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Recently there was an exchange between two members of
a college faculty, who were politely disagreeing over some
matter of policy. After a gseries of assertions and counter—
arguments, one of the profeasors said, "X kuow you believe
you undexstand what you think I said, but I'm not sure you
realize that what you heard is not precisely what I meant to
say."

Somehow, that exchange was a bit like the history of
communication between early childhood educators, on the one
hand, and child development theorists, on the othexr. It has
been, to put it kindly, a less than perfect communication.

I bring this up at the outset, in order to reveal a bias.
It is a bias which sees nothing to be lost, and just possibly
something important to be gained, if the practitioners of
early chilidhood educatiocn on the one hand, and the theorists
of human development on the othex hand, nake serious efforts

Lo engage in meaningful diaicgue.
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Rousseau (1911), in the preface to Emile, wrote as

follows:
We know nothing of childhood: and with our mistaken
notions the further we advance the further we go astray.
The wisest writers devote themselves to what a man ought
to know, without asking what a child is capable of
learning. They are always looking for the man in the
child, without considering what he is before he becomes
a man... Begin thus by making a more careful study of
your scholars, for it is clear that you know nothing
about then.

Rousseau's attack vpon the cruel, punitive education of
his day was, at the same time, a plea to love childhood with
its pleasures and its delightful instincts. "Why rc. “hese
innocents,* he asked, “of the joys which pass so quickly, of
that precious gif% which they cannot abuse? Why £ill with
bitterness the fleeting days of childhond, days which will
no more return for them than for you? As soon as they are
aware of the joy of life, let them rejoice in it, so that
when God calls them home they may not die without having
tasted the joy of life.” (Rousseau, J. J., Emile, Everyman
translation, pp. 42-43. Quoted by Rusk, R. R. Infant Education,
p. 21.)

My first point, and possibly my most important point,

ie that society’'s answers to the questions posed by Rousseau

in the 1700's, are still in the process of being formulated.

¥ would find it personally of more than passing interest, could

ftousseau be persuaded to join us for this discussion today,




to solicit his comments on such various topics as Head Start
and Pollow-through, talking typewriters for 3 year olds,
Arthur Jensen, Je¢an Fiagei:, and others. Unfortunately, 1 have
not succeeded in finding any way to persuade him to join us
today.

Yet surely even Rousseau would have to agree that there
have been, over the years, significant attempts to understand
the child, to conceptualize his development in theoretical
systems which make some kind of sense. I hope he would also
agree that the theoretical systems which have been devised
do bear, at least potentially, some kind of meaningful relation
ship to the educational strategies which we employ with children.

Over the vears, early childhood education has enjoyed
rather complex and interesting relationships with a wide range
of adjacent disciplines: social and behavioral sciences, biolog.,
and medicine, religion, philoscophy, and others. As individuals,
somz of us may even have experienced a sort of prolonged niror
identity crisis, viewing early childhoud education either
our original or our adopted parent discipline, while simultan-
eously viewing psychology or sociology or some other field
as another parent discipline. Of course, having two parents
is not, per se, the cause of an identity crisis. Scme traditions
even maintain that having two parents is commendable. The

identity crisis is precipitated, however, when neither parent
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gquite recognizes the existence of the other one, let alone
acknowledging the fact of a relationship which has produced
a child who wishes his parents would get married!

To get a bit more specific:s gsome of us in the field of
ps:’chology have had occasion to speak to other psychologists
and remind them that early childhood educators are asking
significant gquestions, sometimes even answerable questions,
which deserve some earnest efforts to achieve answers. The
psychologist ought to be able to bring to bear some of his
special skills, because many of the guestions are guestions
of developmental psychology.

Similarly, we have taken the opportunitj when it has
arisen, to remind our friends and colleagues in early childhood
education that the behavior of children is meaningful within
the framework of principles of human behavior and development
which have besen formulated by the psychologist over the years.

I view this occasion today as an opportunity ﬁd review
some aspects of interrelationships between psychological
formulations and the practice of early childhood education.
In the next few minutes, as I attempt to Qo this, it will be
obvious that the idea of such interveiationships was not my
invention. I make no such claim. Instead, my role is more

to recall to your attention some of the points of contact and

interaction, in the hope that it might somehow contribute to
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t.¢ our common cbjective of serving the best interests of the
vhild, and thereby the best interests of society. I believe
thhis was Rousseau’'s objective too.

Let us consider sketchily some aspects of intellectual
development, for certainly the pasychologist has made much
o.ament about the nature of mental development, and certainly
the educator has a vital stake in the child's mental growth.
But the relationship between the two fields, vis a vis mental
development, has never bezen a simple one.

