenable~
to sc1ent1flc 1nvest1gatlon. 1f it is not, valid solutiohs L
8 . . .

B

will most certainly nqQt be forthcoming. . : .

In.attempting-to restiyctufe the question, it would seem
. . \ ﬂ -

-

worthwhile t? derive a hore relevant set of qssumptions.' The .
> . - .

. " following assumptions merely restate the earlier list in a

- form more coneistent with empirical data and theory on the

learning and development of the young child.

T T :~WMu&t:p&e—mode&s—orumﬂ%t&p%eHeéeeat&onal-st&ateg&es——————————&~——

>

will, be neceéssary to solve’ the,complex programmlng

~ ” ~
@ . . .
. needs of heterogeneous populatidns of children in N
1 ’ !
o ~
- urban and rural environments. -

o . 2., Individual and group differences in cultural
background, needg,‘abilities, personality and past
. experience will necessitate the desigh of a broad ' ot
4 . N

spectrum of programs to meet the specific patterns ‘

~
-

presented by inditidual children.
3. Individual differences in teachei personality

suggest that hatching teachets (Pr teacher style)

to educational strateéy may maximize the effect-

iveness of thé particular modeﬁ;

-

If these assumptions are valid, it is clear that the most

o A e Ay ey

significant question to be asked is of much gréater complexity

.
- s

.
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j than which strategy is "best". It should be-apparent that .
'~ initially, the questioh must be "best for whom"? ¥ :
. The genetal proposltlon offered as an alternatlve to the . -

- over51mp11fied questlon of "best" is tentatlvely stated as ’

follows: ‘ ¢ - N .

-
o
'

‘ A}
_ The curriculum will be used as a frame of reference.
-

- Cuxriculum will be defined .2S any logically organiéed set ‘of
operational procedures and materlals for _use by a teacher for.
the education of young chlldren over some sp601f1ed perlod of

1]

time. Its\duratlon may be measured in mlnutes, hours, @ays,

weeks', or years. For purposes of the dlscusslon, three major N

. clagses of variables involved in early childhood educatlon

programming will be considered. They are: -

. o - o
1. * Cchild variables (personality, motiwvation, past
experience, learning. style) .

g

-
.

R , 2. Curriculum variables (teacher operations 'and materials) -
3. Teacher variables (personality, style, prior teaching

. .
" experience)

It is the task of early childhood education tQ’discover

v [

- which combinatigns of variables within and between variable

classes interact to .create the most favorable educational
N experience; In simpler terms, each curriculum that is developed .
* 2
will be best suited to some group of children who ‘display a a

particular éattern of personality traits, past experience, etc.

-

< Such favorable interactions of child and curriculum can only

be determined -by empirical means. When children are appropri- te




.‘ .\.
T .10 , .
-3 I . ‘ B - . Q b 5
ately matched to curriculum they learn faster and are happier. . . -7

-

Furthef, each curriculum‘developed will be Best suited tol
teachers who display a particular teaéhing style and personality.

Again, this'favorable'interaction must be empirically determined.
. b .~ ‘ < tv.

. ' 4 .
The teacher who has been appropriately matched to her curriculum

will teach more effectively and enjoy a longer and more Eoﬁtent—
ed tehure in the school system. .

. .

In essence, this approach implies a "chgmiséry" of early s

childhood éducatign variables. When appropriate combinatioms
»

> S e
of basic elements are discovered, the overall effect of early .

childhood education can be optimized. =
The task for early childhood education progfamming and
. ) \ ) ) .
research then becomes one of maFﬁhing child personélity.with

curriculum and with teacher persénality. Favorable'child-
curriculum-teacher interactions ‘shpuld become the primary‘goals

- ~a

of early chilgdhood education. There will undoubtedly be an
. . !

~ extensive but finite Rumber of child-cutrriculum-teacher inter- -
a%tion1pé€;erns which can be empirically delineated.

Ihe early'chi%dhood program in a school or school district)
might theg.employ a ﬁult;ple model design. Each school wQuId

select several of the most organized curricula available for .

simultaneous implementation. Children entering the schdol:
)
. NS A S e
would be stud}ed and Tatched to cu%rlculum on the hasis of an
empirical knowledge of favorable child-curriculum interactions.

v.

. Teachers would also be studied and matched or assigned to

. . .o <
curricula on the basis of analogous empirical:knowledge of
[\d . ' ’

. N [ ",

-
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_favorable teacher-curriculum interactions. An appropriate }

. p A v )
'title'fqr the above strategy would appear to be Multiple Mpgel '

Programmlng._ - N . A . . :
,/ e The task for, the researcher is 1mmense. It requires a ;d_"
. programmatlc mulf*rarmate research design, virtually .unpreced-
ﬁented in early chaldhood educatlon research puhilcatlons. A
b; PN ponnmentah difficulty lies in the)primitige staée of persénality‘3

: - . 1 . ) <Q .
assessment in children and,in the measurement of teacher style

h- . . L s - ! D) y s
and adult\personality. Criteria for judging the favorableness

or chlld-currlculum and teacher-currlculum interactions must be

de01ded. _ Such de01s1ons cannot be-made strlctly on empitical

€ "

bases but will require moral and ethlcal consmderat;ons which

% , Vv & °

" have been -so easily avoided in the prescrentaflc era of early

13
R -

v -
LN

b .. ~ childhood edhcation prbgramming. N A

- ., . The mostflmmedlate and pressing requlre@ent is for research

data whlch will, dellneate the varlables whlch underlie the
N
match between chlld-and eurr;culumu CIf prescrlptlve matching

N -
- Ve )

is to be conducted,the process 6f“successfua‘and unsuccessful.

adjustmeht to-ex1st1ng models must be studied in detail and

~ o

-~ : yredictor variables must be presented in awfbrm Wthh will

ot

o ‘

t allow for individual screening. An extensive pll%t study is . o

< ,NOW_ underway,at the Un1ver51ty of wlscon51n*Mllwaukee and

ﬁprellmlnary results will be available" 1n May, 1976. In this

LI

study children in three models of early educatlon*have been

observed and tested on)a comprehens1ve battery of observational

' measures of personallty, cognitive, and. learnlng style in an

| 4 v 13 . . ’ . H

|
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effort to predict édjustment to each-of the models. A more
'comp;ehensive project invoiving‘nine classrooms of preschool
disadvaﬁtaged'chilﬂren has receﬁhl;,been funded through the
- Wisconsin State Legislature and will érovide extensive data
on prescriptive matching in multiple model,progréms over a

three, year period.

The long~-term end product of this effort will take an

unprecedented form. Tedchers will be studied and assigned

’Ir

v

to curricq}a‘in aqiénalogous prdcess to that applied to child-‘

‘e B a

ren. Of greater ncvélty, however, will be the simultaneous 'j:k
preéénce‘%f the contriButions of David Weikart, Sigfffed

~ N 0 : . 6 !
buildeys, all under;@he same #chool roof. In this design, the

-

Engelm:;B*_Maria qu§g§sori, Ira Gordon; and other model d . l

ééhool is constructed*qgleétically as a congiomerate of models,

. , . / - *
rather than attempting to constitute an individual clasa‘oom ' §

[

through eclectic means. The sanctity of the model, as ‘an

+

ol .
educational system, is preserved,qghile the best interests .
offi the children are served. . .- v |
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