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ABSTRACT

This paper is concerned with issues related to
reasons why some early childhood intervention programs may not have
lived up to expectations. By intervention is meant the introduction
of planned programing deliberately timed and arranged in order to
alter the anticipated or projected course of development. Although an
intervention program should be a hypothesis testing program (one that
requires that the dependent as well as the independent variable be
clearly articulated) until the data is in, this is not the usual
case. Matters recommended for discussion in establishing an
intervention program include: (1) the variety of subsystems
comprising the human organism, {2} the relationship between systems
longitudinally, {3) the when of intervention, i.e., identification of
the significant epochs wherein particular interventions would have
more relevance in getting the child on. an appropriate "course" of
growth, (4) the degree toc which the child can assimilate and
accomodate to the program, {5) the degree to which certain
competencies or structures are susceptible to mcdlflcation, {6) the
relationship between the child and the broader environmental context,
and (7) the interaction between the child and his parents. It is
- eoncluded that an: alr;ng of these matters will not only make
intervention experience of value to the target children (minority
' group members), but will also facilitate the chiid®s ‘subsequent
learning. {CK) ' - ’ ' ' :
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State University of New Yorlk at Buffalo

As we all know, there has been a rash of early intervention programs

begun and carried out with the noble intentien of alleviating the edu-
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cational disadvantages attributed to poverty and/or minority status.
Noble as these efforts have been and honorable as the intentions of the
investigators, these intervention efforts have been pursued for the
most part with maximal pragmatic and minimal concern for developmental
theory,., Consequently, various programs have been developed, frequently
eclectic in nature, fraught with a series of logical and psychological
problems, The purpose of this paper is not to malign or impugn the
motives or competencies of the pelicy.makers, the educators, or the
developmental psychologists who have entered the fray, and have given
much of their effort, energy and enlightened thought to cope with the
imgense problems defined as educaticnal intervention, My concern is
with some issues related to questions as to ﬁhy some of the interven-—
tion programs may not have lived up to expectations; or to put it

another way, what can be learned from them not only for pragrammiﬂg but

Vi
%jﬁ§ also for understand;ng grcwtb and development,
sty : ‘It may be the most apprepriate time to begin to look at the inter-
e’ .
gz:; vention questlan from a. braad thearet;cal perspectlve, asklng quest ns
{yfzr whlch raise . theoretlcai issues, for by so doing, n: v;s;ans can be made
" ! 1Th15 paper was presented a# the Blennlal Meeting of the Society for
Research in Child. Development, Minneapolis, Minnesota, Aprll 1571,
aé part of a- sympaslum ent;tled “The Psychoiagv of- Early In*erventlnn
Qo “ o
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for hastening the impetus in thinking more conceptually about the
question of early educational intervention.

Ry intervention, I mean the introduction of planned programming
deliberately timed and arranged in order to alter the antieipated or
projected course of development. Such projection, is, in effect, a set
of assumptions beginning with a definition of the subject population's
current status and milieu and then predicting from aggregate data of
population characteristies that Suécessful educational experiences at
a later date will not occur, The planned intervention is aimed at alter-
ing this projected course of growth, The introduetion of plannsd ex=-
periences as preparatory to enteriq;tha educational mainstream had as
its major rationale the concept of a deficit model of functioning be
it cognitive or affective, It_;s believed and/or assumed that children
coming from a poverty level background, be they black, Indian or
Mexican-American, or what not, have by their very nature and very exist-
ence, deficiencies and incompetencies in dealing with academic matters,
The evidence of this has been retrospective; that is}using high inci~
déngeg of educational failure and high unemplc?ability. Further, the
assumption is that "educational failure” is reducible to such limited
deficits in the cognitive sphere in particular, GEducational failure,
if &efined as the inability to perfarm at expected levels in school,

is determined by a variety of variables ranging from poor nutfitién to
poor motivation and all camb;natlons of what may rest in between, 1In
splte of th;s complexity, early interventlon progrems are set up on. what

are presumed to be the necesgsary and SULf1c1ent canditlons for academic

success in elementary schael.