Early childhoud education did not arise primarily because
the psychologist decreed that it should. 2As Madame Montessgori
commented,

We do not start from the conclusions of experimental

psychology. That is, it is not the knowledge of the

average sense conditions according to the age of the
child which leads us t0 determine the educational
applications we shall make. We start essentially from

a method, and it is probable that psychology will be

able to draw its conclusions from pedagogy so understoed,

and not vice versa. (Montessori, 1965, p. 167.)

Psychologists played both leadexr and follower roles, in
relation to he forces shaping early childhoad education. 1In
gsome instances they functioned indirectly, influencing the
general cultural movement toward recognition of certain

principles of human development. Teachera of young childxren

siezed, sometimes eagerly and uncritically, those formulations

of the psychologist which made sense to them, and which helped
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them to rationalize the kind of relationship they wished to
maintain with their children.

In the formative years of early childhood education,
Montessori stands out as the clearest example of a pioneer
who attempted to organize an education system on the basis
of articulated conceptions of the child's intellectual
characteristics. Even Montessori, however, as we have noted,
placed pedagogy first and psychology second. Nevertheless,
her writings reveal somz2 implicit assumptions about the nature
of inteliectual developaent. Her critics, notably William K.
Kilpatrick (1914), rejected those asrumptions, claiming they
wexre hased on a faculty psychology which bad outlived its
usefulness a half-century earlier. In some of her statements
Montessori appears to hold the pogition that the child's nature
as given at birth contains all that the c¢hild ig to become,
and this in suchfashion that we should tend the child as the
gardener does the plant, assured that the natural endowment
would properly guide its own process of unfolding. “The child
is a body which grows and a soul which develops," she v ‘“te;
.~ . "We must neither mar nor stifle the mystericus powers
which lie within “hese :wo forms of growth, but must await from
them the manifestations which we know will succeed one from

another. . . If any educzational act is to be efficacious, it




7
will be only that which zends to help toward the complete
unfolding of the child’s individuality." (Quoted from
Kilpatrick, 1914, p. 9).

The traditions of Rousseau, Pestalozzi, and Froebel
are evident in this philosophy, in that the c¢hild nature is
essentially good, the educational process is an unfolding of
that which was given at birth, there wasz a tendency to accept
the older faculty psychology and, along with it, the disciplinary
aspects of sense training.

Montessori was also influenced by Seguin in her emphasis
on training the senses. The question of what was being trained,
in the sense training exercises of Montessori, is never as
explicit as one would wish. Clearly it was not assumed to be
limited to the improvement of functioning of the sense organ
per se. DBut Montessori had little to go on in the way of a
peychology of central cognitive processes, and left her readsr
at times with the feeling that traiﬁing in sensory experiences
should lead directly and analogously to the education of
specific mental faculties:

It is exactly in the repetition of the exercises that

the education of the senses consists; their aim is not

that the child shall know colours, forms, and the

different gualities of objects, but that he refine his
senses through an exesrcise of attention, of comparison,
of judgment. These exercises are true intellectual

gymnastics. Such gymnastics, reascnably directed by
means of various devices, aid in formation of the intellect,
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just as physical exercises fortify the general health

and quicken the growth of the body. The child who

trains hig various senses separately, by means of

external stimuli, concentrates his attention and develops,

plece by pirce, his mental activities, just as with
separataly prepared movements he traine his muscular
activities. These mental gymnastics are not merely
psycho~sensory, but they prepare the way for spontaneocus
asgsociation of ideas, for ratiocination developing out of
definite knowledge, for a harmondously balanced intellect.

(Montesgscri, 1965, pp. 360-361.)

The ratiocination she refers to, that is, the achievement
of logical reasoning processes, she is thus claiming arise
directly from the exercise of sensory processes, through a
planned program of mental gymnastics. Thus it seems fair to
say that Montessori held implicit assumptions about child
development which consideréd some sdrt of interaction between
the unfolding processes regulated by genetic factors, and the
stimulus factors of the environment. We will return to this
idea a bit later.

Firgst, let's review some other historical events. Amer .ca 3
first nursery schools appeared in 1914, f£oll wsing their earlier
establishment in England, According to Lawrence Frank (1962}
there were only three nursery schools in the United States in
the early 1920°'s. Presumably the intent of these earliest

schools was an educational one, as they were associated with

major universities such as Chicago, Columbia, and Vassar Colleqge .

But the nursery schoul movement was really the result of a




complex of economic and social forces: the industrial revolution,

economic poverty, war, urbanization, the decline of the birth
rate, the progressive education movement, and the growth of
medical, social and behavioral sciences.

For some, the early childhood movement really began with
the opening of the Yale Psycho~Clinic Guidance Nursery in 1926,
under the direction of Arnold Gesell. But during the 1930’'s
the great impetus to large mcale program development was the
depression: three thousand nursery school units serving 65,000
needy children were organized under the Federal Emergency
Education Program (Gesell, 1949, p. 259).

