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THIS PROJECT WAS PRIHARILY CONCERNED WITH DEVELOPING A
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL N
PROGRAM IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION. A SECOND OBJECTIVE WAS -
70 TRANSLATE THE THEORETICAL RATIONALE INTO AN OPERATIONAL
PROGRAM INVOLVING THE COLLABCRATION OF A NUMBER OF POTENTIAL
CENTERS INTO A PROGRAM OF RESEARCH, TRAINENG, AND CURRICULUM
AND PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT, WITH PRIMARY EMPHASIS ON CHILDREN UP
TO PRIMARY SCHOOL AGE. TO ACHIEVE THIS END, VARIOUS MEETINGS
WERE HELD. THE SINGLE MOST COAPLEX PROBLEM THAT AROSE DURING
. S ' THESE MEETINGS WAS THE ESTABLISHMENT OF AN ACCEPTABLE AND

' WORKABLE ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE. ONE TENTATIVE

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE, HOWEVER, DID RECEIVE SERIOUS

. CONSIDERATICN AND WAS GRAPHICALLY SHOWN IN THE REPORT.
APPENDED TO THE REPOR7 WAS A DRAFT PROFPUSAL FOR ESTABLISHING
A NATIONAL LABORATORY IN EARLY EDUCATION. (GD)
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INTRODUCTION

For the past few years, there has been a rapidly growing
interest in the education of young children. The research of
Gray and Klaus (1985}, and the theoretical analyses of Hunt
(1961), point to the extraordinary potential of early education,
and, iudeed, the importance of early stimulation in assuring
adequate development. Recent technological advances have
generated social pressures, and these pressures, along with
growing demands of the socially disadvantaged, have led to the
realization that our present educational system ehould be
supplemented by cavefully developed eariy interventior programs.
The enormous increase in the number of chiidren enrolled in
prestiool programs has gharpened the need for assessment of these
programs and adaptation of traditional educational institutions
to this new develorment.

At present, however, although more and more peonple are
responding to the notior that training at the early childhood
level (ages 2 to 7) is desirable, there is very little agreeuent
on the specific kinds of interveation needed for various groups
of young learners. This lack of consensus reflects the fact
that there {8 no basic theory of child-rearing, or of teaching
per se. Moreover, there iy a dearth of the kind of research
that providees answers to fundamental educsticnal questions
pertaining to the young.

The preesing need for rescarch and development in early
education=sEron very basic theoretical research to the development
and evaluation of teaching programs--is not now being adequately
met. Of course, several of the Research and Decvelopoent Centers
funded by the U.S. Office of Bducation, certain of the proposed
xegional laboratories (as well as many individual projects),
and the Office of Economic Opportunity have mounted large-scale
¢ffort in the field. However, a nation-wide, curefully planned
and coordineted progran of rasearch and developmsnt is called
for if the varied and mamnoth problems ave ts be rasolved
satisfactorily soon. '

The increased demands for 2arly childhood education progrems
has veverely taxed both the physical ecd professional resources
of the nation. As more praeschool Programs emerge & Sro&ter
proportion of teachers will necessarily be untreined. There
uill be similar demande for social workezs, adoinistrators,
and other personnal involved in preschool education.

Becauge of the magnitude of the need, the U.8.0ffice of
Bducation requested advice; specifically, exploration of tho
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possibilitics of eatablishing a nation-wide system of centers
focused on eavly childhood education. This suggestion was based
on the following essumptions: (1) the needs of the £ieid are
such that they can be met ¢nly by a large-scale acrose-the-

board attack; (2) the needs cannot be met by a single institution
or a single region; (3) the structure of a pationally focused
program would pemit universities and other iastitutions te
centinue to operate with a high degree of independence and yet
would ensure mirimum duplication and maximum coordination oI
effort: (4) the program, as authorized by the Cooperative Research
Act (P.L.83-531) and amended by Title IV of the Elementary and
Secondary Rducation Act of 1965 (2.L. 85-10), provides an
adequate meaps to plan and to fund on a long-texm basis.

As an outgrowth of this request s meeting was held in Los
Aungeles on December 9 and 10, 1965 to comsider the desirability,
feasibility and pessible organization of a nmation-wide system
of laboratories focuged on tiie education of young childrem. The
following people, servimg as the basic plamning group, were present:

Dr. Jokn Goodlad, UCLA {Chairman)

Dr. Susan Gray, George Peabody University

Nr. Robert Hess, University of Chicago

Dr. Marie Hughes, University of Arizons

Dr. Harry Levin, Cormell Univexsity -

Dr. Ralph Tyler, Center for Advanced Sgudies

Dr. Joseph Margolin and

Dr. Joaunsg Williams represented the OLfice of
Education

A second meeting was held on Januery 15 and 16 in New
Orieans. In addition to the peopie listed ebove, the following
neople attended ss consultanta. They represented cextaiu of
¢ha currently most visible resesrch centers in the field:

Dr. Alfred Basidwin, New York University

Or. Clara Beldwin, New Yozrk Universicy

r. Yartin Deutsclh, New York Medical College
Dr. Richard Ellis, Mew York Medicsl College
Pr. John Barding, Cornell University

Pr. Semuel Rirk, Gniversity of Illinois

Pr. Shirley Mocre, University of Mimnesota
Dz, Pavline Sears, Stanford University

Dr. Sheldon White, Hurvard University

A third mceting was held on February 19 and 20 in Chicago,
actended by the members of the oxiginal panel aud seven othexs,
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who represented different regions of the country. They were
invited with the idea.that they might posgeibly gasume the
leadership for assembling the resources in their region for
the Program. These wera:

Dr. Mary B. Coleman, Unlversity of Penasylvania
Dr. Louis Leving, San Francisco State College

192
Dr. Willisw Menge, Wayne State Umiversity

Dr. Villiam Meyer, Syracuse Univevsity

Dr. Shirley Moorxe, University of Mimnesota
Miss June Patterson, UCLA

Dr. Burten White, Havvard Univezsity

On the basis of these meetings, the plaming commnittée
formulated the following generslised conceptual model for a
proposed Naticnal Program in Early Bducstion.

Major Puvpoge aud Focus of the Program

The major purpsse is to orgarirze and develop a multi-discip-
lirnary and multi-functional nation-wide system of laboratories
and institutes focused on early childhood education. The
primary emphasic is to be on children up to primary school age-
Two major arguments for this position are advanced. First,
because the establisehd public school system does not concern
itself with this age group, there sre few traditions and, cou-
sequently, unique opportunities to explove new paths. Second,
many of the educational meeds of older childran wiil be taken
care of through other programs now being funded and launched,
whereas there is now iittle prospect of a broad, research-based
attack on the educational problems of the very young. The
system of laboratories proposed here should concern itself,
of course, with some studies and programs extending into the
primary school years, for the problems of transition and
articulation betwzen preschool training awd the established
educational pattemrms of the public school aystem are major ones.

