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PREFRACE

This study is an outgrowth of a pilot study originally
jnitiated at Weifare Planning Council of Los Angeles Region
by the Day Care Committee and Lloyd Street, then Research
Director. In the pilot study directors and teachers, and
parents whose children wé}eﬂin their care, were interviewed
for the purpose of comparing child-rearing practices within
the day care center with those found in the home. Both the
pilot study and the current research have been supported by
the Research and Demonstration Division of the Children's |
Bureau, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

A study such as this is dependent on many people.

First, our appreciation goes to the teachers and children
who permitted us to observe their experiences together, and

to the directors who granted us permission to visit in their

centers. We were impressed with the willingness of staff on
every level to extend us the courtesy of observing, despite
occasional inconvenience and discomfort. Without the cooper-
ation of everyone in the individual centers this project

could not have been carried out.

It is impossible to mention everyone who helped. Joan
Harris, worked as Associate Director during the first year,
participated in all phases of the project's early launching,
and deserves much of the credit for translating ideas into

methods and procedures. Sybil Kritchevsky, Cynthia Milich,
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me——

and Dorothy McDonald were observérs throughout the project.
Their ability to observe objectively and at the same time to
keep alert to gaps in the conceptual scheme, their imagina-
tive suggestions and sturdy good humor strengthened the pro-
ject immeasureably. Dorothy Baranski kept track of the data
in its perilous transfer from coding sheets to IBM cards.
Her accuracy in handling monotonous detail in combination
with her grasp of the mathematics of data processing and an-
alysis was most helpful.

Ede Haselhoef, project coordinator, more than any cther
person is responsible for seeing this project to completion.
Her energy, good nature, and willingness to tackle any job

are unbelievable. She participated as an observer, carried

the brunt of the data processing, supervised the endless

chores involved in preparing the manuscript and in reproduc-
ing it.

Western Data Processing Center at UCLA provided the
computer facilities for the data processing. Gale Montgomery
was particularly helpful as a consultant and programmer.

The staff at Pacific Oaks offered stimulation, criti-
cism, and suggestions throughout the project. Evangeline
Burgess should be mentioned particularly for her contribu-
tion to the initiation of the project, and Myrtle Stubkjaer
for assistance in locating sources. James Hall gave consul-
tation on problems of design.

We wish to thank our children, Leslie, Sara, and Nancy,

1id




Christopher, Michael, Andrew, Donald, and Suzanne. Their
presence sometimes made the writing more diffi:zult, but with-
out them we probably would not have written it at all.
Finally, our appreciation goes to our husbands, who are will-
ing to live with the consequences of having wives who persist
in extending the definition of home beyond their own front

doors.

Pasadena, California Elizabeth Prescott
Elizabeth Jones
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

The goals of Research Project #219, as described in the
original proposal, are to examine an¢ describe differences in
program in day care centers by assessing patterns of teaching
behavior, to relate differences to social and physical vari-
ables within the day care setting, and finally to evaluate
the probable effectiveness of group day care in meeting the
developmental needs of preschool children.

‘This project is concerned with the basic question, Is
day care good care? While our ultimate purpose is evalua-
tive, we have found it necessary to begii with a description
of actual program in day care centers, and to explore the re-
lationship between patterns of teaching behavior and social
and physical variables within the day care setting. These
data have provided a basis for the development of criteria
for assessing the quality of day care program, and for judg-
ments as to the types of intervention likely to be most ef-

fective in altering the child-rearing environment provided by

the day care center.

Background of the Problem

The day care center, a facility where preschool chil-
dren are cared for in a group, offers one solution to the

problem faced by families in which the mother is not

1
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2
available for full-time care. It represents the most radical
departure from traditional patterns of care, and it is also
the most enduring organizaiion which is regulated by society
to. provide substitute care for preschool children. Since
their inception in 1854, these centers have spread throughout
the country and have become accepted as a recognized facility
in many urban communities.

