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. The widespread evaluation of social action and educational progrems

mandate for the éVéiuéiiéﬁ'ﬁ?ziﬁéééh

early childhdod prograiis ‘took the fields Of.déVéTOpméﬁtéj psychoTogy an

early chiildhood edication by surprise. Few individuals existed in

either Field in the mid-'60s who were knowledgeable and trained im

. evafuaiion,'Which itself lacked a theory unique to its spé;iéi(probiémg

+ (Guba, 1969). 1In this.vacuum, evaluation became associated with the -

' measurenent. of child outcames which could be veliably assessed. One

result was that certain valuative, ébistémoidgicais'ahd conceptual

.- assumptions related to research with young; developing children were

- overlooked:

For a number of reasons, the evaluation of programs-.serving young

or continuec

"<:;3 children and their fanilies continues to be an important social and - .
“seientitic {ssie: The ost important reason l_aoﬁﬁfcvéféy,
._'is the di?ergjﬁyiof strongly he1d beTiefs regarding th; gffecti?éﬁess.qf.
these progrémsxambng diverse constituencies (Katz, 1975; iigié}i ﬁpie;iéj}_
This paper acknowledges the inherently political nature of evaluation

activities (Datta, 1976; House, 1973), but focuses as a task on a“develop-



The major ﬁainﬁs of tn{s ﬁabé? can~bé'sammafiiée
1.  The eva]uator s model of deve]opmcnt whether exslicit or
implicit, is ref]ected in his-design and doing of. eva]uat1on Hodels of
':deveiopment 1nf]uence_dec1s1ons about-what-are considered meaningful
problems or questions to pose in an evaluation, what methods of data .
co]]ectlon and ana]ys1s will be used how the’ data w1]] be. 1nterpreted
. and what 1mp]1cat1ons for po]1cy are drawn: Progress-1n-eva]uat1ng
.ear]y eh1]dhood.programs shou]d not be only asséé?aféd;nﬁiﬁ ?ntneasﬁngiy

séﬁﬁféfiéaiéd'iéséaféﬁ designs and adVanced‘statisticaT tecnniques

the,purposes of eva]uat1on are a]so involved: -
2. The eva]uat1on of early ch1]dhood progranms 11kc most eva]uat1on"

/.
studies 1s dom1nated by psychomet11c exper1menta] and behaV1orist1e

mode]s (Eisner 1077 Guba 1969 HbHSé 1976 Lev1ne, 1974 Patton,
Note 4}* Progtam outcomes have been ]1m1ted to snandard1zed measures
. wh1ch can be re11ab]y as sessed e.g.; IQ and’ ach1evement W1th less
| attent1on to the mean1ngfu]ness of what is be1ng measured (Hess1ck

1975) W1th1n the dom1nant eva]uat1on model, change is defined quant1ta-

t1ve1y as the acqu1s1t1on of more p1eces of 1nformat1on know]edgef and

ehangee /A ch11d s behaV1or or. performance is assessed to determlne h1s

56?1i10n in re]ation to s1ng]e standalds e.g., intelligence tests _‘
(Riegel, 1972) '
L3 Eva1uat1on 1acks a perspect1ve wh1ch is grounded in the natur

. of deve]opmenta] change . and 1n whvch means enus 1e]at1on and thelr.

t\ansformat1ons are centva] I w1]] algue that Lherc is an 1ncongruency
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“tive.as ‘well as quantitative: "New propert1es emerge, 1rreduc1b]e to
lower ]eve]s and therefore qua]1tat1ve1y d1fferent from them" (Overton
& Reese 1973 p- 70) There are . mu]t1p]e 1nf]uences on deve]opment
wh1ch resu]t from a comp]ex tran$act1on between 1nterna] and. externa] :
?forces The nature of deve]opmenta] change 1s cons1d°red to be. dynam1c

~ and d]fferent]ated with mu]t1ple outcomes as we]] as mu]t1p]e pathways _

" to 51m1]ar behav1or A deve]opmenta] perspect1ve encourages

mu]t1generat1ona] and multicultural standards (R1ege] 1972)

4. The evaTuat1on of ear]y ch1]dhood programs would benefit from
a deve]opmenta] perspect1ve to gu1de its act1v1t1es The purposes of .
feva]uat1on will then’ be changed to focus on program adu]t and child
“deve]opment This paper represents sore steps toWard a deve]opmenta]

perspect1ve to eva]uat1on and 15 far from being comp]ete The deve]op— '

-mental perspective must be ‘c’bﬁé’i‘déred, because of- the i’mportance’ of .

EVO]V1ng eva]uat1on strateg1es that. are un1que]y»suited:t6 ear]y‘éhtidhood :

programs, and that also share in emergent,mode]s in the genera] field of
“evaluation itself (Hamilton, et al., 1977 WHlis 1978) | ‘
| ' Models of Deve]apment

| Katz {ié?Sj in her d]scuss1on of ear]& ch1]dhood programs and

: f1deo]og1ca] d1sputes, obsetved that in the formal " research and evaluation

]1terature the exchanJe of d1vergent V1ens concerning what young ch1]dren

»»need and hov these needs shou]d be sat1sf1ed are typ]cal1y couched - 1n

the ]anJuage of theory, mcthodo]ogy and °va]uat1on She argued that

g the conf]1cts are nat theoxet1ca] ones, but 1deo]og1ca7 ones re]ated to-

. 'strong]y he]d concept1on§ of chn]dhood deve]opment and the good 11fp

W1th1n a deveiopmenta] perspect1ve, change is cons1dered to be qua]1ta— o

~a



1n c'h"ﬁd dé'\;eibf)ment have p;oi'nted:”éut th'at a iajor problen in the evaida—
“tion of ear]y chi1dhood preJrams is the fa]]ure to re]ate evaluat1on O
”strateg1es to mu]t1p1e v1ews of ]earn1ng and deve]epment (Almy, 1975;
Kamii & Elliott, 1971; hoh]berg & Mayet 1972; Murphy, 1973; Sigel,
1972).2 L , | ’

| "Fbr’the purposes of this paper, it is argued that the eva]uator s
:1dea or mode] of deve]opment with its related va]ues is ref]ected in h1s ’
des1gn and d01ng of eva]uatians Mode]s create ]enses from which certain
phenomena are seen and o%?ers exc]uded (Petr1e 1972) They determine
what are cons1dered mean1ngfu] qUest1ons fer an eva]uat1on what methods
of data collection and ana]ys1s will be used how the data d“ﬁ be
?1nterpreted, and what 1mp]1cat’ons for policy are drawn. Eva.uators are s

. soc1a]1zed to certaln va]ues and models of deve]opment as part of thei

in networks ef scholar]y, soc?a] and po]1t1ca] re]at1onsh1ps wh1ch iﬁfo
turn, affect the1r eva]uat1on des1gns (Sjoberg, 1975) | \
The eva]uat1ons of Sesame Street 1]]ustrate the fact that t"
queatiéns and der1ved different conc]us1ons Ball and Bogatz (1970)
' accepted and used the curriculum. goa1s of the program arid found that

.Sesame Street met the goa? of st1mu1at1ng the growth of ch1]dren who

. watched the  shoi flore than comparab]e groups. that did not Cdék and his

, assoc1ates (1975) interpreted the goa1 of Sesame St,eet to be a decrease

2

: 'the gap between ]ow- and m1dd]e 1ncome ch1]dren in terms of 1earn1ng,'

and- conc]uded that the program was nut euccessfu? 1n narrow1ng the qap

" between the two groups. Nl
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mode] from Wh)Ch to v1ew rea]]ty “:': : éinéé no parad1Jm ever so?ves\
' ea]] the prob]ems it def1nes and since no two.. parad1gms ]eave a]] the
. same prob]ems unso]ved parddigm debates a]ways involve the quest1on
| ¥hich 95991__ is it more 1gn1f1can tﬁ have so]ved7 Like the issue of -
?eompet1ng standards, that quest1on of va]ues can be answered‘om]y 1n\
~ terms of cr1ter1a that ]le outs1de of normal sciénce a]together and it
is that’ receurse to externa] cr]ter1a that most obv1ous]y makes paradigm
debates revo]utmnary" (Kuhn 1962, pp. 108- 109). '
The argument for a deve]opnenta] perspect1ve to the eva]uat1on of
early ch1]dhood proqrams 15 based 1n the be]ief that the most 51gn1flcant s
'prob]em for eva]uat1on of programs for young Lh]]dren 1s hotv programs
affect their and other part1e1pants (parents and staff) fu]] deve]op-
ment as human be1ngs Centra] to this argument is a cons1derat10n of
a]ternatlve models of conceptua11z1ng deve1opment and deve]opmenta]
change - In order to organ1ze the fO]]Oh]ﬂj argument for a deve10pmenta]
perspect1ve to the eva]uat1on of ear]y ch1]dhood progxams two mode]s of -
. development and the1r COio]]ary assumpt1ons as described by Reese and - |
Overton (19/0 Overton & Reese 1973, see’ a]so Looft 1973) will be
- utilized as-a foundatién
Reese and Gverton (1970) 1dent1f1ed two models of deve]opment in |
\ psycho]ogy “the oigan1sm1c (act1ve orga11rm) and nechan1st1c (reart1ve
| organ1sm) wor]d v1ews The1r pos1t1on shared by th1s author, ]S that
.these mode]s 1ef]ect d1ffetent ways of ]oollng at phenonena and .are .
1neempat1ble 1n theyr 1mp]1Cat.ona (SEL above huhn, 196?) Th1s pu51tibn'

:doeq naL mean—that the use of one modc] préc1UUé< Lhe other. At diffevent.




stages in an_evaTuation one of - ‘the models may be more useful in:

'5hsnéring the-quesiions posed.. However, the’ 1ntegrataon of the two into

a éafﬁnoh nodel is not possible. Both m@aeis" of'deuel'opnjent- have evolved
_over time, and often are not reorésented in their "pure" forms. - These .

ref1nements w1TT be noted 1in the cou"se of Lhe d1scuss1on

. The mechan1st1c nodel. Th1s modeT is based on the metaphor of the

'mach1ne Component parts and their reTat1onsh1ps form the reaT1ty to
wh1ch compTex behaV1or ean be reduced and expressed in quant1tat1ve and

funct1onaT reTat1onsh1ps often caTTed Taws The mean1ngs of behav1or

rrrrrrr

of past and potent1a] eff1c1ent or mater1aT catises:
DeveTopment is def1ned in terms of observable behaVTOT ‘and theories
of deveTopment are extens1ons of Tearn]ng theor1es The ep1stemoTog1caT

C ons1t1on is: that of naive rea]1sm, 1n which the Lnower pTays no roTe in

the known and is as ssuned to apprehend the woer in a standard way.”

