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Abstract

Ed Zigler believed that developmental science should be applied to policy, programs, and practices to improve the lives of children and
families. He shared this belief with others and paved the way for alternative career pathways. This paper describes how Ed influenced others
to connect science with program development, evaluation, and policy, and created networks of applied scholars. Ed Zigler’s influence is
broad and spans beyond academia to influencer organizations. We weave our own professional experiences throughout the paper, which
we organized around three lessons we learned from Ed: (a) explore alternative career pathways and build the field; (b) start with the science
and think application; (c) apply the knowledge and influence policy.
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Introduction

Ed Zigler, known as the father of Head Start, influenced students
and other young scholars who wanted to apply their knowledge to
improve the conditions and systems in which children grow and
develop so that they could thrive. He informed new ways to
view populations who are marginalized by society through
research and led cutting-edge programs and policies that continue
to serve children and families today. As career-long scholars in
applying developmental science to services and systems, we are
indebted to Ed for helping to pave the way for applied science
to be understood and valued. As a tribute to Ed’s work, we high-
light some of the most significant impacts he had on social policy
and how this helped shape the career trajectories and work of
many, drawing examples from our work and interviews with oth-
ers who were touched by Ed’s mentorship.

Much has been written about Ed’s influence in the sphere of
social policy as both an insider, working in the Johnson adminis-
tration in the 1960s and as an appointed director of the Office of
Child Development in the Nixon administration, and as an influ-
encer outside the halls of Congress. What is known, but much less
written about is, Ed’s impact across generations of applied scien-
tists and policy influencers. The authors of this paper are the ben-
eficiaries of such mentorship and influence. Ruby Takanishi and
Kimber Bogard both experienced direct mentorship and guidance
from Ed. Throughout the paper, the first author (Kimber Bogard)
is referred to in the first person singular.

Ruby encountered Ed when she was teaching at the University of
California, Los Angeles (UCLA). Here is an excerpt from her oral
history: “About in 1978 or so, we were visited by Ed Zigler at the
UCLA Developmental Studies Center, along with the President of
the Bush Foundation in St. Paul Minnesota, Humphrey
Doermann, and one of the chief program officers, Stanley
Shepard, to start to develop a proposal for one of the Bush Centers
in Child Development and Social Policy. There were eventually
four, and UCLAwas the western center, and the only center located
in a graduate school of education” (Takanishi, 2020, p. 13).When Ed
Zigler took his sabbatical at Yale University in the early 1980s, he
askedRuby to teach his social policy and child development seminar.

In 1995, I spent hours in the library of Hunter College, City
University of New York, consuming books and journal articles
about Ed’s work. While at Hunter College, I volunteered as a teach-
er’s assistant at the Cardinal SpellmanHead Start Center in the East
Village in New York City. A year later, I created a resource directory
for the center as part of a child welfare fellowship program.

In 1996, I worked up the courage to call Ed’s office to see if I
could come to Yale and meet him in person. He graciously
accepted and we had a lovely conversation about Head Start,
the School of the 21st Century, and policies that support children.
Upon leaving, he gave me a signed book, Head Start: The inside
story of America’s most successful educational experiment (Zigler
& Muenchow, 1992). He wrote: “To Kimber Bogard, who is her-
self part of our nation’s Head Start story. With my admiration, Ed
Zigler.” Even though I was not his student, nor did I work for
him, Ed invested generously of his time and supported my educa-
tion and career trajectory. Ed and I formed a relationship over
many years and I solidified my desire to connect science to policy
to improve children’s lives.

In this paper we highlight how Ed’s legacy is carried out today
through our professional journeys that intersect with each other
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and are guided by three lessons from Ed: (a) explore alternative
career pathways and build the field; (b) start with the science and
think application; (c) apply the knowledge and influence policy.

It is important to note the context in which we have written
this paper, throughout most of 2020. In addition to living in
the midst of the Covid 19 pandemic, which claimed over
213,000 lives in the USA by the end of October 20201, significant
economic and social changes are happening at a rapid pace, thus
influencing the future of the country in ways that we will not fully
understand for months and years to come. Economically, the
USA has experienced unemployment rates that reached almost
15% in April 20202. Socially, millions of people of all backgrounds
worldwide have taken to the streets protesting police brutality and
demanding racial justice after the killing of George Floyd by a
Minnesota police officer.

In addition to the socioeconomic upheaval going on during
2020, Ruby Takanishi passed away on August 8, 2020. She
made significant contributions to this paper and the lives and
careers of many people. Ruby was my friend, colleague, and men-
tor for over 25 years, and I am deeply saddened by her passing.
Ruby and Ed had a combined impact on the lives of millions of
children throughout their careers.

Explore Alternative Career Pathways and Build the Field

In his work as a researcher and scholar, applied scientist, policy
analyst, social experimenter, and presidential appointee, Ed
crossed boundaries to impact children’s policies and program-
ming. He validated and supported broadening the scientist’s
role to applied investigator, which allowed others to follow. Ed
trained as a researcher and he chose to use research to inform pol-
icies that shape the contexts in which children grow, play, and
learn. Ed built a field of applied scientists by example and through
his influence on others.

Ed crossed boundaries from academia to the legislative and
executive branches of government and back again. His work
paved the way for others to apply research to policy and stimu-
lated alternative career pathways. His influence was widespread
and he led by example, mainly when few academics from the
developmental sciences were involved with policy and programs.
At the time, many in the field did not respect this approach to
applying research knowledge (Zigler, 1998). Ed cleared the way,
both directly through mentorship and indirectly, for those who
followed in his footsteps in several ways. Specifically, Ed paved
the way for academic researchers to use their tools and knowledge
to inform public policy and social programming to improve the
lives of children and families through fellowships on the Hill
and the executive branch. For example, Ruby became an
American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS)
Society for Research in Child Development (SRCD)
Congressional Science Fellow in 1980 to work on the US Senate
Appropriations Committee, right after receiving tenure at
UCLA. She then went to work in organizations outside of acade-
mia, whose missions included supporting social and behavioral
science in policy (Takanishi, 2020).