Although the first day care centers were established by
philanthropic organizations to provide care for children of
indigent mothers, children from all socioeconomic levels may
now be found in group day care. Two recent social changes
are, in fact, altering our traditional conception in the
United States that the optimum environment for preschool
children is the home and neighborhood, where supervision is
provided by the mother as part of her roie as homemaker. One
of these changes is the phenomenal increase in maternal en-
piovment which has caused many children to be removed from
the home during the preschool years. The other is the devel-
opment of a technologically complex society which can no
longer provide work for the uneducated, and the consequent
realization that early intervention apparently is necessary
if all children are to acquire essential educational skills.
Both of these trends are producing an alteration of sociali-
zation patterns which involves shared responsibility for the
care and guidance of nursery age children. Since these
changes do not appear to be reversible, it has become impotg-

tant to learn more about the multiple dimensions which create




3
's. child-rearing.environment, and to assess -the effectiveness
of the child welfare services which have been designed to

provide care and education for young children.

Functions of Day Care in
American culture

Contemporary American community values are ambivalent
with respect to support of day care. On the one hand, ac-
ceptance of ~ommunity responsibility for the welfare of chil-
dren is reflected in the long history of centers established
to care for children from needy families. Provision for day
care centers is regarded as a matter of public interest be-
cause it insures the supervision of young children who might
otherwise be neglected. Healtﬁ and nutrition, safety, and
the learning of appropriate sccial behavior can be fostered
in the center. Such provision has been justified on the
grounds that it helps to prevent later delinquency, as well
as to foster the healthy development of young children, and
thus offers a wise long-range investment.

Cn the other hand, provision of group care for children
implies that their mothers are working. The good mother, in
our tradition, is one who stays at home. However, definition
of the rights of the individual in a democracy has, in the
course of our history, beer extended to include the ideal, if
not the reality, of non-discrimination by sex in the occupa-
tional sphere. Individual rights, as well as labor-force

needs for womanpower, thus demand that a woman who can
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contribute to her family's income, to her personal satisfac-
tion, and/or to the community good through exercise of her
particular talents in work should have the opportunity to do
so. On the other hand, women who prefer to maintain full re-
sponsibility for child rearing should have the right not to
work.

The majority of American women currently exercise this

right of choice by working before marriage, but withdrawing

during the childbearing years; a considerable number again
seek jobs when children are in school or have left home.
Some, however, for reasons either of economic need or person-
al satisfaction, also work while their children are of pre-
school age. Day care services available on a voluntary basis

to families who wish to use them are .ecessary to make possi-

ble such choices for women.

Conviction that mothers should have such freedom of
choice is as yet a radical position within the range of Amer-
ican community values. More typically, day care has been re-
garded as an unfortunate necessity for the sake of children

whose mothers could not stay at home to care for them. Thus

tax-suprorted provisions for day care, of which California's
Children's Centers provide an example, are typically restrict-
ed to the children of mothers whose need to work to support
their families is established by a means test. PFew two-
parent families qualify. Such public day care represents a
modern version of the type of responsibility communities have

historically taken in behalf of '"widows and orphans'"; the




contemporary context within which the centers function is
provided by high divorce and separation rates in low-income
urban families.

During their relatively short history Children's Cen-
ters have met several different types of community need. They
were originally established with federal funds in response to
a national economic emergency, the Depression of the thirties,
with the purpose of providing WPA jobs for unemployed teachers
and domestic personnel as well as nutritional services for
needy children. Most were continued through World War II with
support provided through a second piece of legislation, the
Lanham Act, to offer care for children of mothers working in

war industries. The wartime objective of releasing womanpower

has been continued to.a limited extent by the California leg-
islature; Chiidren's Centers permit enrollment of children
whose families do not meet the means test if their mothers are
employed in positions defined as essential to the state's
economy {(notably, teaching and nursing). Needy families are
_given preference, however, and in addition the full cost of

. care tends to be greater than fees charged by private centers;
cousequently many centers _have few or no children of profes-
sional women enrolled.

Public child care can be justified to economy-minded
legislators because it perm1ts mothers to work who would
otherW1se requ1re pub11c welfare aid. Federal 1eg1slat1on
under con51derat10n in 1967 has evén proposed that day care
be made mandatory for mothers rece1V1ng pub11c welfare as-

\
sistance, in order to permit them to enter job training
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programs or employment. This proposal has elicited vigorous
opposition from such organizations as the National Committee
for the Day Care of Children, which strongly defends the
family's sole right to make such decisions, as well as the
importance of determining the individual child's readiness to
benefit from group day care.