Thus deveTopment can be assessed by how 1nd1v1duaTs measure up Lo

s1ngTe standards. Change occurs over t1me and doss not resu]t from

,changes 1n the structures of the organ1sm BT

The organlsmiﬁemodel Th1s modeT 1s based on the netaphor of.

‘.,person as art1ve1y 1nfTuenc1ng and shap1ng exper1ence The ep1stemoToq1caT
-pos1t1on is that of construct1v1om (Magoon 1977): "The Lnower, in th1q
_case:the child, actlvely construgps-rea]1ty (narrei 1975=;Vania 1975)
What is knonn;Ts;ihé braaﬁct-of the- 1nteract1on betueen the act1vé -
organisn andithe’environmenti Know]edge 1s ga1ned onTy_as the lnower

- _ constructs the world:

~




Developiient is defined as change.in the organization of a stricture
_Which cannot. be directly observed and must be_inferred from behavior.
The re]at1onsh1p between structure or phoc sses and functions eh-purb”’*’
s centra] The oxgan1sm1e mode] assumes qua]1tat1ve change in that the
mean1ng of behav1ors ‘change through the course of ontogenes1s S1nce}“';\ _

"hange is the.result of ‘formal causes rather than efficient causes

“ o

'-b1]1ty of a str1ct1y pred1ct1ve and quantxflable wor1d is prec]uded

e o

The. organ1sm1c model of deve]opment has rare1y been- represented in. .~
.nseva]uat1ons of ear]y ch1]dhood programs ; but is pervas1ve in P1aget1an
preschoo] curr1cu1a (Kam11 1973v 1975) In the sense ﬁha; th1s model

7 15 c]ose]y re]ated to what have been ra]]ed qua]1tat1ve (Ham1]ton _

;?Hé al.; 1977 Willis, 1978) a1d construct1v1st approaches to educat1ona]

.FéSéafEh and eva]uatwonv(Magoon;_1977)* these approaehes are not WE]]

_ represented 15'2951u5i?6ﬁ in éenefai Educatnona] eva]uat1on is dom1nated
by a mode] wh1ch fOCUSes on products (behav1or and ach1evement) over
processes and on quant1tat1ve ehange ratheh than qua]1tat1ve change
(Eisner, 1977 Lev1ne 1974, Part]ett & Ham1]t0n 1976 Patton ‘Note 4);H

_ .Corollary Mode] Issues e R ~’; ' s_}:

‘. “Reese and Buerton (1970 everte’n & Reese, 1973) identify corollary
model issues wh1ch affeCs the ana;ys1s and undenéfanaiﬁﬁ of deVéTebﬁeﬁf;
These diss'u'*s are ‘considered to be modelr1ike or phe_—theoretitfﬂ and not -
6ﬁen to empirical test. These issaés Wil be aéseféséa witnlﬁhéirﬂf
- 1mp]1cat10ns >nr the eva]uat1on of early- ch1]dhood programs

F]enentar1qm VEersus ho]1sm The nechan1st1c model ho]ds that the

whele-1s prednctab]e from 1ts partss that phys1caT]y 1dent1ca] e]ements |

have the same "meaning." In contrast, the organismic model considers
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Y f B the person as an. organized tota]lty in which the parts derjve- nean1ng
; P from the who]e rReese and Overton (1970) state "Rathér than asséééﬁng
Hehazror 1n terms of mater1a] 1dent1ty, th1s (ho]]st]c) assumpt1on
d1rects assessment 1n terms of the funct1on of the behav1or in the who]e
.. or context in wh1ch 1t is embedded that 15 accord1ng to the funct10n
~or ends or goals of the organ1sm or. part processes wh1ch are be1ng |
:1nvest1gated” (p 137) '
Th1s statement has severa? 1np11cat1ons for the eva]uat1on ef ear]y
RS r ; ch17dhood programs part1cu]ar]y in the measurement realm. The idea
i.that behav1ors that are phys1ca]]y 1dent1ca] do not haVé-thé same mean1ng
p]aces the organ1sm1c mode] square]y in the qua]1tat1ve phenomeno]eg1ca]
(Mer]eau Ponty, 1962) and ethnograph1c trad1t1bn (W]]s”” 1977)
'phenomeno]og1ca] trad1t1on asserts that human behav1or cannot be understood
. w1thout understand1ng the SUbJEGt (3 1nterpretat1on of the s1tuat1on a
pos1t1on consistent with P1aget1ans (Kam11 1975) Furthermore there
.:are mu?tlp]e 1ntetpretat]0ns of any given s1tuat1on depend]ng upon the o
_part1c1pants and ‘their perspect1ves and the past and current social
‘context of the obsptved behav1or Thp phenomeno]og1ca1 trad1t1on a1so -
3 - . 1ntersects with the psychodynam1c one sifice both are concerned w1th .
,ulatent and under]y1ng mean1ngs in part1c1pants experiencés (For a
psychodynam1c perspectlve on curr1cu]um eva]uat1on see Ty?:r 1978}
The use of observationa] systems in eva]uat1ons to obtain 1nfotmat1on
© ” 6n classroom processes anJ behavicor is typ1ca]ly Mneerned W1th behavior
_das "facts" rather than w1th the mean1ng of the observat1ons in?re]ation

b ‘the ch11d teacher and the social m1]1eu of the classroom. The need

o

LG T examlnc further how ch1]dxen 1nterpret and construct their eVpex1ences-.

—

in ear]y educat1on c]assroom ]s h1gh]1(h ed by har]son s (c1ted in -
. )
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Shap1Fo 1973) observations that W1th1n a Montessor1 preschoo], each '
ch1]d created his own curr1cu1bm Shap1ro (1973) a]so observed that

ch1]dren do not have the same exper1ences i the same phys1ca] sett1ng

such - as the’ c]assroom Thus observat1ona1 data on the ! 1mp]em%ntatlon"

ofja certa1n curr1cu]um does not mean that a11 1nd1v1duais within the

setting had.the same expériences of that curr1cu]um The mechanistic

model’s ssumpt1on that phys1ca]1j 1dent1ca] e]ements have. s1m11ar

meaning/is thus. cha]]enged Assessnient of c]assroom env1ronments and
- curriculla must be redirected in terms of how d]fferent 1nd1»1dua]s

1n¢erp'et c]assroom env1ronments and curr1cu]a (Ty]er 1978 Méhan

]

‘et al: , Note 3; Takan1sh1 & Sp]tzer Note 8) S1m1]ar1y, observat:ons
of te'cher and child behav1or must be co]lected and ana]yzed 1n terins of
the1r mean1ng for the part1c1pants (Magoon;, 1972 W1]son 1977) 3
Mov1ng from observat1on of classroom enV1ronments and behav1or,

o]lst1c e]ementar1st1c d15t1nctlon also has 1mportant 1mp]1cat1ons

_;for'a s'ss1ng ch11d outcome var1ab]es in eVa]uat1ons Messick (1975);
~1n rev1ew1ng the status of constrdcts meanlngs, and va]ues 1n educa-

/

h
0

7emphas1zes that. "the mean1ng of the measure must be a]so pondered 1n'

]ected an 1mp01tant form of va]1d1ty, namely construct va]1d1ty H

"order to eVa1uate responslb]y the poss1b]e consequences of its proposed
tse" (p 956) < : E)z; I . '

: S1nce 1nte]]1gence, cch1evement and -other standardlzed tests have

) been heav1]y used in assesslng chilq o utcomes in eva]uat1ons the focusl;

of the d1scuss1on w1]1 be on these tests as mean1ngfu] measures. The :

controvers1es surround1nq 1nte111gencc tc°t1ng 1re we]] known, focus1ng L

L0

hhs been concerned main]y W1th pred]ctlve and content va]1d1ty, “and has

.t



’fbased on the assumpt1on a?] eh]]dren w1]] approach the items in th same

o

L

on genet1c.and env1ronmental factors (Jensen 1969) Attentlon has a]so |
centcxed on the test1ng s1tuat1on as a spec1al cett1ng constra1n1ng the

: ‘ch11d s béhavior (Cazden, 1970 Shap1ro 1973 Sigel, 1973): Gthers

have cha11enged the pred1ct1ve va]1d1ty of inte]1lgence and achievement
tests with reference to success w1th1n and outside the educat1ona1 S
;system (Koh]berg & Mayer 1973; Mc€]e]tand 1973; Sigel, 1972) These |

. arguments and pos1t10ns are re]at1ve]y we]] known and will not be

1.eTaborated further.

v

o However, cr1t1ques of the test1ng 51tuataon haVe moved to another
1eve1, name]y, 1nqu1ry into the mean1ng of standardlzed as sessment
situations to chl]dren (C]coure] et a] ; 1074' Mehan '1978 Murphy,

1973— Tyler, 197°)* C1coure1 and - h]s assoc1ates conducted a ntmber of - .

i stud1es related to the social context of 1nte]]1gence test1ng and o

- eh1]dren s 1nterpretat1ve competence in the testing swtuat1on nThese;

workers found that answers 3udged to ho wrong ‘may tesu.t because the -

"ch1]d does not share the test constructors constrUCtions of correctness

. (for a s1m11ar argument see Vess1ck 1973) Va]1dat1on “of C1coure], et .

