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Introduction

This paper reviews research findings concerning the effects on young

children of major Federal programs in education and child care. It

offers a summary rather than detailed view of research on the impact of

programs, and is based primarily on major program evaluation reports and

-
research reviews. In addition, it draws upon a small number of individual

articles and studies which provide supplementary evidence regarding the effects

of intervention on children.

The major programs examined are Head Start, Parent-Child Centers, Home

Start, Follow Through, the Handiapped Children's Early Childhood Education

Program, "Sesame Street," and "The Electric Company." The paper also examines

the impact of day care experiences on young children, drawing on several

recent reviews of research on day care (in general, not as part of a Federal

program), prepared for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and

Evaluation.

Relative to the amount.of funds and effort expended on the development

and deliver- of 2eceral programs for young children, little has been allocated

to the evaluation of their impact on children. Consequently, answers to ques-

tions about program impact must be pieced together from fragmentary findings,

with the result that many questions cannot be answered at all, and most

answers that can be provided must be considered as tentative and incomplete.

The first section of the paper addresses the issue of short-term impact.

What is the immediate impact Of a program on the children enrolled? While

"short-term" can mean different things to different people, the basic issue

concerns effects which emerge during the actual course of a program, and

generally within a year or two after its initiation.



Whether or not children's gains are maintained, however, is another

issue. Section 2 reviews 'findings pertaining to long-term program effects.

Regardless of the rs,.nce or absence of short-term impact, do children enrolled

'in a program show 'oenefits or deficits (relative to comparable children

not enrolled) several years or longer after the program's initiation? In

many cases, at issue are effects which can be measured some time after the

child has actually left the program. However, in the case of a program or

combination of programs lasting for many years (e.g., Head Start and Follow

Through) effects which occur during the course of the treatment also may be

considered long-term.

As will become apparent in this report, most of the measures used to

assess program effects concern the child's cognitive achievement and status

(e.g., IQ). For a number of reasons, evaluators have less.frequently examined

changes in the child's socioemotional development, in the status and function-

ing of the child's family, and in community institutions and environment.

Accordingly, Section 3 reviews available findings bearing on short- and

long-term impact, as measured in non-cognitive domains, and thus supplements

the first two sections.

9
These initial discussions of short- and long-term effects are limited

to general findings which for the most part cut across different program

sites, years, and samples. There are many factors, however, which determine

a program's impact. Effects on children may vary as a result of differences

ill characteristics of the program, of the teachers and staff, of the surround-

ing environment and community, of the children's families, and of the children

themselves. The last five sections of the paper examine research on some of

these major factors and how they influence program outcomes.



The structure of intervention is dealt with in Section 4. Within a par-

ticular provrem or kind of intervention, which models work best? Are certain

curricula, procedures, teaching styles, materials, etc. more effective than

others? If so, are they mote effective for all children, or particular kinds

of children?

In order to adequately compare the effects of different models, however,

we must be able to identify critical differences in the treatments. Even if

the objectives and procedures of a program are clearly defined in advance (and

in many models they are not), unless the actual implementations of the pro-

grams are measured well, it is difficult to draw conclusions about any dif-

ferences which show up between two programs. For instance, if children gain

equivalent amounts from two programs it may mean that the underlying models

of intervention are equally effective, or that one is better than the other,

but less fully implemented. Section 5 looks into the issue of iMplementation,

and examines some of the problems that face evaluators who are trying to

compare different treatment models.

The involvement of parents in programs fur young children is seen by

many as a way to augrent. and maintain children's gains. Section 6 reviews

findings pertaining to parent involvement and its contribution to program

impact.

The three sections outlined above concern the contributions of the

programs, staff, and parents to the success or failure of intervention.

Children also differ considerably, of course, in the experiences, skills,

problems, and backgrounds they bring them o a program. Section 7

considers evidence on the differential effectiveness of programs for various

target groups, such as moderately and severely economically disadvantaged

children, and boys and girls. Unfortunately, few findings are available



which bear on ethnic/racial differences in program gains, or on program

effectiveness with two high-priority target groups--bilingual and handicapped

children.

Finally Section 8 examines the timing of intervention as a factor in the

magnitude of a program's impact. Are a child's benefits affected by: How

old the child is when he or she is enrolled in the program? How long (e.g.,

how many weeks, months, or years) the child participates in the program? How

frequently (e.g., how many hours per day, and days per week) the child par-

ticipates? The degree of continuity between programs in iihich the child is

enrolled at different times in his or her life?

As indicated earlier, complete and conclusive answers to the questions

raised in these sections cannot be provided, due in part to a scarcity of per-

tinent data from research and evaluation studies. Furthermore, even when

relevant findings are available, their implications are not always clear,

primarily blcause of methodological weaknesses al: limitations in the studies

from which the findings are derived. Indeed, Seitz et al. (1976) argue

that the vast majority of evaluation studies of intervention programs "have

had such serious methodological shortcomings that they have been virtually

uninterpretable'in regard to evaluating either the short-term or the long-term

effectiveness of intervention" (p. 1). Major methodological problems include:

assessing the implementation of programs; selecting or developing adequate .

measurement instruments; clstablishing comparable treatment and comparison

groups (e.g., through random assignment, or by controlling for important

demographic and experiential differences); and minimizing attrition in the

samples of longitudinal studies. (See Stebbins, et al., 1976, for a discus-

sion of same of these problems as they affect Follow Through, and, for other

discussions of methodological problems in evaluation in general, Anderson, 1973;

8



Ball, 1975; Bissell, 1973; Cooley, 1975; and McDill, & eke,

/969.)

This paper looks at many large-scale programs in a relatively small num-

ber of pages. General findings and conclusions from major evaluations and

reviews are summarized briefly. Lengthy qualifications of these summary

statements are not feasible in this format, nor is there space to discuss many

specific details of individual projects and studies. Unfortunately, it is

difficult to simplify conclusions about program impact without also over-

simplifying them.

One aspect of this over-simplification is to talk loosely about any dif-

ferences favoring treatment groups over control groups as if they represented

the gains originally anticipated by the program planners. Gains by these

children are, after all, what these efforts are all about. In fact, dif-

ferences between groups may not result from program experiences; analytical

techniques can show statistical differences between treatment and control

groups, without necessarily demonstrating change per se in the treatment group.

This problem is aggravated by a ten,lancy for the limitations and implications

of the data analyses to be forgotten as the data and.findIngs are summarized

and filtered from one report to another. The reader must interpret program

effects reported in this paper cautiously, since much of the information was

obtai-ed from final project-reports which had to briefly summarize massive

amounts of data, and in the process may themselves have oversimplified or

distorted the nature and scope of their findings.1

On the other hand, a program may indeed have produced positive effects

even though an evaluation failed to detect any. It may be that the "wrong"

tests and measures were employed, or that the effects could not be teased out

of the extraneous "noise" that characterizes research on social programs.

1
Thanks,go to Dr. Lois-ellin Datta, who in a critique of this aper

called attention to the tendency of reviews such as this to overstate
research and evaluation findings, and to indicate "gains" where in fact
there is evidence only of statistical differences.



Misinterpretations and overly-liberal interpretations pf data m-y be

balanced to some extent by this conservative aspect of social science research.

At any rate, the findings reported in this paper 7:rre1y support definitive

conclusions about program effects. The safest course is to consider most of

them as current "best guesses" about what is hrnynilig to the children in

these programs.

Not only do shortages of data and methciological weaknesses li.nit the

scope of conclusions about the effectiveness of Federal programs for young

children, those tentative conclusions which can be drawn are still subject

to differing interpretations. For instance, is a statistically significant

difference also socially or educationally significant? How much and what

kind of impact must a program have in order to be considered a success? At

this point particularly, scientific argumentation is supplemented or sub-

sumed completely by social-political argumentation. Of course, "success" and

"failure" are relative terms, and the outcome of a social action program is

judged in th-2 context of original intentions and expectations. What kinds

of gains are expecLe0 In which areas? How much of a gain? How soon? How

long will they last? Small changes rather than in a few areas racher

than many, do not nec2ssarily const4tute failure for a program. Indeed, time

and uime again in discussions, critiques, and defenses of Head Start and other

intervention programs, the phrase "unrealistic expectations" (or its equiva-

lent) crops up. But even if we modify our expectation:, so that prograM out-

comes are more likely to fall in line with them, disagreement over the value

of programs will persist. Even if there is agreement that only small gains

can reasonably be expected from a program, there is likely to be disagreement

as to whether the program should go forwa-d on this basis or be terminated.

Furthermore, agreement on what constitutes a reasonable expectation for a
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program is not in itself likely. For instance, many of those who argue that

large changes in IQ should not be expected from compensatory education pro-

grams still hold out the poslity of significant gains in other domains

of development, heretofc,- 'nloasured. Others feel that we have given up

"too early" in our asse .snt of impact and that we should look for program

effects emerging later in life, especially in adolescence.

At any rate, issues not directly related to research are not dealt with

in this paper. An effort is made to report findings "neutrally", without

reference to judgments of success or failure, or to recommendations for

action based on those findings.

The parting message of this introduction is two-sided. On the one hand,

substantial information about Federal programs for young children is available,

and it provides at least a partial picture of the effectiveness of these pro-

grams and some of their components. Even though much of the available

evidence.is tentative, and derived from studies with methodological short-

comings, many of the findi.ngs are useful and should not be ignored or dis-

missed. On the other hand, the narrowness and limitations of these data

must be acknowledged. With respect to every question raised in this paper,

there is.need for more and better data. Furthermore, even the most robust

the findings which have been gleaned from program evaluations do not offer

clear directions for future policy. One must beware of quick leaps from

specific research findings to broad social policy implications. As indi-
4

cated above, empirical data might (altho%gh they rarely do) suffice to resolve

differences of opinion about what is happening in and as a result of social

action programs. But no matter how complete and unequivocal the data might'

be, by themselves they do not indicate what should be done next. Such

decisions can be (and should.be) supported by research findings, of course,

fi



but they must be based as well on social, political, and economic considera-

tions which are not addressed in this review of research.

111



Section 1. Short-Term Effects

Head Start-

One of the most publicized evaluations of the Head Start Program is the

early study by the Westinghouse Learning Corporation and Ohio University,

which evaluated the impact of Head Start (1968-1969) on the cognitive and

affective development of children after they had left Head Start and.were in

the primary grades. The major child impact findings were that:

1. Summer Head Start programs did not appear to affect cognitive and

affective development.

2. Full-year programs did not appear to change affective development,

but did appear to produce changes on some measures of cognitive development.

3. Children who had been enrolled in Head Start were still below the

national norms of standardized tests.

The Westinghouse study set the stage for subsegaent evaluation of Head

Start in several ways: It deflated hopes for large, long-term changes in

performance on widely-used intellectual and social measures. It generated

considerable controversy--controversy over the methodology of evaluating large

scale social action programs, over the selection of measures, over the analyses

of data, over the interpretation of data, over the philosophy of compensatory

education, aLd even over the politics of science and social policy.. Some of .

these issues will be taken up in later sections, but for the most part they are

beyond the scope of this paper. They have been re,,iewed and arguments and

counter-arguments aired in a variety of articles (e.g., see Passow, 1974;

Westinghouse, 1973; White, 1970).

In spite of many disagreements which aro;e over such things as metho-

dology and analysis, one general finding of the Westinghouse study was clear:



For the group as a whole, the Head Start experiences were associated with

some changes, but they were few and small. This was only one study, however,

and a few years of a program--early and presumably disorganized years in the

program's development at that.

Further studies have followed the Westinghouse study, both on Head

Start programs and on other, usually smaller-scale, compensatory education

effor_Ls. Even though a heterogeneous group of settings, philosophies, cur-

ricula, and childien ha-ie been involved in these studies, and the findings

have not all been similar, taken together the studies have indicated a basically

positive picture of the immediate impact of compensatory education experiences

on some aspects of child development. The Westinghouse study measured the

effects of Head Start on children one to three years after the children had

left the program. Other studies and reviews which looked at short-term

effects generally found that both Head Start and other preschool programs

produced increases in IQ scores and academic achievement, and less consistently,

in attitudes, motivation and social beh.,vior (Bissell, 1973; 'Bronfenbrenner,

1974; Gotts, 1973; Horowitz & Paden, 1973; Mann, Naell & c.urt, 1976;

Miller & Dyer, 1975; Passow, 1974; Payne et al., 1973; Rivlin & Timpano, 1975;

Ryan, 1974; Weisberg, 1974; White, 1973.) Weisberz's (1974) examination

of the data from the third year of the Head Start Planned Variation Study'

led him to the conclusion that: "In terms of a wide variety of cognitive

skills, Head Start is effective in acceler_ti.rz the growth rate of disad-

vantar.:ed preschoolers." It is difficult to interpret these short-term

changes, however, as we shall see when we examine the findings concerning

long-term effects. In reviewing preschool programs and the major reviews of

programS, White concluded:

'Most evaluations of preschool projects find an immediate increase
in IQ scores. The reason for this immediate increase is not



clear. It could reflect a genuine intellectual p:ogress or it could
reflect a familiarity with the situation, greater self-confidence,
and an increased wil1ingness to attempt problem solving in the test-
taking context. (p. 185)

Follow Thrt:ugh*

Findings concerning the short-term effects of Follow Through programs

are similar to those reviewed above for Head Start. For instance, Bissell

(1973) examined an evaluation of Follow Through Planned Variation and con-

cluded that:

Children in Follow Through showed slightly greater gains in school
achievement during the 1969-70 school year than did their non-
Follow Through counterparts. This was true for the.entire sample,
with the largest differences among Follow Through children whose
families were below the 0E0 poverty line, children whc also par-
ticipated in Head Start, and children who received the full range
of Follow Through services. Foliou Through participants showed
positive changes during the school year in their attitudes toward
learning and school, and their growth in this area was slightly
larger than that of comparison children at both grade levels.
(p. 101)

Home Start

The Home Start program was found to be effective for children in several

aspects of growth and development (Deloria, Coelen & Ruopp, 1974; Love, et al.,.

1976). Home Start children showed scores significantly higher than those of

control children. During their first seven months in the program, Home

Start children scored higher on three of four school readiness measures (the

Preschool Inventory, the DDST Language Scale, and the 8-Block Child Talk

Score). While the Home Start children's advantage was not as clear or complet2

at 12 months, it was maintained. On only one measure of socioemotional

development did Home Start children score higher than controls at 7 months.

After 12 months, however, ratings by mothers indicated that Home Start

children had greater tolerance, and both mothers and testers rated Home Start

children higher in task orientation.



Home-oriented intervention efforts other than Home Start also have been

effective in producing gains in young children. Bronfenbrenner (1974)

reviewed a number of intervention programs, and found clear evidence of

initial gains by children enrolled in home-based programs. In a recent sum-

mary of evaluations of home-based early education programs, Hess (1976)

concluded that most of the programs produced significant immediate gains in

IQ scores. Children in comparison cro'rls. withol.- the benefits of these

programs, showed no similar gains.

Parent-Child Centers

Parent-Child Centers (PCc), administered through Project Head Start,

include education, health, nutrition, and social service components, which

'are delivered-through center-bascd programs, home-based programs, or com-

binations of the two kinds. Thus, one would expect similar findings with

respect to immediate, short-term effects. The scores of the Parent-Child

Center children on the Preschool Inventory and the Denver Developmental

Screening Test were compared with the norms for those tests, and with the

scores of Home Start children prior, to their entrance into the Home Start

program. While the differences were not dramatic, the PCC children tended to

obtain higher scores than children in the standardization sample and the Home

Start sample. The evaluators of the program concluded that PCC's do improve

the school readiness of children, "in terms of knowledge of the kinds of

concepts which are expected of the child once he reaches school age."

(Holmes, Holmes, Greenspan & Tapper, 1973, pp. 11-17).

Television Prop,rams

The goals of "Sesame Street" include gains in the acquisition of basic

facts and skills, such as recognizing and labeling letters and numbers, and



more complex cognitive skills relating tc- classifying and sorting, and to

understanding the physical and social environment (Ball & Bogatz, 1970;

Stein & Friedrich, 1975). Najor evaluations of the first two years of

"Sesame Street", undertaken by the Educational Testing Service, demonstrated

positive short-term effects in most of these goal areas (Ball & Bogatz,

1970; Ball & Bogatz, 1971; Passow, 1974; Stein & Friedrich, 1975). It

was found that in the first year, children who watched the program most

frequently learned the most, and the most substantial gains occurred in

letters, number, and classification skills.

The major finding-7that children leeTned more the more they watch
--holds true across age, sex, geographical location, socio-
economic status (SES), mental age (intelligence) and whether
children watched at home or at school. In all eight goal areas
in which children were tested, gains in learning increased
steadily with amount of viewing (Ball & Bogatz, 1970, p. 4).

In the second year of "Sesame Street," when more extensive goals were

introduced, the evaluators found significant gains in 13 goal L.reas

(function of body parts, naming geometric forms, roles of community mem-

bers, matching by form, naming letters, letter sounds, sight reading,

recognizing numbers, naming numbers, counting, relational terms, classifica-

tion, and sorting); less definite gains in 10 areas (naming body parts,

recognizing letters, initial sounds, decoding, left-right orientation,

counting strategies, number/numeral agreement, addition and subtraction,

double classification, and emotions); and no effects in six areas (recogniz-

ing geometric forms, matching by position, alphabet recitation, enumeration,

conservation, and parts of the whole). In none of the areas did non-

viewers go ahead of viewers. "Sesame Street" viewers also gained more than

non-viewers on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary.rest. a standardized measure

of oral vocabulaty, which is used to measure mental ae and IQ in young .

children (Ball & Bogatz, 1971).
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In a subsequent evaluation of the ETS evaluation and a re-analysis of

- the ETS data, Cook et al. (1975) agreed that viewing "Sesame Street".

teaches some letter, number, and relations skills, but concluded that the

evidence examined "casts reasonable doubt about whether 'Sesame Street'

was causing as large and as generalized learning gains in 1970 and 1971 as

were attributed to the program on the basis of past evaluations" (p. 25).