Public and non-profit day care is available as a wel-
fare service to children from those families, usually father-
less, in which mothers cannot stay home. Public subsidy is
not available, however, to underwrite child care for mothers
who choose not to stay home (nor, incidentally, may such
working mothers list child care costs as an income tax deduc-
tion). Consequently their demand for child care has been met
primarily by commercial enterprises, established to serve the.
customer in the hallowed free-enterprise tradition. Although
the social work literature continues to assume that day care
serves problem families who have mahy additional needs, and

who nust be given care at reduced rates (Anon., 1962;

1np good 'mandatory' day care program is a contradic-

tion in terms. No mother should be forced to place her chil-
dren in day care sc that she can go to work. The judgmen* as
to whether a young child needs his mother's constant car: and
attention is one that, in our society, traditionally belongs
first of all to the mother. Society may intervene only when
the child is in physiceal danger. In this instance, however,
we are proposing to intervene in circumstances which relate
not to danger but to poverty. Such a pattern of intervention
may be appropriate in totalitarian countries. It is not ap-
ropriate in America." From Statement of National Committee
for Day Care of Children to the Committee on Finance, United
State Senate, on H.R.12080, Social Security Amendments of
1967, September 22, 1967 (mimeo.).

ey




Merriam, 1965; Wiener, 1956), in reality the bulk of group
day care now available in this country is offered not under
‘charitable auspices for reduced fees, but by day care centers
' operated as private businesses--small service enterprises de-
signed to meet the demands of their particular market (Low,
1960). A recent study by The Child Welfare League of America
further indicated that many mothers using day care are em-
ployed:for reasons other than incidence of family problems
(Ruderman, 1964).

Névertheless, day care for needy families remains the
"‘6nly type of group care with a clearly recognized, although
minor;'reie in the community. Cohmercial care, while given
token recognition through 1icensing requirements, fsnctions
"berely noticed vy most of the community to serve mothers who
work by choice. Working mothers at all socioeconomic levels
are more likely to provide care for their children through
informal arrangements with other members of the immediate
~ family, otlier relatives, or friends and neighbors than to en-
roll children in group day care (Lajewski, 1959), which many
regard‘ésua last resort for those lacking other resources.
"'Tﬁe'pesitiveﬁéelues of group care are recognized by a small
but probably increasing number of families, some of whom are
inflﬁenced'bﬁ the efforts of commercial centers (especially
those serving higher-income neighborhoods) to advertise the
~ educational aspects of their programs. Many centers call

themselves nursery schools- and some appeal to parental con-

cern for early educat1on by advert1s1ng French
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music, and accelerated reading programs as part of their cur-
riculum.

In general, in spite of the potentialities for educat-
ing young children which are inherent in the group setting,
education as an objective of day care has not received much
attention. Public schools have been concerned only with chil-
dren six and over (or five and over, though the status of
public kindergartens is tenuous in many areas); licensing
agencies have been concerned primarily with children's
health, safety and general welfare. Nor have most of the
users of day care exerted pressure for educational standards.
There have been exceptions of several types including that
mentioned above. Some day care personnel in all types of
centers have identified themselves with nursery education,
which typically emphasizes part-day programs focused on edu-
cation of children or parents. Most important, the recent
development of federal- and state-sponsored programs for the
compensatory education of disadvantaged preschool children
is likely to add a new dimension to day care on a wide scale.
Some of these programs offer full-day care as a supplement to
their primary purpose, education. Long-established day care
centers, especially those already serving disadvantaged chil-
dren, may feel challenged to include a comparable educational
emphasis in their own programs.

In summary, a variety of conditions have helped to de-
termine the ways in which day care functions in this country.

Conditions fostering the establishment of public and




non-profit centers have included (1) community concern for
‘the welfare of young children from disadvantaged families,
and () hrstorical emergencres (depression and war) in which
,day care programs were utzlrzed to provide for fuller employ-
| ment of women . Further expansion of such services has, how-
ever, been checked by the general belief that mothers of
young ch11dren should care for them at home, except when pre-
vented by economic necessity from doing so. Because this be-
11ef is discrepant with the actual general rise in maternal
.employment, a demand for supplementary Services has been cre-
;ated and this demand, by mothers who can afford to pay for
..care, has been met largely by day care centers establxshed as
small business ventures. Finally, poverty program concern
for the educat;on of the young ch11d is encourag;ng a reas-

sessment of the funct1ons of day care.

Effects of Full Day Care on Young Children
In the past, widespread concern has been expressed for
the effects on children of separation from home and mother.