Ed invested in students and early career professionals at Yale
and outside of his academic institution across an entire ecology
of organizations focused on connecting research to policy to
build the field of applied researchers. He mentored people who

shared his vision for children. As many can attest, those relation-
ships spanned decades. They contributed to a field of develop-
mental scientists whose professional interest was to use their
science to inform policy and make lives better for children. Ed
kept his eye on the field’s future and knew that mentoring the
next generation through field building was key to ensuring the
work would continue. This form of field building led to a more
robust ecosystem for applying research to policy than only work-
ing from an academic base.

Ed’s followers work in influencer organizations like private
foundations and those with relationships with federal agencies
and legislative committees that advance policy in select interest
areas such as children. Professionals in these alternative careers
employ research to inform policy. Some of the professionals that
Ed nurtured work in organizations such as the National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (NASEM), the
American Psychological Association, and the SRCD. Membership
associations and national and state academies can leverage their
members’ expertise to inform policy and contribute to field build-
ing by supporting the next generation of applied scholars.

Combined, the authors have worked across many of these
organizations, in addition to short stints in academia. Here, we
highlight some of our professional experiences and Ed’s influ-
ences in these types of organizations and describe how they
play a crucial role in field building.

Philanthropy as a lever for change

Ed’s role in the grantmaking philanthropic world is not well
known. To our knowledge, he did not write about it as extensively
as he did regarding his role with governmental agencies and leg-
islative bodies. Philanthropy is a field that can leverage resources
to build areas of research with understudied populations and in
support of early career scientists.

To assess Ed’s influence within the philanthropic sector, it is
important to describe that sector when he was active (late 1970s to
early 1990s). The sector – particularly foundations focused on sup-
porting grantees working on child and family policy issues –was dif-
ferent to what it is now is. Within that context, Ed played a strategic
role because he had a rare understanding among academics about
which opportunities could leverage relatively small private philan-
thropic dollars in contrast to then more considerable public funds.
He was connected to philanthropists like Irving Harris, who not
only sat on boards of directors of foundations like the Bush
Foundation but also shared a deep interest in shaping policies
regarding children and families. Ed also understood the importance
of placing his students and mentees in foundations themselves.

In the late 1970s, philanthropy was a smaller sector in terms of
the number of foundations and size of assets. The private philan-
thropic world and its workings were much less transparent than
today, and accessibility was limited to an elite few. In terms of
the people employed at foundations, they were more generalists
than specialists in a field, and would reach out selectively to lead-
ers in an area to inform and shape their grantmaking programs.

In the past 20 years or so, private philanthropy has changed
significantly in numbers and the sheer size of assets, with their
capacity to match or exceed declining public funds for children
(First Focus, 2019). Efforts to make philanthropy more accessible
and open to a larger number of potential grantees have been suc-
cessful, but there is also more scrutiny and critique of the sector
(Giridharadas, 2018). Foundation staff, specifically in foundations
supporting child and family policies, includes individuals who

1https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nvss/vsrr/covid19/index.htm
2https://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/empsit.pdf
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have academic or professional training in related fields, including
those with advanced degrees in developmental psychology, public
health, and education.

We outline Ed’s influence on philanthropy through advocating
for the Bush Centers in Child Development and Social Policy
through the Bush Foundation and advising private foundation
executives. Ed influenced philanthropy through the Bush
Centers to increase the number and quality of researchers con-
ducting applied science and to inform policy. He also advised
executives managing private foundations, which are levers for
connecting science to social programs and policies. For example,
Ed was an advisor to Ruby when she was at the Carnegie
Foundation and the Foundation for Child Development (FCD).

In 2000, Ed recommended that I meet Ruby. I wanted to learn
more about how philanthropy worked as a lever for change. A
couple of years later, I worked at FCD as a practicum student
and, later, as a freshly minted PhD in applied developmental psy-
chology. Ruby taught me the power of using philanthropic funds
to stimulate understudied fields of research and the importance of
supporting early career researchers. I became aware of the power
of philanthropy in field building and advancing an applied
research agenda. For example, I administered a fellowship pro-
gram focused on young children living in immigrant families.
We supported early career scholars who studied this population
of children and connected their learnings to policy design. A
few decades earlier, Ed was laying the groundwork for the Bush
Centers.

The Bush Centers: creation and growth
In his SRCD oral history (Zigler, 2003), Ed describes a visit from
the Bush Foundation donors in St. Paul, Minnesota, in the early
1970s, which led to the creation of four Bush Centers in Child
Development and Social Policy. These centers were a significant
contributor to growing the field of child development and policy.
They laid the groundwork by increasing the visibility of the issues
and focusing the training of researchers with interests in policy
issues.

The Bush Centers were a significant philanthropic investment
in the 1970s and 1980s, and a critical contributor to building the
field of organizations and individuals with a commitment to link-
ing rigorous research on children and families with child and
family policy. In his oral history for the SRCD, Ed describes a
visit to Yale University by two members of the Bush family
who were seeking his advice on child disabilities, a focus of Ed’s
research at the time. In his account of that visit, Ed proposed a
network of centers across the country based in higher education.
The centers would support and train graduate students interested
in connecting research with policy. Before that time, there were no
other centers or programs for those purposes. Instead, some indi-
vidual academicians had such interests, some of whom served in
federal agencies or consulted with federal grantmaking agencies
such as the National Institutes of Mental Health. Networks
were based on individuals and were not institutionalized.

With the support of the Bushes, foundation president
Humphrey Doermann and program officer Stanley Shepard, the
Bush Foundation supported four centers: at UCLA (Norma
D. Feshbach and John I. Goodlad), The Frank Porter Graham
Center at the University of North Carolina (James Gallagher),
the University of Michigan at Ann Arbor (Harold Stevenson,
mentor of Ed, and early advocate for research-informed policies),
and at Yale University. Almost all of the individuals who had
careers in the field – whether as university researchers, staff in

Congress, federal agencies, scientific societies, and foundations,
and project directors of critical reports issued by the then
National Academy of Sciences – were incubated in the four
Bush Centers. Some combined their Bush experiences with
being AAAS SRCD Congressional Science Fellows, supported by
the William T. Grant Foundation and the FCD, a program that
began in the 1970s. Over the past 30–40 years, since the inception
of the Bush Centers, these individuals constituted networks
that led to lasting and significant outcomes for children and
families. The Bush Centers prioritized more formal structures
through regular convenings across the centers – in contrast to
the Congressional Fellowship Program that struggled for three
decades to do so and only recently has had dedicated staff to
support the SRCD Congressional and Executive Agency Fellows.