(1974) f1no1ngs can he found in 5tud1es condUCted in th P]aget1ana o

;'trad1t1on (Kaml] 1973 1975) The'standard1zed test]ng s1tuatlon 15‘
*

Jway However stud7es on. the mean1ng of standard]zed test items 1ndlcate "

B

that a Child" 1ncorrect” answer may result fton different 1n+erpretat1on T

‘of the testlng aterza]s (Mehan 1978) Students with 1ncovrect answers.‘f..
were often found te be performlng the very cogn1t1Ve operat1on be1ng

. tested by the quest)onr The assumpt1on that Tow scores necessar11y :
_:ref]ect lack of ab1]1ty 1n the ch1ld partlcu]ar]y when tha child is a.

member of a.n}nO}wty group: - 9It is.necessary to cxamine the structure -
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Another s]gn1f1cant cha]]enge to the assumptions of standard1zed
/

”’st1ng comes from Mehan's (1978) careful studies of v1deotaped test1ng

W’”ns which. show that testing reéu]ts are jointly - preduced through'

%

of the tester which- reqU1re h1m to- respond when. gu1de11nes for adm1n1s-3

/‘

trat1on caut1on aga1nst engag1ng in 1nteract1on W1th the child. Test .

Ry

4resu]ts are thus soc1a]]y negotlated 1n the 1nteraet1ons between ch1]d

3

4 ."a To summarize thie 1mp]1catlons of the e]ementar1sm ho]lsm d nction . -
:;;“ff" - &an.be found in the issue of the mean1ngfu]ness of benav1ora] observations
| and of educat1onaﬂ testing s1tuat1ons The d15t1nct1on 1mp]1es that
'observat1ens cannot be dea]t with so]e]y at ‘the level of facts, but must ";
be ana]yzed w1th res pect to the1r mean1na in- context 0bservat1ons of

o - .

' 7c]a§sroom life must be ana]yzed in terms of the1r,mean1ng for the part1c1~
L3 :

pants (Magoon 1977) Educat1ona] testing.s1tuat1ons mustfbe Jeen as

'"and values; and- these constructlons may not be shared by those‘be1ng

assessed (A]my, 1975“ Hehan 19/8 héfgickj 1975). - Thus, the va]1d1ty

.o - of the t t1ng s1tuat1on€ and 1nfermat1on obta1ned therein are cha]]enged N

The e]ementdr1sm ho]wsm o1st1nct1un is also. 1mportant in re]at]on
P

to eonceptua]1zat1ons of deve]opment .Tn ear]y ch1]dhood programs _ W1th1n

tne last 15 years, there has been a d1versgf1cat10n of the curY1cu]um
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v';'w1th concomm1tant expans1on of concept1ons of ch1]dren s deve]opment A

choncept1on of°the tehild- as-a- who]e t however has. the ]ongest t?ad1t10“-

" A]my (1975) descr1bes th1s concept as both emphas1z1ng the un1queness of -

é-ind?u?dufiv hiid .and the organ12ed whole of phy 1c1] mental, and

=k

I'.. . E

"'4y.soc7ai development. The concept necess1tates the cons1derat10n of the

impact of-programs ori all aspccts of the. ch1]d 5 deve]opment

These 1deas can be found in arguments for~ comprehens1ve," mu]t1-

'd1mensxona] assessment in eva]uat1on (Frank 1968) An maaor obstac]e to..

. i'<-=amu]t1d1mens1o ] a essment however 1s the ]ack of re]1ab]e and va]1d

e R YR T
i ooy

g 1nstruments dn the soc1a] and emot1ona1 doma1ns in part1cu]ar t1kew1se

—— e o o g — e L . S ML M

7;.assess ng what has been ]earned rather than how a person ]earns As.

_a11ty assessment requ1red by Targe sca]e eva]uat1ons that attempt compre—L

.hen51veness/1s current]y not feas1b]e and he suggests an 1d1ograph1c :
approach to. persona]1ty assessment <L1kew1se; Sh1pman et (Note 6)

~ found in the1r intensive case study exam1nat1on of ]ow-1ncome B]ack

P .-
A L .- y

'"cﬁ1]dren that a g1ven aspect of 1nd1v1dua] funct1on1ng must be eva]uated

wh1ch the ch1]d was ]1v1ng She too argued for a mu]t1d1men51ona]

aSsessment of ind1v1dua]s and thewr env1ronments in future stud1es

T?:s1nce for d1fferent ch1]dren d1fferent c]Usters of var1ab]es appear to -

-

'1972)

.t StrUcture funct1on versus;gntecedent consgguent In the mechanistic

: ;.;effects The organ1sm1c mode] focuses on thc r?]at1onsh1p between the 3

Z1m1]es (1977) has argued a nomothet1c standard1zed approach to person-?;-~'
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o

”operat1on of- structures and funct1ons In the former, the ]ocus of the -

a' jcr1t1ca]‘ pect of deve]opmenta] dynam1c 15 externa] the organlsm :

chanJes 1n response to externa] forces In the ]atter the ]ocus is.

-1nte1na] to the organlsm as’ structures w1th1n the organ1sm change

"(Looftf 1973)f

‘maJor po1nt 15 that in eva]uat1ng the eff1cacy of programs it is not

T 7.suff1c1ent s1mp]y to gauge the 51ze of effects or to appra1se 1nput-e"

;qutput'dlfferénces re]at1ve to costs In add1tion, one shou]d seek .
ééiaéﬁéé*aéaué'the nature ‘and ‘meaning of the processes that produced the =
f effects for an understandqng of these 1nstrumental1t1es s necessarx |
ifor a full and Eggp__ Judgment of the yalue of the outcome" (p 963)

. cr1t1ca] aspect of th1s d1st1nct1on in the organ1sm1c mode1 1s that
K qua71tat1Ve]y d1fferent structures processes, or. modes of - operat1on may

:resu]t in the same behaV1ora1 ach1evements The concept1on of mu]tlpie

N pathways to, s1m1]ar observed behav1or is a key feature of a qua]1tat1»e ,_T-é‘ '

growth mode] (Rlege] 1972) ’

A re]ated va]ue assumpt1on is that some structures are "h1gher
\order" than others even though each may lead” to the Same behav1or 7;5_’
.'h1s eritical lemarks about the eva]uat1on of preschoo] 1ntervent10ns,'
-t611ck (3968) p01nted to the 1mportance of mak1ng d1st1nct1ons between’
behav1ora] ach1evement and the processes or structures under]y1ng the_ o
: ach1evement He argued "It is not enough to s1mp]y demonstrate that .
t”;cr1ter1on perfbrmance (Ehat 15, achlevements) 1ncrease W1th age or are-::

ichanged by 1ntervent1on What .is necessary in order to make any argument ff
;wh1ch is bas1c to deve!opmental quest1ons 1s to sho” that the processes

"'1under]y1ng the- ach1cvement have in fact been sh1fted to a h1gher

v
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deve]opmenta] 1eve1" (p 918)' G]1c} suggnsted that the study of

processes under1y1ng behav1ora] achievenent cou]d focus on transferab1]1ty

of behav1or and on ana]ys1s of patterns: of responses 1n g1ven s1tuat1ons
One 1mp11cat1on of the struoture-funct1on/antecedent-consequent B

d1st1nct1on is. a shift away from a preoccupat1on wmth cr1ter1on perform-

" ance or outcomes to a concern w1th the processes under]y1ng performance

I

This sh1ft can. also be character1zed as. a mUVe from quant1tat1ve node]s .-

to qua]1tat1ve mode]s of deve]opment and a concern W1th the transforma-'
t1ona] characterlstics of deve]opmenta] change (Woh]h1]] 1973)
o The d1st1nct1on between behaV1ora] 1ch1evement and structures is o

further h1gh]1ghted 1n exam1nat1ons of the re]at1onsh1p between psycho—f

metrlc and P1aget1an assessments of 1nte]]1gence BeVr1es and Voh]berg S

(1977) note that the psychometr1c conceptlon of 1nte]11gence 15 based on -

the umpt1on that assessment cah be based on ‘the number of r1ght

PR

- answers the ch11d g1ves re]at1ve to other ch1]dren of the same chrono-

1og1ca1 age, ER the1r pos1t1on on- the norma1 curVe -In contrast ‘a’ ;

p]ace ina un1versa1 1nvar1ant sequence of deve]opmont through whlch

'f 1nd1V1dua]s pass at d]fferent rat' Assessment 1nc]udes not “only

;;"r1ght" answers but the ana]ys1s of ”wrong" answers and chi]dren s -

re n1ng beh1nd,the1r answers

. P1aget (Evans, 1973 c1ted 1n DeVr1es & Koh]berg, 1977) has :

contended that 1nte]]1gence tests neasure performance and do not get at

1nterna] structures or operat1ons DeVr1es and Koh]berg (1977) studied

the empwrnca] re]at1onsh1p ‘between psychometr1c and Piaget1an tests of

' 1nte]]1gence N The1r xesu]ts 1nd1cated that Pnaget1an deve]opmenta]

stage tests meastre something in common_w1th ano are,a]so_d1st]ngU1shab]e
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;“‘"“‘“*—from—psycho etr1c4tests of pr1nary mentaT abaTltles DeVr1es (1974)
'found that wh11e P1aget1an IQ, and ach1evement tests overlappcd_igzégﬂg___~__:

"degree they each measured qua11tat1ve1y d1ffeient aspect of eogn1t1ve

funcL1on1ng

‘These studTes 1nd1cate that the d1st1nct10n between performance and
'structures or processes is a usefu] one for the evaTuat1on of earTy .
' ch1Tdhood programs Performance is typ1ca1]y measured by IQ and ach1eve;r‘
ment tests, and the1r pred1ct1ve vaT1d1ty 1n texms of T1fe success has
" been quest1oned (KohTBerg & Mayer 1973 McCTeTTand 1973 Sige] 972).
-;The fa]Ture to make a d15t1nct1on between performance and structure is a.
.'.cr1t1caT one it the purpo of earTy ch1Tdhood proglams are. rgallx ;
 aimed at opt1maT human deveTopment, rather tnan 1ncreased schooT |
':ach1evement (Koh]berg & Mayer 1973) ' | .