. This feeling undoubtedly stems from the realization that our
. culture has no tested alternatives to the traditional home-
mother pattern of child rearing, and consequently little is
known about the outcomes of unorthodox socialization pat-
:terns. - These alternatives seem particularly c¢rucial to in-
faats and preschool” children, not only because of their ex-
treme dependence upon- adults, but aiso because it is - the

major: part ' of their waking day:that is spent away from their

mothers. .
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Studies which have been concerned with the effects on
children of unorthodox socialization experiences usually have
focused on the importance of separation from the mother. The
belief has been widely held that children should not be sepa-
rated from their parents. This position received support
from the early deprivation studies which described the ad-
verse effects on children of the complete absence of a
mother-figure or of sharp breaks in the mother-child rela-
tionship (Bowlby, 1952). These early findings were applied
to a broad range of separation experiences, from placement in
a foster home or a stay at the hospital, to the daily separa-
tion from a parent because of maternal employment. With the
realization that the term '"'separation" was being used to
cover very dissimilar experiences, and that some children ob-
viously emerged from similar experiences with much less ap-
parent damage than others, more specific formulations of the
separation experience have evolved. Data now indicate that
not only the type of separation, but also a child's biologi-
cal inheritance, the quality of previous care, age at separa-
tion, and the nature of substitute care all rust be consid-
ered in evaluating outcomes (Rose, 1962).

The nature of substitute care has not received much at-
tention except for that provided in an institutional setting.
Early studies showed that an institutional environment is

often associated with retarded development in children

(Ainsworth, 1962). Several later studies, however, have
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indicated that normal children who are placed in group care

because of the exigencies of war or other reasons not associ-
ated with individual fzmily breakdown do not appear to be ad-
versely affected by the experience (Maas, 1963; Rabban, 1957).
A study by Heinicke (1956) qompared the relative ef-
fects on two-year-olds of full residential care and day nurs-
ery care. Observations of daily behavior and of individual
doll play sessions showed important differences in adjust-
ment, with residential care, but not day care, producing
severe emotional reactions and disruption of relationship

with parents. The available evidence supports the generali-

zation that day care does not produce the deleterious effects

often associated with residential care; the day care child

maintains his relationship with his parents despite the long

day away from home, and is free to participate in the activ-

ities provided by the nursery.

The conclusions which may bs drawn from previous stud-
jes are that children may develop adequately under a variety
of circumstances, and that statements about outcomes of a

particular environméntal alteration apparently need to be

tied to detailed information about the nature of the inter-

vening experience. In this res=arch our aim has been the
'identification of variables within the day care setting which
could serve as a basis for detailed evaluation of program.
The historical factors which have influenced the development

of day care in this country have been instrumental in deter-

mining both the organizational structure of day care and the
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prdgram which takes place within the center.
Structural Characteristics of Day Care

Organization of Day Care Centers

Day care centers in this country operate under three
major types of sponsorship: public, non-profit or‘voluntary,
and proprietary or commercial. Two-thirds of the nation's
4,426 centers are proprietary and nearly one-third are.noh-
profit (Low; 1962). Califorﬁia, it may be noted, has an
atypical number of public facilities.2 Its proportion of

non-prbfit centers is correspondingly reduced.

Most public centers limit their services to low-income
families, as do some but not alllof the non-profit facili-
ties. In contrast, availability of the services of proprie-
tar? centefs is dependent upon a family's abilit& to pay; the
fees charged, however, vary over a wide range.

While there is considerable variation in size of day
care centers, the majority serve more than ten but less than
fifty children (Low, 1962). Two-thirds serve preschool
children'bnly; the remainder offer extended'day care to
school-age children as well. While about two-thirds offer
full day care only, a substantial proportion of cénters also

Accept‘part-day enrollments (Low, 1962).

2Low gives 7% as the national figure for percentage of
. .centers under public auspices, but notes that if California
were excluded, this figure would fall to 1.3% (Low, 1962, p.
. 4). In Los Angeles County nearly one-fourth of all centers
offering full day care are public (Jones and Prescott, 1964).
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Licensing

The policies and procedures of licensing agencies are
important influences on day care program, though they ordi-
narily establish only minimum standards, not criteria for
optimal care. Licensing requirements are variable among the
states, but common trends are evident. In 1960 three-
fourths of the states reqwi;ed licensing of day care centers,
and tr¢ agency most commonly responsible (in 62 percent of
the states) waé the state's department of public welfare
(Low, 1962).