A philanthropic advisor
As in other sectors, Ed worked quietly and strategically in private
philanthropy. He understood the opportunities and limitations of
philanthropic funds and where they could matter. In the 1980s,
while serving on the Smith Richardson board, Ed advised the
A.L. Mailman Family Foundation in its formative stages
(L. Lynch, personal communication, February 20, 2020). Both
foundations supported grantees working on public policy issues.
Ed also advised a Carnegie Corporation of New York task force
that issued Starting Points – a precursor to the universal
Pre-Kindergarten movement.

Lynch (personal communication, February 20, 2020) noted
that, as an advisor to the A.L. Mailman Family Foundation, Ed
would identify opportunities where Mailman funds could support
pilot research that later would form the basis for larger-scale stud-
ies. He also advised providing “gap” support, such as in the
Chicago Longitudinal Study (CLS), when public funds were not
available at a crucial point in that research effort. Arthur
Reynolds, the lead researcher of the CLS, now in its fourth decade
of following the participants, noted that in 1991 a Mailman
Foundation grant enabled the CLS to position itself for larger
federal research support that followed. This is but one example
of strategic leverage of private funds to fund a series of studies
that provided the scientific basis for public support of early child-
hood programs.

Ed also recognized the power of research-based information
shared with philanthropic staff, who were not experts themselves,
to influence grantmaking agendas. The Mailman Foundation
hosted annual symposia on early childhood education and care
issues, including staff from foundations working in the area and
researchers and professionals in early education. Topics included
promoting quality in early education through standards and pro-
fessional development, the critical role of family support strategies
in early education, and creating systems of care for infants and
toddlers. These efforts identified opportunities for working with
state agencies to improve access and quality of early learning pro-
grams, and all topics continue to be salient in 2020 (L. Lynch, per-
sonal communication, February 20, 2020). Given his extensive
experience in federal agencies and with legislative bodies, Ed cau-
tioned that, even with research-based policy efforts, there was no
guarantee of legislative success in the world of politics (Lynch,
2020).

Ed spoke at symposia aimed at leveraging foundation funds
and advised other foundation leaders to create a shared under-
standing of the issues among funders and how philanthropic
funds could address them. The Carnegie Corporation of
New York, the FCD, and other child- and family-focused
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foundations held similar forums. These forums were important
before the rise of the internet, professional staffing of foundations,
and less developed access to research than is currently the case.

Ed recognized that the placement of child development
researchers as staff of foundations was a way of shaping the
field of child development research and public policy. He under-
stood the influence of networks of individuals, which were fos-
tered by the Bush Centers and their network building potential.
His students and mentees, some trained in the Bush Centers,
have served on foundation staff and foundation boards over the
past 20 years. They supported the connections between research
and public policy through foundation grantmaking initiatives
and continued to build the field itself.

The Foundation for Child Development (FCD)
Before her work at the FCD, Ruby worked at the Carnegie
Foundation as the Carnegie Council’s founding executive director
on adolescent development (1986–1996). In the following
16 years, she led the FCD as the fifth president. She shaped the
foundation’s plan around three guiding principles: (a) small
amounts of funding can be effective; (b) fund what the public
and private sectors can’t or won’t support; (c) fund overlooked
areas (Takanishi, 2020).

Ed provided guidance and advice to Ruby throughout her ten-
ure as president of the FCD. Since the FCD had limited funds
compared with other foundations and public investments in chil-
dren, Ruby benefitted from Ed’s vision of using limited private
dollars to stimulate more substantial investments in children.
Ruby led the foundation in critical areas that produced at least
two fields of research and practice. The Young Scholars
Program supported a network of early career researchers to
build a nascent science base providing evidence on the education
of children living in immigrant families. Ruby often spoke about
the lack of research to guide practice and policy with this popula-
tion of young children. In her work, Ruby pointed to her experi-
ences growing up in an immigrant family and the assets that
children bring to their educational and community settings, par-
ticularly when they are dual-language learners. The FCD had sup-
ported 40 young scholars by the end of Ruby’s tenure.

The PreK–3rd movement is another initiative that Ruby devel-
oped, focused on bridging the early years with the early grades to
provide continuity and alignment in children’s educational expe-
riences. The core concept of PreK–3rd is that schools and class-
rooms are structured in ways that acknowledge and support
children’s optimal development. Ruby emphasized teacher prepa-
ration and ongoing professional learning as crucial for ensuring a
qualified workforce to educate young children (3–8 years old) and
form a solid foundation for future learning.

I worked on the PreK–3rd agenda while a postdoctoral fellow
at the FCD and conducted my dissertation on the topic (Bogard,
2006). A couple of years later, I took a position at the National
Academies to lead the Board on Children, Youth, and Families
(BCYF) with strong support from Ruby. The National
Academies bring together science and policy recommendations
to inform federal and state governments and the broader field
to shape the contexts and settings to support human growth,
development, and wellbeing.

State-level and national academies

Academies have the power to influence policy with their elected
memberships and scientifically grounded positions. Academies

can build partnerships, produce research findings, develop policy
recommendations, provide technical assistance, and communicate
results to both decision makers and communities. Both the
New York Academy of Medicine (NYAM) and the National
Academy of Medicine (NAM) have memberships of over 2,000
experts each across multi-disciplinary fields that contribute to
health and wellbeing. Members are nominated by their peers
and, after a rigorous review process, are elected into the academy.
These institutions, which are both over 150 years old, have played
significant roles in advancing policy agendas throughout their
history.