Range of Emphases

The laboratory wiil conduct research, development, and
training of early childhood education apecisgiisis. Diversity
of programs is especially essential in a focused program of
national scope, for the several comstituent Centers may have
quite different interests and needs. A nationally-ccordinated
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sysitea such ag e on2 propoced heve can sddress ftsulf nicely

to cexntain general issues fhat have sroused @ great deal of concern:
{1} ¥aec lonn lay betwaen vasesreh end its utilization, vith the
conseguense that Ceeisionemaking in education does not involve
adeqeate consideration of reseazeh fiviiugs; (2) the lack 6f cdegucte
corrunicasion ~mong ycseagwchesrs, oftan leading :o duplication of
aSfor: and relativaly feur cumulative effcets: (3) thre lack of

commuanl ection ailony gascanrch 1laboeratorics, edv- ‘ticnnl institutions,
and ¢he exnmnliy as a vlhiole.
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wozk shall cepend on the development :ad maintenance of the following
activitics: (1, Pesearch on the leazring processes of young
child: °en ard the effectivencss of vexisus tSeachung procedures;
(2) ¢he euxperivental developreat, tritl and ran'icet’on of clucotiona)
POz s, (3) tie 3tudy of im;:ovcd P 2peretion of tcachers for
young chiidrer.; (&) the stuuy and impiyvescnt of procedures for
preparine gesesrch workers and leadewsip perco‘me (5) the
disgenirition i weseazen finwngs an¢ zesulte of teited teaching
procedures, and the maintenance of eff2ctive communicatien anong
resenchers and practitioners (ineludiag the orzenizetion of
consuliation serviens e assist schools in implementing educational
luprovexents develoved through veseawel).

Tentative Orpanizatlon oi the Propran

Peior to June 1, 1766, the orgenizational structuxe had
not yet been establisghed precisely. Taue following tentative
proceduses had been gpecified:

4 Cantxal A;,erg_} uili provide the coozdinairion Jor the
setvork.  Ihis asgency will: (1) ccoxdimate the gesesrch program;
ectabliish and opexaca u progrum clewwlag house slor infornation
storage and wetrzieval; end (3} establizh a data bank,

The dizector of cach of the several comporint Toaters would
sexve on a Steevins Committee, with ghe x’esyons:bility for
E@mﬂatmg plms for the resczreh, tvaining, and developrent
activities of tha Progzam. 7Thig group will sorve as the gcientific
planning panel vhich will wake contip-ing zecommendztions
concevaing the activities of the systean. The morbezship af this
,,soup vlisght cxpand Co include othay enveress in the £ield of

early ch:.ldhoodo




he Dlrecior of the Natinnal Goondlncilng Centex would
ascume resaousibilizy Zov all the gervice functions of the
cgensy, wenczt on the wozk a% e Prozom, and make
recommondazioas as ¢o ifs fu. ..ev sct:vities o 2 Boazd of

Dircetors {5017 ¢y ard planniag greup). This Boaxd will engage

in cobciruing rev..w of the program adl make racomuendations
divectly to £rc Jifiee of Bducaiion.

As a wesult of she several mecti.ags iavolving vhe original
Planping Coamiitee ond vepreseatativen Eron institutione
wpressing intezest Im the Mevional ¥.ogean, a conceptualization
of the Progwam. es well as savexral apucific operational '
guidelines, began to emerge. At shig time the originel
Plepning Committee Zule thee funds uele needed for the period
Iusne ) ~ §angmber 15, 1966 o conduc: tha recessary plasning
€0 the nsizbl:sheent and £ull initia:iom of thie Progran.

The ctientives as stnied in fie iail al propolal, ware &s
follcus:

1. Pzopave a final, detailed pz.posal wogarding the work
and organizatlon of the Progrem. Thi: includes ccordinating
21l proposals submitted by the caupon:ms Centers and inccgvating
¢hem futo a cohesive uni¢, This docuwent will include a
discussion of ¢he epecifie substantive avcas on which the Frogram
will eoneeatzate, and a deseriptioa of how this Progiem will
celate to ethzy fedeval programs im engly civitdhood cducstian;
(2) identification of a Birecior fov ine Hational Frogran, who
2111 assume dutics aid gesponcibilitics as soon as posgible;
(3) plamniag aund counducting eddiziony . meetings of cae
eziginsl Pleaning Comiitee for the p:wpoce of zeviewing the
several comneacsts of the pgoposal; () plannirg and consucting
& mecting ia July coupriced of Cae Plamning Cowuittee,
weprasentasivas Leon satareszed uniwv:iaicies and colleges, and
papresentacives Esom Lhe Untced 3vwase Cffice of Bducaticn.
Thie neecing wes tentatively sce fos sacne days bezween July S
aud 10. '

Dr. William J. iyer of Syzacuse University was agked by
De. John Qoodlad, oo behalf of the criginal Ploaning Coumittes,
=0 sosume the position of Exccutive Sceotazy vigh the
-aopensibility for inplementivg the objectives of ¢he proposal.
v, Fayer sccepted ethe invigtailca and wet with ©z. Johu Jocdiod
in “hiccgo, Yliiancis, on March 28, 1966, co discuss the
opjaizives cud prior planning for the National Coater. The
repsivdep of this report will describe Pr. Meyer's activities
in conwrction with Project o. 6-2937.
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Coordination of Contexr Proposals

Shortiy ¢fter June 1, 1966,  ie Exacutive Secretary
received copies of nine proposait for regional centers from
the following instftutions: Corncll Univereity, University of
Chicago, Wayne Stats University, Syracuse University, University
of Minnesota, University of Arizona, San Francisco State
Collcge, University of Cslifornia at Los. Angsles and George
Pasbody University. Twc additional propozals were recefived
from Harvs=3 University and tha University of Pemnsylvania, but
these were mostly statements of intent. These documents were
examined for the following purposes:

1. To obtain a general impression of the proposed budgets
necessary for each Center. This information was collated and
a Summary $tatement prepared.

2. The proposals were examined to determine overlapping
of activities ameng the proposed Cemtexs. This-analysis
permitted an estimation of which Centers might profitably, and
readily, collaborate !n their efforts by interchanging data and
providing subjects for meaningful replication cf experiments.
At this point in the development of the National Program, it
was not generally known among the eleven institutions submitting
propoaals that intercenter collaboration would play a key xole
in the National Laboratery. The Brecutive Secretary felt that
1t was important Chat this information be communicated and he
further felt that his ofSice should provide suggestioms to
each of the Centers as to where they would most likely £ind
activities at other Centers related to their owmu.

3. Bach proposal was examined to determine the scope of
activities proposed for the Cencer. Again, at this time, it
was not genersally known that cach Center was expected to include
at least two of the following three activities: research,
training, and curriculum end program development. The Executive
Secretary and his staff attempted to evaluate the potential
strength of each of the nine institutions in terms of where they
might profitably focus their efforts.