The laws of the state of California provide the 1i-
censing framework within which the centers sampled in this
study operate. In California all group programs for pre=-
school children which are under proprietary or non-profit
auspices are licensed by the State Department of Social Vel-
fare. Its jurisdiction includes not ounly fuli.day programs
but also half;day nursery schools, except for those estab-
lished by the State Board of Education and admipistered by
local school districts or those administered by a college
or university.

In contrast to many states, California has a long his-
tory of licensing of child care. Licensing was well-
established by llorld War I. Over the years the focus of the
1icensipg function has shifted from a primary concern for
safety factors and matters of physical care, such as rest and

nutrition, to a much broader concern for the emotional and

developmental needs of children. This shift in emphasis is
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due partly to changes in the conception over the years of
good care for children, but it is undoubtedly also due to the
influence of social welfare supervision over day care in
Califomia.

In order to facilitate this attitude, the Department

has developed an approach to enforcement which is flexible
and persuasive rather than legalistic, and which permits con-
cern with standards beyond the minimum legally-established

ones (California [Statel], 1964). Certain regulations con-

cerning space, sanitation, and ratios of children to aduits
are specific and absolute. In capsule form these are:

(1) No child under 2 years of age may be accepted
in group care.

(2) Each school must have 35 square feet of usable
indoor space and 75 square feet of yard area
per child, and a kitchen used only for prepara-
tion of meals.

(3) There must be one adult for every 10 children
under age 5.

(4) A license is granted for only one year at a
time. Reapplication must be made each year.

Many other regulations are couched in general terms, such as
that quoted below for qualifications of staff.

All persons having direct contact with children
must be of sultable age and temperament for work
with children. These persons nust have the fol-
lowing qualifications.

1. They must be mature responsible adults.

2. They must have the qualities of warmth
and friendliness.

3. They must have the ability to understand
and accept individual differences in
children and in all persons with whom they
will be working (California [State], 1964,
section DN-141).




The Department has developed two procedures through
which its concerns are enforced in areas where the code can
be only nebulous. One is strict comtrol over the issuance of
licenses to new applicants. Applicants are required, through
a schedule of meetings and interviews, to piovide extensive
proof of their experience and competence, integrity, and fi-
nancial solvency. The other is the development of and reli-
ance on consulting skills rather than rule enforcement in
supervising centers which already are in operation.

This approach requires licensing personnel who have the
gkills or can be trained to implement the aims and concerns
of the Department. The qualifications for licensing person-
nel include training and experierce in the social work field.
New employees are given on-the-job training and sent to work-
shops for specialized training in child development during
the preschool years and its application to the day nursery
field.

The placement of licensing under the jurisdictiom of
the Department of Social Welfare and the decision of the
Department to concern itself with all aspects of the day
nursery environment rather than only those which can be de-
fined legally probably have resulted in (1) the exclusion
from the day care field of some persons who might have se-
cured licenses in other states and (2) a definite pressure in
established centers toward the development of practices and

prograz - which reflect current nursery school philosophy.




16

Professional Influeances oun Day Care

The ambiguous position of day care in American- society
is not counteracted by a set of consistest professional in-
fluences. Any occupation which is well professionalized has
codes of behavior controlled mainly by the members them-.
selves; standards are set for entering the occupational group
and for remaining in good standing within it. The judgment
of his peers is the professional person's most important
point of reference. Development of this form of control de-

pends on the existence of a corps of full-time workers en-
gaged in similar activities and permanently committed to
their work.
There must aiso be some degree of autonomy and

a sense of performing a distinctive and valued ac-

tivity. A potential profession cannot develop

when there is no work basis for cultivating a

sense of common identity (Clark, 1958, p. 152).