Ball & Bogatz (1975) in turn rejected the methods and arguments used by Cook

and his associates, countering that they had adopted too conservative a

stance for the evaluation of new programs.

An ETS evaluation of "The Electric Company", a program developed to

improve reading skills in young disadvantaged children (first through fourth

grades), also found evidence of positive effects in a variety of curriculum

areas, and on a standardized reading test. (These findings applied primarily

to second-grade children).

The Handicapped Children's Early Education Prop,ram

An evaluation was conducted by Battelle (Stock, et al., 1976) of the

impact of the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program (HCEEP) in

carrying out its goals of meeting educational needs of handicapped children

aged 0-8 years. From 63 HCEEP programs which were in at least the third

year of operation in the fall of 1974, 32 were selected for the evaluation.

Most of the 130 children sampled fell into six categories of handicapping

conditions (edUcable mentally retarded, trainable mentally retarded, learning

disabled, emotionally disturbed, speech impaired, and deaf).

No control groups were assessed; the study was directed at determining

whether there were gains above those expected on the basis of maturation.

The evaluators concluded that the HCEEP program had positive effects in the



personal-social (e.g., self-concept, peer interaction), adaptive (e.g.,

self-dressing, personal responsibility), cognitive (e.g., memory, classi-

fication), and communication (e.g., discrimination, grammar/rules) growth

areas, and possibly had positive effects in the motor area (e.g., muscle

control, perceptual motor). The most substantial gains were found on the

personal-social measures: "In this domain, the average gain in test scores

from pretest to post-test was about 2.3 times greater than would be expected

by age change (maturation) alone in the absence of project experience" (p. 10).

Day Care

In contrast to research on the effects of the children's programs

reviewed thus far, research on day care has been prompted not only by desire

to find ways to accelerate various aspects of the child's development, but also

by concern that day care is harmful to th e child's development (e.g., see Kagan,

1976, pp. 11-39). Consequently, research findings on short-term effects must

be described in the context of two general questions: Does day care have dele-

terious effects on the child? Does day care have positive effects on the child?

With regard to the possibility of adverse effects on children, the

available research findings can h2 stated succinctly: The evidence does

not indicate that participation in a day care program (in contrast to staying

at home) is harmful to the young child's development (Bronfenbrenner, Belsky

& Steinberg, 1976; Fagan, 1976; Meyer, 1977; Ricciuti, 1976). Of course,

ill-health or physical harm can be inflicted quickly by an unsanitary or

dangerous physical setting. Substantial psychological harm appears to

result, however, only from a severe, long-term (e.g., 5-10 years) situation

in which the child is continuously deprived of all but minimal amounts of



social, intellectual, and physical stimulation, such as might occur if a child

were institutionalized under extremely inadequate nircumstances (Meyer, 1977,

p. 3). On the other hand, it should be noted that most data on day care

effects are derived from carefully planned and administered high-quality

programs (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke & Strassman, 1976; Ricciuti,

1976), and the effects of low-quality day care on the child's cognitive and

socioemotional development have not been studied to anY significant extent.

The focus of day care research has been restricted primarily to direct

effects on the child, and for the most part has not included effects on the

parents, on the family as a whole, or on the 'community and society (Bronfen-

brenner et al., 1976). Furthermore, most studies of direct effects on chil-

dren have touched on only a few areas of development--cognitive development

as measured by standardized intelligence tests, the development of the mother-

child relationship, and the development of relationships with other children

(Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Ricciuti, 1976).

With regard to the question of whether day care facilitates the child's

development, recent reviews of day care research (Bronfenbrenner, et al.,

1976; Heinicke & Strassmann, 1976; Kagan, 1976; Ricciuti, 1976) agree in

their general conclusions. Day care programs for young children in general

(i.e., children not characterized as economically disadvantaged or at risk)

have produced no intellectual gains, or modest, temporary gains at best. More

substantial short-term changes have shown up more often in studies of day

care for children from low-income, low-education families. Experiences in

high quality day care centers appear to prevent or attenuate declines in

test scores often observed in this group of children. Furthermore, it has

been reported that economically disadvantaged children have gained more

from highly structured, cognitively oriented programs (Ricciuti, 1976).
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That is,

...children reared in environments where the language skills
and strategies tapped by the IQ tests are not encouraged seem
to be helped by the practices of the middle class group care
environment (Kagan, 1976, p. 50).



Section 2. Long-Term Effects

Head Start and Follow Thiough

,

As indicated above, the Westinghouse study initially dampened hopes

for long-term substantial gain in intellectual functioning, due to Head

Start intervention. Were subsequent programs and evaluations able to show

larger, longer lasting gains? The answers available to date are mixed on

tnis score.

In evaluations of the long-term effects of preschool intervention

programs, a particular pattern has shown up time after time. Initial gains

were made in various domains of functioning by children enrolled in the

program, but these gains failed to persist into the primary school years.

Bronfenbrenner (1974) describes the pattern in its extreme form:

By and large, the experimental groups do not continue to make
gains when intervention is continued beyond one year, and even
more regrettably, the increases achieved in the initial phase,
even the largest ones, tend to 'wash out.' In general, one
year after intervention is terminated, the IQ of the 'graduates'
'begins to drop, the difference between the experimental and
control groups gradually decreases, the once impressive gains
are reduced to a few points, and, what is most crucial, the average
IQ of the experimental group often falls back into the problem
range of the lower 90's and below (p. 14).

This picture of early gains washing out, usually by the second or third

grade, is attested to in many major reviews of the effects of preschool

follow-up programs. (See Bissell, 1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Rivlin &

Timpane, 1975; Stanley, 1973; White, 1973.) It is also frequently referred

to as "the catch-up phenomenon," since the rate of developmefit during the

post-intervention-guars is less for participant than f.):: non-participant

(control) children (Bissell, 1973, p. 65). Recent evidence of this pattern



was provided by a report on an experimental comparison of four preschool

programs (incorporating 14 Head Start classes), which included a 3-year

follow-up through second grade (Miller & Dyer, 1975). This study is note-

worthy because it has been praised for its methodological strengths--e.g.,

children were randomly assigned to treatments, and treatments were monitored

to obtain information on the implementation of program dimensiGns (Stevensci.,

1975; White, 1975). The preschool programs produced immediate gains in IQ

and achievement, especially for the more didactic programs, but the IQ and

achievement test scores declined over the subsequent years.

The question about long-term effects of early childhood intervention

programs cannot be Answered unequivocally in the negative, however. For one

thing, some evidence is available that gains in non-cognitive areas may be

more easily sustained. Miller & Dyer (1975), who failed to find lasting

cognitive gains, did find effects still detectable at the end of the 4-year

period in a few non-cognitive areas, such as "inventiveness." Similarly,

White (1973) cites findings of long-term advantages as measured by school

attendance and promotion to higher grade levels. In addition, evidence that

gains have been sustained in certain programs and for certain groups of

children, in IQ, achievement, and social skills, has been reported in earlier

reviews (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Ryan, 1974; Zicler, 1973).

In contrast to the major national evaluations of compensatory education

programs, which have yielded few findings of long-term cognitive gains,

some studies of smaller experimental programs have shown more positive and

longer lasting effects. Thus, the "current wisdom' . . . that preschool

programs for low income children boost IQ for a year or two but subsequently

do not prevent it from falling back to around the original level," has been

disputed recently (Murray, 1977, p. 1). Much of this more positive evidence
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is generated by a number of studies which were initiated in the 1960's and

recently organL.:ed into the Developmental Continuity Consortium. The Con-

sortium, funded by the Office of Child Development through the Education

Commission of the States, has enabled the principal investigators of these

studies to pool their original data, and to collect comparable data on the

current status of the children who had participated in the earlier inter-

vention program. Good descriptions of the original studies and the recent

efforts of the Consortium are available elsewhere (Hubbell, 1977a, 1977b;

Lazar, Hubbell, Murray, Rosche & Royce, 1977; Murray, 1977).

In some of the original studies of the individual intervention projects

. included in the Consort!.um, the children enrolled in the programs scored

higher on IQ tests than did control children, as long as three years

after the programs (Lazar, et al., 1977). This was the case in some of the

center-based programs, infant home-based programs, and combination center- and

home-based programs. Analyses of current IQ and achievement test data for

these children have not yet been completed.

The Cons,71rtium has also reported findings from preliminary analyses of

two other indicators of the school performance of the children since leaving

the experimental programs: (1) placement,in special education classes, and

(2) failure to be promot-ed from one grade to the next. Their data indicate

that across a number of studies, the percentage of program children who

later were placed into special educatiDn classes was less than the rcentage

of control children placed into special education (Lazar, et al., 1977).

Similarly, in five of seven studies where data are available, program children

were less frequently held back one or more grades in the schools they have

attended since leaving the preschool programs, than were the control children.

It should be noted that the differences between the program and control children



on these two indicators did net reach statistical significance in all of

the studies.

Is it possible that positive effects will show up well after the third

grade, even when no gains were discernible in the earlier primary years

(perhaps because the measures used were inappropriate to the developmental

processes in their early stages)? Evidence of positive effects of preschool

programs well after intervention has bee% t.erminated, and as late as the

fifth to seventh grades,- has been reported in two recent studies (Palmer,

1976; Seitz, Apfel & Efron, 1976). In one case the intervention itself was

continued beyond the preschool years through a Follow Through program, and

in the other case it was not continued beyond the preschool level. In both

of these studies the evaluators raise tha question of "sleei_er effects," since

the effects are not simply maintainEd through the grades, but appear to

increase after a certain point.

In sum, on the one hand, substantial positive effects of preschool inter-

vention across the cognitive, social, and other developmental domains, are

not consistently found beyond the early primL-zy yearz, even when preschool

programs are followed up by susequent compensatory education efforts. On

the other hand, Fome positiVe long-term effects have been found--if not

across the boatd, at least with some studies, some groups of children, some

curricula, some sequences of intervention, and some research strategies.

Many of these specific contributing factors are considered in more detail

in later sections of this paper. At any rate, at our present stage of

research and dirielopment, it seems saiest to accept the sobering message

that dramatic gains that last are not easy to produce, but at the same time

to acknowledge Palmer's (1976) claim that not all of the evidence has been

presented yet, and that it is too early to ask the jury to reach a verdict.



Home Start

Home Start children were tested after 7 months and 12 months of involve-

ment in the program. No subsequent follow-up testing was undertahen, so no

evidence on 1ong-term effects is available.

Hess (1976) reviewed eight home-based intervention programs which

carried out follow-up testing, and found that all but onu of these programs

reported positive or significant differences favoring program children for

lengths of time ranging from one to four or more years after the intervention

was terminated. He concludes that the gains produced by the programs were

r,..ntlined into che elementary school years with little fadeout. He also

lound that tho children who had gained the most as a result of intervention

lost the most subsequent to the end of the program, although the amount of

loss was small relative to the original gain.

Parent-Child Centers

In the absence of long-term follow-up of the PCC children, evidence

about the long-term effects of the programs is not available.

Television Programs

No data are available concerning the long-term impact of watching

"Sesame Street" and "The Electric Company."

The Handicapped Children's Early Childhood Education Program

From the 32 HCEEP projects evaluated by Battelle (Stock, et al., 1976),

755 children graduated during the summer of 1974. The final report notes that

the placement setting was known for 91 percent of these children, and th.a.,

the HCEEP projects appeared to be effective in placing the children into

more advanced educational settings. Of these children, 95,were followed up.



The teachers and therapists in the placement settings were interviewed, rv

when they were asked:

to compare HCEEP graduates with non-handicapped children in
their programs on social and cognitive behavior, the HCEEP
graduates were judged, based on teacher perception, equal to
or at a lower level than the non-handicapped children.
However, when the placement setting teachers/therapists
compared HCEEP graduates with similarly handicapped
children who had no HCEEP experience, the HCEEP gradu-
ates were judged to be more advanced. Thus the HCEEP
projects studied appeared to have a perceived positive
impact on the social and cognitive behavior of their
graduates (pp. 18-19).

play Care

Almost all of the studies on day care concern the immediate effects

of day care on children, measured, while the children are actuaIay ,enrolled

in the program (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke & Strassman, 1976;

Meyer, 1977; Ricciuti, 1976). Follow-up studies that would shed light

on long-term impact of day care experiences have not been undertaken.

Thus, there is the posdbility that latent or "sleeper" effects will emerge

at later points in the lives of children who were exposed to day care

when Very young, and it can be argued that effects of day care have not been

seen because the measures have not been applied at the appropriate time.

Neyer (1977) points out that since we currently have no conceptual basis

for estimating when such latent effects might occur, this argument is

untestable. (For instance, if effects do not show up five years after the

day care experience, it cot_d be argued that effects would show up if

measured still later.) He stresses the need for theory concerning long-

term effects, so that tcstable hypotheses can be developed, and the relevant

research undertaken.



How Are Program Effects Measured?

Evaluators gauge program effects in terms of change or non-change

in various domains of the child's development. Since what is really being

documented are changes in measures of the child's performance or behavior,

conclusions about changes in the underlying developmental processes are

obviously constrained by the particular measures selected. A discussion

of the many problems and arguments relating to testing in program evaluation

is well beyond this paper's task, which is to briefly review impact findings,

but a few basic points are clear and must be kept in mind when trying to

thterpret these findings.

As we have seen, program evaluations frequently fail to establish

any substantial gains by the children enrolled. When such findings are called

into question, it is often on the basis of the particular measures used in

the evaluations. Consider, for example, the following statement:

Thus fundamental doubts about existing social program evaluation
results...il.crsist. Negative evaluation results may have less to
do with the schools than with the measures of impact. Evidence
to decide this issue is not available, but the questions have
affected thought and research. In fact, the issue has changed:
Is the problem one of schools' ineffectiveness, or one.of tests'
insensitivity? (Cohen, 1975, p. 163).

When program effects are not found, a variety of reasons are advanced

to explain how real impact can be missed by tests--e.g., the tests are cul-

turally biased, they do not match the program objectives, or they are designed

to assess differences between children and designed not to differentiate

program or treatment effects (Cohen, 1975); assessment occurs only in a

testing situation, which is inappropriate for disadvantaged children, rather

than in a variety of more naturalistic settings (Zimiles, 1970); assessment

covers too nalrow a range of domains, usually intellectual (Horowitz & Paden,

:e,



1973, Miller & Dyer, 1975); static variables, such as IQ, are measured

rather than process measvres, such as teacher-child interaction, or modes of

information processing (Shipman, 1.373). The importance of selecting appro-

priate and sensitive tests was illustrated in the evaluation of the Parent

Child Centers: Positive effects were obtained with the Pres::nool

'but not with the Denver Developmental Screening Test (Holmes, et al., 1973).

Had only the latter test been used, no impact would have been observed.

The selection of tests and measures by evaluators often re:21,:cts a

particular underlying philosophy of learning and development, of course.

Different program perspectives and emphases can lead to different expecta-

tiorn: regarding not only what kinds of gains will occur, but when they will

occur. A model of intellectual development based on the sequential accumula-

tion of learning skills might lead to the expectation of immediate gains in

selected skills, and the subsequent selection of tests which would be sensi-

tive to this pattern of results. Another model of intellectual development,

in which motivation, attitudes, and styles of behavior figure more prominently,

might cause evaluators to give greater significance to measures of short:-

term motivational and attitudinal changes, and long-term intellectual changes

(Miller & Dyer, 1975, p. 3).

On the other hand, even when significant gains do occur, questions are

r.aised about the meaning of the test results. The most frequently heard
_

criticism is that the test is too closely geared to the content of the pro-

gram, or that the program staff have "taught to the test." For instance,

this could be suuested as a reason for the more favorable results reported

for "Sesame Street" as compared with Head Start programs: specific tests were

used to evaluate the impact of "Sesame Street" which were directly related



to the program's teaching objectives, while more geneial IQ and achievement

tests were used to assess the more nebulous objectives of Head Start programs.

Finally, many of the gains from intervention programs, especially over

the short term, have been criticized as relating more to impTovements in test

taking skills than to real changes in the processes which the tests osten-

sibly assess:

More often...positive results stem from the program's emphasis
on the need to attend to detai ". and t,he familiarity it provides with
a didactic communication process :Jtrikingly similar to the intbr-
rogation process used in testing. It requires the child to "tune
in" and participate at a level which facilitates test performance
....If there is any generality to the effect of this type of
learning, then it is quite valuable, but if its effect is specific
to the particular structure and demands of the evaluation instru-
ment, then one may justifiably question the usefulness of this
form of cognitive growth and the concern with measuring it
(Zimiles, 1970, pp. 242-243).

The Predominance of Cor,nitive Measures

Most of the available evidence on program effects pertains to changes in

performance on measures of cognitive aptitude and aceievement, although the

need to look for impact in non-cognitive domains (e.g., socioemotional devel-

opment, health, family, and community) has been widely acknowledged (Bronfen-

brenner, 1974; Datta, McHale & Mitchell, 1976; Zigler, 1973; Zimiles,

1970). This emphasis on cognitive assessment occurred in spite of the original

Head Sta objectives which were heavily weighted toward increasing social

competence in young disadvantaged children (Datta et al., 1976; Zigler,

1973). Even with regard to cognitive development, however, it has been argued

that the measures typically used in evaluation studies tap too narrow a

spectrum of processes and abilities (Zimiles) 1970).

According to these perspectives, then, even if there were no methodological

, weaknesses in the bulk of evaluations which have provided evidence about the



impact of programs on young children (and there are), the findings speak to

only a portion of the child's development. Less simplistic models of intel-

lectual, as well as general development are likely to be incorporated in future

evaluations. As White (1976) explains

The best data we have now suggest that there is not one line of
growth in cognitive development but a number of lines of growth,
at least paytially independent of one another....The child is not
only constructing his theory of space, time, causality. He is
constructing a theory of the self, of significant others, of
social distance, of politics, of social influence and efficacy....
If our present day conceptions of cognitive development are
changing to encompass these things, as I believe they are, then
I believe we are becoming prepared to think about preschools in
rather more complex ways (pp. 169-170).