5The ‘Nature of Beve]opmenta] Change ° s

. The nature of deveTopmentaT change and how that change occurs are
“;.f assumpt1ons (Overton & Reese 1973 Reese & Overton 1976) wh1ch can .
aTso be reTated to ‘the evaTuat1on of earTy ch1Tdhood programs These -
:assumpt1ons 1ncTude whether change is conceptua]1zed as behaV1oraT
“':;versus structuraT or cont1nuous ‘ersus d1scont1nuous Add1t1ona1
.~assumpt1ons are whether change occurs by un1d1xect1ona]1ty causa11ty

- versus rec1proca] causaT1ty or T1near causa]1ty versus organ1zed

. g
) 13

YT

coinex1ty

The nature of behav101a14versus stluctura] change In thé

mechan1st1c modeT it 1s behav1or or responses that charige: over t1me

:In the organlsm1c modeT 1nfe1 ed stiuctures and funct1ons change over .

itlme; In the foimer modeT chanqe is determ1ned by eff1c1ent or materlaT':




_ G]1ck (1968) argued that the d1st1nct1on between the performance of
an agiaéﬂdsthe capab1]1ty to perform that' act has profound conseqtiences .

for the asSessment of ch1]dren 5 deve]opment in programs We cannot R
1nfer fron changes i, performance such as an 1nte]]1gence test that l
fthe under1y1ng cogn1t1ve structure or ab1]1ty has changed Z1g]er and
Butterffe]d (1968) demonstrated that the B1net scores for ]oz-fncome
;ch1ﬁaren var1ed by a mean of 10 no1nts depend1ng upon whether the child '
-:_was tested under standard test1ng cond1t1ons or under cond1t1ons des1gned'
"f;'performance Z1g]er and Butterf1e]d compared standard and opt1ma1 forms o
7 Tof IQ test1ng on ch1]dren pr1or to enter1ng a preschoo] program and - o
) = seven. months ]ater They found that wh1]e tesfed IQ showed a r1se
sdur1ng the year opt1ma] IQ scores did- not Gther researchers have a1so '
l ..po1nted to ‘the 1mportance of: the d1st1nc¢1on between performance in the
standard1zed test1nq s1tuat1on and the ch1]d's capac1ty to perform 1n
{'other s1tuat1ons (Cazden 1970; Cicoure] et a] 1974 McC]e]]and
. ;1973;?Murphy5 1973; ShapTro— 1973) Accord1ng]y, the focus of attent1on '
'mavés frofi ﬁaaihs‘ 5n scores to the under]y1ng structures. U '

Cont1nuous versus d1scont1nuous change Integra]]y related to. the

f behav1ora] change structura] change d1mens1on 1s whether deve]opmenta]

-

change is cont1ouous or d1scont1nuous Mechan]st1c mode]s are character1zedc*

by not1ons of cont1nuous,_add1t1ve,nl1near change 0rgan1sm1c mode]s L : ‘_f

. assume’ d1scont1nu1ty 1n deve1opment (Looft (1973} ndtes that ront1nu1ty

- 1n the organ1zat1on of pa:ts resu]ts in.an - mergen system change
cannot be pred1cted from Fnow]edge of the parts |

L&
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Holdlrect1ona] causa]1ty veLsusgrec1proca] causa]1ty Reese and

~Overton (1973) d1st1ngu1ch between un1d1rect1ona] causa]1ty 1n which the

tfeffect 15 dependent upontsome externa] cause versus rec1proca] causa]1ty'
E
1n.wh1ch.both the env1ronment and the- organ1sm affect each other. 1n an

ongoing nanner : ) _ o
Linear causa]atyeversus organ1zed comp]ex1ty A mechan1st1c mode?

as sumes there 15 a ]1near re]at]onsh1p between a caus nd an effect

1nd1v1dua] causes are add1t1ve 1n the1r effects and that causatlon 1s

..i un1d1rectiona] However ‘a deve]opmenta] perspect1ve takes as its
fexp]anat1on the 1dea of organ1zed comp]ex1ty, that 15, changes 1n the »
'organizat1on of the parts In ]1ght of’ rec1proca] causa]1ty and organ1zed

como]ex1ty, exp]anatlon of deve]opmenta] change is not poss1b]e in terms :
~~of eff1c1ent or mater1a] causeS What m1ght fac1iitate deve]opment 1n

. ohe person may not operate s1mv]ar]y for another The idea of organ1zed

' comp]sx1ty is a]so 1nc]us1ve of cu]tura] soc1oeconom1c and reg1ona1 f

, _'di erences in deve]opment L
‘ F1gel (1972) described change as organ1zed comp]ex1ty resu]ting

- from preschoo] 1ntervent1on programs The ch1]d is composed of a var1ety
t - of. suksystems (perceptuai, cogn1t1ve emot1ona1, etc. ) whose re]at1onsh1ps
t' ch other vary over t1me Change 1n one sub:ystem is’ re]ated to
rchanges in others. S1ge] hoted that even though deve]opment 15 overa]] ,:

.a. cudu]at1ve process “the rumu]at1ve effect may eypress 1tse]f 1n '

'-j~var1ous effects at. d1fferent t1mes“ (p 369) . The d1st1nct1ons regard1ngof

o the nature of deVe1opmenta] change have profound 1mp11cat1ons for the
'7-éva1ua£ion of ear]y education p1ograms ' Eva]uat1on of ear]y ch1]dhood

_-programs, a]most without excopt1on, exh1b1t a un1dxrect1ona1 b1as in ¢

- wh1ch the program is v:ewed as the "treatment“ wh1ch causes some chanJe

.. >
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'in the'chi1d Thns un1d1rect1ona1 b1as is often reflected in d1scuss1ons -

. of the "pred1ct1ve va11d1ty" of a program The comp]exut1es 1nvo]ved 1n

home env1ronment shou]d not be- 1nterpreted to mean that these pred1ctors

necessar1WSTTEﬁiﬁm‘Wﬁ?“the-chTﬂd“s—ach+evement-__FamxiJesg ch1]dren Aand
_3schoo1s can and do change w1th correspond1ng change in the nature of

. their 1nteract1ons and such change can be fac1]1tat1ve or® harmfu]"'.

"'.(pp 48- 49,‘see S1ge] (1972) for & s1m11ar argumenr)é..'. '\

E ;and conf]1ct1ng 1nf1uences .on behav1or Based on her own 1ong1tud1na1

: stud1es (Murphy, 1962) and those at the Inst1tute of Human Dev:lopment L

n:(Jones Bay]ey, hacfar]ane & Honz1k 1971) Murphy (1973) stated t"To a _:;'.

]arge extent each ch11d's deve]opment is*a mystery story whose outcome <

% f.We cannot rea]]y pred1ct“ (p 344) Jones et al (1971), 1n the1r

studlec of the phys1ca1, menta], emot1ona1 and soc1a1 deve]opment of

stress the 1nd1v1dua11ty and p]ast1c1ty of growth patterns In a-recent f
pub]]cat1on based on the BerLe]ey Growth Study data McCa]] E1chorn .
| and Hogarty (1977) conceptua11zed change in’ menta] deve]opment as .
reflect1ng per1ods of 1nstab1]1ty of 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences and/or

‘ d1scnnt1nu1t1es 1n deve]opmnnta1 funct1on across age The emphas1s of

!

~

the1i study was - on 1ocat1nq and descr1b1ng deveﬂopmenta. change and

gtrans1t1on not cont1nu1ty and stab111ty

The best, and pcrhaps on]y, eramp]e of thc comp]ex1t1es 1nvo1ved 1n

,f.pred1ct1on from pxcschoo] 1ntervent1on proJrams 15 the Shipnan et a]

H



‘ I'(Note 6) case studres of 1ow-1ncome Black ch:]dren who vere part1c1pat1ng
"in the. ETS Head Statt 10ng1tud1na1 study leen the dynam1c 1nterre1a-
ft1ons among phys1ca1 affectnve; soc1a1 and cogn1t1ve deve]opment
'vwhethex a ch1]d who is do1ng we]] 1n Head Start w1]1 cont1nue to do so )
A h1s 1ater e]ementary schoo] years or whether a ch11d who is do1ng