4, Finally, eich propocal was examined in terms of
organiration, degree to which vesearch and other activities
were descritad in detail, the degree to which the reseaxch
and other activities were consistent with the objectives of
the Nationsl Progrem, and finally in terms of specific isaues
raised in each of the propusals.
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Concurrent with these activities, the Executive Secretary
begen ocutlining the statement of the concept and objectives .

of the National Program (See next Section).

In view of the extreme time pressures, and other considera-
tions, the original Planning Committee felt that communications
with the institutions that had expressed interest in the
National Program had been poor. It was their recommendation
that the Executive Secretary visit with each of these institu-
tions in person at which time he would describe present plans,
his role in the National Program, and his thinking about the
objectives of the National Program. At the same time, it was
felt that his reactions to the individual proposals cculd be
given with whatever recommendations were to be made. Thus,
vith the exception of George Peabody University, Harvard
University, and the University-of Pennsylivania, all of.the
interested institutions were visited. In general, the results
of these meetings were highiy productive and the notion of
intercenter coilaboration was well acceptea. It should also
be noted that on the basis of these meetings, two institutions
decided that they were not yet ready to submit a formsl
propcsal for funding. Sometime after the completion of these
visits, the Executive Secretary was made aware of the interest
of New York University in becoming par: of the Natiomal! Prograrm.
He received a proposal from this institution which was evaiuated
in exactly the same terms as those from the other instutions.
Since it was too late for him to make a personal visit, he did
inftiate a rather lengthy phone call describing the objectives
of the National Program and making recommendations as to '
modifications in their proposal.

Shortly after the deadline of June 20 for submitting
proposals, all those interested in the National Program received
an invitation for a General Meeting at the Office of Education
on July ¢ and 10, 1966. The results of that meeting are
described in a subsequent Section.

The National Progrsm in Barly Childhood Education
Duriag the month of June, the Executive Secretary prepared
a4 document describing the theoretical and conceptual rationale

for the establishment of a Nationial Program in Eurly Childhood
Education. This document further describes the objectives of
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A ullToxt Provided by ERIC

the Wational Progran as well as recormendations for operation-
ally realising the proposed objectives. (The proposal
subnmitted to the United States Office of Education for approval
Ls ottached to this Finsl Report as Appendix A). A rough
draft was develored snd submitted to the original Palnning
Conmittee ‘as well as those individuels representing the
institutions that had submitted proposals for a Center. At
the July 9 and 16 nuc{nga in Washington, D.C., this statement
was evriuited by the entire gioup present. Recommendations
for modifi.cations were noted and incorporated in the final document.,
- This docunent now stands @s & statement of the commitment
of the National Program -as well as the commitmeng-of each of
the Centers constituting the entire National Program. Institutions
. intersstod in becoming part of the Natiomal Program should be
familiar, with this document prior to preparing a preposal
/ (copies can be secured from the Bureau of Research, tha United
States Offfice of Education, Weashington, D.C.).

¢

§ . ,

/) The July 9 - 10, 1956 Meeting
-

/ The following individuals along with their institutional

/ representation were present at the meeting in Washington:
Robert Hass, University of Chicago; William J. Meyer, Syracuse
Universfity; Mary Ford, Cornell University; Leon Goldstein,
Neu York mivereity; Marie Hughes, University of Arizona;
Louis Levine, San Francisco State College; Shirley Mcore,
University of Minnesota; Burton White, Harvard University;
Robert Kindred, University of California at Los Angeles;
Joarma wuum, Unjversity of Penmsylvania, James Miller,
George Peabody University; Joan Schwartz, U.S. Office of Education;
Virginia Rainey, Office of Economic Opportunity; Howard Hjelm,
U.S. Office of Education; Harry Levin, Cornell University; John
Goodlad, University of California at Los Angeles. The imitial.
session vas chaired by Levin unt:il the arrival of John
Goodlad, who then assumed the xole of Chairman for the meeting.

. The purpose of the meeting was to define in more @pecifie
terns the concept of intexcenter collaboration and to further
explore the administrativs organization of the National Cemter.

A comsiderable amcunt of time was «spent: in having
representatiwves from cach of the institutions describe theix main
activities ¢ad interestr.  Although no comiiments were made,
it becarie clzar from theve preseatations that resdy collaborabion
wus possitle amonyy several of the possible Centers. It was not
feasible, of courss, to make omy firm commitments during this
neeting since no final action had beem taken by the U.5. Office

. of Rducation with re:pec\t to funding any of the Centers. It
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was felt that es soon as those decisions had been maide, the
Director of the National Center Would immediately bring
together the Directors of the approved Centers for a more
detaiied expioraiion and possibie comitment of specific
intercenter collaborative activities. \

The second major point of discussion centexred on the
activities of the National Ceater and the &dministxative
relationship of the National Centéer to each of the proposed
Research and Development Centers. There wes general agreement
that one of the primary activities of the Natiomai Center would
be that of dissamination of research findings as well as the
outcomes of progran development activities. The possiblility of
establishing data banks and using such retrieval systems as
ERIC vere suggested. The National Center would also, in
collaboration with an appointed Advisory Council, make decisions
concerning future directions of the National Program. This
would be accomplished by funding new Centers, developing
-other sources of funds, such as private foundatizns, and by
phasing out of existing Gentera. There was some feeling
,expressed during the meeting that the National Center should
have a research capability of its own.

>
Nt
[
‘1
N

Toward the end of the mzeting Dr. Hielm re-emphasized he
fact that @éack of the Centers would be treated individually
in terms of funding. He explained that every Center would be
site vigited by a group of individuals designated by his cffice
and that each Center wouid be reviewed as an indivicuel entity.

Subsequent to the General Mesting, = meeting of the
Exccutive Committee comprised of tha original Fiauaiug Committee
convened Sor a period of three hours on July 10. The sole
purposz of this meeging was to make more specific the
administrative organization of the National Program in Early
Childhood Education. The administrative structure receiving
the most serious consideration is graphically shown in Figure 1.

-9.‘




. - T e T et
\
\
\
\
\\
\
) \

- o % ----;i

; v
) amm‘
Advisory Council i"“" e Agénci.:g

L

]
v ) fgeneies |

) 1
Dizestor ] Selentific i
: ‘,fgg ¢ & Ag:bﬂscty"
bu 3 l Committes 3
.I'
%
|
R&D| |m&d]| [R&D I
f,,
- rigure 1 - Proposed sdministrative stradture for Hational g
Program in Early childhocd Bducation. N
\
N
\\

R Y A T A N R N i&'! R s
- ua&am {30 SA Sy




\

The Committes felt that the first step in establishisg
the Retinnal Progrim shewid bo sppeintmmnt of aa Advisocy
Council. 7Thare wae general ¢ that the Advimey
Council should cousist of 2o ware than twelve pasple, with
three ivdividiale from eash OF Sollowing stends: the
social scisnoss, presshoil aduzatievs, and in gwmernl tezwme,
the business world. The Advisery Coumcil weuld suzve, 1a
effect, as 8 Board of Diracters to A maa-pmefit ergenisatien
which would be legally eutablished in eus of the f£1Ith states.