Finally, much has been written, pro and con, concerning the use of IQ

tests in evaluations of intervention programs for disadvantaged_chiIdren.

The issues involved are far-ranging and exceed the_scope of this report;

they range from questions about the appropriateness of selecting general

standardized tests of intellectual potential for the assessment of programs

with different curricula and different objectives (Rivlin & Timpane, 1975),

to questions about cultural and class biases (Wilkerson, 1970), to questions

about the degree to which increments in IQ scores are predictive of later

school perforrance (Zimiles, 1970). With regard to this last question, Miller

& Dyer (1975) found that IQ increases resulting from Head Start experiences

did not predict first-grade achievement as well as preschool achievement

predicted IQ measured in first grade.

In sum, much of the.evidence on the impact of Federal programs pertains

to children's cognitive development and performance. It is apparent, however,

that even conclusions about effects on cognitive development must be regarded

as tentative and incomplete, especially in light of the narrow range of

measures used.



Section 3. Short- and Long-Term Effects Revisited:
Non-Cognitive Outcome Measures

Socicemotional Development

While most of the findings on program impact pertain to cognitive devel-

opment, some attempts have been made to measure social changes, and significant

effects have been found. There is considerably less comparability among the

instruments employed, however, since the popular standardized tests available

in the cognitive area have no counterparts in the socioemotional area. Zigler

(1973) attributes this difference to the "state of refinement" of socioemo-

tional theory and measurement, and argues that cognitive variables are in no

way "more real" than socioemotional variables. Nonetheless, reliable measures

of social development have not been and are not likely soon to he forthcoming.

As White (1973) sums up: "Only crude measures of noncognitive variables deemed

important to school success and personal adjustment are available, and there

is little agreement concerning what constitutes positive change in the social

and emotional domains" (p. 187).

Head Start and Follow Through. Administrators and evaluators have been

aware from the beginning of the limitations and problems involved in assessing-V
effects on socioemotional development (e.g., see Datta, 1975; Smith, 1975).

In light of the state of the art of measurement, it is not surprising that'

the findings are mixed with regard to socioemotional development. Positive

effects on socioemotional development have been measured, but pre-post dif-

ferences are typically small and inconsistent or contradictory across studies.

Gains resulting from Head Start and other preschool inEervention programs

have been found (but not consistently) in: self-concept, achievement motiva-

tion, and socially-mature behavior (Mann et al., 1976); achievement motivation

and social adjustment (Datta, et al., 1976); self-concept and adjustment to



school (White, 1973); social attitude and adjustment, and self-confidence and

trust (Ryan, 1974).

The complexity of socioemotional processes has been pointed up by

Bridgeman and Shipman (1975) in a report on the ETS-Head Start Longitudinal

Study. Iliey found levels of self-esteem high in children at the preschool

level and low at the third grade level. In other words, children come into

the school situation with high self-esteem, but over the course of school,

presumably as a result of success and failure experiences, their self-esteem

diminishes. Thus, early special efforts to improve self-esteem appear

unnecessary. The changes that occur during the subsequent years in school,

however, are not easily assessed. Internal analyses of the scores showed

little stability over time in self-esteem for these children.

The general low stability for measures of self-esteem and achievement
motivation investigated in this study and their different patterns
of correlations across years suggest that these behaviors are umier-
going considerable developmental change during this period. Thus,
these measures do not lend themselves to a pre-post design which
assumes constancy of meaning in the variable being assessed at both
points in time. Also, designs which assume linear growth are
likely to be inappropriate for assessing social and emotional
functioning (Bridgeman & Shipman, 1975, p. 80).

Television Programs. The early emphasis on cognitive skills in uSesame

Street" has been enlarged to include socioemotional concerns. Stein and

Friedrich (1975) report preliminary findings of a small study that children,

after viewing segments of "Sesame Street" ooncerned with cooperation, were more

cooperative than non-viewers in test situations similar to the situation

featured in the program. Although this single experiment is interesting, it

provides no real evidence of Sesame Street's effects on socioemotional develop-

ment.

Day Care. Concerns that day care may have harmful effects on the child's

development are even more pervasive with regard to the socioemotional domain.



Such concerns have directed research in this area primarily toward two issues:

the infant-mother relationship, and aggression.

A question motivating much of the research is: Do frequent separations

of the very young child from his or her mother impede the development of a

strong affectional bond between the child and mother? While the origins,

dynamics, and significance of such a bond vary across theories of child

development, many scientilic and lay hypotheses share at least the presumption

of the bond's reality, and its general importance for later healthy

functioning.

The researcn findings available to 'ate indicate no general support for

the concern that .4ay care for infants and young children interferes with or

weakens the mother-child relatinship (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke

& Strassman, 1976; Kagan, 1976-; Ricciuti, 1976). Similarly, there is no

indication that the, child develops a preference for a caregiver over his or

her own parent (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976). A number of qualifications apply,

however, many of them familiar by now. Perhaps the biggest problem is the

narrow focus of research on day care in genercd, and research on the effects

of day care on socioemotional development in particular. Especially narrow

are the conceptualization and assessment of the mother-child relationship

(Ricciuti, 1976). Most studies examine the effects of day cc.re experiences

on the child's reactions to being left by the mother in the presence of a

stranger in an unfamiliar setting or room. The amount of the child's sub-

sequent distress, for example, is measured as an indicator of the child'S

attachment to his or her mother. While few consistent differences between

day care children and home care children have shown up on this measure, the

implications of such differences would not be clear anywaY. -Furthermore, the

assestMent of such behaviors in the laboratory, rather than the home or day



care center, renders such research ecologically invalid, according to some

(e.g., Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976).4

In addition, studies in this area are characterized by small samples

(Ricciuti, :976), and lack of random assignment to experimental and compari-

son groups (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976). That is, children enrolled in

day care programs often come from families with backgrounds different from

those of the families of home care children. For instance, Heinicke & Strass-

man (1976) report that day care mothers in one study appeared to he less

emotionally caring of their children, than were the mothers in th.e comparison

group.

A point made earlier with respect to studies of the impact of thy care on

cognitive development deserves repetition here. Studies relating to socio-

emotional development have examined the effects of high-quality, model day

care centers. Consequently, little is known about the possibility of harmful

effects of low-quality programs (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976).

Finally, Ricciuti (1976Y points out that we have very little descriptive

data on the actual phenomenon of separation of the child from the parent

at the beginning of the day care day. Ricciuti's own research indicates the

importance of familiar, stable caregivers in minimizing distress associated

with separation, which becomes particularly apparent toward the end of the.

first year of the child's life (pp. 24-25).

A second general area on which research has concentrated is the effects

of d3y care on the child's relationships with other children and with adults.

This research has focused primarily on the development of aggression in day

care children. There is some evidence (although neither consistent nor con-

clusive) that children who have been in day care since early in life subse-

quently display more aggressive and uncooperative behaviors (Bronfenbrenner,
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et al., 1976). However, again these studies have measured narrow aspects of

social development, in a small number of settings, with the usual sampling

problems. Thus, the question of whether day care is deleterious to the

child's socialization is "open" (Ricciuti, 1976), and "equivocal" (Meyer,

1977). Furthermore, the increase in aggressive behaviors thathas been

found in some studies appears to be part of a more general increase in a

variety of both positive and negative behaviors, and a higher level of peer

interactions in general upon entering a new day care center or social setting

(Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976; Heinicke & Strassman, 1976; Meyer, 1977).

Meyer suggests that any day care setting allowing a degree of freedom will

cause an increase in general activity levels, and thtt changes seen with

respect to aggressive behaviors are also occurring with respect to other kinds

of behaviors, including those that are socially desirable.

There is some evidence to suggest that center-based day care
generates certain social and emotional consequences in the
form of delays in acquiring adult standards of acceptable
behavior. On the other hand, there appears to be some evidence
to indicate that in center-based honi: care children develop a
brOader repertoire of behaviors thaL may well stand them in good
stead when they encounter the elementary school situation
(p. 30).

Similarly, Ricciuti (1976) speculates that the aggressive behaviors

seen in this research may be specific to the day care setting, and reflect a

greater sense of mastery and independence in the familiar day car nwiron-

ment. In addition, Bronfenbrenner, et al. (1976) point out that an increase

in negative behaviors has not been found in all day care centers, nor has

it appeared in research on day care in some other countries.

The labelling rof,certain behaviors as "negative" or "undesireable" is

itself problematic. As Ricciuti points out, since we do not know the extent

to which aggressive and other behaviors carry over.beyond the day care

:3 6
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setting, it is difficult to judge whether they are undesireable, or actually

. adaptive to that situation. Furthermore, program evaluators, caretakers,

teachers, and parents are not likely to agree on what levels of aggresFion

are appropriate to particular settings, or to society in general (Meyer, 1977).

Heinicke & Strassman (1976) suggest the possibility that the variables

under study (e.g., aggression modulation, and relationships with peers and

adults) may in turn be correlated with measures of the quality of the parent-

child interaction. That is, the day care experiences may be less of a factor

in the outcome behaviors than are parent-child influences associated with

the decision to enroll the child in day care (pp. 10-11). Along these same

lines, Kagan (1976) suggests that the parents' attitudes toward their child,

and particularly the child's perception of his value to his family, exert

more influence on his psychOlogical functioning than do specific caretaking

experiences (e.g., day care vs. home care) in infancy and early childhood.

How is that possible, considering the fact that the day
care children spent as much time in the center as they did
at home? An initial attempt at interpretation assumes that
the psychological experienceS at home have a priority--
they are mere salient and more affectively charged than
the experiences at the centcr (p. 65).

Uhile one can offer reasonable explanations of why a child's parent

may be so much more salient than a caretaker in a group setting (e.g., see

Kagan, 1976, pp. 65-69), the necessary research to support such speculations

has not been undertaken.

Family Change

The impact of programs on children can occur directly. a8 whe7) t:he

child acquires new knowledge or learning skills in the classroom, or indirectly,

as when other people or institutions serve to mediate,pr amplify the effects

of the program. The most apparent agents of change that can function in this



way. are the child's family and community. Such interactive effects are

likely to be complex, of course. For instance, a program might promote a

change in the parents, leading to a new pattern of family functioning, which

in turn might cause the child to interact differently with peers and adults

in school, become a more effective learner, and in turn account for gains

in performance on standardized tests. On the other hand, the initial changes

may occur in the child rather than the parent, but these changes may affect

the parent's behavior, and prec'ipitate an interactive process such as that

described above.
2

In any system of reciprocal interaction the combinations

of influences are virtually endless; a complete understarding of them is

probably unattainable, and a partial understanding difficult, demanding

carefully designed, comprehensive rcsearch strategies. While such ambitious

goals have not yet been undertaken in the evaluation of children's programs,

some evidence is available which at least shcds light on preliminary ques-

tions about the family and community as mediating agents in proeram impact.

Head Start and Follet: ThrouRh. From the first, the recognition of

the family and community as necessary elements in the interaction equation

has been inherent in the philosophy and implementation of Head Start (Datta,

et al., 1976; Mendelsohn, 1970; Zigler, 1973). A major objective of Head

Start is to help the low-income family resist alienation and the tendency.

to turn away from the community (ShiPman, 1973, p. 190). The appropriateness

4"Similar cycles of interaction can be initiated between teacher and
child, accounting for changes beyond those directly attributable to the
curriculum, teaching style, environmental setting, etc. That iS, a program
may change the teacher's behaviors and attitudes toward the children and
their families, which in turn may lead to gains in the children's abilities.
Differences between Follow Throu0 teachers and non-Follow Through teachers,
have been documented (Bissell, 1973). In comparison to non-Follow Tbroun
teachers, Follow Through teachers placed higher value on home visits and
parental participation in classroom activities and expressed a higher level
of satisfaction with their students' progress. (Bissell cautions, however,
that since initial differences beween Follow Through t:nd non-Follow. Through
teachers were not examined, interpretation of these findings is difficult.)
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of such objectives has been underscored in the ETS "Read Start Study, which

found through home interviews that the mother of the Head Start children

sarpled felt powerless and alienated from society. The Head Start mother

was characterized by:

limited confidence in one's ability to change schools.and other
institutions for the better, discrepancies between aspirations
and actual expectancies, limited knowledge of community resources,
limited home resources, less adult availability to the children,
more physical crowding and maternal deprivation, greater 17alianca
on kinship contacts, and substantially foqer fathers present in
the home (Shipman, 1973, p. 170).

The bulk of the findings concerning impact on the family relate to

changes in parental attitudes. Attitudes toward a variety of issues have

been examined, and for the most part, but not exclusively, poitive effects

of Head Start and Follow Through are reported. In reviewing a number of

studies of Head Start programs, Nann et al. (1976) describe positive impact

on parent's satisfaction with the child's educational gains, parent's con-

fidence in understanding and rearing the child, and parent's self-confidence

and coping apility. Bissell (1973) reports findings of parental satisfaction

with outcomes of programs in Head Start Planned Variation, and further cites

evidence of parallels between the developmental goals of particular models

or programs, and the particular eaanges in parental attitudeS. For instance,

parents of children in "regular" Head Start classes stressed the merits of

the program in terms of babysitting and day care, while parents in model

classes stressed satisfaction with academic improvements. Bissell reports

failure to find differences between parerts of Follow Through and non-Follow

Through children in terms of family life (e.g., home reinforcement of school-

c)ild relationships), but indicates that for Follow Through parents, positive

effects were fo..Ind on parental awareness of, participation in, and feelings

of control over school activities (p. 101). Datta, et al. (1976) found
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improvement in Head Start parents' attitudes toward education, but not in

their attitudes toward society (e.g., feelings of personal power, reported ,

community involvement, alienation). These evaluators note that anecdotal

evidence of positive changes in parental feelings about and participation in

society has been presented, however.

Direct observation and measures of changes in the actual_behayior of

parents have rarely been undertaken. Increases in maternal verbal communica-

tion, maternal praise regulation, child verbal responsiveness, and child

success hav,e been reported (Bissell, 1973), as have increases in parental

participation in subsequent school programs (Mann, et al., 1976).

White's (1973) conclusion about the impact of preschool programs on

families stands essentially unchanged:

Attempts to determine the effects of classroom preschool
projects on the families of participating children are few
in number and are normally limited to interviews or question-
naires concerned with parental attitudes toward 'school.
The lack of measurement techniques, our ignorance concerning
familiar chaiacteristics important to maximal development,
and theprimaryfocus on changes in children have contributed
to the paucity of family assessment. When parental attitudes
are reported, they are typically positive. Payments of
parents as staff in preschool projects has obvious financial
benefits, and involvement with young children may have
beneficial side effects. Questionnaires and rating scales
'lave shown changes in the attitudes of adults, but follow-
ups have not been conducted. Given the sketchiness of the
data, we cannot reach any well-founded conclusions.

It should also be noted that none of the evidence currently available

speaks to the question of durability of changes in parental attitudes and

behaviors (Datta, et al., 1976). Thus the findings discussed above, which

already must be considered tenuous and fragmentary, in addition are restricted

to short-term effects.

Home Start. Perhaps because of the deeper formal involvement of the
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program in family life, Home Start impact on parent attitudes and behavior,

while following the same general lines as found with Head Start, appears to

be more positive and comprehensive. Evaluations of Home Start (Deloria,

et al., 1974; Love, et al., 1976) found significant differences between

Home Start mothers and control mothers in a number of areas: allowing

children to help with household tasks, ceaching reading and writing to their

children, providing books and toys for their children, and reading stories

to their children. Improvements wcre also noted on measures of maternal

teaching style and verbal interaction, and in involvement in community organi-

zations. After 12 months in the Home Start program, some of thest differences

between participating families and control families diminished.

A recent teview of other home-based programs (Hess, 1976) indicates

a consistent pattern of positive effects on parental attitudes, parent-child

interaction (including verbal behavior), and home environment (with diffusion

of benefits to thP siblings of participating children).

Television Programs. Few items of evidence are available, and the few

findings we have are mixed. Parents of children who viewed "Electric Company"

rgarded their children at the first-grade level as better readers than did

parents of control children. But si lar effects were not found for parents

of children at higher grade levels, and no other changes in parents' attitudes

were found (Ball, 1976, p. 6).

The Handicapped Children's Early Education Procram. HCEEP project

regulations require inclusion of a parent-family participation component,

and recommend activities such as assistance in understanding and coping with

the child's handicap, psychological or social work services, -Information on

child grcwth and development, information on special education techniques,



carry-over activities to the home; and opportunity to participate in planning

and evaluation of the program (Stock et al., 1976).

Parent involvement was assessed through interviews with 129 parents of

children who had participated in 32 HCrEP projects. The interviews indi-

cated that 96 percent of these parents carried out the prescribed activities,

which pertained to language sidlls, motor skills, self-help skills, cogni-

tion and attention skills, and 68 percent carriecNout these activities on a

1daily basis. Almost all of the parents perceived positive changes in their

children's behavior, most often in th9 language, motor, a cention and self-

help areas. Eighty percent of the parents said they had/ enefitted from the

programs, especially in learning how to work Iiith ehi.,14en, and 66 percent

reported gains in forming realistic expectations for theii children's future.

Finally, almost all expressed satisfaction with the sezVices, facilities

and equipment, and the staff qualifications. No parents judged the HCEEP

projects unsuccessful in program effectiver Js.

All of the effects assessed by the interviews 'were directly related to

specific program objectives and activities; no information is available con-

cerning more general changes in parent attitudes and behaviot, or in parent-

child relationships.

pay Care. Most day care researchers agree that day care experiences

per se do not appear to have direct substantial effects on children, at least

as typically measured in programs of relatively high quality. Kagan (1976)

and Heinicke & Strassmann (1976) suggest that family characteristics and the

home environment are more likely sources of any variation found on the out-

come measures used in these day care studies:

Whatever its origin in terms of the relative contribution
of child and parent factors, it has now.been established



that many of the child variables...used to evaluate the impact
of day care are correlated at ages 3 to 5 with clusters of
parent-child va-iables (Heinicke & Strassmann, 1976, p. 16).