The New York Academy of Medicine (NYAM)
My role at NYAM as the senior vice president for strategy and
programs involves leading the organization’s strategic visioning
and providing oversight to grant- and contract-funded programs.
My move from the NAM – where I launched and ran global and
national programs and oversaw the production, publication, and
dissemination of over 20 reports – to a state-level academy
allowed me to work more deeply in communities impacted by
structural and institutional systems of inequity. The move allowed
me to have a more intimate understanding of the barriers that
prevent families and children from living a healthy life and the
assets they access to survive and sometimes thrive. These learn-
ings helped shape the future direction of NYAM.

NYAM is in East Harlem, a culturally vibrant community in
upper Manhattan. There are challenges here, with 50% of children
living in poverty and significant rates of gun violence, which typ-
ically take the spotlight and make invisible the community and
family assets that exist to support children. After listening to
the community for almost a year when I returned to New York
City from Washington, DC to work at NYAM, I realized that par-
ents were not at the decision making tables. There was a lot of def-
icit talk, without acknowledging the strengths and assets in the
families and communities who were targets for intervention.

My training in developmental psychopathology at Teachers
College Columbia University, with Suniya Luthar, taught me
about how families and children experience a combination of
risk, protective factors, and resilience. I learned that families should
not be viewed solely in terms of risks, for example. It is the com-
bination of risk and protective factors that produce resilience, and
structural and institutional systems play a significant role in child-
ren’s developmental trajectories (Luthar, Burack, Cicchetti, &
Weisz, 1997). People’s stories are also important. Ed believed
that parents’ and children’s stories were essential to bring to life
the issues facing families living in low-resource settings.

Ed excelled at telling stories to bring the science to life, accord-
ing to Pat DeLeon, who worked with Senator Daniel K. Inouye for
38½ years and retired as his chief of staff (P. DeLeon, personal
communication, March 1, 2020). Stories have the power to inform
nonscientists with decision making power. Ed believed that par-
ents, served by policies and programs, need to influence a cycle
of improvement for services. The 1967 Head Start policy manual
laid out roles for parent involvement, including decision making
in the program’s operations and parent employment in the class-
room. The parent involvement policy was further fleshed out in
1970 to clarify parents’ decision making power when Ed led the
Office of Child Development (Zigler & Muenchow, 1992).

Parent-driven policy reform was at the core of a new program
launched at NYAM in 2019. I led a team to develop a concept that
would bring caregivers of young children to the policy table. They
spoke about their hopes, dreams, and challenges raising young
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children in economically constrained environments and they
informed policy change. This resident-led community-based pro-
gram is called the East Harlem Action Collaborative for Child
Health and Well-being (EHAC).

East Harlem Action Collaborative for Child Health and Well-being
(EHAC)
EHAC is a pilot program to test the feasibility of a community
resident-driven program that guides research, policy, and practice.
Community residents define issues to address in the community,
identify formal and informal community assets, review available
data and research on the topics selected, collectively set goals,
and propose solutions to key decision makers. They define child
health and wellbeing and identify culturally aligned measures to
implement in the community. Through the EHAC program, we
brought partners on board from several community organiza-
tions, engaged the local community board, and communicated
frequently to key decision makers. Ruby was on the technical
advisory group alongside a multi-disciplinary list of scholars,
including Rosanne Flores, Angela Diaz, LaRue Allen, Kevin
Fiore, Danielle Laraque Arena, and Efren Aguillar.

The recruitment strategy for community residents caring for
young children included going door to door with flyers in
government-subsidized developments to recruit mothers and
grandmothers to participate. The EHAC team worked to put par-
ents and grandparents in the lead to shape the research agenda on
measuring child health and wellbeing, inform and disseminate
community resources, and strengthen resident leadership capac-
ity. After proving that a state-level academy, with a long and sto-
ried past with the community, could come together with
community residents to shape a research and policy agenda and
identify resources that serve children, we were able to expand
the program’s reach in East Harlem. The program model is
being adapted with Head Start and Early Head Start parents in
collaboration with government agencies overseeing early child-
hood education.

The lessons we learned and continue to learn, mainly working
closely with community residents, has informed the strategic
direction of NYAM to more intentionally engage community res-
idents, our members, and technical advisors to inform our
research and public programming. While bold, an organization
that can shift power to the community allows space for shared
decision making that is more relevant to the needs of the popula-
tions impacted. The lessons that we learned from the EHAC pro-
ject have informed an organizational transformation about
shifting power while more fully engaging the community to sig-
nificant impact.

Start with the Science and Think Application

I don’t think it is possible to apply developmental science to educational
settings without really engaging in these settings. – Ruby Takanishi

Ed had a deep respect for science and understood both the power
and limitations of the role of science in policy and program devel-
opment. When I first met Ed at Yale, as I was contemplating my
graduate studies, he encouraged me to work with Jeanne
Brooks-Gunn and Suniya Luthar. With Brooks-Gunn, I coded
interactions between parents and children in Head Start and
Early Head Start programs. With Suniya, I learned about a pop-
ulation that was understudied – affluent adolescents. Through
studying people growing and developing in different contexts –

from poverty to wealth and across the developmental spectrum
from early childhood through adolescence – my appreciation of
contextual influence on development increased. I learned that
while both populations lived in contexts that placed their develop-
ment at risk, there was also the potential to change the risk trajec-
tories through scientifically informed interventions. It was
imperative to start with science, but also to think about its
application.

Ed firmly believed that knowledge should not be kept in jour-
nals or the halls of academia. Instead, it should be used to develop
and implement policies and programs to create better life oppor-
tunities for children, their families, and their communities. Ed fre-
quently recounted the power of programs in his childhood (Zigler,
2003). Ruby and I both crafted our professional careers on the
belief that evidence-informed policies and programs matter for
children, youth, families, and communities.

School-based research, implications for application

Ed viewed Head Start as a laboratory to continue to learn and
refine practices to improve the quality of early education for chil-
dren. Much to Ed’s dismay, Head Start was not piloted with a
small group of children to test and evaluate it before its full imple-
mentation in the summer of 1965 (Zigler & Styfco, 2002). The
Head Start program was rolled out to more than half a million
children within months. Later, research and evaluation became
part of the national Head Start program, and the findings led to
continuous quality improvement efforts. The idea that Head
Start programs could be labs for studying and informing improve-
ments in practice provided the necessary precedent for my disser-
tation that tested the hypothesis that schools applying
developmental science across the early years of a child’s life
would lead to improved educational outcomes for children from
low socioeconomic backgrounds (Bogard, 2006).