The Advisory Caumecil wonld attenpt te previde iivection

to ths Natiesal Program avd Would sarve o5 & ssnding beard
for ressmmendatiocns frem the Direstsr of the Natismel Canter,

The Committes previded the niaes of several individuals

from eash of the preposed avess whe wight be esneidered

for appointamnt, Although the estadlishment of a men~
profit erganisation wes gewrally agresd wpon by tie

Committes, it was aleo pointed ocut by D¢, Heward Bjslm

that etler non-profit institutions, sweh as a university

or resesreh organisstien, might Jioo be suitable for Mewsing
the Nationsl Texter,

The Dizector of the Ratiunal Centar would have divece
rasponsibiiity to the Advisory Council and wo.lZ fumetion
in collaboration with the Stesrxing Cowmittee, Tha Divector
would b» appointed by the feuding agency in c¢ollsboration
with the Advisory Council, A In zddition to daveleping & preo-
gram of informeiion retrieval and dissamination, as well a3
sduinistering tho sstivities of the Centers, especislly inter-
center gsllabarative cfforts, the //irector wonid have vesponsi-
bility for recommending funding and centinuaticn of funding
to the Advisory Counsile. I% ves made explicizly elesr, hovever,
that all decisivns eoncerning futurs funding end coutinued suppert
of ongofng Csunters weuld bs ands by the primary funding agency:
namaly, the Unitued States Office of Rduecation,

This Stearing Cemmittes wuld provide the Diroetsr with
directica for the futare davilogment of the Matfonal Zaborvatary,
The Stoe~fing Committes would sloo be in 8 positicn to respond to
vecomiendations frew the Advisery Cowrneil and/or the Dizsstor.
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Apzivitics Subsegueut to tue July 9 - 10, 1968 leotinn

A% the termsidneticn of the July masexing at the

Uaitad States Office of Bdi:cagiom, cach o the
vgpraseptatives fvom intezusted institutioms verve
sguised ¢o make £inail voviciums in thsivw propusals

] and subrit 30 copies £ thom dizzetly to iche United

) Szates Office of Jducation by July 20, 1966, The
S=zecutive Secsatusy was inctructed ¢o vovise s
sieatenent: £or ¢tho Hatiosel Laboratory end submit
169 copies of it zo the United Btetes Oxfice of Blucue
eion by July 26, 1965. The desigued zevicions wore
made and ¢he govised stalerent was received in
Washington oa the designaZed date.

Buping the vemainder o€ the zmonth of July and
throughout the moath of Avsust, the Buxecuzive
Secvetacy served a3 & focal point fox seeeiving end
digseninatiag information concexning the Hational
Prozren. He was in fuequert comnunieation wich
rvepresontecives from the Unlted Szates Office of
RBducation aogecizily in terms of decislons comceruing
" ¢he appoirtmezt of a Divector of the Rational Centez
and wich other ovgenizatioval mstters. Bach vember
of the original Pleaning Ccomiltiee was cousistentiy
{aformed of cvents as they traaspired end ¢huir
1 renctions, ia fum, wore rrflected ia racommeudsticas
" wade to the United States t£fice of Bducation., For
—~— gome four weeks priozr to tlhe terzinstion of this
- projact, the Buneecutive Scoretary met with five of
the memhars of cho Planning Conctttes at plaecss
end =imes coaveaient to theme e sole ingent of
these meetings was o explcere in detail tho modifi-
cations foi' comproaices thet each person would be
willing to paks in oxder ¢o axpodits the fommation
. of the Ad:iscry Council and the appointment of @
- Direcetor of the Rational Center., COus cloar
: outcone of thesa neetings was the feoling that the Planuning
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Cormittue needed to reconvene at the United States Officn of
Rducation lo discuse varicus siternatives /nd strategies in the
establisizunt of ths Netional Program. This meeting wis held
after the teminatfon oZ this arant.

Sumasry and Conclugions t

This project was primarily con:erned with developing a
theoretical rationsle for the estabiishment of a Mstionsl
Progran in Rarly Childhicod RBducation. A second objective was
tc trarilate this theoretical tkzioule iato an operational
program involving the col ation of a mmber of potential
Centers into a neaningful and viable progran of tesearch,
training, and cuericulum and program dsvelopment. Perhaps
the single most cuaplex prodlem that arose during the tenure o
this project is the estadiishment of an acceptable and '
workable adninstrative structure. Clesrly, this is the
firet tine that a group of sccial scientists bave attempted to
cooxdinate their resources and efforts into a drosd collaborative
attack on & vajor problem. Although, theve was evidenca during
nany of the neetings, and during private conversatioms, of concern
about the collaborative naturs of the National Progran, the
najority of this scieatific group felt challenged and corxited
to the concapt of a collaborative effort. If the success of
uany collaborative effoxts of scientists in otker fields such
as physics, astronony, sad atonic energy are indicstive of the
high level of sophisticaticn and naturity of those groups,
then it night be reasonably argued that tha socisl scientists
involved in the Nationsl Program is Burly Childhood Rducation
aze on the elreshold of achieving a simdler level of sophistica-
tion and maturity. As the National Center and each of the
Research and Development Canters decone cperstiomsl, it will be
of great intavest, and perhaps of grest value, to carefully
noaitor the outcome of the total collaborstive effurt.

-13- t
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NATICNAL IABORATORY FOR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
IN EARLY CEILDHOOD IDUCATION
FCOREWORD

This document proposcs the establisiment of a Nautionael Laboretory
in Early Childhood Education under Title 4 of Public Law 89-10. Initially
this laboratory will be camprised of a pumber of Centers with a history of ex-
cellence in the areas of Child Development and Early Childhood Education.
These centers are distributed thrcughout the entire United States and repre-
gent a broad variety of viewpointe and approaches to early childhood edu-
cation. The major objective of the National lLaboratory is the strengthening
of early childhood education prograns by augnent'ag basic knowledge of early
childhood behavior by the deyelppment and implementation of interventiou
procedures coasistent with ba,sic. processes, and by the disseminaticn of these
findinge in terms of training teachers and researchers. An &ssumption funda-
menia) to the development of the proposed National Laboratory is that these
objectives are hest achieved through the mutual co-operation and integration
of individual. Centers.