This line of thought sUggests that a more appropriate research strategy

(than those which generated the findings reviewed in earlier sections of this

paper) right be to examine the family as a mediating agent in the impact

of day care on the child. That is, how does day care affect family economy,

' parent-child relationships, parental attitudes, etc., and thus indirectly

affect Lhe child's development?

Relatively few studies, it turns out, have examined such effects of day

care on the families of children enrolled in those progfams. Bronfenbrenner

et al. (1976) examined the small amount of evidence available'. From their

reading of the data of one study, they concluded that there is a possibility

that when the child is enrolled in full-time day care for extended periods

of time from early in life, the mother may "lose interest" in the child.

It should be noted that this is an interpretation of one study, and Bronfen-

brenner et al. point o4t. that:

The source of the problem, if any exists, may lie not in the
objective nature of day care as suchi but in the way in which
day care is sometimes presented in contemporary American
society: namely, as a substitute for rather than a complement
to parental care (p. 47).

In contrast, two other studies of high risk infants al.Ld children enrolled

in day care indicated that the mothers of day care children interacted more,

and in more positive ways, with their children, than was Lhe case with mothers

in control groups. Other investigations documented some of the kinds of

economic and educational advantages that can accrue to mothers of children in

day care,

The studies undertaken thus far barely scratch the surface of the issues
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relating to the impact of day care on the family. The findings and inter-

pretations briefly described above must be taken as illustrations of the kind

of research and thinking that is needed; they do not provide enough evidence

to support any conclusions.

Community Change

Head Start. Findings pertaining to program-induced changes in the

child's community are even more sparse. While scattered, mostly anecdotal

evidence of positive_community changes have been reported (e.g., Ryan, 1974),

most of the conclusions reached by reviewezs of program evaluations (e.g, Nann,

et al., 1976; Shipman, 1973; White, 1973; Zigler, 1973) have been based on

one major systematic study of community impact of Head Start, carried

out by Kirschner Associates, Inc. (1970).

Through interviews with a variety of persons and institutions, such as

Head Start staff, school systems, and health agencies, the Kirschner study

counted 1,496 changes related to Head Start objectives in all of the 58

communities sampled. Few changes were identified in non-Head Start communi-

ties. These changes r421ated to incr2ases in invoLuement of the poor in com-

munity institutions, in employment of neighborhood people as paraprofessionals,

and in educational emphasis on the needs of the poor and minorities, and to

improvements in health services for the poor. With regard to these findings,

Datta (1973) concludes that the more stages of change in which Hcad Start

programs participated, the greater the benefit, s'oJpe, and duration of the

change; that Head Start programs were equally effective in producing change

whether operated by public schools or newly established agencies; that a high

level or parent particioat-ion in a Head Start proc;ram was associated with

high involvement of the program itself in bringing about community change;
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and that involvement in change was positively related to the degree to which

a program specifically defined community change as a program role or objec-

tive (pp. 407-408).

Parent-Child Centers. PCC's have been found to be effective in coordi-

nating agencies serving children and their families (Mann, et al., 1976).

No evidence of other changes in the community has been provided.

Home Start. When asked about their use of 15 community resources, such

as the public health clinic or the State employment office, Home Start and

control families indicated almost no differences in the frequency with which

they used them (Deloria, et al., 1974). The evaluators concluded that Home

Start failed to help families use existing community resources, but it was

not possible to determine whether the cause of this failure was the unavaila-

bility of the resources, the ineligibility of families for services, the

current provision of services to all eligible families, or the ineffectiveness

of Home Start (p. 17).

In contrast, increased involvement was reported by Home Start families

in community organizations such as the Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, 4-H club,

and church, social, or political organizations. "This finding might be taken

to indicate that progress is Oaing made in :ducing the community isolation

that characterizes many of the Home Start families" (p. 17).

Day Care. Bronfenbrenner et al. (1976) indicate that the impact of day

care on society is an important issue--"it is the impact of day care beyond

the child himself, on the nation's families and the society at large, that

may have the more profound consequence for the development of the next

generation of Americans" (p. 2)--but one that is essentially unresearched

to date.
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Section 4. The Structure of Intervention:
Which Curricula and Treatments Are the Most Effective?

While some general conclusions about the effects of programs can be

drawn, not all of the results across and even within evaluations are consis-

tent, and definitive conclusions regarding the possibility of positive

effects are hard to come by. A few elements of this problem have already

been 'considered: different aspects of a program's impact may show up over

the short run and long run, and conclusions about program impact are con-

strained by the selection of measurement instruments and by other methodo-

logical problems. But another, more complex issue must be considered as

well--program-child interaction. When evaluation analyses are sufficiently

sophisticated and the sample sufficiently large to allow it, general conclu-

sions usually must be qualified with sub-conclusions regarding-specific

program models or components, and specific categories of children (e.g., by

ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or geographical area). Differences among

subgroups of the sample were apparent even in the early Westinghouse study,

with significant gains by Head Start graduates showing up in some centers

but not others. Program planners and evaluators have long acknowledgedoften

grudgingly, since it is difficult not to hope for clear, uncompromised effects

--that the question "Does the program work?" is naive, and must be replaced

with questions about which program components work in which ways with which

children, under which circumstances, with which staff, etc. Thus, while

optimism ran high when Head Start efforts were first mobilized, the failure

to find clear gains across the board has led to a replacement of that optimism

not with pesslmism, but rather with a subdued realism about the complexiLy

of social intervention.
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In the sense that no single program or approach has provided
a panacea for the problems of the disadvantaged, compensatory
education, as judged by the evaluative studies of the past
decade, might be decLared a failure. Research in compensa-
tory instructional intervention has not provided a clear blue-
print or set of solutions. Nevertheless, a considerable reset-
voir of research and analyzed experience has provided better
insights into the nature of the problem, the alternatives
possible, and the processes and relationships which seem promising.

=- There appears to be a growing sophistication in the design and
implementation of programs. As Goldberg (1971) observes, some
of the early optimism has waned as programs derived from pet
theories proved only minimally successful, but there is now
renewed enthusiasm and vigor: "Today's thinking is more sober,
more cautious, recognizing the infinite complexity of the
problems and the futility of simple solutions (p. 88)." (Passow,
1974, pp. 171-172)

Complexity is easier acknowledged than dealt with, however. The design

and sampling problems are formidable and expensive to overcome, and many

evaluators have had to struggle just to provide one.adequate control group

with which the program participants as a whole can be compared. Studies

of program/child interactions are especially difficult to carry out, and

it is almost impossible to avoid confounding variables. This section of

the paper reviews findings pertaining to different structures or models

of intervention, with some attention to program/child interactions. For

the most part, however, child characteristits are considered in later sections.

Head Start

To determine which of various curricula models have the g.reatest effects

on children, the Head Start Planned Variation effort (HSPV) was undertaken in

1969 by the Office of Child Development. As had been found with other Head

Start programs, participating children showed short term gains on certain

cognitive, linguistic, and perceptual-motor tests (Datta, 1975). Two kinds of

questions have frequently been raised regarding the differentiril effectiveness

of HSPV programs: 1) How do HSPV children fare in comparison to regular (non-

4 7



Planned Variation) Head Start enrollees? 2) How do the different programs

within HSPV affect cilildren?

The first of the two questions is more easily answered, but generally

considered to be of less importance. The basic finding is that ESPV pro-

gram lead to gains essentially equivalent to those associated.with regular

or non-sponsored Head Start programs (Datta, 1975; Mann, et al., 1976; Smith,

1975; Weisberg, 1974). Weisberg notes that superiority of the HSPV programs

might have been expected, since they were allocated more money per child, and

greater effort was made to insure that the educational approaches were carried

out well. In contrast, Smith considers the question to be of little

importance, arguing that there are no apparent reasons, other than the money

differences, why the different HSPV programs taken as a whole should be more

effective than other Head Start programs.

The more important question of individual HSPV model differences has

received considerably more attention. The answers are not conclusive, although

a general pattern of findings does emerge. Basically, no one program emerges

as the most effective on all measurt?s for all children (Datta, 1975; Mann, et

al., 1976; Smith, 1975; Weisberg, 1974). As Weisberg puts it, Head Start

programs are quite homogeneous in their ability to promote general cogr1ir

development, and no one program is overall particularly effective o.ffInef-
,

fective (pp, 294-295), or aS Datta puts it, "within a wide variety, one

curriculum is us good as (or as poor as) another" (p. 87).

Some differences between models can be found, however, or specific outcome

measures. That is, some programs, although not superior on the full range of

measures, did prove to be more effective than others on a.few particular

measures. The differences generally favor "academically oriented" programs on



measures of specific cognitive growth or academic skills, but not on

measures of general cognitive growth (Smith, 1973; Weisberg, 1974).

The question of differential program effectiveness has not been answered

conclusively, then. Methodological weaknesses in the evaluation of programs,

and in addition questions about how well program models are actually imple-

mented, cloud the issue. Differences in models and in quality of implementation

have typically been confounded. Evidence for equality of effects of well-

implemented programs has been found, but so has evidence for specific effects

of programs with particular emphases and objectives (Bissell, 1973). Datta

et al. (1976) argue, however, that the primary question of whether a given

program emphasis was more effective or merely better implemented cannot be

answered from the available evidence (p. 65). In summary, the bullCof the

evidence to date fails to support any HSPV program's claims to being substan-

tially more effective than any other.

In reviewing HSPV data, Smith (1975) concludes that there were no strong

or stable interactions between particular models and types of children, with

one exceptionan interaction between measures of competence and passivity

in children and the degree of "directiveness" in models. For two years,

children who scored higher in "competence" and lower in "passivity" fared

better in less directive models, and children who scored lower in "competence"

and higher in "passivity" fared better in more directive models.

A much mere extensive invesLigation of interactions between program/

teacher characteristics and child characteristics has 1:)en reported, howcvr

(Datta et al., 1976). Many aspts of teacher and program characteristics

were found to be related to gains by the children enrolled in Head Start

classrooms between 1966 and 1969. The broad categcries exam ned were teacher's
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background, teacher's approach and program emphasis, teacher's behavior in

class, classroom activities, classroom equipment and materials, and classroom

atmosphere. The characteristics within these broad categories which were

examined are too numerous to discuss here, but these complex relationships

between teacher/program characteristics and child outcomes were summarized

as follows by the authors of the report.

With regard to preschool achik,!vement, in general children gained most

in classes where: the teacher was older; the teacher had less formal education

and experience; the teacher did not use physical control; there was high or

moderate emphasis on independence and self-care; there was high emphasis on

structured lessons; there was moderate emphasis on small group activities;

there was ample large muscle equipment available but not excessively used;

there was high emphasis on art activities.

With regard to ,:ognitive ability, in general children gained most in

classes where: the teacher was older; there was moderate emphasis on small

group activities; there was low emphasis on rote learning; the teacher did

not use physical control; there was high emphasis on independence and self-

care; there was ample large muscle equipment which was not excessively used;

there was moderate use of cognitive materials; despite the teacher's self-

reportc.1 low emphasis on language, language materials and activities were

frequently observed.

With ard te learrInr, ability, in general children gained most in

classes where: the teacher was older; there was a low emphasis on teacher's

socioemotional interact there was high emphasis on structured lessons;

there was low emphasis on rote learning; there was low emphasis on verbal com-

munication; there was moderate emphasis on small group activities; there was

low emphasis on language and discrimination learning tasks.
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With re,ard to social adjustment, in general children gained most in

classes where: the teacher had little formal education or previous exper-

ience; there was high emphasis on independence and self-care;, there was high

emphasis on child socialization; there was a high level of teacher continuity

and a low pupil/teacher ratio (Dat.ta, NcHale & Nitchell, 1976,*pp. 53-54).

Interactions between specific program characteristics and child charac-

teristics were also examined, and again the findings are too numerous and

complex to present here. They are summarized by Datta et al., as follows:

The findings suggest that there may be two constellations
of program variables which are differentially effective for
different groups of children.

The first cluster includes program elements related to the
orderliness and structure of the total env-i-ronment of the Head
Start center. Specifically, these elements include: high quality
facilities (as reflected in the availi_bility of expensive large
muscle equipment); low pupil/teacher ratios; high teachLL
continuity; and moderate to strong program emphases (including
academic emphases). This program cluster seems to be especially
beneficial for children who begin Head Start with a relatively
low pretest IQ (below 85), children who are older, and children
from both urban and non-urban areas.

The second cluster includes prc,ram elements more related to
the social and interpersonal climate of the class. These include:
teacher's use of non-physical methods of control; moderate,
socially-oriented program emphases (on independence, self-care
and socialization); a stable classroom atmosphere characterized
by high teacher continuity, low pupil/teacher ratios and low
pupil .turnover rate; and more frequent use of dramatic (role
playing) activities. Children who especially benefit from these
program/teacher inputs he4 high prerest IQ's relative to their
Head Start counterparts, entered Head Start at an earlier age
(under five years) and tended to live in urban areas (pp. 59-60).

The issue of structured versus non-structured programs has received

considerable consideration from evaluators of Head Start and other preschJol

programs. Naturally, different definitions of structure can be found. For

the most part, however, these various definitions correspond te White's:
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\
In summary, high structure describes a situation in which both
teacher ard child roles are prescribed by project planners. Low
structure describes a situation in which neither teacher nor
child roles are prescribed. Nixed or median structure corres-
ponds to a1ternatin3 periods of high and low structure, or to a
situation in which both the child and the teacher are free to
act within prescribed motor activities (1973, p. 124).

It is important to bear in mind, however, that even programs at different

ends of the structured/non-structured continuum may be similar in other

respects. Miller and Dyer (1975) point out, for instance, that most programs,

regardless of their'degrees of structure, operate on the assumption that

there is a culture of poverty different from the middle class environment,.

and consequently are based on environmental deficit Models. .The differences

in structure relate to the different aspects of the deficit 1.710.ch are

emphasized--e.g., deficits in language interaction versus deficits in

affection and approval.

A' general finding which holds up across many program evaluations is

that the most structure,1\krouams lead tc the largest gains by children

(Bissell, 1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Horowitz & Paden, 1973; Karnes,

1973; Miller & Dyer, 1975; Palmer, 1976; Rycln, 1974; White, 1973).

This general finding is subject to qualifiaations, however. As indicated

above, st-ucture Is th=flned differently across studies. The gains asso-

ciated with highly structured rurricula appear to be more substantial for

the most disadvantaged end younger children (Bissell, 1973; Datta,,et al.,

1976; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Karnes, 1973). As with all programs, the

effects of highly structured programs may appear only in selected domains ef

development. Bissell (1973) draws the conclusion that highly structured

experiences for aisadvantaged children are more effective in producing cogni-

tive gains than programs with low degrees of structure.
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The possibility of negative side-effects of highly-structured programs

has also been raised. Bronfenbrenner (1974) questions whether structured,

cognitively oriented approaches may promote passive, inflexible learning

styles that are not as well-suited to upper grade levels as are more independent

problem-solving styles. Niller and Dyer (1975) also raise the possibility oF

"negative transfer", citing evidence of a depr,ssing effect of structured

programs on curiosity and inventiveness. They suggest that it is inadvisable

to separate cognitive and noncognitive skills in designing curricula. Other

evidence has been presented, however, that highly structured programs can

produce good work habits for later school experiences, and enhance social

functioning and attitudes (Karnes, 1973).

Programs which are highly structured in another sense--good administration

and staff management--have also been found to be more effective than more

loosely structured programs (White, 1973). White sees consistency in striving

toward defined objectives as a key element in a program's success, and sug-

gests that good staff planning efforts and commitment are a necessary base

for such consistency.

In summary, we are left with a mixed picture of the differential effective-

ness of preschool models and curricula. No single approach or set of approaches

emerges as clearly superior over the short and long run for all disadvantaged

children. At the same time, programs often are more effective than others in

producing gains in areas on which they place heavy emphasis. Furthermore,

some children appear to benefit more than others from certain teacher/program

inputs. Running through this pattern is the dimension of o7ganization and

structure, with its various definitions: Programs that are hif.;hly structured,

both in terms of staff planninL and mnagement, and control over the teacher-

child interaction, tend to be more effective in meeting their stated objectives.
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Many questions remain to be resolved, however. In addition to questions about

the broader effects (both positive and negative) of various models, there is

the question of the affects of clifferent models than those that have been

investigated thus.far. Miller & Dyer (1975) point out, for instance, that

while programs have incorporated some of the characteristic features of middle-

class life (e.g., toys, b:dts, games), no formal programs have tried to

incorporate the more subtle features of middle-claSs homes, such as the power

relativIships and interactional patterns (p. 133).

Also remaining is the larger question of whether clear interpretations

of findings pertaining to foodel differences will ever be possible. Datta,

McHale & Mitchell (1976) stress the need to go beyond global assassments of

models and child outcomes, to undertake fine-g,2.ned analyses of the inter-

actions between teacher/program characteristr4 and chil_dscharacteristics, as

they figure in children's developmental gains. White (1973) and Miller and

Dyer (1975) also underspre the importance of determining the effectivaness of

more than just broad clusters of teacher and program ,iariz.:21es. It is possible

that studies coparing whole model programs may not ever produce much infor-

mation about the effective components of the programs (Miller & Dyer, 1975,

p. 134). These investigators rLcommend moving toward miniprograms designed

for research purposes, and simpler than the typical curriculum model studied thus

far.

Cause-effect questions about educational treatment dimensions
can only be answered, we believe, by a research strategy which
involves the implementaticn in actual classrooms of experimental
situations designed to provide adequate control over program
components not under study, such as sequence, content, format,
and materials. Such stvdies will also require careful definition
and continual monitorinp; of the independent variables in order
to ;.nsure that levels of techniques remain high and to determine
the extent to whith they are being applied to individual children;



they must also include frequent rac)nit-oring of the kinds of
changes that take place in children as traiments operate over
a period of time (Miller & Dyer, 1973, p. 135).