World war IT provided another impetus, with educaticnal
programs developing to serve thousands of preschool children
of working mothers. The emphasis on personal development and
szdjustment, socialization, and emotiocnal development was based
on a positive philosophy of the importance of the early years
in personality formation. BEut it was clear that the stimulation
of intellectual processes was expected to await the readiness
which came from within the child. The wide differences in
intellectual endowment were to be respected; to tamper too much
with these givens was to jeopardize the fundamental emotional

needs of the child. We had, in effect, pitted the cognitive

against the emotional, which is paradoxical since our theme and

watchword was, “The whole childl®
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But the assumption, go widely held, that a child is ready
for external stimulation toward social and personal development
objectives long before he is ready for stimulation toward
intellectual objectives, seems not to have been questioned
during ‘the formative years of the early childhoud education
movement,

Looking back now, some reasons for this become quite
apparent. The basié text in child study by Norsworthy and
Whitley (1923) was the distilled knowiedge of all that was
good in child development for a generation of teachers of
young children. It cited the genetic conclusions of Galton
on the inheritance of intelligence, and the nativistic side
of Thorndike. leading psychologist of the day, whom they
quote as follows:

The importance to educational theory of a recognition

of the fact of original nature and of exact knowledge

of its relation, shewn in determining life's progress,

is obvious. It is wasteful to attempt to create, and

folly to pretend to c¢reate, capacities shich are

assured or denied to an individual before he is born.

{Quoted by Norsworthy and Whitley, 1923, p. 19})

For Norsworihy and Whitley certain mental traits were
“obviously handed down from parent te child: strong will, memomy
for faces, musical imagination, abilities in the languages

and mathematids, artistic talents, likes and dislikes, and

temperamencal. qualities such as quick temper, vivacity,
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lovableness, and moodiness. Such writings as theirs were the
basic primers in the preparation of America's first teachers
of yocung children.

Their attempts to marshal support from the psychologist,
Thorndike, are of interest; in other circles it was not
Thorndike’s nativistic views of the inheritance of intelligence
which were his significant contributions; rather, he was and is
known for his extensive writings on learning processes, his
generation of learning principles summarized under fundamental
laws such as the law of exercise or use, and the law of effect.
Thorndike gave heavy emphasis to the role of external stimulation
as a motivating force in learning and learned behavior, but it
was not that emphasis which the early child develonment leaders
chose to recognize.

There was, of course, much psychological research of the
20’s and 30's which tended to reinforce a maturationist position,
The animal research of foghill (1940) and Carmichael (1926); the
twin studies of McGraw (1935), and the Hilgard study (1933) on
the training of preschocl children in specific skills are
classic examplesz of research supporting the general notion tha:
practice is efficacious only after the development of maturational

readiness. Such studies became a cornerztone of the Gegell

tradition in the child development nursery schosl in America.
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The influence of Arnold Gesell in the preschool
education movement could hardly be overstated. He viewed
the intellect as a reflection of total organismic growth.
it originated from within and was organized by experisice.
Sensory-motor experiences lent shape to mental life but were
not the impetus for it. Xt came from within, unfolding in a
natural and more-or~less inevitable sequence of stages of
alternating equilibrium and disequilibrium. The influence of
Gezell's teacher, ¢. Stanley Hall, seems obvious in the
following quotation from Gesell:
Whence come these developmental trends and fluctuations?
They are not the product of the contemporary environ-
ment; they are primarily the expressions of the ancient
processes of evolution. Man was not made in a day. 1t
took vast ages to bring to their present form his
capacities to walk, to talk, to manipulate with his
hands, to contrive with his brain, to see with such rich
perception, and to foresee with far-veacing imagination.
In gsome condensed way the child must retraverse these
immense ages. 7This too takes time. His organism must
gather up and reweave the essential ancestral threads.
In the vast complexities of the nerxrvous system he matches |
the vastneas of his ancestral past. (Gesell, 1949, p. 13.]
Recall that it was the psychologist G. Stanley Hall who
had taken the provocative position that the individual child
retraces, in his personal development, the essential stages of

evolutionary development of the species. 1% was Hall who

popularized the expression, "Untogeny recapitulates phylogeny."

Arnold Gesell was Hall's prize pupil.
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To me, it seems guite relevant today to recall to our
thinking some of the implicit philosophical assumptions
underlying the teaching strategies which arose early in the
preschool education movement. Gesell appears not to have
generated any hypotheses about the importance of environmental
stimulation in producing the cyclical development through
periods of equilibrium and disequilibrium. In this respect,
ag in some others, he stands ip contrast to Jean Piaget, as
we will note a bit later, even thoagh the general notion of
equilibxation as a process in mental development is present
in the writings of both Gesell and Piaget.