.bad]y w111 cont]nue to have prob]ems in:later - life. The Sh1pman et a]
7'conc1us1ons are supported by those of—othen~]ong1tud1natisiud1es_{ﬁurphy,
| 1962 Jones et a] 1971) G]Ven the comp]ex1t1es 1nvo]ved a deve]opmenta] :
:;perspect1ve to eva]uat1on needs to be reor1ented toward descr1pt1on and

o '_ (Mceall 1977) rather*than pred1ct1on McCa11 § distinction between the

1nstab111ty of 1nd1v1dua] d]fferences requ1res c]oser attent1on 1n if '
i 1ong1tud1na] stud1es o ;fx-i- ' '&" | T
" The eva]uat1on of ear]y ch11dhood programs cou]d benefit from a
7' reciproca] causat1on perspectlve in wh1ch both ch1]dren and the1r env1ron-'jd
i"nents are "1ewed as chang1ng over t1me (R1ege] 1972; Sameroff 1975)
'.;S Wh1te (K]]mev & We1nberg, 1974) argued for a conceptua]1zat1on of.the
.~: child as capab1e of mak1ng "mu1t1p]e cogn1t1ve adaptat1ons to (a var1ety
.of) contertua] spec1f1c demands" (p 61). A rec1proca] causa11ty approach
is suggested by Shap1ro S (1973) d1scuss1on of how children in eariy
. educatwon programs construct” the1r own curr1cu1um w1th1n the: progtam
;Through the ch1]d 5. own act1v1ty and 1nterpretat1on a d1fferent "treat— :

ment" can be sand to ex1st for dlfferent ch11dren 1n the program, resu1t1nq

in a var1ety of outcomes for d1fferént ch1]dven (Z1m1]es, 1977)

I

b tene
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ImpT1cat1ons for assess1ng program effect1veness A deveTopmentaT

,,,,,,

o proV?né the ' eTfect1Veness of earTy ch11dhood proglams Furthermore

. th1s perspect1ve reJects an affxcxent cau approach to study1ng program -

<

1mpact There are other d1ff1cu]t1es ]n prov1ng that out programs .are

ffffwt]Ve (McCaTT 1977) Most of the evaTuatlon stud1es are correTat1onaT

maJor1ty of programs, other T1m1tat]ons are present

pathways to any observed outcome - Just: because we are abTe to demonstrate

based on one progtam aTso cannot be generaT1zed to other programs in

othet commun1t1es (Ctonbach 1974) One exampTe is. the: recent pubT1cat1onr

of the much sought— fter, posit1ve resuTts ef 1nfant and preschooT

| 1ntervent1on prOJects (Lazar et ar ; 1977) The f1nd1an were based on :

14 exp°r1mentaT programs with: ”deﬂiberate cogn1t1ve curr1cuTa (Lazar et -
1977 p 2) Many of the programs were un1vers1ty~based and smaTT’

in sche and rece1ved cToser controT and superv1s1on than most earTy R

-

ch1Tdhood programs )

~ Arother cha]]enge to generaT1zab1T1ty of program effects has been

E ra1sed by . House and h1s coTTeaques in the1r cr1t1que of the gbt Assoc1ates@

, S

'j evaTuat1on of PTanned Vdr1at1on FoTToW Through House GTass, HcLean

"5,

o and haTRer (1978) stressed the 1mportance of "TocaT 1nd1V1duaT1ty

(p; 474) mean1ng that mode]s that wolked weTT 1n one commun1ty worked
poorTy 1ﬁ’éaa{ﬁéﬁ They argued that Tocal sett1ng var1ab]er (1nd1V1duaT
teachers— schoo]s neTJhborhoods, homes) hdd more effect on ach1evement -

than d1d the Tabe!Ted mode]s o ‘_%;'_ o .'f*fffjﬂ

There are mu'}{p.e*—*-——%
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_ however a- hopefu] s1de to my observat10ns A deveTopmenta] perspeet1ve

{

' i"fadeou*“ or ma1nLenance of - ga1nf" are cons1derab]y d1m1n15hed

21 .

&3

These reservat1ons w1]1 raise the wrath of some of my co]]eagues

-“who w111 undouoted]y accuse me of Jo1n1ng the. ranks of. Jensen Herrnste1n

Eyenék and others who do hot -have mueh faith 1n the resu]ts of Headstart 7'1

Hence, these comments aee nade w1th uncertalnty and regret There-ﬂs

\ (o]

to eva]uat1on.w1th 1ts d1mensions oftrec1proca1 causa]1ty and organlzed _:"

t1on mode] the presch001 1ntervent1on program' often conce1ved of as ”_ ;

“the "treatnent UETS sumed 50 affect a ch11d 5. deVe]opment as.a s1gn1f16ant

ma]n effeet and have pers1stent effects later in the ch11d s 11fe

, S1ng]e-1nput fa]]acy" (p 584) Assessment of program 1mpact must take

')
proqram and 1n the per]od of i]me after the prooran ends and the fo]]ow-up

: 'study beg1ns Whon the ch1]d is in the program and in the 1nterven1ng B

. years, ‘she 1s exposed to mu]t1p]e soc1a]1z1ng 1nf]uences many_of whlch,

N o

;we are not ab]e to (and poss1b]y should not) contro] Concerns over E

.....
a

I am aware that comm1tted advocates of ear]y ch]]dhood programs "

--of pmeschoo] 1ntervent1on (often w1thout know1ng how progtams funct1on

"and. Whj effects are observed) before pub]]c mon1es w11] f]ow aga1n But

I would argue as. advocates f01 young ch11dren we_have gotten ourse]ves

-

b,
T

_ s

*i Koocher and BrosLowsk1 (I977) have 1abe]ed th1s mode of th1nk1ng as "the r- -

2
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“in a pecu]1ar s1tu1L1on We are not in a pos1t1on f1om a research and

U

an eva]uat1on stance to demonstrate the ]ong term effect1veness of any- -

ear]y chl]dhood program : The presumed dcmands of the po]1cy makers v

outstrip the state of th° art in‘mathods, 1nstruments and resources

(Z1m1]es, 1977) Yet we pers1st 1n do1ng 50, because we think that is :'

the. kind of 1nformat1on po]1cy makers want 5 Perhaps th1s quest10n -

'-ref]ects my ]1m1ted exper1ence and nalvete but why do we: try t0 bu1]d—.

f.:up expectat1ons that we lnow w1]] go. unmet7 Why not say we cannet at ;:;

: present demonstrate effectlveness and that we\shou]d have programs for ;“

"ch17dren for certa1n deswrab]e soc1a] goa]s and va]ues and not bec 'se B

: the eva]uatwons say we’ shou]d’ Perhaps part of the answer 11es 1n the

tendency of American soc1a] sc1ent1sts to be]1eve that the demonstrat1on

S »; of"tﬁ*‘effect1veness_gf;socjal programs 1s 1mm1nent]y poss1b]e and that

po]1cy dec1sxons w1]1 be made in a ratToﬁaT systemat}c\manaer 7Sarason
1978) . A P . ’

We shou]d take cogn1zance of the conc]HSions of a number of

contr1butors to é; we1ss (1977) vo]ume Us]ng Soc1a] Research 1n PUbidc's'

_Pollcy Uaxlgg that evaluat1on f1nd1ngs remain- on]y one source of 1nf rma-f

o

-t1on for nec1s1on makers Eth1ca] ]ega] econom1c and po]1t1caﬂ

cons1derat1ons are a]so 1mportant factors in dec1s1on mal1ng

_(1976) deta1]ed account of the 1mpact of the Wéstlnghouse/o-io eva]uat1on?

| uhat v1eu of the po]1t1ca1 system or what

1

i_on the deve]apment of Head Start conf1rms the 1mportance*of these factors '

and the1r comp]ex often unpred1ctab]e 1nterre]at1ons”1ps

;'f;tosa deve]opmeata] pcrspect1v’ to eva]uat1on

Ross “and Cronbach (1976) state that "what ep1stemo]og1ca1 stance,

"fsumpt1ons about the purp'ses

of eva]uxt1on ]ead to each of the d1ve/g'

: - . .. T g . . v .
. ) o . - - - t . .
) . R A . - - i T o
. . et . ,"/ T - N . - o .
. P LT . e . e
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researehers and dec:s1on make T h (p 19) The ep1stemo1og1ca]
stance has a]ready been d1scussed in the presentat1on; of a]ternat1ve.
;3gmode1s of deve]opment What is be1nq prOposed here is a ratlonale for
i'work]nJ toward a oeVelopmenta1 pevspect1ve which replasents a c1oser
h'match between eva]uat1on strateg1es and. the phenomena under study I'am
not yet ‘ready to pwesent tn1s perspect1ve in great deta11 at this po1nt E
| 'but w11] share scme of my thoughts in- format1on In th1s sect1on v1ews,
"-Eof~the po]1t1ca] system and assumpt1ons about the purposes of eva]uat1on' o
:enter 1nto a rat1ona]e for a deve]opmenta] perspect1Ve to evéTUétion of :
- fear]y ch11dhood programs In a1] my cons1derat10ns I have been gu1ded
i, o by A]bert E1nse1n s statement “A perfection of means and,confus1onhof 8

a1ms seems to be uur ma1n prob]em 0

- What gre the Purposes of 'Jﬂf'f'QACh11dhood Eva]uat1on7

B

o The quest1on of the p purposes of an eva?4at1on 1s cr1t1ca1 because : “:.
T"f'. -—purposes§shgpe the des1gn, 1nstrumentat1on and 1nterpretat1on of an
o eva]uation (Mess1ch 1975) If for examp]e the purpose of an. ear]y :

ch1]dhood program 1s to 1ncrease schoo] ach1evement and IQ test scores,

then an eva1uat1on may be des1gned to assess them eas11y However a

.

1and n performance on IQ tests are not the purpose of ear]y ch11dhood
programs (Kam11, 197’) part1cu]ar1y of programs that.are not a1med " .{

l ,-toward ach1evement in.the schoe’-sense (KoQ?berg & Hayer 1973) -Hence;'?