Follow Thzough

The saMe general pattern of results that we saw in Head Start Planned.

Variation obtains also for Follow Through. While the models sponsored are

clearly different (Passow, 1974), no particular programs consistently out-

perform the others (Cohen, 1975), with the exception,of the Direct Instruction

Model. Some programs have appeared to be superior to others, but the gains

produped generally have not proved consistent from one year to the next. As

is the case with preschool programs, interpretations of Follow Through impact

are complicated by the uneven pattern of results that shows up across dif-

ferent outcome measures. Some degree of match between the objectives of

indi.:idual programs and velopmebtal outcomes has been reported (Bissell,

197. As with HSPV, there is evidence that more structured models have

the greatest effects oa achievement test scores (Bissell, 1973; Bronfen-

brenrnr, 1974; McDaniels, 1975; Abt IVA, 1977; Haney, 1977). It is diffi-

cult to select measures, of course,_that can be applied to such diverse

program and some sponscrs of relatively ineffective models have objected

that negative resu...ts reflect tiie inappropriateness of the measures, rather

than failures of the programs (e.g., see Haney, 1977). It has Also been argued

that non-structured models have been more difficult to implement than struc-

tured models (Cohen, 1975). At any rate, the effectiveness of the various

types of models which have been categorized as basic skills models, cognitive

conceptual skills models, and affective/cognitive models, have been judged

as follows (Abt IVA, 1977):



Groups of disadvantaged children served by Follow Through models
that give primary emphasis to basic skills training haNie tended
to score higher on basic skills tests than have groups served
by models with other emphases.

No type of model was notably more successful trial the others in
raising scores on cognitive conceptual skills.

On the whole, children served by basic skills r)dels scored at
least as well on tests of self-esteem and achievement responsi-
bility as have children in models that aim directly to develop
these outcomes...The improved basic-skills scores, where they
have been achieved, do not seem to have been bought at the
price of reduced scores in the domain of feelings and motiva-
tions (pp. 3-4).

Additional data are available from a recent report (Stebbins, et al.,

1976) on evaluations of 14 Follow Through models, which for the most part

confirm the above picture of inconsistent and unsubstantiated differences

between models. The findings are too complex to present fully in this

review, since the results within each model can and usually do differ across

cohorts of children, sites at which the model is implemented, and outcome

measures.

No model has shown itself to be powerful enough to raise test
scores everywhere it has been tried. The most successful
models had unsuccessful sites. Some of the least successful
models had sites in which positive effects predominated
(Abt IVA, 1977, p..2).

Br;efly, however, the findings can be de:',cribed as follows, drawing on

the data presented by Stebbins, et al., 1976. Two models show especially

negative results: the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model, and the EDC

Open Education Follow Through Program. Four models show mixed results, but

tending more toward the negative side: the Tucson Early Education Model, the

Individualized Early Learning Program, tIle Interdependent Learning Model, and

the Home School Partnership Model. Five models shop mixed and inconclusive

results: the Responsive Education Model, the Bank Street Model, the Behavior

b
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Analysis Model,
3

the Self-Sponsored Model, and the Language Development

(Bilingual Education) Approach (SEDL). Two models show mixed results, leaning

more toward the positive side: the Florida Parent Education Model, and the

California Process Model. Finally, only one model comes across as predomi-

nantly effective across cohorts, sites, and categories of outcome measures:

the Direct Instruction Model, University of Oregon College of Education, a

basic skins model.

The implications of the above findings are not clear, however. They

are based on only four standard outcome measures: the Metropolitan Achievement

Test, the Ravens Coloured Progressive Matrices, the Intellectual Achievement

Responsibility Scale, and the Coopersmith Self-Esteem InventOry.

Haney (1977)-reports that:

The 1972-73 review panel acknowledged that the limited reliance
of the evaluation on only those four outcomes would leave
"unanswered many questions about children's learning ability,"
but the technical inadequacies of other test instruments led
the panel to recommcnd only /these four tests/ for the final
assessment at the end of third gr:w2. (pp. 175-176).

Haney argues further that:

the findings are quite limited and leave open a host of pro-
cess questions. Why do these apparent differences turn up?
Do the apparent differences in classroom practice and student
test scores result from sponsor model implementation or per-
.haps from the differential selection of teachers to work with
clifferent sponsors? Do the apparently higher test scores of
children in classes associated with more structured sponsor
models represent more learning or could they result merely from
more practice with achievement tests? (p. 167)

3
Stebbins et al. presented only interim fin.'Ings for the Follow Through

Cohort III children. More favorable results for the Behavior Analysis Model
are now indicated for Cohort III. Haney (1977, p. 166) reports that the
Behavior Analysis Model, like the Direct Instruction Model, tends to have
increased scores on achievement tests.
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Home Start

Models of intervention have not been systematically varied within the

Home Start program, as they have been within Head Start and Foll m Through,

so no findings are available. A general comparison of Home Start and Head

Start programs was undertaken, however. For the most part, the two programs

proved to be equally effective, both for parents and for children. While

some differences were found favoring Head Start, and some favoring Home

Start, for most of the variables there were no differences in the effects of

the two programs (Love et al., 1976).

In addition, Love et al. report findings pertaining to the amount of time

spent during a home visit on-particular components. They found no significant

relationship between the amount of time spent on a specific program objective

and the corresponding parent and child outcomes. For instance, home visitors

who concentrated more on school readiness did not achieve greater gains in

this area of child development than home visitors who spent less time working

on this objective. While this variation is certainly not on the :Jame scale as

the model variations employed in Head Start and Follow Through, it does bring

to mind the failure in those programs to find consistent outcome differences

relating to difference, in objecives.

Findings relating to prcgram differences are available for home-based

programs other than Home Start kHess, 1976). In reviewing a number of such

programs, Hess concludes that some definitely produce greater changes than

others. He is unable to account for the major factors behind these differences,

however. Five features of parent participation which he selected as potentially

related to the degree of program impact on children, turned out to be only

modestly related to the magnitude of effects, and failed to account for the

large differences among the programs (p. 6).

7. 8
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Television Prprams

Again, model differences have not been systematically manipulated. The

effects of viewing "Sesame Street" at home have been compared with the effects

of viewing the program at school in the classroom. Children at home benefitted

as much as and in some cases more from the program than children viewing at

school (Ball & Bogatz, 1970). This difference might relate to several factors,

of course, and there is no way to pin them down using the available data. For

instance, children simply may have betm able to cencentrate more in the home

setting. Interactions between the child and parent, and the child and teacher

)
may also be contributing factors. Ball and Bogatz found that while some

teachers thought the in-class viewing was a worthwhile school activity, others

considered it an infringement on more valuable school activities. These nega-

tive attitudes may have been associated with an unwillingness on the teacher's

part to capitalize on the material presented.

One of the few variations attempted 3.n "The Electric Company" was viewing

the program in black and white versus viewiiig it in color. No difference in

the children's achievement vas found.

The Handicapped Children's Early Education Program

As was the case with Head Start and Follow Through, HCEEP programs reporting

a structured curriculum appeared to produce more positive effects than non-

structured programs (Stock, et al., 1976).

Less interpretable is the finding that the observed impact was greater for

medium cost programs ($942 per child to $1,340 per child) than for either lower

or higher cost programs ($350 to $820 per child, and $1,542 to $4,112 per child,

respectively). Also confusing is evidence concerning tbe child-staff ratios



of the various programs. In one outcome area (personal-social) higher staff-

child ratios (8.7 to 15.5 children per contact person) were associated with

greater gains than medium and low ratios (4.8 to 6.8 children and 2.1 to

4.6 children, respectively). In the other four outcome areas measured,

programs with medium child-staff ratios fared better than either high ratio

programs or low ratio programs.

Day Care

General findings concerning the effects of day care experiences have

been presented in earlier sections cf this paper. Such generalizations are

misleading, however, to the extent that they disguise the different forms

and styles of care given to young children whose own parents cannot care for

them during some part of the day. As Meyer (1977) points out, for instance:

..there is nothing inherent in day care programs that can harm
or help children. -Day care is a convenient label which
encompasses a number of different programs, programs that
probably generate differences in children (p. 19).

Furthermore, most of the available research on day care examines out-

comes of individual model day care centers, a:id does not compare:the

effectivenes:; of alternative forms of care. Within their list of umresearched

issues in day care, Bronfenbrenner, et al. (1976, p. 15) include attention

to the nature and differential impact of variations such as: high quality vs.

poor quality care; center care vs. family day care vs. care in own home

(by relatives vs. nonrelatives); part-time vs. full-time care; and custodial

vs. developmental day care. Other variations of substantiid interest, but

also essentially unresearched, are high vs. low ratios of caregivers to chil-

dren, and structured vs. unstructured programs.

Center care vs. family day care. Family day care typically involves



care for a relatively small number of children (but a greater mix of ages

relative to center care) in the caregiveras home, in the child's own neigh-

borhood (Meyer, 1977). The comprehensive services (e.g., health, welfare,

educational) that are sometimes delivered through large centers, are not found

in day care homes, unless they are affiliated wito larger programs.

In reviewing the very small amount of research relevant to this variation

in structure, Meyer concludes tentatively that children in family day care

are less likely than those in larger centers to be overactive and aggressive,

and more likely to have higher scores on cognitive tests. He also points out

that family day care programs are characterized by smaller child/staff ratios,

and greater adult control of the child's activities, although causal links

between 3uch factors and child outcomes have no* baen firmly established.

The greater adult control (i.e., more negative sanctions) is connected with

the greater number of opportunities that a child in a private home has to play

with forbidden objects. (In contrast, day care centers usually contain mostly

child-appropriate materials and objects).

While family day care can be recommended to parents who are loohing for

a form of care which more closely resembles the kind of care given in their

own homes, Meyer concludes that the 2;ance is "still insufficient to estimate

whether center care is harmful relative to family care. At this time any such

conclusion is unwarranted and indefensible" (p. 59).

Degree of structure. Few studies have directly compared the effects of

different levels of structure, so findings have to be gleaned from separate

studies of different kinds of day care settings. The evidence suggests to

Meyer (1977) that group settings in which children are "controlled largely

by negative sanctioning and fairly rigid structuring of the environment" may
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produce a high level cf dependency in preschool children (but not in infants

and toddlers). Similarly, Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) review evidence

that children in structured programs are higher on measures of obedience, but

lower on measures of physical activity, spontaneity, and creativity than

children in unstructured or open structured programs. On the other hand,.

cognitive gains have been found in a small number of studies of "highly

structured, cognitively oriented day'care environments for children from

presumably less favorable environments" (Ricciuti, 1976).

At the other extreme, programS with little or no adult control appear to

hinder the child's learning of appropriate behaviors and responsibilities

(Meyer, 1977). Furthermore, there is evidence that children in unstructured

programs are more aggressive and hyperactive (but also mu show higher levels

of "positive" behavior). Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) note that the effects

of the degree of s,ructure in a day care environment may vary from child L.o

child, and that a highly structured environment might be oppressive an

active child, but beneficial to a passive child. Also, they point out that

teacher characteristics are likely to be confounded with degrees of structure.

Child/staff ratios. Most recommendations concerning the ratio of chil-

dren to staff in day care programs have been based cn common sense, and con

siderations of order, discipline, and safety. There is no question that with

too large a number of young children, it is difficult for a caregiver simply

to maintain order, much less organize any kind'of coherent educational or

social experiences. WP have little hard evidence, however, documenting the

actual effects on children of different levels of child/staff ratios, and

virtually none relating to lasting effects. Long-term effects have not been

observed except in studies of chiluren institutionalized in settings character-

ized by extremely large child-caregiver ratio§ and minimal stimulation. Even
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these effects appear to be reversible, providing that the child is moved to a

mre satisfactory environment (Meyer, 1977).

The effectiveness of a particular child/staff ratio is modified by a

number of factors, such as the physical ac7angemunt of the day care facili-

ties, the experience and qualities of the oaregiv
4

characteristics of

the child (e.g., age, physical status, temperament), the goals of the prograhl,

and the social structure among the children and caregivers. Thus, while most

day care researchers oppose extremely highratios (and insist on lower ratios

for younger children) they are reluctant to endorse rigid regulations that

specify exact ratios without concern for the myriad of factors that can affect

the impact of such ratios.

Arguments that high child/staff ratios are harmful to development appear

to be more persuasive with respect to infants than to older children (Kagan,

1976: Meyer, 1977). There is little direct evidence available however. In

examining the "consistencies that occur over diverse studies", in lieu of

such direct evidence, Meyer concludes that in programs with low child/staff

ratios (e.g., 2/1 to 4/1), children are quieter and less aggressive, and score

higher on standardized tests. Some data indicate the possibility that lower

levels of adult-child verbalizations and interactions may occur with high

child/staff ratios, but there is no evidence that such patterns last over the

long term, or that underlying linguistic and social competence is affected.

Meyer emphasizes the need to distinguish between the ratio of children to

staff in small, cohesive subgroups within a day care center, and the ratio

of all children to all staff in the center.

4
For instance, Meyer (1977, p. 63) makes the following point: "Is a trained

specialist worth more to the children than say two partially trained caregivers?
I doisibt that there is a clear answer...the ratio of professionals to lay peoplc:
is prpbably a function of the number of children in the center, the administwa-
tivelorgariization of the center, and the physical layout of the center."
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For example, a ratio of 5/1 means five children working with a
single, and relatively constant, caregiver. A ratio of 50/10
also is a 5/1 ratio, but it does net define the working or
nperational group. Thus, in a 30/10 plan a few children will
receive considerable care and some children will receive more.
The size of the actual ratio can vary considerably depending
upon children's age, the physical setting, and program philosophy.
But, if the ratio is to have meaning, it seems necessary to
define it in terms of actual caregiver/child contact rather
than an abstraction derived from the number of caregivers
and children (p. 4).

Custodial vs. developmental care. Some day care settings offer nothing

more than custodial care for the children of parents who cannot care for them

durinc the day, typically because both (or the only parent) are working. It

is difficult to specify precisely when care stops being custodial and becomes

developmental. The issue itself is often the focus of emotionally charged

arguments between those who stress day care as an economical service for

working parents and those who stress day care as a means of facilitating

the child's development. At any rate, the term custodial care is typically

used to describe programS that provide shelter, supervision, and possibly food

(often supplied by the parents), but not special health, nutrition, educational,

psychoiogical, and social services. While few experts and lay persons argue

againSt the need for such things as addquate nutrition, thnce is considerably

less agreement on the value of educational components in day care programs for

young children.

On the one hand, some benefits (at least over the short term) of educa-

tional programs for infants and young children, especially those characterized

as high-risk, have been demonstrated in various studies reviewed in the first

section of this paper. On the other hand, there is no evidence that a formal

educational component is a necessary ingredient of a high quality day care

program for infants and young children. For instance, Ricciuti (1976) empha-



sizes the importance of "opportunities for significant learning experiences,"

but argues that they are more effective if perceptive caregivers capitalize on

them as they occur naturally in the course of the infant's or young child's

play and interactions. A set of prescribed learning activities, in contrast,

is not as likely to mesh with the level and timing of the child's own cogni-

tive needs. Meyer (1977) carries this line of Olought a step further, and

argues that a formal educational program, especially if poorly and insensitively

managed, could be harmful to the young child',.:4 cognitive and social development.

(Insensitive didactic techniques which discourage spontaneity, creativity, and

curiosity can be used with or uithout a formal educational curriculum, of

course, so "non-educational" programs are not automatically exempted from this

same caveat.) In the absence of data which clearly suppert either position

--that formal educational components in day care are useful or are harmful--

Meyer adopts the viewpoint that "a program that does not offer a formalized

educational program is not by definition harmful" (p. 53),

Anothtr important aspect of.developmental or comprehensive child care

is the provision of welfare services. The issue will be briefly considered in

the later section on parent involvement.



Section 5. Assessing the Implementation of Programs:
A Problem in Unders:an(ling Program Impact

Head Start and Follow 11-tough

The preceding section reviewed research comparing different models of

intervention. As program evaluations have often pointed out, however, the

actual treatments which are examined in such studies are the implementations

o_ l'odels, rather than the models themselves (Miller & Dyer, IS15). Unfor-

tunately, differences between the strategies prescribed by models and dif-

ferences in the degree to which the models are implemented have been con-

founded in many evaluations (Bissell, 1973, Cohen, 1975; Rivlin & Timpane,

1975; Smith, 1975). Thus the findings are difficult to interpret. If one

model appears more effective than another, is it due to the prescribed dif-

ferences between curricula, teaching styles, etc., or because the one was

more fully implemented than the other? If, on the other hand, no differences

are found, is it because the models are equally effective (or ineffective),

or again becau6e the prescribed strategies were never fully implemented?

With respect to the bulk of preschool programs throughout the country,

comparative evaluations are especially problematic. Most preschools lack

explicitly stated rationales, objectives, and techniques, and their pracLices

typically vary from year to year (White, 1973). Obviously we cannot determine

how well a model is implemented if we do not know what the model is supposed

to look like in the first place.

In the Planned Variation effort, however, program objectives and strate-

gies were more clearly stated and distinguishable. There is evidence that to

some extent intervention was carried out as intended. Measures of implementa-

tion, in the form of ratings by program sponsors and observations of class-
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rooms, indicated that models we ucing implemented along the lines envisioned

by the sponsors (Bissell, 1973; Lukas, 1975; Stallings & Kaskowitz, 1974).

On the other hand, serious questions about the implementation of HSPV and

.low Through programs have been raised.

...to say that Follow Through sponsor models have been imple-
mented overstates the evidence if fnr no other reason that the
fact that none oF the sponsors' models has been so w,11 speci-
fied as to allow determination of full "treatment implewentation."
So although they are intriguing, the findings from the classroom
observation studies leave us far short of knowing the nature of
actual Follow Through "treatments" (Haney, 1977, pp..165-166).