It must be said that Gesell tried to aveid the schism
of mind and body in the growing child, that his concept of
mental life truly integrated a functioning neurcmusculature,
as well as an emotional organization and a personal-social
organization. All of these had a pattern, a shape; all grow:
all are inextricably interacting with each other in a total,
functioning croanism. It does not seem relevant to gquestion
whether intelligence, for Gesell, was a general factor or
some combination of specific aptitudes: for him the mind was
an expression of the child’'s total action system. It manifested
itself, formally, through the four areas of the clinical

evaluation: motor, language, personal-social behavior, and

adaptive behavior.
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Seen thus, the implications for éarly childhood education
were clearly thal experiences in all four areas provide shaue
and structure to the patterning which arises from the genetic
ground plan. Experiences are importunt, and the timing of
those experiences iy critical. The preschool program should
be geared to the ages and stages of child development, derived
from empirical observation of the child.

Susan Isaacs (1930} was one of the smail handful of
people whose ideas on intellectuzl development were wall
integrated with the practice of yreschool education., She
appears to have distinguished between intellectuzl level, or
capacity, on the one hand, and the intellectual processes
having implications for the strategies and content of the
program, on the other. She prescribed ways in which the
teacher can capitalize on a rich environment, with its
objective and social components, making use of situations as
they arise spontaneously in the free play of children to
increase the scope and richness of the child's mental life.
Nativistic, in the sense of assuming fixed genetic limits to
intelligence, Isaacs nevertheless saw the importance of putting
that intelligence to work in the child's pursuit of practical

and theoretical interests, arising naturally in a stimulating

environment.

S e T T AT G e e e et v R
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Specifically, for isaacs, this meant (&) the application
of knowledge already posgessed to new situations or problems:
b; the direct increase of knowledge, in contrast to the
application of what is known: and (c) the social interchange
of knowledge, in what she called cognitive intercourse. She
elaborated these three types of intellectual development
processes, and noted that they overlap, in that a given
ingtance of intellectual progression may involve more than
one type. Thus a child’s cognitive behavior was not to be
thoughtof as a set of single-unit acts of relation-finding,
but as a complex dynamic series of adaptive reactions and
reflections. "These crystallize out here and there into clear
judgments or definite hypotheses or inferences which, however,
gain all their meaning from theirtplace in the whole movement
of the child's mind in its attempt to grasp and organize its
experience." (1930, p. 52).

isaacs recognized some of the implications of FPiagat's
early work, but she criticized Piaget for attribulting too much

to maturation and too littie to experience, stressing that

this was an extremely important issue in the development of
strategies in early education. For Isaacs, intellectual
development was the growing ability to group disparate items
into more and more complex wholes. She referred to this ag the

process of noetic synthesis, and saw it as the basis for

improvement in deductive reasoning. What limited the young
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child, in her view, wau not the inability to auprehend j
logical relationships, but the inability to deal with ideational
sysitems of more than a low degree of complexity.

She also criticized the stage notion of Fiaget on the
grounds of both theoretical issues and the ¢linical method by
which Piaget's system had been constructed. The children she
studied, instead of falling neatly within one of Piaget's
stager, gave evidence of many ditlerent levels of functioning,
co~existing simultaneously within a child. Whatever psycho-
logical c¢oherence there was to intellectual development, for
Isaacs it had the elasticity snd vital movement of a living
process, not the rigid formality of a logical system. 1t |
was most fullv expressed in the gontinuity of development in
noetic synthesis, and in the way in which the later and moxe
highly integrated forms draw their life from the simpler and
esrlier.

But Isaacs appea.s to have had less of a direct 1MuAct on
téaching strategies than other writers, notably Ruth Vpdegraff
(1938). ‘updegraff provided rich exanmples of teaching technigues
which elaborated means-end relationships for the child, and
which were explicitly intended to foster the child's anticipation
of the consequences of his own actions. Other characteristics

of intelligence, for Updegraff, were resourcefulness, imagina-~

tiveness, independence in thinking, general information,
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critical ability to evaluate one’'s cwn ideas and those of
others, the ability to profit from experience, explanation,
direction and suggestion, and a constructive and progressively
developing interest in some activities in which he can follow
through ideas of his own.

Updegraff was less interested in the nature-nurture
dichotomy than was isaacs. She also stressed the importance
of motivacion as a vital force in cognitive growth, and
devised teaching strategies to foster motivation. 1In certain
respects, we find in Ruth Updegraff's writings of the late
1930"s an anticipaticn of the cognitive-developmental approach
of the 1960's.