:};V; standard14ed tests are not appropr1ate
L S From the mode]s of. deve]opment presented 1n the prev1ous sect1on

<1t fo]]ows that a deve]opmenta] pers pcet1ve to ev:]uat1on 15 not pr1meri1y_

o

=concerned w1th ach1evement dnta On the contrary, the purposes of - ' o

.o

eva]uatmon ef ear]y chw]dhood pwogrems are. d1rected toward, 1nvo1v1ng the

- w u
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part1c1pants 1nc]ud1ng the eva]uators 15 Hnderetanding proéram derefop:,_:
”*nt adu]t (staff and’ parent) deve]opment and ch1]d deve]opment |
Eva]uat1on is directed toward enab]1ng all 1nvo]ved in the program to .
ref]ect cr1t1ca]]y about what is. happen1ng (Car1n1 19/5 E1sner ]977
Cronbach 1974; Part]ett & Ham11ton 1976) Thus eva]uat1on is geared
toward prov1d1ng feedback about the program to the staff and other aud1ences o
in terms that are comprehens1b]e and wh1ch~]ead to more sound pract1ces
Thé most’ 1mportant cr1ter1on aga1nst wh1ch an- eva]uat1on is Judged 15

’

' iiﬁ"'its ut:]1ty, or the extent to wh1ch the eva1uat1on resu]ts in program

e 1mprovement and ch1]d deve]opment

A re]ated cr1ter1on for an eva]uat1on is the degree to wh1ch it

\

= k enhances the deve]opment of a]] part1c1pants and the1r d1gn1ty as human N

: be1ngs (Sjoberg, 1975 \Ty]er 1978) Thus cons1derab e attent1on

affects the part1e1pants se]f-esteem (Report 6f the Ta’k Force on
A deve]opmenta] perspect1ve to the eva]uat1on of prograns is eompat-

_“__ﬂ_’lhle W1th more - format1ve modes of eva]uat1on ‘and with an "extended" V1ew

of eva]uat1on descrlbed by Ross and Cronbach (1976) Eva]uat1on is . seen

-i@ﬁ? as a cont1nu1nq part of ‘program management and p]ann1ng Th1s view 1;

' a1so cons1stent ‘with Pub11c Law (PL) 94 63 of - the Communlty Menta]

2 ' Hea]th Centers (EMQE) Amendments of 1975 (Dav1s H1nd]e & Sharfstein,
1977 Gu1de]1nea for Program Eva]uat1on in CHHCs, 1977) wh1ch ob]1Jates .
federa]]y funded commun1ty menta] hea]th centers to conduct program
eva]uat1ons on an ongo1ng basTs to 1nprove services and to be niore

respon51ve to chentc The eva]uator is part of the progyam She stud1es :

what was delivered and how peopie 1nteracted dur1ng the progxam The_ d.nw




- 1978) It 1 understood Lhat 1n any program there w1]] be mu1t1p]e .
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'eva1uator funct1ons as a natural1st1c observer whose 1nqu1ry grows out
1€f his/her observatnons Theseostrateg1es are-a]so compat1b1e with a _b
0N : '

: qua]1tat1ve apploach to eva]uat1on (E1sner 1977 Ham1]ton Bt a] 1977
_ T onE

Stake 1967 Wllson 1977 Wl]]]s,;1978 WO]f & Tym1tz 1977 Fange1]

A deve]opmenta] pels"”" i "'”?Athe the eva]uat1on-d$;programs Ihfh

Teva]uat1ons based on the expe11m3nta] parad1gm pxograms are ”treatments"
. wh1ch are, assumed ‘to be s1m1]ar across s1tes and wh1ch can be rep11cated
' 1h other~swtes ’ Th1s conceptua1izat1on of“programs is. based on the R

1dea] of genera]1zab]e know]edge (Cronbach 1975) However ]arge*sca]e

eva]uat1ons of ear]y ch1]dhood programs 1nd1cate that»the assumpt1on

”': that programs)can be treated as a set of un]tary var1ab]es is quest1onab]e

. H u'.
}
,,’ ca :

as more 1mportant in: determ1n1ng ach1evement scores than the ]abe]]ed con

4
program mode]s in ProJect Fo]]ow Through
An a]ternat1ve coneeptua]1zat1on is programs as- cu]tura] systems RE

Y

Gin contrast to programs as treatments) w1th h1stor1es trad1t1ons and '

- values. The anthropo]og1st C]]fford Geertz (1973) has apt1y expressed

“the d]st1nct1on I an mak1nJ "”The concept of culture I espouse .. is ﬂg;

essent1a]]y a sem1ot1c one Be]1ev1ng, W1th Max Weber that man is an

.:_an1ma] suspended 1n webs of s1gn1f1cance he h1mse]f has spUn I take :
éf t

cu]ture to be those webs and the analvsis be therefore not an - '

_egperxmenta] sc1eoce 1n search of ]aw but an 1nterpretat1ve ono 1n T 'f f?

“search of meannng“ (p 5)

. Of centra] 1nLerest 1n eva]uatwons of . p)ograms :f

would be how ch1]dren and ddu]ts structure mean1ng out of thelr exper1ences %,

iand create tho da11y rout1ne of progxam Tnfe (see Tor'cyamp]e Mehan ”?-fffk

-
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1nterpretat1ons of what the program:"s (Ham11ton et a] 1977) Methods
K ,

” ik;;i, for study1ng progvams as- cu]tures’may 1nc1ude case stud1es (Ham1]ton

et a] 1977 MacDona]d % Walker, 1975 Stake 1978) ethnoqraph1c L
approaches (M han 1978 Mehan et/a1 Note 3) documentation (Car1n1

1975 Hamilton & Part]ett 1976);'among others 1n .a r1ch emerging area

(u11115 1978) o 'h_ -

_ A de&e]opmenta) perspe*;1ve is also concerned w1th~the study of
programs and c]ass;oom ené/ronments ;in' terms of the1r EDEEQ: over time

Guttentag (1977) art1cu1ated th1s 1dea "G1ven the nature of most ”F

\

- soc1a1 programs 1t 1s not rea]1st1€ to presume that they can~be kept

../'

the same over t1me i l . When eva]uators act as though the program

was. 1ndeed unchang1ng over time, 1t is near]y a]ways a f1ct1on Resu]ts

based on suc seem1ng]y unchang1ng programs are nard to be11eve and

may 1ead to fa]se 1nferences" (p 19) ; A» T

@pst stud1es of c]assroom env1ronments assume that - they do not )

-

change over/t1me, such as the school year ' Hovever peop]e who are

P 1nvo]ved/ﬁ3th ear]y ch11dhood programs know th t h re are forces for :

v .

change--both 1mprovement and regress1on Programs rare]y remain stat1c

. ent1t1es For examp]e 1n We1kart S (1972) Ypsvlant1 ProJect there Was -

o
o

cont1nuous/opportun1ty for 1mprovement and change in what teachers were _"

‘/1, o

doing 1n/the1r c]assrooms A deve]opmental perspect1ve is sens1t1ve to



el

’ 1mportant to the prov1s1on of- ear]y ch1]dhood programs and shou]d be
.?ﬁ systemat1ca]]y exam1ned in future evaiuat10ns

Yatz (1971 1973; 1977) has out]1ned sofie prob]ems in the: soc1o]ogy :

“of ear]y ch1]dhood educat1on wh1ch take 1nto account the soc1a] and
po]1t1ca] context 1n Wh]Ch ear]y ch]]dhood educators work. The effects
of mandated often sh1ft1ng program requ1rements, and the cond1t10ns of
the work p]ace part1cu]ar]y the special prob]ems 1nvo]ved 1n WOrk1ng
w1th young ch]]dren (Katz 1971 .1977) shou]d be exam1ned in eva]uat1ons,pz'
DeVe]opmenta] stages of preschool teachers (Katz 1972) m1ght be app]1ed77

" to. ]ook1ng at staff deve]opment 1n programs : Heikart (1972) argued that::f‘

v_ % ;lj . teacher mot1vat1on, superv1s1on and resourcefu]ness appear to be part1cu-

1ar]y 1mportant in program operat1ons He argued that any progect must

have an effectlve staff modei wh1ch 1nc]udes h1gh 1ntens1ty of p]annlng

and superv1s1on : ," ' -_A"?;'

Another potent1a1 area for eva]uat1on 1s how ear]y educators accept

Y

: and use deveiopmenta] theor1es and research and curr1cu1um and. 1nstrue- ‘
tiona1 mater1a1s Th1s kind of exam1nat on cha]]enges the taken for—
granted assumpt1on that research can prov1de suggest1ons how to t@ach Qy
the trans]atlon of ch11d deve]opment research 1nto eurricu]um (Katz
1973) Jackson and K]es]ar (1977) have effect1ve]y cha]]enged bh]s |

]inear approach to the re]ation between research and.nrartisa. . Thas

27 s
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ear]y educators 1s 1mportant in und standing how programs deve]op over

time and is an 1mportant corponent of qua]1tat1ve eva]uat1ons of educa-

~

t1ona] 1nnovat1ons (Hagoon 1977) .