Some programs appeared to be implemented to a greater degree than others,

and, in particular, highly structured models whose methods were more easily

specified, might have been more effectively implemented (Bissell, 1973;

Lukas, 1975). Furthermore, variations in the implementation of the same

mod-:1 from one site to another must be reckoned with (Lukas, 1975; White, 1973.i

Tbe first attempts to implement a model can be expected to present special

problems. In the case of Follow Through, many sponsors from research and

teaching institutions were trying for the first time to translate abstract

ideas or lab school practices into public classroom activities (Stebbins, 1976).

Most evaluators considered the data from the first couple of years of HSPV and

Follow Through to be suspect, because of such early problems in implementation

(Bissell, 1973; McDaniels, 1975; Rivlin & Timpane, 1975). This pcoblem was

not a surprise to the planners of the Planned Variation effort:

.It was realized that the sponsors would need time to get their
programs going, and that some sponsors might take longer than
others to transfer their models to particular sites. It was
assumed, hovever, that alI.,models would be fully implemented
by the third year of the study (Lukas, 1975, p. 1145:

- However, the implementation process may not be as much a function of time

as originally conctaved by some. Lukas reports that comparisons of 1st and
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2nd year sites of HSPV showed no relation between the length of participation

and the ratings of implementation. This failure to find an orderly increase

in implementation with Lime should not be surprising, however, considering

the number and complexity of factors which can affect the implementation of

a model.. (gee Lukas, 1975, for an extensive discussion of variation in

implementation). Such factors include the adequacy of the facilities and

materials, the degree of stability in the administration and staff of pro-

grams, and the nature of the working relationship between sponsors and staff

(Bis§ell, 1973). As Lukas (1975) sums up: "Implementation varies...because,

quite simply, it depends on a large number of people" (p. 120). Perhaps

the most important of the various contributors, however, are the teachers; thei

characteristics, prior experiences, attitudes, and training are potential

sources of variation in attempts to implement models. Some models more than

others may require substantial changes in the teacher's classroom behavior,

and that in turn may require considerably more extensiVe training than is

typically provided by the model sponsors (Bissell, 1973; Rivlin & Timpane,

1975).

The most serious problem relating to implementation is not that ,!ariations

occur across models and sites (indeed Lukas, 1975, argues that variation in

implementation is irevitable and that it is unrealistic to expect all treat-

ments.to ewntually reach full implcinentation) but that levels of implementation

are difficult to meLsure. Some efforts to monitor the extent to which the

implemented programs confornd to the oricinal models have been found lacking

(Cohen, 1975; Stevenson, 1975) and even "crude" (Rivlin & Timpane, 1975).

Basice.17, too much reliance was placed on simple rating:; by teachers and

sponso7:s, and itbecame apparent after the data were collected that different
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raters used different criteria, so,that cross-model comparisons were meaning-

less (Cohen, 1975; Lukas, 1975). As Cohen points out: "Evaluators...

discovered that they could not interpret what 'well-implemented° on these

lists actually meant" (p. 160). In one analysis of sponsors' ratings of

their model's implementation, the "pleasantness".of a site (as reflected in

level of intrastaff friction, rapport between the administration and the

staff, and the adequacy of the physical plant) appeared to influence sponsors'

ratings more than did such factors as teacher characteristics.

More sophisticated efforts to monitor implementation with observational

techniques !lave been undertaken (e.g., Miller & Dyer, 1975; Stallings &

Kaskowitz, 1974), but even these studies cannot escape the basic problem

that the models themselves are complex and not easily defined (Cohen, 1975).

At any rate, all evaluators seem to agree that more attention must be given to

problems of implementation in future studies. Smith (1975) explains how con-

trasting contrniled experiments and less-controlled field experiments could

be used to assess the influence of implementation problems on program.effects.

Lukas (1975) suggests that program evaluators might set criterion levels of

implementation which are acceptable fur the treatment, and analyze effects

only in cases that exceed the indicated level. Finally, Lukas argues that

implementation should be dealt with not just as a confounded variable to be

controlled or eliminated, but as the subject of research: Just as we need

to know which models Are more effective, we need to know which ones can be

easily and successfury implemented, why they can be, and how they can be.

Home Start

Since Home Start was not designed as a systematic comparison of different

models of home-based intervention, the problems of implementation are different,



and perhaps less disruptive to interpreting findings, than those discussed

above with regard to HSPV and Follow Through. It is still important to study

the implementation of the program, howeve,:, in order to obtain an accurate

picture of the treatments which actually accounted :or the effects of the

program, and in turn to provide more effective intervention strategies for

future programs.

The final report on Home Start presented findings concerning the imple-

mentation of the Home Start projects (Love, et al., 1976). Significant varia-

tions within and across projects wore noted in a number of areas. Some

families received more frequent visits nan others (as a result of, e.g., emer-

gencies or illnesses) and home visitors spent different amounts of time on

the various child activities. Similarly, som families participated in group

activities more than other families. The number of families enrolled (and the

per family costs) varied from project to project, ranging from 63 to 86

families, and $1,325 yearly per family to $2,505. Related to these cost

variations were variations across projects in the number of specialists employEA

in various service delivery areas (e.g., speec:i therapist, educational thera-

pist, nutritionist, social service coordinator, nurse). In addition, in-home

supervision of home visitors, considered critical to the home-based program,

was provided at only a minimal level in some projects, primarily because the

necessary supervisory staff was not available.

Specific problems in the provision of services were also noted in the

final report. Home visitors who hadreseonsibility for more than 13 families

were unable to visit families as frequently and regularly as visitors with

lighter assignments, resulting in declines in measures of child development

(school readiness and language development). The evaluators also reported

7 Li
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that home visitors with children of their own visited families less fre-

quently than visitors with no children at home.

The age of the home visitor and the length of time she had been employed

in the project appeared to influence the focus and content of her home visit.

Older visitors spent more time on the child, and less on educating the parent

about the child. On the other hand, the longer a visitor had been with the

project, the more time she spent educating the parent, which is in line with

the Home Start objective of emphasizing the parent as educator of her own

children.

Contrary to what might have been expected, it did not appear that the

availability of a specialist within a project had an impact on the amount of

time spent on parti"Cular =tent areas during home visits. Thus, health was

actually emphasized in home visits to a similar extent across projects with

or without health specialists.



Section 6. Parent Involvement: Does It Increase

a Program's EffecLs on Children?

Head Start and Home Start

Parent involvement has been widely touted as a key ingredient in compen-

satory education (e.g., Datta, et al., 1976; Karnes, 1973; Passtow, 1974;

Ryan, 1974), and has been an integral component of the Head Start effort

(Mendelsohn, 1970). Parents' efforts to extend remedial activities ts the

home have been credited with increasing the magnitude and duration of devel-

opmental gains produced by Head Start classroom experiences (Mann, et al.,

1976; White, 1973; Zigler, 1973),

Nonetheless, we still do not have a clear understanding of the extent

to which and the ways in which parent participation in intervention programs

augment their impact on children. As with most variables, there are many

diverse kinds of parent involvement, and the causal process is complex, with

a wide range of parent/Program/child interactions occurring. Also,

again as with most variables, methodological problems abound, probably the most

common being that groups of parents who differed in their degree of involve-

ment, also differed even prior to the program in many other respects. Thus,

it is not clear whether any differences which show up in child effects

are attributable to the different patterns of parent involvement, or to

other differences in family and parent characteristics and parent-child

relationships.

Scattered observations and findings are available from program evalua-

tions, and from them a tentative sketch of some of the elements of parent

involvement can be drawn (with an emphasis on the "tentative"). The critical

factor appears to be establishing some kind of change in the parent's behavior
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that will carry ov t, the parent's interactions with the child and other

members of the family. Thus, parent education projects, which emphasize

traditional classroom techniques of providing the parent with information,

do not appear to be as effective in producing gains in the child's development,

as do parent training projects, which emphasize the development of new parental

skills (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; White, 1973). MOdes of parent involvement that

attribute a greater sense of importance and responsibility to the parental

role appear to be most effective, even though the specific nature of the

involvement may differ. White (1973) found that, within parent training pro-

gramsuone curriculum did not seem significantly better than another, and

professional teachers and social workers were no more effective in training

parents than paraprofessionals. Parent participation, both in decision-making

roles and in learner roles has been found to be associated with gains in

child development measures, according to a 1972 study by NIDCO Educational

Associates, and the extent of participation was more important than the type

of participation. (See Mann, et al., 1976, for a summary of their findings).

In reviewing findings concerning parent involvement in intervention projects,

Bronfenbrenner (1974, p. 34) argues that "a home-based program is effective

to the extent that the target of intervention is neither the child nor the

parent, but the parent-child system." In line with this,.he concludes that

the younger the child is when parent intervention is initiated, the more

substantial the gains that will accrue; parent interventiol. delayed until

the Ime the child is school-aced does not apnear to produce comparable gains.

Bronfenbrenner also cites evidence that when home visits and preschool

programs are combined in certainays, the effectiveness of the parent

involvement might be unlermined, perhaps because the parent's responsibility

and status are diminished and overshadowed by the preschool program. Others

have reported, however, that combination home-and center-based programs can be
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effective (Lazar, et al., 1977). Much more research in this area is needed before

the effects of such complex family/institution interactions cal be understood.

An advantage of involving parents in the intervention process is that

benefits have shown up in younger siblings of the children actually enrolled

in the program. Bronfenbrenner suggests that the effectiveness of this

strategy would be magnified if fathers and other family members were involved,

although so far most projects have worked exclusively with mothers (White,

1973).

Parent involvement was the essence of the Home Start program, whose

major goal was to enhance the mother's skills in dealing ulth her children

at home. As indicated previously, tbe program was effective in producing

short-term gains on a variety of measures, and Home Start and Head Start were

judged to be equally effective (Love, et al., 1976). The evaluation of this

program also showed that the dynamics of parent involvement defy easy descrip-

tion. Even though some home visitors spent significantly more time than

others on educating the parent (rather than the child directly) they did not

have a greater impact on either the parents o_ the children. The program

evaluators pointed out the possibility that greater gains due to this added

attention to the parent might show up over the long term, but no follow-up

assessment was undertaken.
5

As with most other programs, few fathers were

involved in the home visits, even though efforts were made to involve them.

In his review of home-hased prJgrams, Hess (1976) examined five features

of parent involvement, and found that while they did not account for the

large differences apparent among the programs, some relationships were dis-

5

A follow-up study of these Herne Start families is being undertaken in
1977.
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cernible between particular features and the impact of the program on chil-

dren. The more a program concentrated on parents, the more substantial the

IQ gains by the children, with one-to-one teacher/parent relationships being

more effective than group teaching situations. Home visits were particularly

effective. While no relatiorship W23 found between the type of curriculum

used by the parents (e.g., verbal interaction vs. sensori-motor) and the

magnitude of effects, more structured activities were more effective than

less struetured activities. The techniques used to train parents were rated

according to degree of specificity, however, and no relationship with impact

was found.

Follow Through

Parents have also 'e-en involved in decision-makine and day-to-w..y opera-

tions in Follow Throug, 2.er.:iews with parents showed a number-o-f-positive

effects on parents' of and attitudes toward their children's

development, activitee.y. chool progress, as compared with non-Follow Through

parents (Bronfenbrener. Again, howevcr, differences botweeu Follow

Theough ard control e, s can not necessarily be attributed to program-

related factors (e.g., the groups may haee differed in education and other

background :,:etors). Factors developed fecel 1971 Parent Interviews included:

parents' perception that school helped ch'.7e,:en; parent's perception that

child was developing socioemotionary; parent's participatiou in Parent

Advisory Council; frequency of par(nral visits to school; amount of parent-

child interaction relating to school ',:opics; and satisfaction with teacher

(Stebbins, et al., 1975). These and the other factors identified were con-

ceptually combined into four Custers of factors: optional factors, involvement

factors, satisfaction factors, ?.nd parent locus (p. A-30). Follow Through
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models differed in their scores on these clusters, as was to be expected since

their approaches diffe: according to the role attributed to the iiarent in

the intervention straLy. Comparisons across models are difficult to make,

however, since model:s differ on a multitude of factors other than those

relating to parent:A. Jnvolvement, and within each mOdel and site, research

design does not anow onclusions about causal relationships between parental

involvement and 61i167en's perfol,:an..:e on outcome measures. Furthermore,

parents' attitudc.,:i involve!--mt, as reflected on the various parent factors,

do not necessarily coiacide -i specified model intentions regarding the

parental role. Aodels which particularly stressed the parent's

Tole in the educational the Florida Parent Education Model and the

Home-School PartnersMp ;,1(1el. The former model showed high levels of PAC

participation, parent-h;ld interaction, school receptivity, and several other

factors. Th,7 Partn2rship Model, on the other hand, did not producc

high levels of parent involvement. Other Follow Through sponsors emphasize

parent involvement in one form or another, even though it is not as central to

the theories underlying their models.

The Handicaoped Children's Early Education Pror!ram

Within HCFFP, home-based programs proved to be more effective than center-

based c.:ograms (Stock, et al., 1976). Home based programs showed significant

positive .;?ffects in four,of the five impact areas--Personal-Social, Adaptive,

Cognitive, and Communication--failing to register gains only in tho Motor

Skills arca. In contrast, center-based programs produced a significant impact

only in the Personal-Social area. The evaluators point out, however, that

children in home-based programs probably were given more individual attention

and instruction, which might in itself account for the differences between
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the two kinds of programs. In addition; it was found that children whose

r:arried out prescribed activities on a daily basis gaincd more in

ttv,se growth areas then children whose parents carried out these activities

on a less than daily basis. The pattern was reversed, however, for the communi-

cations area.

Television Programs

Television viewing-clearly can be a deterrent to parent-child interaction,

to the extent that it discourages communication or even physically separates

children from their parents. Bronfenbrenner (1974) argues that parental involve-

ment in the child's television viewing could augment developmental gains, and

advocates the coordination of programming with home visits and group meetings

of parents. Research on such strategies has not been undertaken, but some

findings pertinent to parent involvement were reported in the "Sesame Street"

evaluation reports. As part of the research strategy, some families were

encouraged to watch the program, and others were not. It turned out that

children who watched more frequently, gained more from the program. In

addition, however, the act of encouragement itself was associated with gains.

Ball and Bogatz (1973) suggested that in encouraged families, the child's

mother was more likely to view the program and discuss the material with the

child. Children who watched the show the most tended to have mothers who

yutched with them, and who had higher expectations for their children (Ball

& Bogatz, 1970).

Day Care

Many day care programs make it difficult (both intentfOnally and unin-

tentionally) for the parent to gain access to their facilities and caregivers



(Fein, 1976). This problem is compounded by working parents' lack of time

to visit the day care centers or homes in which their children are enrolled.

Yet closer contact with the staff and activities of their children's day care

progrEms is de.4ired by 'many parents, and encouraged by child development

resee:chers and advocates. The actual effects of parent involvement in day

care have rarely been researched systematically, however.

Concerns about parent involvement in day care stem from different sources

than do similar concerns relative to compensatory education programs. While

the involvement of parents in poverty programs has been encouraged as a

means of including those parents in the democratic process, providing them

with increased economic support, and improving their parenting skills and

consequently the child's home environment (Fein, 1976), parent involvement

in day care programs has been justified primarily on other grounds. The push

to involve parents in the surrogate care of their children clearly reflects

the prevalent fear that day care might be harmful to infants and young chil-

dren. It focuses mostly on minimizing any possibility that the family's child

rearing function and responsibilities will be taken over by other societal

institutions, and on maximizing the congruence between the particular needs

of a child and family, and the day care services obtained by that child and

family (Fein 1976). With regard to the first focus, re6all Bronfenbrenner's

complaint that day care is too often presented as a substitute for rather than

a complement to parental care. The second point stresses parent involvement

as a means of becoming an informed consumer--an accomplishment which is not

easy with regard to day care, since infants and very young children are incapable

of reporting the conditions of their care, and parental access to the day

care facilities is limited by 1 variety of factors. Furthermore, the parents'



-67

need for an accurate picture of the care being offered their child relates

to more than the general quality of the program, although clearly that is

crucial. Most day care researchers favor the viewpoint tbat there is no

"best arrangement" in day care, and that different families may be suited to

different styles and forms of care (e,g., home care vs. center care, large

group vs. small, simple caregiving services vs. comprehensive health, education,

and welfare services, etc.). In addition, parents are likely to prefer pro-

grams and caregivers with values and objectives similar to their own.

Another common premise is that parent involvement will facilitate the

child's adaptation to the day care environMent, and in particular help alle-

viate emotional problems relating to the stress of separating from the parent.

The child's reactions to such separations are probably shaped by many factors

--the importance of one or two stable and continuous caregivers has been

cited earlier in this paper--and the transition from home to day care might

be smoothed by regular interaction and communication between parent and care-

giver. Unfortunately, little relevant work has been done which .sheds light

on "the specific effects of parental presence and contact upon the child's

ability to cope with the day care situation" (Fein, 1976, p. 45), or on how

parent involvement in day care affects children, in r.:2neral.

Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) advocate a different approach to parent

involvement in day care. With an eye toward the same goals described above--

to facilitate the child's adaptation to the day care situation, and the child's

developn.lent in general--they urge that emphasis be given to the provision of

educational and social services directly to the families of children enrolled

in day care. They review research literature which suggests that two types

of family intervention are likely to enhance the development of the day care
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preschool child! "Training to promote the verbal interaction of parent and

child around a cognitively challenging task, and specific forms of social wori

to enhance the competence of the parent as a person and_in their interaction

with their child" (p. 24). They justify the use of day care of the child as

a vehicle for introducing these kinds of interventions primarily on practical

grounds. Specifically, many families who can benefit from such services are

not easily accessible, and their contact with day care programs provides that

access. Furthermore, if parents trust the day care staff, they are more

likely to cooperate with the home visitors and social workers. In addition,

Heinicke and Strassmann indicate that the addition of the fami.ly intervention

component has been shown to increase the length of time for which the child

is enrolled in the day care program.