SPECIFIC AIMS AND GBJECTIVES

Bariy childhood Education hae & history of uneven growth and develop-
ment. Prior to the 1930s, pre-schoonl education was limited to a relative

minority of children in the United Stategs. In thz 19303, largely because

of the depreseion, there developed a strong interest in pre-school education I

derived from the praétical necesgsity 'of providing day-care service for working
mothers. Theee centers were funded almost entirely by federal and state
funds. For the most part, tﬁese day-care centeré functioned largely as baby-
sitting services. There were, of course, many éxceptions to this pattern,

the mos’ notable being at the University of Minnesota and the State University
of Iowa. During this period of time, these institutions, among others, de-
veloped important research programs vhich generated a large amount of im-
portant deate and which were instrumental in the development of many pre~school
practices still being used todasy. It was during this period of time that &

major controversy developed with reupect to the relative contribution of

heredity as opposed to environment in the determination of children's be-

havior. This controversy could never really be settled, but it did raise '
sane questions sbout the long range effectiveness of nursery school edu-

cation. Subsequent research studies revealed that after’at least two years,

differences among nurcery school and non-nursery school children tended to

disappear. Findiugs of this kind, coupled with the then generally accepted

view, that the course of human development was largely determined by genetic /’ .\
variables, led to & decline of interest in the generul early childhood edu- | '

cation fleld.
Durirxg the years folloving the second world war, interest focused prima-
rily on elementary and secondary education pro‘blem‘a , and there also begazn to
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emerge & ptrong interest in ekperimental orptéaches to the study of childven.
There was, in fact, a decided shift away from traditicna) research strategies
and traditionsl formulations, and a more sophisticated empirical &pproach to
the study of children became apparent. Shortly after this period, and perhaps
as a result of new conceptuslizations about human development, there ener;ed
a great concern for those segments of our society that vers rapidly falling
behind economically. when society demanded that this situation be changed,

it became clear that owr supply of personnel trained in early childhood edu-

cation could not approach the demand. It was elso clear that our understanding
of the basic processes and behaviors of young children were inadequate and
that, therefore, many aspects of Early Childhood Education Programs were not
well understood.

This very brief historical survey of ecarly childhood education in the
United states is intended to serve as a basis for the d;eveloxnent of a btroad
conceptual frame work around which the National laboratory for Research and
Development in Early Childhood Education can bT, descrited. A cloger in-
spection of the early theories and methods employed in the study cf young
children ‘indicates that, in large measure, they were derived Irom an ac-
ceptance of the basic principles of evolution as originally defined by
Darvin {1659). These principles imply' that the course of huwan development
and the emergence of specific behaviors are genetically pre-determined; that
is, behaviors unfold in a pre-determined manner relatively independent of
environmental stimulation. Concepts such as maturation and reediness assumed
a central position in these models and the main task of the scientist btecane
the description of the chronologicsl ages, or vhe mental ages, at whaich be-

haviors for the "normal" child cmerged. Differences in behavioral capa-
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interprcted as the result of differences in chronological age. Variatiouns

I

bilities between two or more age groups were either explicitiy or implicitly
from the mean were usually interpreted as the result of superior endowment
in the case of azcclorated development, or as inferior endowment in the case
cf retarded development. Chronologicel age norms, for example, were .de-
veloped for & variety of béhaviors on the assumption that either enviruvnment
was irrelevant to the development of | the behaviors or that the ervironments
of all children were exactly equivalent. In ,effec‘t the genetic model per-
nitted the educator to view cﬁssfqan fai;ﬁfes as the result of inferiorx
genetic endowment,-- thus generating vhat may be describved as a passive view
of the educational process. It should also be noted that this thecretical
conceptualization was partially responsible for the search for a best method
of changing children's behavior as exemplified in the traditional "methods"
kind of experimentation. | |

Recent theoretical and empirical relationships indicate that environ-
mental vari;bles and biological predispoéitions interact to produce human
beings with more or less unique patterns of capahilities and behavicral
repertoires. There are now dats ava:llablg, derived mostly from experimen-
tation with lsboratory \animls, indicating thet specifically delineated en- .
viroamental stimuli, in fact, not only wodify overt behavioral «apsbilities,
but slso modify structure, as measured in terms of changes in brein weight.
This forrulaticn views such traditiocnal variables as soclo-economic level,

race, sa2x, and chronological age as a set of convenient descriptive terms

containing little or no explanatory value. The mere passage of time without

environmental stimulation would, ‘frm this viewpoint, produce a truly atypical
ofgahiem (an inference supported by experimentation with animals). Socio-
.'u.
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econamic level is seen as describing an ineome level or a general environ-

mental circumstance but where it is crucial that the variables (stimulus

)/—T components impinging on the orgsunism) are specified. The strategy of the
/) ~ - ‘

' _____sclentist in this theoretical framework is, therefore, the systematlc
/ / .

examination of the variables influencing the course of development, with
particular attention given to unique or individual patterns of behavior.
 Educationally, this thecretical framework suggests that it is &
fruitless task to search for an ultimate method of teaching children, re-
\ gardless of the specific content area. In effect, th:fs modelax&'m}ides e
7 basis. for the concept of 1ndi§i§ualized instruction and generates an active
| concept of education where a child's inedequate performance is viewed
as a failure of society, in the broadest context, and of tbe educational
progrem in the more specific context. Thé ultimate objective focuses on
the development cf numerous alternative techniques that capitalize ca the
specific individual pattern of capebilities. It is certain that techno-
logical advances in educational programs will contriuate to the developnent; o
of new nethr;db of teat;hing, but such aﬂvagces may be pre-mature because of
owr basic lack of und:rstanding of fundamental processes. _
The interactior viewpoint also provides a thecretical basis for the
cwrrcnt activi;oies pertaining f.o the preschool e:".ucat:lén of Acnlturmy-
deprived children. For example, the old question of heredity versus en-
vironment is no longer appropriate because the relative contribution of
each cannot be determined. This question now becomes one of how vest to
develop intervention procedures that are consistent with genetic structures.
In viev of the fﬁct that, for the most part, iutervention procedures are

not introduced prior to age two, the question is really one of how best to -
-5
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def'ine intervention procedures for children presenfing spacific behevioral
patterns resulting from the interaction of heredity and enviromment. The
asgumption thet all children are drawn from essentially the same geme pool
but differ only in terms of environmental stimulation is not consistent
viith the iuteraction view. This assumption is implied, hovever, vwhenever
/an investigator provides culturally-disadvantaged children with experiences
common to the\niilee-class child and presents these experiences in the same
vay as be would to the middle-cless child. The alternative strategy is to
determine the behavioral capabilities of culturally-disadvantaged children
and then develop intervention procedures which are consistent with these
capebilities.