.on. understanding parenta] and fam11y deve]opment 1n ear]y ch1]dhood

. programs Rev1ews of the effects of 1nterVent1on prOJrams identify the

' 1mportance of the mother S teach1ng sty]e and att1tudes ‘and her role 1n
ma1nta1n1ng ga1ns of the programs (Bronfenbrenner 1973 Sh1pman et - v
] 19?6) S1ge] (1972) po1nted to the 1mportance of cons1der1ng

changes 1n the. ch1]d as a-resu]t of the program 1n re]at1on to changes

| 1n the behav1or and att1tudes of the parents Hothers arezreported to

go back to work and schoo] and to: be 1nvo]ved in communlty ]1fe s a.
resu]t of. the1r ch ]dren s part1c1pat1on in the program Yet our know]edge
of- the re]at1onsh1ps between ear]y ch1]dhood programs and parenta] and |
fam11y deve]opment remains supp]ementa] 1n most eva]uat1ons often

treated as’ anecdota] as1des (see” however, Fa]ender & Heber 1975

- S]aughter Note 7) ST -;;’" |

' Evaluat1ons in th1s area shou]d not focus so]eTy on parenta] behav1orfia

_ v1s a-v1s the. ch1]d but a]so on parents as persons w1th the1r own needs

!

and interests.’ Research on. parenthood as a deve]opmenta] stage (Benedek

1959 Le]fer 1977) ptov1des some concepts for exam1n1ng the: adaptat1ons
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A deveTopmentaT,oeispectfué to a ass s1ng ch11dren ' It is: stnnk1ng

that in the many ‘evaluations of ear]y ch1]dhoou programs many of wh1ch -
_ ‘are 1n operat1on for the same ch1Tdren over a number of years that we
“'f; know very T1tt]e about how qnd1v1dua] ch1]dren deve]op in these programs 7
_'ATthough staff taTk a great deaT about how 1nd1v1dua] ch1Tdren deveTop |
1n their programs we have- few descr1pt1ue Tong]tud1na1 records of -
assessment of change over age w1th1n 1nd1V1dua]s There are two.reasons - -
why more attention shou]d be pTaced on the ch]]d as the unit of anaTys1s;
CIf one of the goa]s of earTy ch1Tdhood programs is. to enhance the Ch]]d s
T]fe chances then the 1nd1v1dua1 is. the appropr1ate un1t of anaTys1s
-;Furthermore, in Tong]tdd]na] stud]es, the on]y unlt that has cont1nu1ty T
.over time 15 the 1nd1v1dua1 child (Haney, Note 2).. There is a great |
'f'need for 1nd1v1dua1 deveTopmentaT h1stor1es of ch1Tdren in programs Tike
'those constructed 1n the Berke]ey Growth Stud1es (dones Bay]ey, Macfar]ane, _i
, & Hon21k 1971) and Murphy's (1962) stud1es of the Topeka ch11dren '”;.. -
"‘_Sh1pman et al.. (Note 6) intensive case stud1es fro% the ETS-Head Start

Tong1tud1na1 samp]e atgur well for the future ~f

.1

The 1mpor*anc° of Tong1tud1na1 stud1es has been ﬁFent1f1ed by many

’*workers in the f1e1d (Lazdr et aT 1977 Sh]pman 197§ igel, Secr]st

* .& Forman »1972;. Sh1pman, et al: Note 6). However fund?%enta] prob]ens

E of how deve]opment and channe w11] be conceptualeed 1n4 ée Tong1tud1na1 :

. ’_‘7.22'.;;;',"' R )



- 30
]ong1tud1na] studles .are re]at1ve]y rare and rema1n an underdeveloped
f1e1d both in conceptua]1zat1on and methodo]og/ (McCa]] 1977; Uoh]h1]]
1973). | '
Whom Shaii'ﬁhe

ReTated to the quest1on of the purposes of an eva]uat1on is the f;-

ion Serve?”

issue of whom the eva]uat1on shou]d serve. SJoberg (197)) charged that
‘eva]uators usua]]y a]1gn themse]ves W1th the powerfu] or dom]nant groups
T the system and accept these groups def1n1t1ons of program goa]s and .
' des1red outcomes Thus eva]uat1on serves severa] funct1ons 1nc]ud1ng
reform, man1pu]at1on and susta1n1ng power or structura] re]at1ons

"SJoberg argues for a countersystem ro]e in wh1ch the eva]uator worLs

"w1th the 1ess powerfu] 1n the system In a 51m1]ar ve1n House argues
for Just1ce-as fa}rness as an 1mportant standard for eva]uat1on "By
the second. px1nc1p7e (of justice), soc1a] and econom1c 1nequa]1t1es must
benef1t the ]east advantaged in the ]ong run The educat1ona]]y least -
-advantaged v1th1n most sett1ngs are the chJ]dren f1rst and the . teachers

:.s cond. The evaluator should str1ve to p;esent their views and
_gerspectlves" (p 97) '

In ear]y ch1]dhood programs, staff and parents have a patt1cu]ar '

!:

- stake in the program and its services. They are the 1ndIV1dua1s who are

act1ve1y 1nvolved in 1mp]ement1ng the program If eva]uat1on is.to have

utility, these individuals mist be part1c1pants in. the proceqria' An .
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" and support 1nd1v1dua] r1ghts faciittaté growth and enhance dténity“

"f(P’ 17)* it' “Statenent of R]ghts“ for ch1]dren parents and staff can ¢+

- 3

be found 1n Append1x I:
B o It- shou]d be c]ear by . now that my blas in argu1ng for a deve]op--

menta] perspect1ve 1s that the so]e purpose of eva]uation 1s not or1ented

toward Judgment of the. effect1veness or eff1c1ency of .a progran or -

.;'toward the percetved needs of pub]1c po]]cy makers for quant1tat1ve

'_have been ra1sed about the eva]uator s assumpt1on that eva]uat1ons
iprov1de 1nformat1on for dec1s1on makers (He1ss, 1977 Wise: Note 9).
;°”f0thers have po1nted to the ]1m1tat1ons of ]arge sca]e survey research
for po]1cy mak1ng (Mehan 1978) F1nd1ngs from 1avge sca]e studies are

probab1]1st1c and do not apply te part1cu]ar programs They rare]y

ﬁ.” revea1 much about the pfocesses WhTCh rreate and ma1nta1n proqrams, andf
hence ate ]1m1ted 1n 1dent1fy1ng spec1f1c act1ons for change F1na]1y,
since” the f1nd1ngs are abstract rather 1han concrete, mot1vat1ng staff |
concern for 1mprovement is understandably d1ff1cu]t _

The purposes of evaluation are based on MouSe 3 (1976) not1ons of
| Just1ce in eva?uat1on and are. or1ented toward program deve]opment and

-j serving needs of the staff and chﬂ]dren not pr%mar1|y the bureaucratxc

-~

) and fund1nJ agenc1es These purp )se also ef]ect changing conccpt1ons .

anr rh\—:or\cwfwr-::fwnn ﬁ‘f: owa]na'k'lﬁn aP‘r'l\rl'l‘ff\f in. 'H’IFJ '7n§ 1‘0 'PY‘(‘] nrnnra’n

iihard“:data based7on iarge samp]es of chi]dren In facts ser1ous cha]]enges o
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;%hauiéyf . We have mwny mote opt1ons 1n eva]uat1ng ear]y ch1]dhood

'7 Note 5) Exp]orat1ons of a]ternat1ves w1]] a]]ow us to see new prob]ems

Iinven* new methods and to understand our programsr1n ways that better'

fit oui:exper1enees of the comp]ex1t1es of program ]1fe and of adu]t and

child déveiopment;.:'

nental Perspective

An argument for a deve]opmenta] peropect1ve to eva]uatlon of ear]y -

ch1]dhood programs has been presented There are, however, a. number of

constrawnts on the further deve]opment of. th]S percpect1ve One maJor

ldeve]opmenta] or1entat1on (McCall; 1977 Woh1h1‘] 1973)' Furthermore, ~

there has been an empha51s on. corcepts of stab1]1ty,,cont1nu1ty, and

7 equ1]1br1um over, those of. 1nstab1]1ty, d1scont1nu1ty, and change 1n :
L.-]ong1tud1na] research (R1ege] 1972; 1976 HeEa]] E1chorn & Hogalty,,
'1977 Woh1h1]1 £ 1973). - Thus conccptua] and- methodo]og1ca1 base for

a deVe]opmenta] perspect1ve is underdeve]oped

” Another cr1t1ca] constra1nt 15 that a deve]opmencal peGCect1Ve
to eva]uatlon “epresents assumotions and 1deo]og1es wh.ch are. qa1n1ng

ascendanee 9| but wh1ch are st1]1 o«ershadowed by what have been var1ous1y '

i)

. ,ca]]ed quant1tat1ve or exper1menta1 approaches to eva]uat1on:; Thts_

ffpaper pos1ted ear]1e. that parad]gms of eva]uat1on represent views.of -

'real1ty and the se]ect1on of one over another is"a matter of valies:



v Lev1ne (1974), among Others, observes that science is. socially _
o | ) constructed by a commun1ty "Sc1ence 15 what sc1ent1sts fee] comfortab]e
. i'i1n recemmend1ng to. others as pranIp]es through wh1ch the world may be '
man1pu]ated pred1cted or understood Sc1ence 15 what sc1ent1sts say ’- ;
it 1s at any g1ven po1nt in t1me Sc1ence is what sc1ent1sts feel |
'rcomfortab]e in wr1t1ng about 1n art1c]es and 1n textbooks" (h 669)
u _ Beve]opmenta] perspect1ves to eva]uat1on wh1ch are ak1n to qua]1ta-
tTVe,.ethnograph1;, and natura]tst1c approaches to eva]uatLon-are weak
7 ;in.comparison td'the démtnant'méde] lack a stronq and 51zab]e commun1ty
| 'ef committed workers and suffer fromvthe ]ack of ]eg1t1mat1on Strateg1es d
for creat1nq par1ty and to]eranC' are n *ded s1mu]taneeus1y W1th further
work on a-deve]opmenta] perspect1ve Me551ck (1975) offers Churchman s L
‘proposa]s for the study of systems of 1nqu1ry that can a1d 1n the exposure -
..dof the 1mp]1c1t va]ue assumpt1ons in reéearch strategles tev1ne (1974)
’ : suggests an adVersary mode] Meanwh1]e one constra1nt on the further
deve]opment of a deve]opmenta] perspect1ve is the dom1nance of the |
_:iexper1menta1 and psychometric mode]s S'd" :; } .m
| But there is an even more troub]esome constra1nt re]ated to- comp?ex.-
.;ésueé in the eth1cs of eva]uat1on stud1es Eva]uat1ons that a1m ‘at. the.f"
flntens1ve documentat1on of program ]1te and at . the 1nte)pretat1ve under- _
standings of the part1c1pants may be too revea]1ng These eva]uat1ons