But the concept of mental age and its use in the 10
ratio were deeply engrained in the thinking of educators by
tiie time the early childhood education movement was
established. Studies on the gifted had been undertaken,
and the infamous Kallikak fami ly had been used to illustrate
the genetic inheritance ofnfeéblemindedness. There is sub-
stantial evidence to support the analysis of J. McV. Hunt (1961}
who has argued in the present decade that 8ix major assumptions
about intelligence became serious impediments in our progress
toward a realistic and meaningful strategy in dealing with

the intellectual deveiopment of young children:
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1. A belief in fixed intelligence:

2. A belief 1n predetermined development:

3. A belief in the fixed and static, telephone switch-~
hoard nature of brain function;

4. A belief that experience during the early years, and
particularly before the development of speech, is unimportant
(for mental growth):

5. A belief that whatever experiencve does effect later
development is a matter of emotional reactions based on the
fate of instinctual needs;

6. A belief that learning must be motivated by homeostatic
need, by painful stimulation, or by acquired drives based on
these.

To thig list I would add the assumption which secms
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generally to bave been made by educators, although ceriainly
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not by theorists, that intelligence iy a more or less monuolithic

=l g et By T e’ M A -

entily. Thus if two children obtain different scores on a
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test, it is because one of them has more of the entity, the
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other less. A coroliary is that if two children obtain the
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same score, their intelligence is equivalent.
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My point here is closely related to an argument develoyed
by Irving Sigel (1%63), who has noted a variety of ways in

which the use of intelligence tests limits our understanding

of the intelligence of a child. It is this assumption of a
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wonolithie quality which interferes most. And I would add
parenthetically that in my opinion, whateve: else may be
gosd or bad about the recent explosive article on intellectual
developnent by Arthur Jensen (1969), it serves as a strong
support for the notion that intelligence in child:en is not
Tust one entity, but a plurality of funcrions, which we
still need to understand.

We ought to note in passing that it was during the
formative ymars of the early childhoosd education movement,
following the gradual acceptance of the Gesgsall position,
along with the notions of fixed general intelligenc~, 10
congtancy, etc., that RBeth Wellnan (L945,, Harold Skeels, (1937),
and Marie Skodak (1936) published a series of articles
questioning these assumptions. Wellman reported, for insta. e,
that children with nursery school experience did better on
subsequent intelligence tests than non-auirsery controls.
Foster children, tested in infancy, incressed in test score
when placed in good homes. Children whe were tlaced in good
orphanages improved évar those placed in poor orphanaées. I
general, environmental pluses yielded vpward movement of
intellectual level, while environmental minuses vielded down-
ward movement,

The studies were criticized widely as being methodologi:~

ally unsound, by writers who raferred caustically to the "“. . .

U A A 8. STy M NTR BT Dt
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magic carpet wendering of the elusive 10" in Towa children.
une writer (Simpson, 1939) generously spoke of Dr. Wellman's
work as “. . .not quackery, but. . . statiscical incompetence

under ths influence of wishful thinking.*

My point here is not so much that Wellman was right and
the rest of us wrong as it is that we gsimply failed to

recognize the importance of what she way saying. It was in-

conaistent with the prevailing assumptions about intellectual
development. Had we listened, we might be further along today
in understanding the isgues on intellectual development raised
recently by Jensen (1969).

During the 40's and 50"s the heavy emphasis on affective,
personal~social development reached a high peak. It become
the dominant thewe and philosophy of the c¢hild development
hursery school. Haghly influential books, widely used as
manuals in the preparation of teachecs over the past 20 years

{Read, 1960) give not =0 much as a single reference to mental

or intellectual or cegnitive develoument. The Mid-century

White House Conference on childrea and vouth had as its theme
the healthy wersonality, and structured itself around Erickson‘s ‘
(1950) Neo-Preudian analysis of psychosewval development. "
This added visibility to the wvital importance of the early ./

years, but omitting the child’s cognitive processes.

This emphasis on early affective development, and relative

Ce-emphasis on intellectual proceszses, in the training of
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wirgory schonl teachers, during the postwsr devades carnct be
accounted for by any failure of writers in child v sychology
to give atiention to intelleciual develorment. The topic
was clearly present auld stressed in the pe8ychological literas
ture of the period {(Jersgild, Landreth, iHuclock, Rand, Sweony
and Vincent, Breckenridge, and many others.} Lt had clearly
been present in the earlier writings, both in Europe and
Anerica. What was not present, however, and what was to become
in the 1960's a major threat to the peaceful adjustinent of the
worid of preschool education, was a clear set of propogsitions
about the effects of early stimulation on cognitive processes.
We had long gince buried teth Wellman and, in the process, had
buried alive a source of disturbance that we had not known
how to cope with.

it has only been in the 1960's that early childhosd
educators have been furced to a new awarencss of the importance
of early stimulation to cognitive develovment, as well as to
paychosexual develogment. 7Tt bas also been i1n the 1960'g
that the educators have been confronted with the many and
varied interpretations of Piaget's theory of knowledge and
irtellectual development. But paradoxically, neithey Piaget

nor teachers have as yet hrought his theory clearly into the

ordinary classrcoom,
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Some interpreters of Piaget hold that his is a theory
of acquired informaticn-processing skills, apnd that any
intellectual content can be taught eariy if the teaching is
adapted to the child's cognitive level. Others, in the child
development tradition, appeal to kiaget’s ideas as a part of
the body of maturational theory represented by Gesell and
Tsaavs. Tn the latter view, cognitive abilities should be
allowed to just grow, while the educator should concentrate on
facvilitating the ¢l ild's emotional and social adjustment.