X
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Two assumptions seem to be frequently made regarding the remedi-
ation issue, One is that the particular so-called deficit is amenable
to corfeetianaaﬂd two is that if corrected, the corrections will per-
sist over a sufficient time to enable the child to succeed in school.
Thus, intervention has as its basic objective amelioration of presumed
deficits in minority group populations, At this level of discourse,
tha question is not a theoretical one but a social one . gocial in the
sense that one iz tryiang to solve a social problem by applying as best
one can, what one knows, It could be theoretical if the question were
posed in terms of such issues as the modifiability of the human organ-
ism, by what means and where can auch modifiability be accomplished.
Further, the specification of the dependent variables must be made
logically and/or psychologically, derived in terms of some theoretical
base. Current intervention programs, for the most part, are not pri-

marily directed as this kind of theoretical specification. (T hope it

is clear that I am using the term theory in the conceptual sense and
not in the common everyday speculative sensej,

The issues do beccme theoretical as soon as programmers, accepting
as they do academic goals as dependent variables, begin to ponder their
methoda, content, timing and pacing ﬁf interventidn. A=z soon as

attention is directed to those ends then the theoretical prediliction

emerges, that is, theoretical biases and value judgmente,

Implicit in the above paragraph is the assumption that the criferia
of academic successge clear, as Wellvae the anteeeéents of it, Up to
now, most research ﬁas.beén of such recent vintage thgt the ripening
effects are unknown, ’Since'we‘ac not have the advantage of £he wine—~

makers to walt patiently for such maturing, we ext:apclatevfrcm‘our'
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body of tentative kncwiedge of school success, discovering that 10 is
the best sinzle predictor. Thus, if an intervention program increases
IQ0 either at a statistically or psychologically significant level, the |
intervention program is a success. Yet we know that the probabilities
that the child will subsequently be successful in school are low, since
school success is based on more than IQ, e,g,, motivational factors,
compliance to teacher demands, etc. Thus, the use of IQ as a eriterion
for success is not based on any expliecit theoretical analygis, but
rather is based on a crude hunch that if one manipulates and inefegses
IQ then, ipso facto, school success should emerge.

Yould it not be wiser to set the issue in a way analogous to a job
analysis, t.e,, (1) to £ind the sufficient and necessary conditions for

academic success by first defining in operational terms what the eriteria

are and what the necessary skills, comratencies, and attitudes are for
snuch achievement: (2) to train children in these prerequisites; by so
doing the prediction follows that the greater the degree ﬁhildren!
acquire these skills, the more likely they will succeed in school, In-
stead of this type of model, we apparently prefer to accept the collect-

ive wisdom of the interventionists who base their objectives vés—afv;g

academie success on biases emerging f£rom the reading of existing lit-
erature or from their own value system. Varied programming results; g
each convinced it is the right road ratbar than articulating that each

program should be a hypothesis testiﬁg program until the data is in.

A hypothesis testing prqgfém requirés tha; the dependent as well as the
independent variables be elgarly'articulated, "This is clearly not.

the usual case,
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Parenthetically, it might be mentioned that there are some prcgrams
which make this effort in a clear and articulate way, e.g., the Ingle-
mann Becker or, as previously known, the Bereiter Englemann Frogram,

Tven if mcademic success is to be the criteria of success, why
this choice? UWhy the selection of the conventional educational system
as the accepted objective? It is ironie, is it not, that when we
view the educational system from first grade on in terms of intervention,
there is the implicit acceptance of the status quo. True, the ecurrent
Follow Through programs seem to have awakened to the fact thgt varied
types of interventions have to follow preschool intervention, ''Follow
Through" does suggest alternatives to the current educational school
scene., But it seems rather strange that we rationalize the change in
the educational system, not as a function of what may be indigenously
wrong with that system but rather that chiléren coming from Head Start
programs did not seem to maintain the gains, Thus, we are begging
the question when it comes to institutional variables involved., To
make this point clear, let us take an illustration: How naive it was
to believe that if children - go to a Head Start program for one

they .
year, will thereupon have the necessary prerequisites to function in an
environment which tends tec be rigid, which tends to be highly structured,
which tends not to be individualized, which‘tends to have‘teachers who
are trained in rather traditional methods, where teachers have biases
and expectaticns regarding chiidrenuf;om minority groups, where schools
are organized in lock step tight fadions, where, in effect, the entire
systém ranging f£rom the tegéhér behavior to ciass:acm expectancies,

rulesyand regulations axre highly contradictory to the a:mospheres'creatéd



SN A T Provided by ERIC :

sigal 6

in most Head Start programs irrespective of their variations, In effect,
the analogy is that if yeu learn to ski on an artificial cloth zlope,
this qualifies you, once you'vg learned the basic gkills, to have quick
success in going down the Alps. The naivity of this expectation is and
continues to be somewhat appalling.