) The major objectives of th>\¥opoaed National Laboratory in Early
- Education may now be stated in the &n\text of an "active" view of the
_ educational proccss. N

1. The National Laboratory in Early Childhood Education is committed to
an intensive examination of pre-school child::;h\in a broad variety of areas |
including their cognitive, social, and emotional Gevelopment. The milieu,
including x:e:lghb'orhood and family, within which devc;iqpment occurs 1is re-
garded as an integral part of development and their influence will also be
intensively examined. This intensive research program wil\l\Qot only focus
on the behavioral capebilitics of the children, but will also\t\at\tempt the
thhw understanding of underlying processes by the systematic m\a.n\ipulation
of antecedent variables. Empirical relationships that emerge which haye
vroad theoretical andfor applied significance will be replicated using
saxples of children with unique -attributes. _ | | )

2. The Naticnal Laboratory in Early Childhood Education will focus on
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the development of new teaching methods, curricula, snd materials which
will foster the developmeat of individual children. These pre-3chool
Frograms will be developed in conformity with the cutput of the dasic
research prcsram\a‘s\ 1t contributes to the understandipg of fundamyntal,
processes. These programs will be systematically e\(ai;xated by each center
to determine the degree gc;"'im{ch changes in the children's behavior are
consisten’ with intended objee;ivgs. As new knowledge is acquired, it is
anticipated that techniques and methiols for changing behsvior will be
modificd. Since the Laboratory includgqgnters with diverse theoretival
vievs aud objectives, it i a reasonable e:gﬁeq!:ation that several different
programs of early childhood education will emerge ihese diverse prograns

will provide the knowledge necessary for influeacing children's behavior

in accordance with epec:lﬂc objectives. Thus the Labor will provide -

Stated somevbat different;ly, the intent of nuwrturing diverse pr
within the National I.abofatory is not for comparison purposes, but ra%hg\:r ’
to detemine‘ row to best implement a specified set of objectives.. h) N

3. The Nat:lonil Laboratory in pre-school education will provide the '\.\
resowrces for increasing the number of well trained teachers and research ‘“\
workers that are novw in such short supply. The purpose of the training
programs, &8 in the case of progra/ni developrzent, is to support diverse

approaches to training yrogrems th respect to specific objectives,

identirications, and competencies.
Attention will focus primarily on the talents and capabilities generated
by specific training programs w’:h the explicit recognition that each
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program will have its cwn unique strengths as well as weaknesses. It is
conceivable, for example, that cne Center will produce professional workers
who are especially competent in dealing with parents but who are less strong
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ioping acadamically or 4 pre-schicol programs. Toc IEverse
pattem will exis? at another Center. The Natioual Laboratory will provide
descriptions of training programs, including obJect:lvés and procedures,
vhich will provide a basis for establishing new programs. All Centers will
produce stronger professional workers because of the sixbstantia.‘l. resources
provided by the National Laboratory- | |

L. The National Laboratory for Early Education will provide a basis for
the development of a meaningful theory of child development. At the present
time there are several ﬁa@ented, narrowly conceived theoretical systems
. that might b\est:. be labeled miniature theories. Perhaps the one exception
%o this statement is the general model developed by Jean Pi.get. But here
00 there exist certain important theoretical gape, such as a specification
of the\ transition rules fyom stage to stage, which need to be closed.

There are two ways in which the Natiomal uboratogy is likely to contribute
to theory development: 1. through the support and encouragement of re-

. seai'ch which will better define fundsmental procecses and specify crucial
variables, and 2. by bringing together, within the Hational Laboratory,
divergent viewpoinia.

5. The Naticnal Laboratory for Early Education will have as its primary
obJective the underatanding ¢2 all children and the development of knowledge
vhich will significantly improve early childiicod education programs. This
objective 18 assured by the fact that the retwork of Centers represenis a
diversity of philosophies and approaches in terms of research, tralning,
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prograx develepment, and experientisl beckgrounds of the children within
the Raticnal tory. These diverse groups ¢f children will psimit e
systematic evaluation of the outcomes of the various reacarch, training,
and program deve]fppment‘ activities. By .mtegrating activities it vill be
poesible to specify, with greater precision than has heretofore been
possible, the variables that directly influence children's bebavior. In
this context, thon, the National Laboratary vill provide the framevork for
the develoment of the hZwroadest possible primciples of child development,
and will, furthermore, provide & basis for determining how specific vari-
ations in envirommental circumstances influence the basic principles.

6. The National Laboratory will provide the administrative structure
for encouraging communication emong the scientists, trainees of teachers,
and cwrriculum plemners associated with each Center. In this way, the
Leboratory will enhance the dizsemination of new information and substantial-
1y reduce the lag between Qcientitic discovsery, program mplementati.on,‘
and the training of new professional workers aware of current trends




™~ COMIITMENTS OF THE NATIONAL LABARATUAY FOR RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMERT IN EARLY CHILDV.$0D BDUCATION

The Centers within the Naticnal Laboratory for Early Childheod
Education are committed tc; emphasizing at least two of the following
activities: basic research, development and evaluation, training, and
dissemination. Decisions about which activities to emphasize vere mude
by each of the Centers in in terms of their perceived streagths. The
purpose of emphasizing two activities is to assure that within Centers
there will be co-ordinated efforts in learning more about young children.
In this usy, for example, a Center emphasizing basic research activities
vill integrate this activity with either their training aé'txvities or

"development and evaluation activities.

This commitment to an integration of activities on the part of the
individual Cencers defining the National Labeoratory is, in part, an
attempt to overcome the extensive difficulties involved in studying "the/
vhole ¢hild". Proponents of the "wholie child" approach are critical of
laboratory iﬁvg,stigations because of the fragmented and often miniscule

| nature ’ot the variables investigated and the artificial nature of the
laboratory situation. In addition these critics argue that laboratory
yesearch bas little or no bearing, at leest immediately, on situations
that ‘directly influence the lives of children on a day to day basis.
Ms indictment of narrowness has me it if it implies that basic reseeprch
scientists axre unwilling to see how their work relates to more applied
kinds of situstions. I¢ the indictment means that the research strategles
and the concern for—-careful control of experimental variables is unpro-

.
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[ ductive and meaningless, then the argument has considerebly lese mexrit.
The basic research scientists' critieism, that global research studies
# are meaningless Yecause of the lack of adequate controls, is slso & poorly
3

conceived argument. Indeed, the scientist who tests his nypothesis in &
raturalistic setting ofter does not know what the salient variables are,
besause the basic research scientists would not, or could not incorporate
these variables in their experiments. The fact remains, nevertheless, that

these varisbles exist. There can be little argument that laboratory ex-

perimentation does provide more careful control over variables then more
broadly based research in a naturalistic setting. But this does not mean
that each research strategy must proceed independently; mutual feedback
should provide %he means for approaching, meaningfully, the study of the
"yhole child". It is the position of the Naticnal Labo.atory that sig-
nifiéant advaaces in understanding young children will derive largely from
break-tiroughs that occur in laborstory experimentation. The National
Laboratory is also cumit\t;ed to the premise, that the value of new knowledge
:I.ﬁgqbanced when it is translated into development progrems, which can then
be th;r\&gg‘ly tested in the \field, refined, and eventually incorporated.
into early cqucation progrems - This commitment reguires matual
feedback resulting in further laboratory testing, progrem modification,
and field testing, until all the properties of the bebavior are understood.
Finally, the National Laboratory is committed to the notion thet break-
throughs in basic research aud prcgrah development are of littie value,
ailesa they are diueminated to the students being trained in the general
area of early childhood education, and who will be able to implement these

" asdvances upon completion of their training progra.s.
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This proposal. for a Naticnel Labopetory in Eerly Chi3dhood Education
represents, in effect, a request for funding a netvork of Research and
Development Centers. Theee proposed Centers are not, however, independent
regearch and development centers, but rather inclusion in this proposal
signifies a commitment to the concept of cooperative relationships with
each of the other Centers. Operationally, the concept of inter-center
co-operation and integration of activities requires careful definition.
The next thkree sections will examine specific objectives and activities
within each of the thres dbroad categories of activities defizned for the
National Laboratoary (basic research, prograw develcpment, aad training).