But as Kohlbery (1968) has noted, Piaget himself rejects
the maturation~learning dichotomy, just as he rejects the
cognitive-emotional dichotomy. His position is better described
as cognitive-developmentsl, which in Xohlberg’'s view igs in the
pame tradition as that of Montessori, and of tle late develop-
mental puychologist Dr. Heinz Werner.

At this point, let's turn our attention to some of the
various types of programs for yvoang children which are avail~
able today. Tt's apparent they Lave arigen from a variety of
racher diverse sources. and that they are based upon guite
di £ferent theoretical conceptions of the nature of child
davelopuent.

I choose three illustrative programs, and the choice is a
purely arbitrary one on my part. I trust that my mentioning

them does not equate them with “good" or "bad" in your thinking,

L1
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a3 it certainly does not in mine. I choose them, rather, as
representative of the diversity which exists, with funda~
mentally different philosophical assumptions about human
‘development underlying each. T am referring to theses
(i) The Bank Street model, (2) the Kansas model, and (3}
the ¥peilanti model.

Clearly there are others which could be discussed, and
which are beiny discussed, at this and other conferences.

It happens that these ace currently being employed, along

with five other models of early childhesd education, as a

part of a pilot project called “Flanned Variation® in Head
Start.,

Let me summarize very sketchily some of the key features
2f each of theze. and then take note of their roots in
digtinotive theoretical conceptions of the nature of human
devalopment.

What has come to be known as the Bank Street model for
early childhood education is, in some respects, the traditional
university laboratory~scheol program. Iits basic objentive is
that of facilitating the personal development of the echild,
to enable the c¢hild to become both deeply involved and autonomous
in his own learning. iIn the classrocm, there are activities

planned both for the group and for the individual, but *he chi 3

ie quite free to explore, to ianvestigate, to organize mateirial




24
aind in general to exploit his world of socizl and objective
regsources. The role of the teacher is reqarded as a vital
one, in that the teacher not only trovides for a wide range
of sensory, motor, and language experiences, but alse serves
a8 & consistent adult in whom the child invests s psychological
trust. In balance, the Bank Street model stregsses personal-
social development and does not give high priority to the
acquisition of specifie ascademic competencies, so far as the
preschool chil& is concerned,

The Kansas model employs a behavior analysis approach,
and by contrast with the Bank Street model its balance is
clearly in the direction of the acquisition of specific pre-
academic competencies. The goal is to teach the child needed
skills by means of syvstematic reinforcement procedures. The
teacher's role is that of behavior modifiesx. instruction is
highly individualized, and the strategy invmlvasithe use of
carefully planned pregrammed materials, allowing the child o
progress through sequences of materials at his own rate. A
token economy iz employed, with tokens being administered to
the individual child, ¢ontingent upon his performsnce of some
act or behavior sequence defined in advance as being desirable,
or appropriate in relation to the goals of the program. Fach

token is accompanied by verbal reinforcement algo; but while

the verbal reinforcement deoes not purchase anything for the
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child, the tokens may be exchanged for one or more desired
acﬁivities or privileges during the course of the preschcsl
day. There is nothing inherent about the token economy which
iimite its use to specific academic behaviors such as pre-
reading, writing, numerical convept formation, etc.: indeed
it has been employed experimentally in relation to a wide
range of personal, social and sensory-motor behavioral
objectives. In my own 2xperience, however, I have seen it
in operation primarily in relation to the shaping of more or
less academic type competencies,

The Ypsilanti model is best described as a cognitive
program, derived from the nognitive-~developmental theories
of Piaget. ILanguage training and development of the self~
concept are recognized ingrezdiente, but the key feature which

separates this from other programs is that the learning

objectives, stated as behavioral goals to be achieved through

learning activities, are derived explicitly from Piagetian
concepts. The curriculum is essentially intellectual, i.e.
grounded in concept formation processes. A child's level of
performance must be determined so that materialg and experiences
can be arranged for him in a seguential fashion, moving from

the simple to the complex and from the concrete to the abstract.

The teacher’s role in providing this sequence of experiences

is quite apparent.

A e it e nett i e it A i et
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One point in passing is that all three of these programs
assume not only a vital role for the teacher, but a2iso a
strong involvement of parents as an essential ingredient
and necessary factor in the operation of the program. Clearly,
nowever, the precise role that parents are expected to play,
would vary from one to the other.