The PreK–3rd approach
During my practicum at the FCD from 2004–2006, I conducted my
dissertation on a PreK–3rd approach to education. PreK–3rd was
the brainchild of Ruby and approved for a 10-year investment by
the board members. The scientific foundation for the PreK–3rd
approach included aligning how children are taught in early child-
hood programs and schools with developmental science. The policy
implications included maximizing investments in education and
informing practice applications from teacher education to teaching
and learning in the classroom. Specifically, the PreK–3rd approach
recognizes the ages of 3–8 years as fundamental in building learn-
ing skills outside of home environments and the importance of
teachers (Bogard & Takanishi, 2005).

Developmental science points to several competencies that are
necessary for children to attain school success. These include
motivation, social skills, executive functioning, and problem solv-
ing (Zigler, Abelson, Trickett, & Seitz, 1982). Ideally, teachers
trained specifically to support children’s skills in these areas
and across the age range from 3 to 8 years old will understand dif-
ferent rates of development and how to best scaffold individual
children’s growth.

Early research points to the importance of supportive adults in
children’s lives to promote stability (Ainsworth, 1978; Bowlby,
1982). Robert Pianta and colleagues built upon this research
and tested it in early childhood classrooms (Pianta, La Paro,
Payne, Cox, & Bradley, 2002). More recently, the importance of
adults, specifically caregivers and teachers, in children’s lives has
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been confirmed in National Academies’ consensus reports (Institute
of Medicine & National Research Council, 2015; NASEM, 2016,
2019a, 2019b). Relatively new work by Luthar and colleagues indi-
cates supporting caregivers through authentic connections with
other caregivers (Luthar, Kumar, & Benoit, 2019).

Building on the science base, the key components of a PreK–
3rd approach to educating young children can be divided into
structural and process elements (Bogard, 2006). The structural
components include: (a) quality teacher preparation and ongoing
professional development; (b) access to early childhood education
starting at age 3 years; (c) small class sizes to allow for individual
attention; (d) family engagement and wrap-around services; (e)
alignment and coordination of standards, curriculum, and assess-
ments within and across grade levels.

The process components in the PreK–3rd approach focus on:
(a) integration of children from diverse backgrounds and with dif-
ferent abilities; (b) strong principal leadership that ensures fidelity
of implementation across grade levels; (c) supportive and positive
work environments that result in high teacher satisfaction; (d)
high-quality instruction with less time dedicated to disciplinary
practices; (e) responsive teacher–student interactions; (f) individ-
ual attention to students.

Studying the model
While public investments in early childhood education programs
continued to climb in the early 2000s due to positive findings
from programs such as the Tula Pre-K Program (Gormley,
Gayer, Phillips, & Dawson, 2005), the Chicago Child–Parent
Centers (Reynolds, Ou, & Topitzes, 2004), the Abecedarian
Project (Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, Sparling, & Miller-
Johnson, 2002), and the High Scope Perry Preschool Program
(Barnett, 1995), there was a lack of attention to alignment and
coordination with grades kindergarten through third grade, thus
risking the early investments (Heckman & Masterov, 2007). Ed
wrote about developmental continuity and investments to con-
tinue supporting children’s cognitive, affective, and behavioral
health and development into the early grades in the 1970s.
However, little research was conducted to test how to best struc-
ture the school environment to support what we know about child
development from developmental science (Zigler, 1978).

To evaluate the effectiveness of aligning children’s experiences
in the classroom and across grade levels with what we know about
how children learn, grow, and develop requires data from multiple
sources. The data need to reflect school leadership, school organi-
zation and policies, teacher preparation and classroom structure,
and classroom quality across grade levels from pre-kindergarten
through third grade. With the support of Ruby and my disserta-
tion mentor Stephanie Jones (a student of Ed’s), I designed a
comparative study across three schools to further explore and
refine the PreK–3rd approach to education and inform school
district-wide policy. I focused on alignment and coordination of
teaching and learning across grade levels from the structural com-
ponents and teacher–student interactions at the proximal level as
process components. Using administrative data on school
achievement, I selected three school types (far above average,
above average, and average in relation to the school district aver-
age) and assessed structural and process components within each
school to determine fit with the PreK–3rd approach.

I employed a mixed-methods design to document how learn-
ing was systematically organized and implemented across grade
levels. The central hypothesis was that variations in fit with spe-
cific, measurable components of the PreK–3rd approach would

be related to student achievement, measured at the school level
by fourth-grade proficiency in English language skills and math.
Interviews with teachers and principals provided data on align-
ment characteristics within and across grade levels, principal lead-
ership in coordinating curriculum and assessments across grade
levels, and teacher qualifications and years of experience.
Classroom instruction was assessed with the Classroom
Assessment Scoring System (La Paro, Pianta, & Stuhlman,
2004), and class size and student:adult ratios were documented.

The findings showed that principal leadership is key to setting
the vision and communicating the plan for achieving the goals. In
the far above average school, the principal left no child behind
and provided resources to support students before and after
school. Moreover, this school demonstrated the best fit with the
PreK–3rd approach, particularly by way of structure and a system
for aligning and coordinating classroom instruction, curriculum,
and assessments with students’ developmental levels and abilities.
The average school demonstrated no alignment and coordination
components, and the above average school fell in between the far
above average and average schools, as predicted.

Structural components measured in the study, such as class size,
pre-service training, and years of teaching experience, showed no
direct correlation to school achievement. Interestingly, specialized
teacher training was related to the instructional climate in the low-
est performing school. This finding points to school context as a
potential area for increased research, specifically how the adults
in classrooms are supported in the school environment’s broader
context. Similarly, how teaching is organized across grade level, par-
ticularly for struggling students, had more of an impact on class-
room instruction than years of teaching experience. For example,
the far above average school set aside time for teachers to meet
in team-oriented action meetings to discuss and plan around differ-
ent populations of struggling students, with the goal of third-grade
success. This finding suggests that school organization, particularly
alignment and coordination across grade levels, plays a role in stu-
dent learning via instructional practice.