Note that Heiniche and Strassmann stress day care as the point of access

to the family. It is the family, rather than the day care home ur center,

which they see as the locus of significant influences on the child's develop-

ment. They arrive at this position in light of evidence on the effectivenesS

of parent-child interactions as a means of failitating development, and in

the absence of data demonstrating substantial effect of day care on the

child's development. They do not rule out, however, the possibility th,at

such effects do occur, and indeed urge the study of children in day care,

especially those enrolled in centers for long periods of time.
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Section 7. Characteristics of Children:
The Effects of Froi,..rams on Different Children

The impact of'a program may differ substantially 'from one child to

another. Typically, even in programs judged to have no imp-ct.on the group

of children enrolled as L , children can be found who show significant

gains. Such findings are generally,more confusing than enlightening, how-

ever, since the various characteristicabilities, and experiences which
,

contributed to the gains can rarely be identified and sorted out. The prob-

lem is especially great if differences between the effects on individuals

relate to variables which are difficult to measure, control, or experimentally

manipulate (such as attitudes and motivation, or child/pa.rent and child/teacher

interactions). Background characteristics of children, such as ioeconomic

level, sex, race, and ethnicity, are more easily identified and measured.

Although systematic examination of these charact'eristics has not been under-

taken in many uajor program evaluations, some findings have been reported,

and they.will be reviewed in this section.

Differences in the Deuce of Economic Disadvantage

Most of the Programs covered by this review were developed to deal with

:reblems of economically disadvantaged children. There hAs been and will con-

tinue to be considerable debate concerning how Federal resources are allocated

to various target groups, but such issues are outside the purview of this

paper. Of more immediate concern to a review of impact findings, however, is

the frequently heard question: How does a program's impact vary across chil-

dren with different degrees of economic disadvar*age?

Unfortunately,-a satisfactury answer to thL question cannot be provided



at this time. Only fragmentary evidence is available, and it is drawn from

programs which have different purposes, and whose target groups vary both

within and across projects, on a score of social, ethnic, economic, and physical

dimensions. Typically, a program is developed to deliver particular sevices

to a general category of children and families in need of those services,

and systematic study of socioeconomic differences within that category is

not undertaken. The concept rf "disadvantage" itself serves as an umbrella

for a variety of factors, such as income, ethnicity, social class and home

environment, crisis and equity (White, 1973). There is evidence that variation

(e.g., in child rearing practices) may be greater within social status levels

than between levels, indicating the need for more research focuSed on pro-

cess variables rather than status variables (Shipman, 1973). Furthermore,

because comparisons between socioeconomic or ethnic groups are easily misin-

terpreted, and even ithout misinterpretation can generate political controversy,

ttv!y are often deliberately avoided by program planners and evaluators. Given

constraints, it is not surprising that few attempts have been made to

,examine interactions between program impac: and degree of disadvantage, and

that the few conclusions that have been offered have been severely limted

by methodological problems.

A reasonable assumption underlying compensw:ory education is that the

ehildrep who ar2 in ned of it will benefit more than those who are not in

need iti.e., disadvantaged children will gain more than children who

not disadvantaged. Inded, on the ,ther side of the coin is the possibility

that special programs for low-income children could even have negative effects

on "advantaged" children enrolled along with disadvantaged children, although

recer,L evidence does not support this fear (Seitz, et al., 1976). A corollary
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of this premise is that the more disadvantaged the child is, the greater

the gain should oe from the intervention. Some of the evidence .71-1ich is

available indicates, however, that this is not what happens, and that, instead,

children from the most deprived social and economic backgrounds show the

siallest gains and lose their gains the most quickly (Bronfenbrenner, 1974;

Herzog, Newcomb & Cisin, 1974). Herzog et al. classi'l- low income children

into high and low socioeconomic groups (relative to ,t`ler) and found that

an experimental preschool program benefitted the higher group significantly

more. The lower SES children, most in need of compensatory education, gained

less (in IQ) from the program and retained fewer of their 2,ains. Those

researchers concluded that the teaching method used in the program, derived

from the traditional nursery school, were inappropriate for chil!ren from

very low income families. Indeed, there is some evidence that hi'thly structured

preschool programs are more effective with the more disadvantaged of children

from lower socioeconomic levels (Bissell, 1973). Unfortunately, an inter-

vention strategy that appears to be especially powerfulfamily intervention-

appears to be least feasible for logistical reasons with the most disadvantaged

families (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; White, 1973).

The conclusion that, within the lower socioeconomic levels, compensatory

education has a lesser impact on the more disadvantaged children, cannot be

accepted as the last word, however. A few findings to the contrary have been

reported. Bissell (1973) noted that among Follow Through participants, chil-

dren from families definitely below the 0E0 poverty level gained more than did

those from families above the poverty line or for whom the relevant information

was unavailable. Similarly, the ABT IV-A report indicated that "Hcad Start

graduates have commonly gained as much from their Follow Through experience as

have non-Head Start children. In two of the models, Head Start children have



- 72

have done substantially better. Seven models experienced more success with

their lowest-income sites than with their highest-income sites" (p,. 6).

Datta, NcHale & Mitchell (1976) repoi:':.ed mixed findings with regard

to relationships between socioeconomic status and gains in Head Stait programs.

In fine with Herzog's data, the lower the educatonal level of the mother (a

t.component of socioeconomic status) the lower was the child's ability to learn

a new task. This finding was not replicated in a later study, however. On the

other hand, there was a consisten but not statistically significant tendency

for the most disadvantaged to gain the most. Datta, et al. concluded

that within the narrow rail! of socioeconomic levels l_ncluded in the program,

there was no consistent relationship between SES and program impact.

Evaluation of "Sesame Street" showed no significant differences in gains

between disadvantaged and advantaged children who viewed the program frequently

(Ball & Bogatz, 1970; Ball & Bogat, ,97l). Indeed, disadvantaged children

who viewed the program frequently made greater gains and achieved higher

scores than middle class children who viewed infrequently (Ball Bogatz, 1973).

It has been argued that more middle- than lower-class children view "Sesame

Street," and that the net result may be a widerang of the educational achievement

gap between the two groups (Cook, et al., 1975), The representativeness of those

viewing data has been questioned, however, along with the usefulness of the

. "gap" issue (Ball & Batz, 1975).

Thus far, no direct research efforts have been made to'determine whether

there are differential effects of day care on children from families with

different levels of income (Bronfenbrenner, et al., 1976). Heinicke and

Strassmann (1976) relate the findings of one recent study comparing

heterogeneous and homogeneous day care groups (with respect to social class
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and age). The data suggest the possibility that in the heterogeneous

groups a more "mutually supportive
environment in which adults tended to

be sensitive and responsive" may develop, along with higher levels of inter-

action, cooperation, and imaginative role play among the children. Other

contributing factors besides degree of heterogeneity (such as child and

teacher characteristics) could not be ruled out, however.

In sum, there is some indicaticn that children from very economically

disadvantaged (as compared to moderately disadvantaged) families are particularly

hard to reach with the hinds of intervention programs that have been undertaken

thus far. There is simply too little relevant research, however, to draw any

firm conclusions about how the degree of a child's disadvantage relates tc a.

program's impact.

Sex Differonces

Findings relating to sex differences in program impact are scarce, incon-

sistent, and difficult to interpret. Failure to find differential effects on

boys and girls has been reported'for Head .itart classes (Datta, McHale, &

Mitchell, 1976) and for "Electric Company" (Ball & Bogatz, 1373) and "Sesame

Street" (Ball & Bogatz, 1971). Sex differences in gains have been found,

however, in a number of other cases.

When sex differenceS do show up, they do not always fall in the same

direction. In some intervention programs, girls have profitted less than

boys (e.g., Abelson, 1976; Herzog, et al., 1974). Miller & Dyer (1975) foulA

that over a three-year period following Head Start classes, girls showed greater

decreases in IQ than did boys. Two possibilities were raised: that the Head

Start experiences had detrimental effects on the girls,,or that for the boys

the program managed to ward off progressive decrements that would have occurTed
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without intervention. Evaluation of the Handicapped Children's Early Edu-

cation Program (Stock, et al., 1976) uncovered sex difference in only one

area (cognitive). The program had a greater impact on boys, in this area,

than on girls.

In cpptrast, girls mrolled in Parent-Child Centers scOred slightly but

significantly higher than did boys in the program (Holmes, Holmes, Greenspan

& Tapper, 1973). Seitz, et al. (1976) reported evidence lApt Head Start

girls were more responsive to the effects of intervention than boys, sug-

gesting that the factors causing low-income boys to do poorly in school

might be less easily countered by preschool intervention than the factors

causing girls to do poorly. Similarly, in the ETS.longitudinal study of

Head Start children (Bridgeman & Shipman, 1975) girls adapted more readily to

the school setting, and sustained their early interest in school work into

the prinary grades, while boys found entry into grade school more disruptive.

What can be concluded about sex differences, then? First, there is

general agreement that sex differences in program effects are real and likely

to occur in many intervention efforts. Thus,.in evaluating children's pro-

grams it is important to undertake separate analyses by sex, perhaps within

other subgroups, such as urban and rural, or black and white (Bridgeman &

Shipman, 1975).

But conclusions about the structure and etiology of sex differences

cannot be derived from the available data. Nor will useful answers be obtained

simply by accumulating findings of the type described above, and lining them

up against each other to determine which sex has the most advantages. Rather

we need studies designed to identify the processes which underlie the atti-

tudes boys and girls bring with tbem to the programs, and the experiences they
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have in and out of the programs which cause, moderate, or amplify their

gains and losses. It is possible, for instance, that

boys ancl girls raspond differertly to exactly the same
techniques; it is also possible that program implementation,
especially with respect to teacher behavior, takes on a dif-
ferent character for the two sexes (Miller & Dyer, 1975, p. 133).

Once again, we need to do more than study sex differences as inputs and

products of intervention--we need to find out more about what is happening

to the child in the program that bears on these differences.

Other Characteristics

It was originally intended that this review include program impact

findings bearing specifically on bilingual children, handicapped children,

and ethnicity and race. The major evaluation reports do not provide suf-

ficient information, however, to support separate sections on these target

groups.

The evidence reviewed thus far makes it clear that interactions between

characteristics of children and characteristics of programs can account for

differences in program impact. Like socioeconomic level, however, race and

ethnicity are general categories which may afford researchers easy identifica-

tion of some salient differences between specified groups of children, but

they may shroud an equivalent numuer of differences among children within

the individual groups. It is likely that children with different ethnic

backgrounds will respond differently to some programs, but giver the complexi-

ties that have emerged with regard to levels of disadvantage and sex differ-

ences, it is unlikely that such differences in program impact will be clear

and consistent. In fact, systematic comparisons of racial or ethnic groups

have mot been undertahen in many evaluations, either because Of design or

sampling limitations, or for social and political reasons.

8



Among thz references reviewed in this paper only a few report rele-

vant findings. Datta, McHale & Mitchell (1976) indic..t that among children

enrolled in Head St,ft pi -i;rams in the late '60's, ethnicity, urbanicity and

geographic region were unrelated or inconsistently related to initial differ-

ences in performance levels and .o differences in gains made during the

programs. Differenees in IQ gain: 'Lack children and Mexican-American

children W.11 4ere evident in one were not found in another year.

Non-urban chilarer registered grear o) some measures than urban

children, but ai scores also f J, hini'.,ring interpretation of these

data. Differenc between Northern cwd Southern Head Start program

effects were judf, stem primarily from 0.-1.-fierenees in program variables

(such as thp degree of structure in the classroom) and child characteristics

(such as age) which wore confounded with the geographic regions.

No substantial clifferences were founc" between "Sesame Street's" effects

on IThites and the program'!: effects on blacks, although the evauators

ackno.-iledge that the "original sampling procedures were not desned to pro-

duce black-wilte comparisons" (Ball. & Bogatz, 1971, p. 11).

Aiong minority children, there are those who speak languaes other than

Eng1i3h, and speak English poorly or not at all. While considera7)H Federal

support is being given to edutional programs oriented toward bilingual

children, only one of the evaluatic,a repo:Ls reviewed here reports data of any

relevance to this issue. In the first year.eva tion of "Sesame Street",

Spanish children who viewed the program Zrequently had the lov.est scores at

pre-test, but th highest at post.-test, gaining "almost incredible amounts"

(Ball & Bogatz, 1970). It should be noted, wev-r, that the sample of

Spanish-speaking children was small and the children varied in.the extent to

which they were exposed to English.



Similarly, data cone L:ning handicapping conditions as factors in early

childhood Thtervention are almost nonexistent among the reports reviewed here.

It is clear, hovrwer, that preschool programs can benefit intellectually

and physically hancEcapped children (Karnes, 1973; Stock et al., 1976).

Gains reported for the Handicapped Children's Early Educational,Program

were made by children with five of six handicapping conditions: the educable

mentally rtarded, the learning disabled, the emotionally disturbed, the

speech impered, and the hard of hearing. As would be expected, children

with different handicaps-gained in different ways. For instance, thc edUcable

mentally retarded shc.:ed gaiLs in all of the growth areas delineted by the

program; with the cxcep-on of motor skills. The learning disabled showed

significant gains in the personal-social and Maptive domains; the speech

impaired in the personal-s:.,cia?, adaptive, abd motor skills; and the hard of

hearing only in thL communicrtion area (Stock et al., 1976).
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Section 8. The Timing of Intervention:
Do "When", "How Long", and "How Much" Make a Difference?

Questions concerning the timing of intervention are funzlamental to any

consideration of programs for young children. The questions themselves are

straight-forward and easily formulated, but the-issues they touch on are

complex. What is the best age on which to focus? If benefits are shown

for preschoolers, can bigger gains be produced by starting earlier, with

infants--or even earlier, through prenatal maternal education? Or are pro-

gram efforts wsted prior to a certain age? If a one-year program is good,

is a three-year program better? If a four-hour-per-day, two-days-per-week

program is good, is an eight-hour/four-day program better? Will program

gains be lost unless they are solidified or bolstered by follow-up programs?

If follow-up programs are required, how soon and how long? These are but some

of the questions that have been raised, of course, but they illustrate the

kinds of timing problems facing program planners.

For the purposes of this report, issues pertaining to the timing of

intervention have been divided into three general sections: (1) the child's

age at intervention, (2) the amount of intervention (both duration and inten-

sity), and (3) the continuity of intervention. As with most of the questions

addressed in this paper, complete answers are not available. Let us examine,

however, the evidence which is -vailable

Age of Child Uhen Intervention Begins

Many of the children's programs examined in this paper are designed for

young children, that is, children younger than school-age. In addition, many

of them involve the upper half of this age range, i.e., children three to five

years of age. When a program's impact is cJasidered, a question which naturally
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arises is: Would the impact be differ,:nt if the children were younger or

older at the time of entry into the program?

As with other chilr' characteristics, any relationships observed between

age at entry and program effects may stem directly from developmental dif-

ferences, or indirectly from changes induced in teacher and program charac-

teristics. Concrete evidence of such an effect is provided by Love, et al (1976),

who reported that the frequency and duration of the home visits in the Home

Start program were affected by the target child's age. It turned out that

families with older children were visited less frequently, but for ;'.onger

periods of time. The evaluators surmised that this resulted from the older

child's capacity to participate in the activities for a longer continuolls

stretch of time.

Returning to the question of age and program impact, there is in par-

ticular an inclination for researchers and program planners to assume that

the earlier the intervention begins, the better the outcome will be. This

viewpoint evolves both from developmental theory concerning the effects of

early experience ari from pressures relating to more pragmatic concerns,

such as the working mothe-'s dsire for suitable child care, and the

school's desire to avoid LIR inconvenience of dealing with children who begin

school already behind their peers (Anderson, 1973). Furthermore, it is a

premise which can be reinforced both by success and by failure to achieve a

program's objectives. If positive impact occurs, there is always the possi-

bility that earlier intervention will augment the beneficial effects. I: no

positive impact occurs, it may be because the chil6en were not reached early

enough in life.

Whatever the reasons for the premise that earlier intervention is better,

does the evidence support it? In brief, sometimes it appears that earlier



intervention is more effective, but it is by no means always the case. Find-

ings have been reported both that very early intervention (i.e., in the first

two or three years of life) is effective, and that it is more effective than

later intervention (Horowitz & Paden, 1973; KarLes, 1973; Palmer, 1976;

Ryan, 1974). These findings pertain primarily to cognitive achievement and

performance. Evidence of higher IQ gains by the youngei L:hildren in two years

of Head Start programs was also reported by Datta, McHale & Mitchell (197"),

but a third year's data failed to bear out this pattern. In addition, task-

specific patterns of gains were evident: younger children gained more in the

area of social adjustment, but older children gained more in specific skill

areas, such as numerical. The authors point out that the data do not support

the across-the-board version of the earlier-the-better premise. They posit

,

instead that interactions occur between age and specific program experiences,

such that the age of the child determines not so much the general size of

gains, but rather the type of gains.

Task-specific gains were observed also among chilaren.who viewed "Sesame

Street." While older children scored higher at pretest, three-year-olds who

were frequent viewers made greater gains and scored higher at post-test than

some of the less frequently-viewing groups of-four- and five-year-olds (gall

& Bogatz, 1973). However, different patterns of gains occurred for different

tests. Older viewers learned better than younger viewers with respect to goals

that were taught indirectly; younger children made greater gains in specific

knowledge and skills (Ball & Bogatz, 1971). Higher gains by younger children

(first and second urades versus-third and fourth grades) were also reported

in the evaluation of "The Elect7ic Company," but again the pattern of gains

may have been in part an artifact of the selection of program material and

tests (Ball & Bogatz, 1973). The evaluators suggest that a "ceiling effect"
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may have obtained, with older children having mastered the material and having

little to learn.

Other reviewers have also concluded that there is little support for the

view that program success will be enhanced bystartirq_with younger chil-

Oren (Anderson, 1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Love et al., 1976; White, 1973).