Aside from the educational outcome objectives. intervention programs
should ﬁave much to contribute to our understanding of development in
general, Identification of the modifiability of the organism, the rate,
quality and liﬁit become important and significant problems of study.,
Intervention programs have tended to take for granted the unlimited

\
potential of the individual fér cyange, and at least seem to argue so,
Therefore, creating programs éssumes organismic change. If change does
not ocecur, it is frequently attributed to program deficits rather than
to the possibility that in particular areas alterations in behavior
patterns}faf reasons yvet to be disccvereéjcannot perhaps be created.

1f one takes the position that intervention programs are of
value as sources of knowledge regarding the modifiability of the human
organismgand if suech knowledge will help Further not only our under-
standing but our implementation and mtionale fa¢ the program, then we

would be coming to grips with some theoretical questions.. But what

kinds of questions need focusing is, of course, at issue. I have

selected fernthis'discussign-questians, each of which I believe is

‘eritical and shouiﬂfhavé’sdme relevance. I must say that time precludes

an involwved and lengthy discussion of all of these,'
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The First concern is based on tﬁe proposition that the human organ-—
iam is made up of a variety of subsystems: the perceptual system, the
cognitive system, the sensori-mctor system, the language gystem, ete,;
each of which has a relationship one to the other. Many programs point
with particular emphasis to some of these systems with minimal con-
gideration either theoretically or practically to other components,

For example, there are programs which stress the language system.

There are others which stress the perceptual system, There are others
which combine the cognitive and language systems. The question is

what is the relationship between these various systems? All programs
are complex entities so that even emphasis on a particular system is

not total, Consequently, teachers, programmers, and evaluators must

be sensitized to the developmental issue of programatic factors which
influence the effects of the particular system selected as the target.
Conceivably, facilitative or inhibitory effects may occur. For example,
cne study, conducted under the spgnscrshlp of the Tvaluation and Research
Center of Michigan State by Patricia Dlmsted and myself, found that
when children ﬁad a £raining program initially in exploring object char-
aéteristiésrané eatégériéétidn skills, followed a year later by an

attanticnitraining progfém in which focusing on specific object chara-

'cterlstxes was emphaslzed gains made after the 'initial training were

undane, while, when attention tralnlng preceded categorlzatlcn tralnlng,

a facllltatlng efxevt occurred ‘ In nther words, the traiﬁlng-sequenee,

QlaSSLflcatlQn £all¢wed by attantlan, resulted in the attentxon tralnlng
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program inhibiting the effects of clasgssification training, whereas
attention training preceding classification training tended to facilitate

classificetion training (Sigel and Olmsted, 19713, 1 qn essence, what
this demonstrates is that the same training programs have facilitating
or inhibitory effects depending upon their place in the curriculum
sequence,

ship between systems lon udinally. We are not certain what the

Related to the abav? question is the consideratrion of the relation-—
ngLe

relationship is between systems, particularly in programs which attempt
to accelerate particular systems, especially in long-range terms, There
are certain general considerations which are accepted. For example,
while there is an increase in the capability of the organism to function
on conceptual levels, he still responds in a more habituated manner
to certain areas of life which elicit sensory motor responses. That is
to say, the differences in acquisition of certaipn- skills and compe-
tencies and the relations of these acquisitions to other aspects of the
organism may vary over time, Thus, one cannot presume that such inter-
systemic relationships will be comparable from one period of life to
another, If one views development a; a system of hierarchically
integrated struetures whlch ancrporate prev1aus experiences, then one
has to conceptuallze and examine how the crganlsm ccarﬁlnates these
vangus‘ccgﬁ;tlve—or affectlve struatureé‘frgm Qne.pa;ntr;n time to

lslgei I.A. and Olmsted, P, P, ’"Mbdlrlcatlon of . 015551f1catcry .
Competenee and Level of. Representatlon among .- Iower Class: Négra Kinder-