At this point then it seems appropriate to ask, what
theoretical conceptions of the child, or of the nature of
human deveiopment, seaem to be implicit in the emergence of each
of these three types of programs? If we were to ask, for
example, where each of these programs stand with respect to
the nature~-nurture issue - that is, the relative emphasis each
gives to heredity vs. environment, Y think we should gee some
interesting contrasts.

The Bank Street model vwomes nearest to illustrating a
historical convergence of Arnold Gesell with grik Erikson,
both of whom laid great stress on the epigenetic development
of tne individual from his inherited ground plan. Both stressed
the timing of stages of personal development. Gesell did so
in the fluctuating spiral-shaped movement toward matarity
through interlocking stages of equilibyium and disequilibrium.

Erikson did so in the progressive, dynamic movement of the

human person through a pre-programmed sequence of encounters
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with significant c¢rises, in his efforts to achieve the fruits
of maturity, namely, the integrated self. The notion of
readiness for new experience, based on the present stage or
degree of maturity which iz genetically contrelled and more
or less shaped by experience, is fundamental to these two
theoretical positions, and is fundamental in che pnilosophy
of the Bank Street model.

The obvious contrast here is with the Kansas model, which
arises from the behavioristic psychology tradition of
John Watson, and B, F. Skinner. Watson's rejection of any
concerns £or hereditary determinants of behavior are historice~
ally well documented and well known. More recently, Skinner's
elaboration of the role of reinforcement in shaping the
behavior of animals and man hag alsc become wellwknown. The
Kansas model has emerged from intensive and scholarly
investigation of the use of the reinforcement strategies
with young ¢hildren in relation to a wide variety of kinds of
behavior. These have ranged from the frequency with which a
child climbs on a jungle gym to the freguency with which a
child initiates interaction with peers or with adults. Undzor-
standably, this approach is lesz concerned with hereditary
limitationg to behavior tham it is wiith the strategies for

shaping the behavior of individual children in relation to

defined objectives. The approach is heavily dependent on
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gquantitative measures; it employs the strategy of count’ng
or tallying the frequer.y with which a child exhibits given
bits of behavior, and it is relatively unconcerned with +he
way a child feels about whatever behavior he may be exhibiting.

The cognitive-developmental approach illustrated with the
Yprilanti model stands apaxt from the other two models with
regpect to the nature-nurture issue. It would not be fair to
say that Piaget stands hetween Erickson and Gesell, on the one
hand, and Skinner on the other. Realistically, it seems more
fair to say that Piaget has never quite heard of any of these
gentiemen. But I am just being facetious - sort of - in
trying to say that for Piaget there is no real issue of nature
ve. marture, or of heredity va. environment, gince the child's
development i3 a series of transactions between the presently
existing structures and the givens of his environment.

It seems, then, that each of the three modelz assumes
something fundamentally dififerent about the sourees of human
development. The Bank Street model assumes that development is
initiated from within, and regulated by internal mechanisms
established genetically. ¥t does not deny the importance of
experience, bvt does not pul experience First. The Kansas
model assumes that the important aspects of development are

requlated by contingencies in the environment whieh reinforce,

and thus shape, the patterns of behavior which become the
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life stvle of the individual. It does not deny the genetic
regulation of developivent, but does nct place genetics first.
The Ypsilanti model, after Piaget, defines development as
an interactional process, bu%t thz interaction is less that
of heredity-environment than it is one of organism-environ-
ment. That is, the presently existing structure (specifically,
8chema for Piaget) interact with the environment in a series
of asgiailatory-accommodatory processes. This is the con-
cept of equilibration which as a developmental psychological
process does not rely upon the notion of a nature-nurture
dichotomy.

Ancther somewhat philosophical dimension on which we
might compare the three models cited is that of the degree of
concerii for the so~called psychological needs of the child.

Clearly tbis 1s the prime consideration for the Bank
Street model., It is esgentially a humanistic model which
gives more than passing lip-service to the emotional or feeling
aspects of the child’'s total experience. Indeed it places
thege in a2 more fundamental position in child development
than any quesgstion of academic competence. The latter structure
of academic competence iz assumed to arise as an attractive

and well-proportioned edificve on tor of the more fundamental

foundation of healthy attitudes toward self and others.

ERIC
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Presumably the cognitive-developmental approach of the
Ypesilanti program, to the extent that it is true to its

piagetian heritage, does not regard rhe intellectuazl-affective

distinction as being a real issue. That is, his mind and his
feelings are noﬁlseparate or separable entities within a child,
but are reflections of the ongoing interaction between present
y structure and available environment.