Applying the knowledge that I learned and testing additional
hypotheses to flesh out the PreK–3rd approach is a pathway
that I would have chosen had I decided to pursue an academic
career. Bringing scientific rigor to programs and policies in edu-
cation could be one of the most important ways to improve child-
hood trajectories that span a lifetime. My dissertation shed light
on the fact that most inner-city, economically disadvantaged stu-
dents are educated in schools like the lowest performing school,
which was considered average (Hauser-Cram, Warfield, Stadler,
& Sirin, 2006 Takanishi, 2016). Less than 30% of the students
in this school achieved proficiency in English language skills by
fourth grade. In the same city, serving a similarly economically
disadvantaged student body, the highest performing school
reported over 60% proficiency in English language skills. Thus,
schools can be organized to support student achievement when
instruction is aligned with developmental needs and capabilities
and is coordinated across grade levels. However, the science
needs to be applied, and a commitment to continuous research
and evaluation must be embedded in the process of constant
improvement. These are two points that Ed advocated in his
work, particularly with Head Start.

Apply the Knowledge and Influence Policy

Knowing is not enough; we must apply. Willing is not enough; we must
do. – Johann Wolfgang von Goethe
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Ed was a master in applying the science and knowledge of societal
needs to program development and implementation. There are
numerous ways that he accomplished this, with programs such
as Head Start, Home Start, the Child and Family Resources
Program, the School of the 21st Century, and the Child
Development Associate program and credential (Zigler &
Berman, 1983; Zigler, Finn-Stevenson, & Stern, 1997). The art
of employing research in the service of program design and public
policy can be learned and reinforced through practice by present-
ing science to decision makers. Developing programs grounded in
the evidence, knowledge of what works to advance child well-
being, and conducting evaluations and policy analyses are neces-
sary but not sufficient to make a case for resource allocation and
sustained funding. Ed knew that there was a need to drive the
political will to continue evidence-informed programs for chil-
dren. As an influencer on the Hill, Ed often spoke to elected offi-
cials and said he was not a Democrat or Republican, saying “My
party is kids.” Policy is not politics, although the latter influences
the former. Without getting involved in politics and remaining
focused on bridging science to policy, Ed remained a trusted advi-
sor throughout his career.

Bridging science to policy is more than the right statistic. It is
about trust and communication. Ed understood that policy was
about relationships, building trust, and packaging the science in
a way that could be easily digested (P. DeLeon, personal commu-
nication, March 1, 2020). Ed frequently testified at congressional
hearings. He listened to what policymakers wanted and needed
and packaged the information in a way that was helpful to
make decisions (DeLeon, 2020). Pat DeLeon pointed out that sci-
entists who were most successful on the Hill understood their
audience and spoke to them in a way that they could use the
information. Those who presented lots of statistics and data
points were less successful. (P. DeLeon, personal communication,
March 1, 2020). In my role at NASEM, I put these lessons into
practice.

The Board on Children, Youth, and Families (BCYF)

In 2011, I became the director of the BCYF at the National
Academies’ Institute of Medicine. In this role, I had the opportu-
nity to work with some of the best scholars in research, policy,
and practice throughout the USA and globally to advance science-
driven policy recommendations. The director can develop a strat-
egy and plan with an advisory board – our strategy was to produce
highly visible consensus reports with expert committees that would
summarize the state of the science, make influential recommenda-
tions for large numbers of children, and ensure robust communi-
cation and dissemination of the findings and recommendations.

To maximize the number of children potentially impacted, our
team selected topics that had broad stakeholder audiences.
Choosing issues to focus on relevant to federal agencies and pol-
icymakers was just the first step. Finding the resources to conduct
the work and developing the committee’s statement of task were
more difficult and time consuming. I soon realized that Ed’s
advice about relationship building was vital to succeed in this role.

Ed knew that to get the ear of key decision makers you had to
take the time to build relationships. Relationship building was the
key to success for many of our projects and reports. For one of our
most successful reports, I brought together three federal agencies
and several private foundation partners. Together, we developed
the statement of task. After about 20 months, the result was a
series of recommendations for one of the largest and most

complex workforces in the USA – the early childhood workforce
for children from birth to age 8 (Institute of Medicine & National
Research Council, 2015).

The early childhood workforce
Three federal agencies came together to support the early child-
hood workforce committee’s work. They were the US
Department of Education, the US Department of Health and
Human Services Administration for Children and Families, and
the US Department of Health and Human Services Health
Resources and Services Administration. Several private founda-
tions also joined forces to support the report3. We found common
ground on a statement of task to move forward with a consensus
report that would update the science on children from birth to age
eight, building on the groundbreaking report From neurons to
neighborhoods (National Research Council & Institute of
Medicine, 2000), and guide policy decisions.

The task statement included several questions, and the answers
would guide policies and resource allocation for programming at
federal, state, and local levels. The charge to the volunteer com-
mittee, chaired by LaRue Allen, was to “… prepare a consensus
report on how the science of children’s health, learning, and
development from birth through age 8 can be employed to inform
how we prepare a workforce to seamlessly support children’s
health, development, learning, and school success …” (Institute
of Medicine & National Research Council, 2015, p. 22). Based
on the available evidence, the committee was charged with devel-
oping evidence-based recommendations on: (a) the skills, knowl-
edge, and abilities that adults working with children need to fully
support young children’s health, learning, development, and
school success; (b) staff structure and qualifications of educators
to support learning across a developmental continuum from
birth to age 8; (c) how to assess children and use data to inform
teaching and learning.

Several key policy recommendations were made that
re-envision the systems and policies supporting children,
grounded in what we know from science. One controversial rec-
ommendation in the report states that all early childhood teachers
working with children birth to age 8 should have a Bachelor of
Arts (BA) degree. The committee reviewed the evidence involving
the complex skills and abilities that educators need to support
young children. They determined that nothing short of a BA in
early childhood education would be able to meet these needs.
The committee acknowledged the challenges with this work, the
need for ongoing professional training, and the critical role of
leadership to be successful. Other recommendations address
higher education, evaluation and assessment of professional prac-
tice, interprofessional practice, support for implementing the rec-
ommendations and oversight, and building the knowledge base.