. garian Children: A One-Year Longitudinal. Study", in Heiimutn, T (BdL),

The Dlsadvantag_ﬁ Gh11d III ; Bruner/Mazel Inc., Néw Ycrk NEw York

‘1971
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another., The assumption that comparable interaction between systems
will occur at each developmental level is not warranted. Thus, it may
be, for example, that language training at a certain point in time
may facilitate the development of thought, It may well be that language
acquisiton at another point in time no lenger serves this function, but
serves other functions, e.g., the social relationship, Thus language
acquisition is functionally different in the organism's life space at
different time periods, If this perspective ig part of the program
builder's conceptual orientation, then he may be in a position to
examine the question empirically and there is a need for such data,
Thus, we ask what is the relationship between systems and within systems,
both cross—sectionally and longitudinally. The question of systemic
relationships in the temporal context brings up the next point, namely
the timing of intervention,

Inereased argument is expressed for the propositien that the
earlier the interventica thé better, as if to say, if you get the
rocket on course at the beginning of the flight, the trajectory will
remain as expected for the long haul Agide fwgm the fact that we know
there is- eonstant monitering of that trajectory in rocketry and constant
'adgustments maﬂe educatgrs samehaw do not necessarllj accept this aﬁ§—>
logue. Rafher, the assumptlan LE that early experlece w111 or can
-have lﬁng—term éffects even lf the total enVchnmenf LS chang&d LTheré
is 11ttle eVLdence‘téléupport fhe notlonrthat the earllar Vau scart 7'_4

“7tha'bette?5g,Ihls bellef' mpllas a certaln,cemm;tment ‘to: nrlmacy and

”the:egtébliShmggtﬂcfjépprépriate'é?iamtatiaué skllls and structuresf'
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The when of intervention requires ident -ification: of the significant

epochs wherein particular interventions would have more relevance in
getting the ¢ild on the appropriate "course'" of growth, It ;s unlikely
that one would proceed to teach an infant to be a track star, This,
of course, has sort of a ludicrousness about it which we can all under-
stand, for we seem to have some feel for the requirements of being a
track star, and we also have some understanding of the infant's cap~
abilities. But the issue is one of the prineiples that we tend to
pay too little attention to, namely, when eertgiﬁ interventions should
be undertaken and what their content should be. In other words, the
timing of input for compensatory activities, irrespective of the
developmental model, has to be carefully monitored in terms of its
anpropriateness, In essence, the fundamental problem is the determi-
nation of when intervention occurs and what this does to the vertical
and horizontal intef-systemic relat ionship,

A related issue c@neefns the degree to which the children can
assimilate and accompdate to the ?rcgram. Thié capability is not only
a funection of - the developmental {evel of the child but also of the

’type of egperlenees lnvclved The varlaty, the lntens;ty and the
exten51ty of " thgrstlmulatlon ére part 1n parcel of the ba51c 1ssué

:befcra usi' Much wark has tn be dcne ﬁn the 1n£crmat1cn prac3551ng capa-p"'

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.
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Let us turn to some developmental issues relevant to outcomes,
There seems to be a general belief that development is overall a cumu-
lative process in which experiences in Tl influence outcomes at T2,

The cumulative impact, however, may express itself in various effects
at different times, There may be developmental periods which are con-
solidations of previous ggperiences and which at that time may be inde-
pendent onez of the other, Certain cognitive sgiiis may be independent
of each other in early childhood but not later, It is conceivable that
Tl experiences have to be hooked on to other experiances so that the
combination of these wil; influence behavior at 15.' For example, one
can conceive of such variables as perceptual motor skills whiéb, when
combined with symbolic activity, enables the child to read. With
either of these not present, he could not learn to read. Thus the
cunmulative effect and the coordination of these two domains enables a
third skill to develop. This speaks to the fact that development,
although cumulative and contlnuous, does not only influence particular
outcomes in the lmmedlaté but in the lcng-term as it connects to
additional aequisiticns_

Anéther‘way of examining this issue of cumulativé impget and anée—
.cedant eonsequent IEIEtLDnSthS isg the aoncapt of stage settlng properties
'QL egper;encesi This . is best exempllbled by some physxeal growtb phe-