‘Day care, far from possessing a sense of common identi-

ty, is fragmented by organizational differences and by the

widely varying backgrounds of its personnel. The persons

proféssionally concerned with day care services, as policy

) s i

makers, licensing staff, administrators and teachers, repre-

sent several disciplines. Social work has taken the initia-

+ m——

tive at the policy and licensing levels. General standards
for day care have been formulated most clearly by child wel-
fare workers through their professional organization (Child
Welfare League, 1960); emphasis has:been placed on day care
as a family welfare service in which needs of families as

| well as children should determine practices.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC




But social workers themselves rarely administer or

teach in day care centers. The persons who do are best de-
scribed as sub-professional, iq terms of criteria of prepara-
tion, career patterns, remuneration, and professional identi-
fication. The professional identification of directors and
teachers is variable and, in many cases, pon-existent. The
individuals directly involved in the day-to-day operation of
day care centers may regard themselves as educators, small
business operators, or just people who take care of little
children. Those professionally active beyond their own cen-
ter are more likely to be‘identified only with other public
éhil& care teachers in Los Angeles, for example, or with
other private nursery owners, than with a profession as a
whole (Jones and Prescott, 1964; Jones, 1963).

_ Their relation to social work typically is limited to
contacts with their licensing worker, whose influence derives
not from her status as fellow-professional, but from her 20-
sition as of ficial representative of the-governmental ageacy
which must approve the center's existence. hile center

staff-will make every effort to create a favorable impres-
sion, they may not, in fact, regard the social worker's ?xf
pectations as :galistic. Witness for example the large gap

between social work standards for home-center relationships

(Child Welfare ieague, 1960) and actual practiézfgimmost day
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care centers.3 Further, social work as a discipline does not
provide specific suggestions to help the teacher in her most
pressing concern: what activities to include in the child's
long day.

Social workers have borrowed such suggestions from
child development theory, especially as translated into prac-
tice in nursery education; and directors and teachers may
utilize the suggestions of their licensing workers, when
these are forthcoming. Teachers also have direct access to
ideas from nursery education, through published sources and
in-service education classes; from kindergarten-primary edu-
.cation, in which some were originally trained; and from their
personal experience as mothers, aunts, and baby sitters.

Although those directors and teachers who regard them-
selves as professional are most likely to identify with the
teaching profession, they lack the common background which
standardized educational preparation would provide. College
curricula designed to prepare teachers of pre-kindergarten
children have not been common, nor have most day care teach-
ers completed such programs. State credential requirements

for teachers of young children, such as exist in New York,

3"[In this respect] most of the centers we observed
were seriously lacking. Since the parents, teachers, and di-
rectors who participated in this study impressed us as being
competent and committed to high standards of care, it may be
that these standards are very difficult to meet in a group
day care setting." (Prescott, 1965, p. 40)
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are exceptional. Even in a state like California with a long
history of licensing, educationai fequireménts for day care
personnel have been limited; licensing legislation has been
more concerned with stindards for héélfh and safety than with
establishing criteria for competence of staff.

Data from several California surveys (reported in Jones
and Prescott, 1964, pp. 24-35) have indicated that the great
ﬁajority of both teachers and directots in day care centers
and nursery schools in that state have had some college edu-
cation. However, only about one-fifth of teachers;and one -
third of directors surveyed in 1957 to 1962 had a bachelor's
degree or better. Since that time educational réqdirements
have been proposed, thoﬁgh notniét adopted, for personnel in
facilities 1i¢ensed by the State Department of Social Wel-
fare. Revisions have'also been made in tﬁe requirements for
the Children's Center Permit, which must be held by teaching
staff in pubiic day care centers admini stered by the State
Department of Education. Conflictinéﬁbressures applied.in
relation to the adoption of revised educational standards
have meant that ¥ebisions have not consistéhtly reﬁulted in
raising standards. Nor.do curfénf regulations affect teach-

ers employed prior to a designated date), who are exempted on

the basis of their long service. Nevertheless, opportuhities

for both pre-service and in-service education for nursery

personnel at junibr college, upper-diviSion and gradﬁate'lev-

els have greatly increased in recent years. The majority of

Califérnia teachers and directors surveyéd had taken some




cellege eoarees‘er workshops related directly to their voca-
tion. | |

Standards for the preparation of day care and nursery
school teachers have been recommended by several national
professional organizations. Host clear-cut are those of the
Association for Childhood Educat1on International, an organi-
zation composed primarily of kindergarten-primary.teachers,
whieh state that nursery school teachers should qualify for
state teaching credentials and detail epecifics of prepara-
tioa. The Child Welfare League of Amer1ca endorses these
same standards for teachers in day care centers (Child Wel-
fare League, 1960, pp. 98-99). 0rgan1aat10ns which represent
members who have themselves completed recognized professional
4preparation have thus been able to agree that professional
preparation.is‘also essential for teachers of young children.
Very few day care teachers, however, are active or influen-
tial in these organizatrons.