The first question that someone asked at the report’s release
was about paying for upskilling the workforce across the country.
Fortunately, we had planted the seed for the second report with
earlier discussions in anticipation this would be the next bridge
to cross to continue to strengthen early childhood systems for
children. The report, Transforming the financing of early care
and education (NASEM, 2018), also chaired by LaRue Allen,
was published three years later and put forth several policy
options to pay for a highly qualified early childhood workforce.

3The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, David and Lucile Packard Foundation,
Robert R. McCormick Foundation, and W.K. Kellogg Foundation came together with
the federal agencies to provide the resources necessary to produce the report.

Development and Psychopathology 437

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579420002126 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579420002126


Through another combination of federal agency and private
foundation support, we launched two additional reports to
round out the state of the knowledge of young children. The
reports put forward policy recommendations to improve the
lives of millions of children living in marginalized situations.
One study focused on dual-language learners and the other on
parents of young children. Ruby was the chair of the former
study committee, and Vivian Gadsden the chair of the latter.

Dual-language learners
Ruby expertly led the committee that produced the report
Promoting the educational success of children and youth learning
English: Promising futures (NASEM, 2017a). Key findings
included the cognitive, social, cultural, and emotional develop-
mental assets of being proficient in both a home language and
English, and the challenges currently facing schools in capitalizing
on these assets to promote learning. The committee highlighted
promising practices from the literature and developed policy rec-
ommendations. They suggested that federal agencies with over-
sight responsibility for early childhood programs require
evidence-based programs and practices, and included validated
methods and tools for assessing dual-language learners. The com-
mittee highlighted special populations (such as dual-language
learners with disabilities and gifted students) as being left out of
screening and identification for appropriate supports and services.
Other recommendations included ensuring that indigenous lan-
guage instruction is maintained when working to increase
English language proficiency and requiring all education directors
and lead teachers working with dual-language learners in pre-
kindergarten to twelfth grade to obtain a BA degree with certifi-
cation to teach dual-language learners.

Parents of young children
Parenting matters: Supporting parents of children ages 0–8
(NASEM, 2016) rounds out the set of reports to inform policies
to improve children’s life trajectories in the USA and beyond.
The committee’s charge was to review the research on parent
knowledge, attitudes, and practices that support healthy child
development. The findings from the literature informed the com-
mittee’s recommendations for policies to strengthen the capacity
of parents of young children. Specific questions in the statement
of task targeted the science on parent engagement and evidence
focused on universal, targeted, and intensive levels to inform
potential investments in systems and programs that build on fam-
ily assets and remove potential barriers. Key recommendations
highlighted pathways to access evidence-based interventions and
opportunities for scaling programs. In addition, the committee
made recommendations to support research with parents who
have special needs (such as mental illness, substance abuse, and
intimate partner violence) and to strengthen the evidence base
on fathers.

Whereas we have decades of research indicating that the prox-
imal relationship between a child and primary caregiver is vital for
healthy development, applications of this knowledge are less
prominent. The caregiver operates in and is influenced by a
broader context that affects their ability to care for and nurture
young children (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Therefore, focusing on
contextual influences, both supports and barriers, can lead to tar-
geted policies that promote caregiver wellbeing. Caring for the
caregivers is an important concept that is often lost in policy
debates about children. The message is clear in both the
Transforming the workforce report (Institute of Medicine &

National Research Council, 2015) and the Parenting matters
report (NASEM, 2016) – policies must consider the caregiving
and education contexts where young children grow and develop
to maximize developmental outcomes. The implication is that
support for caregiver wellbeing is critical.

These four reports provide a blueprint for policies and prac-
tices that can shape the lives of children and families by improv-
ing the conditions in which they grow and develop, with
particular attention on the health and wellbeing of caregivers at
home and in school.

Innovation to Incubation at the National Academy of Medicine
(NAM)

Ed believed that science is a public good and must be applied to
improve lives. Whereas Ed managed to apply scientific knowledge
to programs and policies, it is not common in academia. The
NASEM are also not generally considered organizations for appli-
cation of the science. They specialize in consensus reports that
provide evidence-based recommendations for others to imple-
ment. After a few years as the director of the BCYF orchestrating
several consensus studies, I realized that we could be doing more
as an organization to bridge science to policy and practice, specif-
ically at the state level. I pitched the idea that there was an oppor-
tunity space at the National Academies that could be capitalized
upon, given our intellectual knowledge of complex consensus
reports that our committees produced and our neutral convening
power. The idea was to take the innovative recommendations
from the consensus reports and convene stakeholders to incubate
plans for implementation at the state level.

Just a couple of years into his new presidency at the newly
formed NAM (formerly the Institute of Medicine), Dr Victor
Dzau agreed to pilot a new program called Innovation to
Incubation (i to I). In 2015, I worked with staff at NAM on the
i to I program. We started with the recommendations from the
Transforming the workforce report (Institute of Medicine &
National Research Council, 2015) and five teams from
California, Washington, Virginia, Illinois, and Washington, DC.
We also pulled together over 20 national organizations to agree
on a set of principles and new ways to align their work and col-
laborate to serve the workforce (Adams et al., 2017).

In two subsequent years, we had the opportunity to work with
five additional teams from Minnesota, Nebraska, Colorado,
Indiana, and New York. These ten states created ten implementa-
tion plans grounded in the report’s recommendations. Each plan
was reflective of and considered the context in each state, and each
team selected the recommendations from the report that they
wanted to move forward. Teams typically included members
from the state department of education, health department, aca-
demia, and advocacy organizations. Many of the teams continued
to advance the implementation of their action plans even after the
project ended. In this way, the National Academies served a cat-
alytic role in connecting science to policy action in order to
strengthen structures and systems for children. The template
used to develop action plans at the state level was used for action
plans at the community level through the Culture of Health
Program (CoHP).