”nomena whlch set the scage far certaln cutccmes, thereby partlc;pat;ng
'iln a meanSsend relatlanshlp. Ualklng, fcr example is an autcome thch

chccurs when the chlld has réached certaln phys;ral and matcrlc capa- o

;t;es wher21n he can balance—himself and control certaln body moveﬂbrw

ichlevement the child's PEFSPELthE
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of the worid alters, and he has a new set of competencies to coordinate.
In the course of this, he also begins to have a vertical orientation
toward the world. Walking does not cause a vertical orientation; but
walking enables a child to alter his perspective of the world., Further,
it sets the stage for a hest of other beha?iors which become derivative
of such a vertical view of the environment, To be more explieit, ver-
tical views of the world have some impact in body orientation in
space., Again this is not caused by walking, rather walking enables the
outcome to occur, The stage setting concept speaks to the fact that
certain phenomena cccur which set the stage in a preparatory sense,
thereby enabling the organism to accomplish other types of tasks,
Another theoretical question of interest is the degree to which
certain rcompetencies or structures are susceptible to modificationj that
is, they may be reversible or irreversible, extended or not extended,
In a sense, this is the old question that was discussed under the guise
of maturation and learning, .Are there some organismic characteristics
which once acquired cannot be altered? Once the child has learned to
speak in the normal course of events, is this a reversible or irrever-—
ble prceess, and 1LE sa, under what constLgns? On the other hand,
cartaln perceptual phenamena such as the percaptlgn of illysions may

-

Qt be mod;rlable. For. thuse whn espouse & Plagetlan type p931t;an,

madLFlablllty can nnlycﬂcur when the 1nd;v1dual has the neeessafy

‘cagnlt;ve struetures. It is nut tha 31tuaLLnn whefe you can’ teach any-

hlng to anybody at anytume, even iL you da 1t pronerly.r Tb de Lt‘.

'f praper1y wauld meanrnot to feach Lt at that palnt in - tlme, because the S

ane these fhlngs are acqu1red‘




Sigel 13

however, can they be modified either by eliminating them or accelerating
them? If they can be modified, can they be modified in an accelerative
fashion by enhancing and increasing complexity, or could they be modi=-
fied at the same level but merely broadened; or are some processes
irreversible and once acquired cannot be undone?

Another perspective is also relevant, namely, the relationship
between the child and the broader environmental context, If inter-
vention refers to alteration of the expected course of growth, other
things being equal, then interventicn programs are potential sources
of considerable disequilibrium, The child begins to live in two cultures:
the cultyre of the intervention program environment and the culture of
the home, This is not the clichd issue of conflict of home and school
s0 cemmoniy Adiscussed among middle-~class educators. Rather, it refers
to the,#undamental 1ife~-style changes for the child and for the parent.

7 #

G~nerally, the intervention proceeds not only to alter the antiecipated

course of the child's development but aisc!tbe ongoing patterns of
parental behaviors, attitudes and feelings, TImbalance is created by
changing both partieipantgbwith the change of £he pareﬁt toward greater
orientation tcward the ehlld and vice XEEEE' FIhe parent is now regarded
as a erltlcal 1nstrument Ln the chlld's grawth. In fact, it is this
relatiéﬁshi§ thét'deflnes tha parent's ‘place in the intervention prngram.
The chlld nnw becqmes the center af attentlnn and the parent;s behSVLars
, o

'ate Ln need of change ta suppoft and ta mglntaLn and perhaps Lnstlgate

'modlficatlons 1ﬁ the ehzld Restructufing af the equLILbrlum in the

'vfamlly 1n redu:e he,set af change variables that need careful deflnl-if:g
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has davelaggd a set of bondings which keep it in a state of dynamic
equilibrium, It gould be kept in mind that in spite of assertions of
disorganization and disarray of the so-called economically disadvan-—
taged families, this view, even if true, does not deny that some type
of balance exists which contributes to some of the sgolidity of its
organizational strength in spite of the stress and strain.