.may unmask the preteft1ve myths surround1ng early ch11dhood programs

f'Quant1tat1ve methods, by the]r Very nature, do not have the potent1aT ef I
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C1ven these very s1gn1f1cant and powexfu] constra1nts 1nd1v1dua1s
| who are 1nvo]ved 1n the eva]uat1on of ear]y ch1]dhood programs face a
;f magor recons1derat1on of the1r purposes and methods Mov1ng towaxd a
-.deve]opmenta] pexspect1ve ca]]s for a reor1entat1on in many of the ways
heva]uat1on is: current]y pract1ced and supported In. th1s papen, I have
asp1red to 1ay the groundwork for an eva]uat1on mode] that is’ grounded

in know]edge of the trad1t1ons prob]ems and pract1c1ng rea11t1es of

ear]y ch1]dhood programs and wh1ch in all- 1ts cons1derat1ons p]aces

'"1deas of development as the center of 1nqu1xy In ref]ect1ng on the

*

" . need for and future work on a deve?opmenta] perspect1ve I am encouraged

'):by John Tukey s observat1on "Far better an approx1mate answer to the

Tt

‘\::t
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~ Footnotes

1A vers1on of th1s papg?‘was ptesented at the annua] meet1ng of the o
Amer1can Educat1ona1 Research Assoc1at1on Toronto Eanada March 28

1978

R VR

2Econom1c and po]1t1ca] 1deo]og1es have 1nf]uenced théiéonéept of .

deve]opment 1n Amer1can deve]opmental psycho]ogy (R1ege] 1972)- 'Riegei

i or1entat1on of the Ang]o Amer1can countr1es, and represent cont1nuous

o growth mode]s in wh1ch all. 1nd1v1dua]s ‘are- eva]uated aga1nst s1ng]e

“

standards The "mercenta]1st1c soc1a]1st1c" or1entat1on of the European .
cont1nent ts represented by qua]1tat1ve fiode1s wh1ch focus on the organ1- :
zat1on and structure of exper1enees and whleh eva]uate 1nd1v1dua]s |
accord1ng to mu]t]p]e standards Deta11ed ana]yses of the 1deo]og1ca]

* and. ph1]osoph1ca] underp1nn1ngs of mode]s of deve]opment have been

~ described e]sewhere (R1ege] 1972 Kva]e 1973 1976) and W1]] not be ;~

3P1nar s (1978) essay on currere, the ana]ys1s of the 1nd1v1dua1 s

: “]1ved exper1ence of a curr1cu]um, r1ch]y expands on the 1deas expressed

4

here

For an eyce]]ent and deta1]ed d1scuss1on of th1s s ar h see

N

SA piob]em worthy of carefu] Lons1derat1on 15 what k1nds of |
1nformat1on po]1cy makers want about ear]y ch1]dhood programs Thé'

foeus on ch1]d outcomes, spec1f1ca]1y measured by 1nte]]1gence and
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other carly ﬁ%é'rVéﬁ%iéh ﬁregi*ams} are b’a’é’ea 'séi'éiy'an ;cagn%ti"\ié outcomes:
HOWever tHere. 15 cons1derab]e agreement- that Head Start "works" in
id;areas re]ated to hea]th screen1ng and treatment nutr1t1on and parent : .
:'and commun1ty part1c1pat1on Head Start.serves as a potent1a] model for
“the coord1nat1on of:ch1]dgandmfam1]y serv1ces: 4Th15'coord1natnon of
services was, ih fact, a major thrust of ‘its original mission (Datta,

~

1976)

6For an extended d]aCUSS]Oﬂ of ‘this po1nt, see. Stake (1978)
7Ex1st1ng Taws (PL 94- 142 and PL 93 §éé) requ1re that eerta1n .
programs determ1ne their 1mpact on 1nd1v1dua] ch1]dren Accord1ng t6~’
PL- 94 142, teachers. must eva]uate the qh1]d s’ progtess accord1ng to the
Ind1V1dua]1zed Educat1ona] Plan (IEP). o )

81 recogn1ze that young children must a]so be cons1dered as part]ﬁl- 3
pants 1n eva]uat1ons but am not ready_to dea] w1th th1s problem in
Jdepth at th]s t1me* L | | | | -

9For an exce]]ent, 1ntegrat1ve review of- dec]1n1ng fa1th in ma1nstream

soc1a] sc1ence see Skinner (1978) .
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APPENDIX T

L con’cwsmn'.

This Task Force has cons1dered a range of isstes. regard1ng assessient:

need, process use, ‘and 1mpact in the body of this paper. In rev1ew1ng

specific developmental processes -in young children is an established and
.nécessary practice. _The challenge for those who work with children is
to utilize assessment methods which .recognize and support individual

"r1ghts facilitate growth; and enhance d?gn1ty

B fAfter exp]or1ng the precess and- use of assessment; the ‘Task Force has -

" agreed .that'there is a'wide:variation in the qua]1ty of assessment. :
methods available .for .yse-with young children. Therefore, care must be

taken in -the selection of instruments and assessors, in order -to prov1de

usefu] 1nformat1on for p]ann]ng educat1ona] opportun1t1esf
.2‘F1na]]y, the Task Force recognizes that the effect of - the assessment -
process on a ch1]d‘s family is a cr1tTca]]y important factor, and must
be taken into consideration at each step in that process. The Task
Force members have seriously studied these issues, and as a result of

‘their efforts, have developed a—Statement of R1ghts for children, parents,.

"and staff as the bTueprint. for 1mp1ementﬁt1on in any program serving. .

- young children and their familiesx A]though parents and staff fu1f1]]

the role of-advocates for ch1]dren $ rights, they also have rights in
'th1s regard _

This Task Force recommends that a]1 programs for xgung ch1]dren adopt
the foT10w1ng Statement of Rights: '

A child has the r1ght to be d1fferent and to be accepted as SUCh _

Differences in 1nd1v1dua] children shou]d be approached in a pos1t1ve

. meaningful way so they may fUnct1on ta their fullest capac1ty in a
p]ura11st1c soc1ety L

AChild has the right to bé assessed, and as a résﬁit,through an assess-

l-ment to be provided with a qua]ity“deVé1opmenta]'program*

A ch11d has the r1ght to be tested under opt1ma] cond1t1ons in a non-

: threaten1ng env1ronment by a person sens1t1ve to ch1]dren

1

s



: A ch1]d has the right to be assessed w1th a nonb1ased 1nstrument by a
person who speaks the language’ in wh1ch the\ch11d is most f]uent

A child who scones differently from the norm.on any given test or assess-

ment has the r1ght not to be ]abe]ed

A ch11d has the vight to have his/her observable behav1or !?CQYdﬁd,lﬂ

funct]ona]]y descr1pt1ve terms rather than 1n genera11zed term1no1ogy
(1abe11ng) :

'fﬁfgh]]d has the r1ght to have ‘the resu]ts of assessments kept confidential, . -
and the records.kept in a locked file. .A child's records shall only be

1'made access1b1e to the ch11d parents and other author1zed persons

R1ghts of Parents

. Parents have the r1ght that thelr ch11d recejve an overa]] assessment :
which includes information obtained from health. exam1nat1ons c]assroom

obserVat1ons parent conferences and home v1s1ts

Parents have the: r1ght to be 1nformed of the purpose of the assessment

_ and of the 1nstrUment(s) to be used in assess1ng their ch11d

Parents have the r1ght to g1Ve or. w1thho1d perm1ss1on to have the1r
child assessed; and- to challenge the content of written records

"Parents have the r1ght to be 1nvo1ved in the tota] assessment process.

_ Parents have a r1ght to- g1ve 1nput 1nto the overa]] assessment of their

child and provide the person(s) doing ‘the assessment with their views

- and observat1ons of the behav1or deve]opment and act1v1t1es of their
child. : , :

'Parents have the right to be 1nforned about the assessment resu]ts, ‘and
to have conferences with appropriate staff regard1ng 1nterpretat1on of
.. the resu]ts and ‘for program planning.: _

.'Parents have a right, at their request to a wr1tten summary of a confer-

‘ence fo11ow1nq the assessment

. Parents have the right to conf1dent1a11ty of all 1nformat1on obta1ned by
- the assessor. : _ S —_— N

i?Parents have r1ghts regardlng the releasing of assessment resu]ts to
- other agencies or pob11c schools. Unless they have givén perm1ss1on

the assessment 1nformat1on sha]? not be Torwarded.

. Parents have tne right to be tredted with consideration and sens1t1V1ty

redarding the psvclhiological and social impact effects that assessment
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Rights of Staff

777777777777777777

The teach1ng staff hak_the. r1ght to not be overburdened by the assessmenﬁ

_process and recordkeep1ng to the extent that it interferes with their:

" primary teaching function. It should be recognized, however, that making
and record1ng observat1ons of ch11dren are an 1ntegra] part of teach1ng

Staff has the right to request and receive proper 1nstruct1on and tra1n1ng7" el

_in the use of the assessment 1nstrument and consu]tat1on in -the inter-
: pretation of the’ resu]ts : - . '

.Staff has the right to: receive 1nformat1on in advance of thé time,

"+ methods; persons 1an]ved and spacé to be used when .assessment act1v1t1es'1'

~

Staff has the right to obJect to the use of a speC1f1c 1nstrument wh1ch in .

the1r profess1ona] op1n1on, goes contrary to good child development pr1nc1p]es

" Staff has the r1ght to receive’ t1me]y feedback after the assessment has been
comp]eted v :

" MS11:A