An important feature of the cognitive-~-developmental
approach is its assumptions regarding the sources and stimuli
o devéicpment. In somewhat gross and suwperficial terms, the
traditional child development wiew is that growth comes from
within, and the behavior analysis view is that growth iz =
function of the learning contingencies which exist in the
anvironment. Piaget, by vontrast, wviews growth as the result
of disequilibrium and the effort to deal with it -~ labeled the

equilibration process. Disequilibrium results from an

imbalacce between the presently organized mental structures
and the experiential material which is assimilated to those
gtructures. It is the child’s use of enexgy to accommodate
those mental structures to the demands of the aszimilated
materials which is paychological growth.

One charge that has sometimes hecn leveled against the
Kansag model by mora or less traditicn ohild development nursery

school teachers ig that it is not responizive to the fundamental
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needs of the child, particularly his emotional needs and even
more gpecifically his need for unconditional affection from
adults. It strikes some nursery school teachers as being
cold, mechanistic, manipulative, and devoid of the warm
affection which has bheen long regarded as essential to the
child’s healthy development:.

That particular criticism deserves careful examination,
however. The behavior analyst can point with flawless logic
to the revised behavior of childrew who have presented a wide
range of indiwvidual problems to teachers and to parents and
perhaps even to the child himsgelf. He can demonstrate with
facts and figuresz and frequency counts the c¢learly improved
behavior of the individual child. This improved behavior,
in turnm, has brought the child into a poszitive, constructive
cycle of interaction with his objective and social environment,
30 as to increase the probability that he will elicit
atfectionate responses from others, both children and adults.

+n attempting to conclude this somewhat rambling discussiop,
I would say i've been arguing that the basic models of early
childhood education have their roots in philosophical assumptions
and psychological theoxry. This body of assumptione and theory
deals witl: fundamental conceptions of the nature cof human

developmnent. In my own experience, teachers have varied widely

in their degree of awareness of these basic issues, but it ig my
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gubjeetive opinion that one's effectiveness as a teacher of
young children is supported by her awareness and sensitivity
to such issues,

A second point I have tried to make is that the absence
of homogeneity, or consensus on the "right" way to educate
young children at this stage of our history is both asset and
liability. While it certainly makes it difficult for early
childhood education to spezak with one voice to the rest of the
world, one can hardly deny that the oppurtunities for providing
a rich variety of experiences for children have never been
greatexr. This brings with it the opportunities and responsi-
bilities for evaluating the outcomes of a variety of strategies.
But it would be, in my view, a tragic error on ouy part if the
professional field of early childhoud education, were to yield
to the forces within us which ery out for nne trhe gospel of
educational strategy. It would be a hoilow and phony victory
to achieve consenswvs if that wers to mean giving up our efforts
to respond to thé questions raised by Rouszeau, and the charge
to make a more careful study of ocur children themgelves. My
point, X beliewe, has practical implicationsy I heve heard voices
saving, in effect, that we shoulid not expese children to (Type X)
educational program because in zomecne’s opinianl(Type ¥)
program is bad for them. iIn on2 instance I have even heard

. . . . designed
voices saying that a given experimental projectpsxplicitly to
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evaluzte a particular kind of educational strategy, should
be modified to make it look more like some other kind of
strategy. The obviouz question, if we were to yield to this
kind of pressure, is: kiow then can we ever know the
potential strengths and weaknesses of the program we atarted
out to evaluate? For those who might rvespond wilh a protest;
“But we already know that (Brand Xj is bad." 1 would remind
us that in 1939 we "already kmew” that early stimulation had
nothing to do with intellectual development, and it was this
“knowledge” which prevented us from experimenting seriously
to explore the implications of the Wellman £findings.

One’'s awareness of the broader themes of psychological
develorment of children, and his azensitivity to the nature of
human develeﬁment. must cextainly be questioned if he adopts
s stance which says, in effect, that if cne doesn't treat
chi ldren "my wavy" then be wust he hoctaing them.

Tt hag been my arqgquuent, however, that as we engage in
the orocess of experimenting with programs, we should make
clear to cu.selves and to the rest of the weold just what oux
philosophical assumptions arve about the nature of human
developwent. {ne positive net effect on our society of a more
thorough sensitivity to such izsues ought to be a decreasing

vulnerability %o those voices which would have us believe there

can be only cone "true gospel of early education.
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At the present, it does not seem possible to predict
with confidence just what educational strategies will survive
the test of time in their present forms, and which will become
articulated vithin larger educational and strategic philosophies.
We are in a period of vigorous growth and great vitality.
We are raising penetrating and provocative questions which
go well beyond the mechanics of how to support and run a
nursery schodl, and which penetrate deeply into the chdllenging
issues of how we shall provide each child with the stimulation
and resources which will allow him to be and become his best
self. We are finding some of those relevant stiiuli and
providing some of the resources Zor gsome of the children now.

Our task is beginning to take shape.

o . . - -
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