Intervention, then, fosters alteration of behavior patterns in com-
petencies of the child with the potential of modifying the child's views,
expectations,and behaviors and response to significant others in his
life, Consideration of this change necessitates consideration of con-
comittant responses in the parent. The critical features here are in
the timing of the change in each and their complimentary nature, If
the child is becoming increasingly verbal, for example, and the parent
has not proceeded to cope appropriately with this, a state of dis-
equilibrium is created, The child's behavior is, in ef:eet, altered
prior to the acquisition of appropriate response techniques on the part
of the parent, For these conditions, it is conceivable that learnings
acquired in thé nursery may be inhibited and extinguished. Thus, the
timing éf the modification of‘members in this system must be carefuiiy
considered in terms of théir:intérdapend{enééi

Thls fam:llal lssue, whlie ln paft a value and eth;cal questlan
d;gcussed ‘in this symp951um by Dr Rabert Hess cf Stanford speaks to

a cruclal eeneeptual prablem. How to cnnceptualize the LnteractLon and

cally is Stlll to be resclved It may S
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,the braader enVLranment, but it seéems ta me:ﬁ
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the two sets of behaviors are inte;acting in a way which preclude the
creation and maintenance of change.

Implicit then in the above discussion is the need to conceptualize
the family as one dynamic system iqteraeting with the nursery schcoi
which is the second dynamic system, The degrees to which these two
overlap or separate become, in myiestimatian, a significant factor in
facilitating or inhibiting growth. The issue becomes particularly
cogent with children coming £rom certain minority groups where Eémily
organization may be highly variable and the particular kinds of ovrg Ani-
zation may have short-lived tenure, The stability or instability of
the systemie arrangements in the family have conceivably impgrtant‘
effects on the child and this may be much more significant than certain
elements of the educational program itself.

These assertions also accentuate the concern we must have for the
social significance of intervention where the activities as defined b?
the program may have certain positive effects on the child in the’
school setting but wmay have disastrous effects in the home situation.
The degree to which the pérents evolve coping mechanisms or modifications

of their own behavior to sustain and support these presuwad new found

gains in the children raises a quésticm‘of considerablé ethical, practi-

cal and theoretical interest,

Ona may extend thls lattar argUment of syStaﬁicbtelatignships to

e;nrinciplé is clear; the

'3ch11d as a: member of tha nursery schacl grodp has an cvarlapplng memﬁ,‘ .

":bersh;p ln cher'graups and the degree to. Whlch we’can ;qentlfy these o f
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There is no doubt that in early intervention we are dealing with a
host of complexities that our science has not been prepared to deal with,
The challenge for developmental psychologists is clear. The need ig to
identify variables functioning in particular settings, to create ade~
quate measuring instruments (which I have not even alluded to)yand to
monitor the relevant environment which ean and no doubt does influence
the very nature of the what the intervention program intenés to do, 1If
the child is on target as far as the nursery school i=s caneefned; chances
are he needs 9ther gustaining Fforces to keep him moving in the appropri-
ate direction, When these consistent forces are not present, it is no
surprise that the child may abandon his new found learnings and revert
back to what was a more appropriate and comfortable earlier stage,

For me, it is very important to conceptualize not only the gtowth
of the child but also the system within which he is functioning, €.gZ.,
to be aware of and to identify the ecological systemic variables fanging
from school room equipment and placement of equipment to the child’s

although
relationship to his own mother, Granted that we cannot be as precise
as workers involved in verbal learning studies appear to be, we must
be increasingly precize; we‘ﬁust,take the time to identify ér at least
tn deflne the SLgniflcEnt varlablea which we are 1c§kingkat and examine
these in terms ‘of lagleal and necessary uutcomes. :n thié way, we
create the SLtuation where the GrLtEflﬂn auteames such as sahagl success,
are def;ned thh such expllcltness that the apprnprlate interventlcn |

-.progrgﬁVdgtgrQines the necessarj and sufEchaﬁt pfecursars fer Dredeflned

" outcomes,
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This paper is not intended as a eynical and destructive assessment
of current intervention programs. Rather, it is in my view a challenge
to all of us to begin te specify in greater detail what the inputs are
for the child, to define his reasonable living spaee;and to define
which of those factors may alter the course of growth in spite of what
happens in the nursery achool,

Finally, to raise the necessary questions would not only make
these experiences of value to children from minority groups, but hope-
fully would enlarge our view of intervention in its broadest sense as
appropriate for all kinds of children. If we begin to think in those
terms, the intervention process may become more articulated, the con-
ditiona more clearly defiﬁeﬁgand the technologies worked out so that
precise, on-target technologies could be employed to produce thernecessary

and sufficient sutcomes which will facilitate the child's subsequent

learning,