Bronfenbrenner reserves this conclusion, however, for preschool programs in

group settings. With regard to intervention in the home involving the

parent-child relationship, he reports evidence that earlier intervention

may indeed be more effective. He argues that initiation of intervention

during the first three years is more effective, because "the dependency

drive is at its height and the mother has not yet developed firmly established

patterns of response, or lack thereof, in relation to the child in question"

(p. 35). On the other hand, Love, et al. (1976) found that there was little

difference in prgram impact related to whether the child was three-years-

old, or four-years-old at entry into the Home Start program. Bronfenbrenner

does specify, however, that the key criterion for effective early family

intervention is that the parent be involved directly in activities fostering

the child's development, and it is not clear to what extent the projects he

reviews and the Home Start activities are comparable dn this respect.

Karnes (1973) suggests that early intervention (three years or younger)

may 1:e especially effective with intellectually handicapped children. But

no clear support for this view was provided by the data collected from the

Handicapped Children's Early Education P M. Younger children gained more

than older children in one domain (commuatiAc), but older children gained

n!cre than younger children in another domain (adaptive) and no differences

between age groups showed up in three domains (Stock, et al., 1976),
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In contrast to compensatory education, attitudes regarding the appro-

priate age for entry into day care have been shaped by conflicting pressures.

On the one hand, when the emphasis has been on the educational or enrichment

aspects of the day care experience, the "earlier-the-better" philosophy has

had its advocates here as well as in compensatory education. In addition,

in so far as needs for day care are related to the emnloyment of the parent,

they may be just aspressAng when the child is an infant or toddler as when

the child is older Ou the other hand, drohoorns_that day care may be harm-

---
ful to the development of the child-parent bond, or to other aspeCtsof__

development, have focused more intensively on day care for infants and very

young children. Such fears relate both to the early separation of the child

f-om the parent, and to the longer period of time in which the child is ulti-

mately in a day care situation.

Thus far, however, there is no clear evidence that entering day care

early in life (or at the very beginning of life) is either harmful or helpful

to intellectual development (Ricciuti, 1976). At the same time, experts do

advise that a child not be placed in day care until after at least the first

month of life, in order to lessen the risk of infection and to allow the parent

time to initiate a relationship with the infant (Kagan, 1976). In addition,

more structure and lower child/staff ratios are generally recommended for

infants and toddlers (e.g., Meyer, 1977).

Actually, the available evidence indicates that it is towards the end

of the first year that separation from the parent provokes the most anxiety and

stress. Thus, children first placed into a day care situation uhen they are

between 8 and 15 months of age may have more difficult experiences than those

placed earlier or later in life (Kagan, 1976; Ricciuti, 1976).
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Amount of Intervention

Duration. Overlapping, but also distinct from the question of age of

entry into a program, is_the question of the optimal length oi an individual

program. The question arises not so much out of scientif5e curlosity, as

out of pressing social need. The positive impacts of many programs have been

rilsappointingly small, if present at all, especially over the long term and

over any but the most narrow spectrum of outcome measures. Many such failures

lead those who have invested time and effort into the programs to conclude

that whatever was being done, was not being done for a long enough time to

produce long-term, stabilized gains (e.g., see Karnes, 1973). Furthermore, the

premise that longer programs will lead to greater gains may seem reasonable

at,first glanCe, in light of the pattern of long-term effectsitypically found

for compensatory education programs. Recall that substantial gains often show

up during treatment but usually.f-ade a year or two following termination of

the preschool program. Such a finding might imply that had the same program

continuf!d longer, the gainS would have been greater and/or more lasting.

Recall also, howeve'r, that the washing-out of early gains from Preschool program

expr.dences has proved to be resistant to many of the .counter-measures

employed to prevent it. Thus, the evidence already reviewed with regard to

long-term effects provides a beginning answer (on the negative side) to the

questior4 about program length; Gainq are not necessarily maintained or solidi-

fied simply by extending the length of the program.

Wilen the question of program length is considered directly, the general

conclusion is also that there is no clear relationship between program length

and the size of program effects (Bronfenbrenner, 1974; White, 1973). While

exceptions.to this rule have occurred in a small number of projects, in most

cases longer participation in a preschool program does not lead to greater,
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more.enduring, or cumulative gains (Bronfenbrenner, 1974). Ubite suggests

that there may be important interactions between child characteristics and the

length of time required for gains, so that some children (e.g., disad-

vantaged boys) may have to be involved in a program for a longer period

of time to show the same gains achieved by others in a shorter time.

Findings were reviewed in the preceding section that indicated the

possibility that age of entry may be more of a determinant of program impact

when family intervention is a key component of the program. Similarly, Brcn-

fenbrenner (1974) concludes from his review of children's programs that the

longer family intervention programs are continued, the greater the benefit

to the child (providing the interVention began in the first few years cf the

child's life.) Again, however, this hypothesis is not corroborated by the

Home Start evaluations, which found very few differences in outcome for chil-

dren and mothers who were in the program for two years and thol:,e who were in

for one year (Love, et al., 1976). On the other hand, children who were

enrolled in Parent-Child Centers for more than several years, had higher mean

scores than children enrollad for less than several years (Holmes, et al., 1973).

Some studies of day care prograr,1s have revealed differences between

childen who have been in day care since infancy and thcse who were first

enrolled after three years of age, but the differences were not dramatic,

nor is it clear whether they related to the day care experience per se, or

to differerices in family attitudes and characteristics (Heinicke & Strassmann,

1976). Data collected so far do not consistently support the viewpoint that

the longer the child is in day care, the greater the effects. (positive or

negative).

As with age at entry, relationships between length of participation and
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program impact may be task specific. For instance, length of participation

in the Handicapped Children's Early Education Program was not related to

the amount of gain in the Personal-Social and Adaptive domains (Stock, et

a1.,1976). In fact, less of an impact was apparent among children enrolled

for six to seven months between pretest and post-test, than those enrolled

for four to five months, indicating that the initial impact may have worn off

(or the difference may have stemmed from other confounded factors). But

scores in two other domains (cognitive and communicative) were significantly

higher at post-test only in the group of children enrolled for the longer

period of time. Stock, et al. point out that this pattern is consistent with

the HCEEP program approach, which involves an initial focus on personal-social

relatiOns and adaptive skills, and a subsequent emphasis on cognitive and com-

municative abilities.

The selection of curricula and tasks presents a special problem in the

case of televised programs. As Stein and Friedrich (1975) point out, in

television the "lack of control Over previous viewing makes it impossible to

build learning sequences. Each segment must be independent rather than build

on previous content" (p. 239). Thus, it is not surprising that the few

advantages shown by children who had viewed "Sesame Street" for two years

rather than one, were in the goal areas new to the second year of programming

(Ball & Bogatz, 1971). In most other areas, however, a ceiling effect was

apparent, with frequent viewing for two years leading to little additional

gain.(Stein & Friedrich, 1975).

In conclusion, simply increasing the length of a program does not neces-

sarily increase the program's impact. Generally, when a program has a signifi-

cant positive impact, as gauged by the kinds of outcome measures typically

used, it shows up after a relatively short period of time and is not aug-
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mented by additional activities. There have been some exceptions to this

tendency, and particular subgroups of children and program goals may require

longer minimum treatment lengths than others. In certain programs, such as

family-centered ones, children appear to benefit more from extended periods

of participation, and in other programs, such as those that are televised,

extended treatment length appears to be especially ineffective.

'The issue of program length was addressed in the early Westinghouse

study, which indicated that however weak the effects of those full-year Head

Start programs, the effects of the shorter summer programs were nil. Reanalyses

of these data and other studies have modified this finding somewhat, however,

and suggest that.some short term summer programs may be effective, in some

respects, for some children. (See Mann, et al., 1976, for a discussion of

the impact of summer and full-year Head Start programs).

At any rate, a lengthy period of interventior offers no magical route to

dramatic program impact. But the issue is still open, and in particular there

is a need to determine which children and which areas of intervention benefit

most from extended programs.

1
Intensity. The amount of intervention can also be measured in terms of

the-intensity of the treatment. That is, within a given duration of a program,

how often and for how long does treatment occur? For instance, how many hours

per day, or how many days per week does a child participate in program activi-

ties? Clearly, such measurements will have to be restricted primarily to

direct treatment, e.g., actual time spent in a center, direct contact between

program staff and children and families, or actual time of televised presenta-

tions. Carry-over activities, such as informal parent-child interactions

focusing on program-related materials or ideas, would be much more difficult

to assess accurately.
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Good data are not available which pertain to differences in the intensity

of center-based preschool programs, such as Head Start. The intensity of

treatment seldom varies dramatically from one program to another, and few

systematic studies have been undertaken of the effects of different schedules.

The small amount of information available in this general area relates pri-

marily to home visits and television programs, where by necessity treatment

is delivered relatively infrequently, and thus there is more room for vamia-

bility.

Evaluation of Home Start impact showed that the amount of tiffe spent during

a home visit on a particular program component was not associated with posi-

tive parent and child outcomes (Love, et al., 1976). For instance, more than

a quarter of the total visit time was reserved for activity fostering school

readiness, but home visitors who consistently spent more time than others on

this objective did not achieve better results. Thus, in at least some respects,

there is no clear relationship between intensity and impact. _On the other

hand, the evaluators report that major variations in the frequency and duration

of the home visits themselves were related to different child and parent out-

comes. When home visitors came to the homes fewer than three times per month,

the language abilities of the children developed more slowly. Similarly,

when the visits consistently lasted less than an hour-and-a-half to two hours,

declines in develcnment were noted.

A clear intensity effect was apparent in the evaluation of "Sesame Street."

Children who viewed frequently showed much gzeater gains than did children who

viewed only infrequently (Bali Bogatz, 1970). In contrast, these evaluators

also found that gains in reading ability due to viewing "The Electric Company"

occurred whether the time.for.viewing was typically taken from or added to

9 9 .
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regular classroom instruction on reading (Ball & Bogatz, 1973). While this

did not constitute-a -variation in the intensity of the program per se, it

showed that increased time in the combined instruction delivered by the

program and the teacher offered no particular advantage.

An attempt was made to assess the effects of different levels of partici-

pation in ParentChild Centers. It was found that urban children, who

spent fewer hours per day and days per week in program activities than did

rural children, also showed smaller gains (Holmes, et al, 1973). But this

is rather indirect evidence, and the difference between the groups may have

stemmed from many other differences in the experiences of urban and rural

children, which were not related to levels of participation. The evaluators

also made a more direct effort to examine levels of participation. They asked

each Parent-Child Center to rate ,each child as high or low-involved, according

to whether the child's attendance in the program was consistent and sustained,

or sporadic and intermittent. No clear trends emerged. Thevaluators note,

however, that centers varied considerably in their scheduled activities, and

subsequently also in the criteria they used to determine high and low involve-

ment. For instance, a child who consistently was present the one or two days

per week offered by one program was rated as highly involved, but a child

who came two days per week to a program which offered activities five days

per week was not rated as highly involved.

Heinicke and Strassmann (1976) point out that in the absence of substan-

tial research on day care (particularly longitudinal research), much of the
4

thinking regarding day care has been based on preschool education :research.

They caution that it is risky to Ceneralize these findings, which often per-

tain to half-day programs, to all-day day care. Whether the length of a child's

1 0
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dayoare-day-has any bearing on the program's impact on the child, however,

irhas A t been established. Recall that none of the studies of day care

(including all-day care) has found dramatic effects on the child, so it is

unlikely that the number of hours spent in day care each day will turn out

to be critical, at least in the areas measured to date. The question remains

open, however, until the relevant studies are undertaken.

In conclusion, as with duration,,it does not appear that putting more

into a program necessarily causes more to come out. The evidence is meager,

however. For many Federal programs, we simply lack data on the relationship

between gains by children a.,d the intensity of treatment, and consequently

no conclusions can be drawn. The evaluation of Parent Child Centers failed

to find a positive relationship between intensity and effects, but since the

findings were based on questionable ratings, the possibility that such a

relationship did exist cannot be ruled out. On the other hand, in light

of the findings pertaining to program length (which show only a weak relation-

ship at best bptween amount of treatment and impact) it is unlikely that small

variations in intensity will affect program impact. Intensity is measured

on a continuum, hnwever, and some indications that it is a determinant of pro-

gram impact have been evident at the extremes of the continuum where more

substantial variations are possible. Thus, in programs where direct contact

with the child occurs relatively infrequently (e.g., home-visiting programs

such as Home Start, and televised programs such as "Sesame Street") variations

in the intensity of contact have affected child gains. Presumably there is

a minimum amount of program-child contact below which the impact of the pro-

gram on the child is lessened. Not surprisingly, children who rarely watch

an educational television program, or who see a home visitor only once or

101
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twice a month, benefit little. In most center based programs, such as Head

Start, children parti....ipate for sizeable portions of the day and week, so

it seems less -Pr..ely that any of the programs would fail to meet the minimum

level of intensity hypothesized above. At the other end of the continuum

would fall programs which totally or almost totally involve children-in dif-

ferent ecological settings, such as residential institutions (i.e., pr (=ram-

child contact is virtually continuous). There are cases in the ature

where such intense program experiences have led to particularly large_gains.

(For example, see Bronfenbrenner's,1974, discussion of the Skeels study of

mentally retarded children, who made great gains after being placed at the

age of two in the care of retarded female inmates of a state institution, and

the Heber study ack infants in Milwaukee, who made dramatic gains after
_..,,

spending most of the' wakin )ho3s in a special center, where highly trained

teachers were responsible for their total care.)

The available findings are sparse, and they are restricted primarily

to measures of intellectual status and achievement. More information about

the effects of different levels of intensity is needed, particularly with

respect to center-based preschool programs and day care programs. While it.is

unlikely that the small variations typical of such programs will tuin out to

be important, it is possible that a program's effects may change if the

schedule of activities were altered substantially (e.g., cut from.five full

days per week to a few hours, two or three times per week.)

Continuity of Intervention

In the two preceding sections, it was concluded that the magnitude of a

program's impact on children is not easily increased simply by starting inter-

vention at a younger age, or by increasing the amount of intervention within
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that program. In this section, a third factor is examined--the continuity of

intervention. What are the effects of a sequence of intervention programs?

Consider the more typical.case first, however. The child graduates from

an experimental intervention program and enters a regular school program. As

indicated earlier, there is a general tendency for any gains attributable to

the preschool program to wash out by the early elementary school years. A

common explanation for this'finding is that public schools do not provide the

kind or level of stimulation and assistance necessary to shore up, much less

boost, any gains realized at the preschool level (Bissell, 1973; Horowitz &

.Paden, 1973). Miller and Dyer (1975) point out that many observers have agreed

that "no program should be expected to function as inoculation which would

protect children indefinitely from the deleterious effects of unstimulating

environments" (p. 2).

Are graduates from special preschool programs bored and frustrated upon

entering public school? Ball and Bogatz (1971) found that when frequent viewers

of "Sesame Street" entered school they were rated by their teachers as better

prepared than non-viewers. They reportedly adapted well to the school activi-

ties, and showed no special inclination toward boredom or restlessness. On

the other hand, Bronfenbrenner (1974) reports findings that children in control

groups show larger increases in IQ after entering school than do childrep who
n-^1A

have participatyd in experimental preschool programs. The explanation advanced

is that the control children recee, upon entry into school, additional cog-

nitive stimulation that the exp2rimtal groups have already experienced.

Seitz (1976) found that Follow Through graduates (girls from one cohort) expressed

negative attitudes toward school to a greater extent than did non-Follow Through

children. The Follow Through children had consistently better academic per-

I
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V.

formance, however, theil attitudes notwithstanding.

Can gains from early intervention programs be protected by subsequent

,intervention programs? Most such efforts have involved providing compensatory

education in the school, since as Horowitz and Paden (1973) put it: "It seems

only logical that subsequent educational experiences of children in experimental

programs would play a role in whether gains are maintained or increased" (p.

387). However, some (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1974) have suggested that such

intervention must touch on the child's home and environment as well in order

to bc. effective.

As we have already seen, large gains over the long term have been few

and far between. Furthermore, in many cases gains did not oCcur even when

the children went from experimental preschool programs directly into other

experimental programs. Even with Follow Through, which was designed spe-

cifically for this purpose of continuing intervention, few substantial long-

term gains have been reported. A finding reported by Datta, McHale and Mitchell

(1976) points up the complexity of the issue of sequential experiences. Thay

report that children with no previous Head Start experience and chillren with

lengthy previous Head Start experiences showed greater gains on certain

measures of progress in Head Start than did children with small amounts of

previous Head Start experience.

On the other hand, some evidence has been cited that continuing inter-

vention into the elementary school years does sustain gains made by children

(Miller & Dyer, 1975; Ryan, 194; 2igler, 1973). The evidence is scanty,

however, and it sheds little light on the issue of continuity between programs.

For instance,.how similar should teaching styles, curricula, and materials be

across two sequential programt? As Miller and Dyer (1975) point out:

1 0
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The problem of continuity of methods is not trivial.
Education is not a series of isolated learning sessions
but a continuous process in.which each child accumulates
his or her own history of expectations'and habits as well
as knowledge....A child whose first experience with school
consisted of .frequent group drill and who suddenly found
herself in a discovery learning classroom might need to
discover, before anything else, that all the behavior
patterns which worked so well previously were no
longer functional. Depending upon home environment,
social class, and rearing practices, these factors may
be more important for some children than for others (pp. 135-136).

Unfortunately, it would be extremely difficult to investigate the kinds Of

questions raised above by varying sequences of programs. Too many combina-

tions are possible, and the logistical and managerial problems involved in

controlling the children's experiences in the programs over long periods of

time would be enormous (Miller & Dyer, 1976, p. 136).

in sum, little is known concerning the effects of providing sequences

: of intervention experiences to the child. Gains do not appear to be easily

sustained or increased by following up programs with additional intervention

experiences. Furthermore, systematic examination of various combinations of

sequential curricula and teaching techniques appears to be beyond the scope

of most current research effors.

it)
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