A. Research Activities '

Centers, to one degrée or another, will examine similex
areas of young children's Lehavior. Ior exemple, there is considerable
interest in the general problem of attention where risual input of
stimuli is the dependent variable. In eaca instance the investigators
at these Centexs are concerned with stimulus processing but each is
focusing on different cateéories of stimilus input and each ayproaches
the problem in somewhat different ways and from different theoretical
backgrounds . Instead of proceeding in relavive isolation, as might
we the case if the research and development centere veve not under
the Nationel Laboratory, it will now be possible for these investi-
gators to meet pericdically for the purpose of exchanging ideas,
data, and those experiences that are typlically only found in the
aciientist'a notebook but rarely iz a publisked peper or a preseatation
at a\protes‘sionﬂ. mee‘ting. Very often, these experiences provide
more frulttul data and hypothesis then the eveatual sophisticated

‘\
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published presentations of experimental outcomes. The interchenge

of jdeas, methods, and experience are possible when there exist

strong mutual interests and respect as well as encouraqemnﬁ for such
interchanges to occur. Social scientists have, for too long, worked
in isclation end paid only pccasional attenticn to the work of others;
and then in a predominantly critical way. The core of the issue 1is
that Social Scientists and the Educators must start looking for what
another perscn's work contributes to knovledge rather than critical
attacks that tend to stultify communication. Ocnstructive criticism
is, of course, an essential ingredient of productive interactions.
Interactions among scientists, as presently conceived, require matur-
ity, dedication to discovery, and the recognition that nc single
center, or :.ciantist, can possibly provide all the ansvers to complex
problems.

Another area in which the research scientists asscciated vith
individual Centers can cooperate is that of replication of experi-
ments. A serious lack of replication exiets in the social scionces
vhich hes undoubtedly contributed to the confusing network of findings
reported jia mary areas.

The commitment to the interchsnge of data and experimental pro-
cedures will broaden the subject populations available to each Ceater,
permitting wider generalizability of outcomes. Variations in subject
attributes sre especially impirtant in the development of broad
principles of development. Although it is aot known with what fre-
quency individual experiments produce significant f£indings that are

specific to the particular sample, it is & rcasonable assumption,
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that it ocewrs sufficieptly ofien to be a problem. HMore specifically’,
it can bappen that a specific independent variable of interest to

the inveatigat& corrvelates with another variable which, in the perti-
cular sample, is widely distributed. Tke outcome of the expexriment
may be attributable to the second variable. Upon replication with an
entirely different sample, it would be discovered that the manipulated
varisble (the independent variable) is of little value with respectd
to influencing the dependent variable. Clearly, if an experiment
replicates over two or three extremely different samples, cne can
conclude that the independent variable is powerful and accounts for -
most of the variance in the particular bebavior examined.

The following groupings of Centers are highly tentative and
cannot be finalized until the final proposals are exumined. Three
Centers, Syracuse University, the University of Chicego, and the
University of Arizona are planning intensive thrusts in the area of
cognit:ive development. The Centers at Cornell University, Wayne State
University, George Peabody, and San Francisco State are in%terested in
the areas of pareat intervention and the eftectiyeness of such imter-
vention procedvres in changing the behavior of a child, especially
his cognitive behaviors.

The possibilities for replicating studles among the Centers
will naturally require careful co-ordinetion so that the already over-
taxsd rocllities of some Centers are not overwhelmed with outside
demands. The Central Co-ordinating Facility wiil ba respousitle for
programing replications among the Ceaters far enough in edvance 8o

that each respective center can plan for the fortheoming experimentation.
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B. Program Development Activities

The fundsmental objectives of co-vrdinating and integrating
progran activities among the Jenters is %o provide a sogrt_ of cata-
lognie of objectives and- implementation procedures that would be
availsble to anyone interested in beginning & preschool education pro-
gram. Here t;_c.ain, the objective of co-ordinsating this kind of in-
formation is not for the purpose of differentially évaluat:lng a
Center's program because such evaluations are not the purpose of the
Naticnal Laboratory. _
An implicit assumption in this component of the National Labora-

tory is that no single preschool progi'am' can, by itseld, accomplish
equally vell all objectives that might be defined for some ideslized
preschool program. At least two of the Centers are developirg
programs that focus primarily on the development of ea adequate and
jiealthy self concept. Academic materials are introduced only as they
ere perceived as being consistent with the child's self coacept and
vhere the child perceives such activities as consistent with himself.
These specific objectives are accompanied by & description of the
procedures for attaining these objectives. Other jnstitutions are
concentrating their programs ;zlore in the direction of academic and/or
cognitive development and, though not disavowing the social -emotional
development of the child, are paying somewhat less atiention to those

components of development.

the dichotomy in the stated objectives of the two groups of Centers
refiects & general controversy in early childhcod education. Those

L/
advocating the importence of academically oriented programs often
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crit’icize the implementatioa of the other view as mere baby-sitting.
The academicslly oriented people believe that impcrtant gaine are
possible during the preschool years; in fact, many feel that the
most significant impacts on cogritive abilities can be made only

during the preschool years. Tiey argue that an appropriately designed.

progran does not crea’te emotional problems and.furthermore, reinforces
the child's curiosity motivation. Those stressing social-emotional
development believe that youny children requi,re“suppori; in developing
into whole human beings without fears or self-doubt. Academic
programs, with their implicit pressures, retard self-growth and
inhibit learning votential.

It is proposed that those institutions whose objectives are
essentially éimﬂ.ar , but whose procedures for implementing their
objectives differ, should initiate meeting to define areas of mutual
interest; that is, comparisons of programs, ideas for program imple-
mentation, or evaluations of outcomes. Sometime after that, it
would be productive if Centers with oppcsing objectives were then to
sit down and explore areas of similarity as well as defining clearly /
differences in implementation procedures. This sort of activity may
lead to the conclusion that, despite sharp differences in philosophy
and stated objectives, these Centers are, nevertheless, actually
sha.ring a large numirer of specific activities. This possibility is
not unlike that which happened when successful therapists of very
diZferent theoretical persuasions, were found to overlap in their
approaches and behaviors during the actual therapy session.

Despite the thecretical and procedural differences among the

-16-
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Centers, all Centcrs share one problem: what modifications are

necessary in order that the preschoul experience will provide the
cﬁild with maximum transfer to the primary school situation.