The Culture of Health Program (CoHP) at the NAM

Alongside an advisory committee, we planned and operated the
CoHP funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. About
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1 year into the 5-year grant, I began managing the CoHP to pro-
duce actionable knowledge. Products included a series of consen-
sus reports, communications tools, and a network of community
representatives and researchers from across the USA.

As part of the initial $10 million grant, the first consensus
study aimed to examine the science of health disparities and
their root causes in the USA. The committee lifted up critical ele-
ments of promising solutions to inform a set of recommended
strategies for communities to advance health equity. The report,
Communities in action: Pathways to health equity (NASEM,
2017b), puts health equity on the map with clear definitions
and root causes of inequities that persist in the USA. The commit-
tee reviewed the core issues of unequal access to resources and
how power is allocated. The committee concluded access and
power were the factors underlying conditions that perpetuate
the marginalization of people living in low-resource settings.

The committee centered communities as actors who have the
agency to promote health equity at the local level. They made pol-
icy recommendations to ensure community empowerment to
make a difference in mitigating adverse effects on health by exam-
ining and improving environmental, social, and economic condi-
tions. A key takeaway from the report is that poverty,
discrimination, and structural racism are the root causes of ineq-
uities in the USA and must be addressed so that everyone can live
a healthy life. We launched two additional studies grounded in
the foundational report. They spanned the developmental spec-
trum from birth through late adolescence and focused on achiev-
ing equity for all kids.

As a trained developmental psychologist managing the CoHP
at the NAM, I felt it was my duty to provide a platform for bridg-
ing the science on child and adolescent development to policy and
practice. Building on the findings from the initial report, two con-
sensus committees identified policy and practice recommenda-
tions that could improve the lives of children and youth who
are typically marginalized. The report, Vibrant and healthy kids:
Aligning science, practice, and policy to advance health equity
(NASEM, 2019b), brought together the science on children who
bear the brunt of health inequities. The committee made recom-
mendations for cross-sector alignment, collaboration, and coordi-
nation to address the root causes of suboptimal developmental
trajectories and improve programs with services from prevention
to tertiary intervention.

The committee took a life course approach to review the sci-
ence and therefore examined life stressors during the preconcep-
tion and prenatal periods and their impact on child health and
development. In addition, this report reinforces the importance
of caregivers in reducing the effects of stressors on young children
by creating supportive and stable caring environments at home
and in early care and education settings. The authors call out sub-
groups of children who experience incredibly difficult contexts
that need special attention. These children include those separated
from their parents due to incarceration or foster care and children
experiencing significant pressure to achieve, which is a situation
experienced in relatively affluent communities (Luthar,
Barkin, & Crossman, 2013; Luthar, Kumar, & Zillmer, 2019).
The committee recommended supporting caregivers through
expanding home visiting programs, increasing the number of
community-based programs that provide psychosocial care to
adult caregivers, and routine tracking of social risk among moth-
ers and children over time in health care settings.

The third report in the CoHP series is The promise of adoles-
cence: Realizing opportunity for all youth (NASEM, 2019a).

Through their research, the committee highlighted that adoles-
cence is a period of development that offers an opportunity to
alleviate harms inflicted in early and middle childhood. The com-
mittee also recognized that the “promise of adolescence” could
also be limited for many youths in the USA today because of
social, economic, and cultural factors, including discrimination
and bias, limiting access to needed supports in the community.

The committee focused on several systems (foster care, health,
juvenile justice, education) that influence developmental trajecto-
ries, particularly for youth who are multi-systems involved. The
committee highlighted implicit bias in research, policies, and pro-
grams across systems. For example, the unequal distribution of
resources in the education system led to a recommendation to
level the playing field by rectifying disparities and supporting
schools with economically disadvantaged students. The commit-
tee also recommended addressing racial and ethnic disparities
in the child welfare system. The committee’s recommendation
for better collaboration across the systems should be tempered
by the finding that the systems are inherently biased.

One tactic that the committee used during its deliberations, in
addition to examining the science, was listening to youth who
were considered at risk for suboptimal developmental outcomes.
Listening to and incorporating the voices of people most impacted
by the work of researchers and decision makers is a step towards
broadening access and power to decide where resources are allo-
cated to make a difference. This approach can also be viewed as
solidifying the promise of adolescence, strengthening the role of
caregivers, and empowering communities.

Conclusion

Caring, passionate, generous, trailblazing – these are the terms
that come to mind when I think of Ed Zigler and his influence
on me and my professional career. As his symbolic granddaugh-
ter, as he liked to call me, I aim to carry Ed’s “genes” into the
future. Ed built a network of other mentors for me who would
support me throughout my career. Through Ed’s specific recom-
mendations about whom I should connect with and Ruby’s
expansive network, I found Suniya Luthar, Margaret Beale
Spencer, Valerie Maholmes, Patrick DeLeon, Larry Aber, LaRue
Allen, Ann Masten, Stephanie Jones, Lonnie Sherrod, Velma
McBride Murry, Jeanne Brooks-Gunn, Martin Sepulveda,
Cheryl Polk, Vivian Gadsden, David Lawrence Jr,, Michael
Cohen, Marty Zaslow, Rosanne Flores, and Elena Nightingale,
among many others. These individuals taught me about leader-
ship, deepened my understanding of the connections between sci-
ence and policy, and encouraged me to continue working to
improve conditions for children to thrive. Moreover, I was steeped
in the fertile soil of giri and continue to invest in the next gener-
ation of researchers, scholars, and practitioners to make the world
a better place for children, their families, and communities. Ruby
summed it up beautifully, saying

So what I have tried to do is to give back – to increase the opportunities
for other individuals to do the kind of work that I do. We want all young
people who choose to have influential lives to succeed because many more
are needed to assure that all our children have better futures than they do
now. (Higgins-D’Alessandro & Jankowski, 2002, p. 27)

Rest in peace, Ed and Ruby, and know that your legacies live
on through all the people you have invested in, encouraged, and
believed in over decades – kodomo no tame ni.
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Dedication

This paper is dedicated to the memory of Ruby Takanishi.
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