C. "Training Activities ‘

In a very real sease, the long range impact of the National
Labaratory will be apparen’ from the increased nmixbers of well trained
nursery school teachers, child-care workers, and rescarch personnel.
Although all of the proposed Centers already provide excellent training
programs, the National Iéberatory will provide the structure for im-
provement. For example, it will be possible to provide studeats with
the most current c}hta dealing with cogn:l;;ive and social-emotional
development as well as the results of field studies involving various
teaching met.hods and programs. It may also be possible to arrange
ex..hange progr&ms among the Centers where students can gain experiences
ot available at their own Center . One feasible arrangement could be -
the eatabliatxhent of -an Mtex;nship program in which a student has |
direct invol~ sent in the activities of anovther Center. _

As might be anticipated fram previous discussions, the proposed
Centers vary in terms of their stated obJectiveg and the means of
implementing their training pr_ogams . Some Centers, for example,
emphasize research training, others stress the training of preschool
teachere, while still others focus on the development of skilled
prcfessionsl worke;s who ;.a.n work effegtively with parents and
neighborhocd leaders. ) Each of these programﬁ will develop ‘1ndi-
viduals vhose specific strengths and weaknesses can be ascertained
from the stated objectives. Here again, the purpose of the Naticp@
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Iaboratory is not to cvaluate training programs, dut %o delineate
the objectives and impiementation procedures.

Collaboration of Centegs in terms of training provides a unique

ness. It is unlikely that Centers vill agree on all attributes com-
prising teacher effectiveness becauée of differences in objectives.
Despite these differences, there might emerge, from systematic dis-
cussion, & set of common attributes necessary for ‘all the progrm.
Once these attridbutes are defined, it should be possidble to develop
measures of them and then determine if they, in fact, influence
aildren's behavior in predicted directions. Comparisons between
preschool teachers and primary-grade teachers would show, as advo-
cated by some, whether or not the two groups are essentially similar
oi different. Anatﬁer possible question concerns the degree to vhich
successful‘ teachers of culturally-deprived children are similar to
teschers of middle-class children.

Each of the Centers emphasizing training will meet on a regular
basis to explore areas in vhich collaboration of activities might
oscur. More specifically, a Center may wish to develcp & student
exchange program with another Center which can provide unique ex-
periences for their students. Centers may also wish to collaborate
in developing assessment procedures for determining the efféctiveness
of specific student experiences assumed to be crucial to the training
program. |
In summary, the Centers affililated ﬁith the National Laboratory are

committed to emphasizing two of the following three activities: research,

18-
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deve).ol;ignt and evaluation, and training. Beyond the commitment to ac-
tivities ,\i;l;e Centers are also comaitted to the conecept of intra- and
tnter-Center commnication and colisboration. Finally, the Netional
Laboratory is comnitted to the dissemination of information not only
among Centers but a natioﬁwide scale .

There is one 1s;u¢ thet requires further comment. The National
Laboratory is conceived\‘a\s & network of Cenfera whose combined efforts

will add to owr knowledge Of all children. Aside from the importance of

uncovering bvasi: principles ﬁgg_ se, the Laboratory is sensitive to the
necessity of improving early childbood éducat:l.on programs for children
from all socioceconmmic 1evéls of ou.r society. The need for new knowledge
and new progréms for cultur'ally-«lepr\ived children is cbvious and is
reflected in the progrems of many of tl}e\proposed Centers. What may be
less obvious, however, is a similer need fgr improved programs for
children whose envircnments a}ready provide\i}uality stimulation. Recently,
for example, there has oqcurred in the Ccmgress\a series of meetings to
determine the feasibility of establishing require\d%eschool attendance
't‘\ for all children. Quite aside from the cost cf such\g program, there is
a question of what the educational program would accomz\ﬂ{msh above and
beyond what interest=4 and capable paxrents would acccmpli}& on their own.
Ther: 18 every reason to believe that mandatory preschool 'edﬁ\c\ation i’_.!_g_u.‘_l._q
benefit middle-class children, but the means and the anticipatéa outcomes -

are presently obscure.
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Orggﬁizat‘ion cf the Laboratory

The wajor objectives of the proposed orgsnizational structure of the
Kational Labsratory inocludes

l. The establishmant of a siructure which will nurture Center programs

~ and the integration of activities betweon Centors.

2. The establishuent of a structure wiich will significantly dscreasa
the 1o Letwam conlirced Lasic inotiledge and 133 vransiation inbo
srastice.

3. The establishnent of a structurs vhich will provide the wmeans of
<i$.ssemirm.‘c':h'zg9 on a nationel level, the implications of the work
of the individual Centers. \

L. The establishment of an spen-emded stiaucturel crganization pre-
viding a mechanism for including new Centers whose objectives are
consistent with the National Laboratory.

5. The establishuent of a structure walch will include an advisory
éomm‘v.ttem comunrusexd of maar'is rnrasertivy 2 Hwiad ange of {~barogis
nd zalontz,

It would be inappropriate at this pbin*: to present a stucture for the
Naticnal Laboratory that was risre than $llustrative. One such illustrstion
is stown in figure 1.

The_iirestor of the Nacionrl Laboratory

Thera will be ong Cenier sstablished with primary responsibility for
national disssuination, cccrdination of inter.Canter activities, and which
will also serve as a data bank, The dirsctor of this Center is alsc identi.

fied as the diractor o the Nablowd Laboratory. Ia addition Yo the asova
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furictiong, the National Direstor, and his adviso.y coareil will be cons
cerred with idsniifying pos:iole Centers which couid coniribute in a unique

way e the oversll Laboratory.

anmmndnl'innn of individusla for the nasition of Direotor won

e eow wWwar ameswe . v-wv— - -

made by the Steering Commitize (Conter Director-~) with the approval af. an
appropriate cumittee designatec by the funding agency. The niractor

would he &.pected to meet wilth the marbers of ¢he Steering Conmittec on a
regula~ basis, Theee westings would focus on the achievemenie, ze well ar
the protiems of the Labcratory, with ths Steerirg Committee usking reccvien.
dations for specific courses cf a-tion, At these ..eelings, recommendatiane
Jould be formulated concern.ng propessls for funding new Centers.

‘e Nat::mnal Jenter will ae indspendently. £\ aled vita 2 part of these
funds usa3 to develop inter.Jleater coliaboraticn.
Ihe_-tooring Commicice.

The Sheoring Sumriioe L3 compriced of ae Uedater uzrseiids, wac.udsay
the Mazicn:d Drector, Tha 3:zittse vwill meoed v laazt fnrae cimes a year
Sor tho tarpose of reviawing ilisy ard aeking 1rceorwerdal.iend wnaserning
futwre direcitions,

o devcciliibies 62 the wbas Sorar ihie GLLD L 200FLL el ohS LNMely
rrrLenbiviidty of roviewzig, Lrope3ads Sor earulolonsl e ,:{a;a in the eolites,
of the Tatienz) Lavoratcry, Ths subscrnittes will ccnvers whenevs: nzc.
assary and make every effurt to expedite Jdecisiuns concorhivg proposals.

n adlition te revilwing nropossls, the subcomritiee will alsc atternph to
groncse intarent Lo She tasiuiel Labeyatowy wsuony wbice Ivg . jtutiona
wth progrias that would contribute tc The overalil strengih of the Lawora-

tesy. It would be expescted that the subecomittesis 2£fcrte in locsting
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