Nursery educatioﬁ, a much more diverse field, has its
own professional organization in the National Association for
the =Zducation of Young Children (formerly the National Asso-
ciation for Nursery nducat1on), in which day care as well as
4.nursery school personnel have been active in 1eadersh1p
roles. Th1s organ1zat1on, which seeks to be broadly repre-
sentat1ve of the field, has not agreed on an off1c1a1 state-
ment on standards, though pressure for such a statement has
been exerted within the organization. Since its membership

includes persons whose professional roots may be in child
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developnent, psychologyt education, home economics and other
ficlds, perhaps consensue on this point is not to be expect-
ed. Nhile this organization successfully fosters a sense of
identity among ch11d development-or1ented workers in several
f1e1ds, it does not offer a clear-cut professxonal identifi-

cat1on to those 1n need of one.

Significance of tne Study -

The varying organizational characteristics of day care
are found in innumerable combinations in individual centers.
It is to be expected, for example, that the large public cen-
ter with college-educated teacher$ working under school dis-
trict supervision, the small proprietary center licensed by
the welfare department and providing a home-like setting for
children from lower-income Negro families, and the middle-
sized day care center connected with a sectarian elementary
school and conforming to the school's' daily schedule, will
differ in the program each offers to the children enrolled.
Goals, financial ‘resources; physical settings, and’'staff
skills are“among'%he-variabies which’ interact’ to determine
what children actually experiente in a-giéen'day care center.

Certain’ aspects of program are predetérmined by the de-
velopmental"characteristics'and;physicai needs of young chil-
dren, the necessity of supervising children's behavior in
groups, and the length of the day. All centers necessarily
share a concern for keeping children under control and rea-

sonably contented during the long day. Practical ideas for
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techniques of management and activities interesting to young
children will thus be sought by day care personnel every-
where, to be sifted and selected in terms of their own goals
and competencies and the limitations imposed by the setting
“in which they work.

The staff of the day care center constructs program for
children by providing activities (e.g., paint, blocks, stor-
ies, swings, lunch, nap) at designated times of the day,
week, or longer period; establishing formats for their use by
children (e.g., free play, directed group activity); and in-
fluencing children's selection and use of activities through
the many individual actions and interacfions4which constitute
a teacher's role behavior. It is typical of day care staff
that they display more skill in constructing program than in
describing it to outsiders. Development of a vocabulary
which can facilitate éuch communication is of major impor-
tance in enabling day care to function most effectively.

Nhén chilc vearing is a matter shared between the home and
the day caré center, communication bgtween the two is essen-
tial. Home i; the base for the child evén though he spends a
large part'of his day in a substitute environment; the family
is central to the young child's integrity aé an individual.
The longer the hours of the pfogram and the younger the
wchild, the more imperative it is that the family be included
in some respects in planning the nature of his experigqce in

day care.




There is no clear evidence that day care as such is

" harmful to children, but there is every reason to believe

that the benefit or detriment of the experience for a child
varies both with.his individual needs and with the type of

program offered in the center. Sponsoring agencies, licens-
ing:bodies, and professional organizations have established
standards for day care programs. However, the existence of

standards is not, beyond an absolute minimum, cleariy predic-

- tive of actual program quality.

While we have some understanding of the developmental

needs of young children, the ways in which day care programs

- operate to meet these needs are not well known. Given the

great diversity in characteristics of day care centers, it is

.likely that both content and distribution of children's ex-

periences in them will vary greatly. The characteristics of
any setting in which events and behavior occur constitute in-
herent regulatory features which determine, to a comsiderable
extent, the activities and types of behavior that will prob-
ably occur within its boundaries. ilhen a setting is not op-
timal for certain activities‘:and behaviors, these actions are

not likely to‘occur unless the persons in the setting are

. --highly motivated:to secure them and are exceptionally skilled

in facilitating them (Prescott, 1965, p. 1).

Under what circumstances, we have asked, does group day

care provide an adequate child-rearing environment? - Yhile

.+ group day care has a' long history”in;ghis country, it has

been gradually changing in organizational patterns: and in:
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some of its objectives, and an increasing number of children
are being served. As its purposes broaden, day care may lose
some of the community support gained on the basis of its
original clear and limited welfare goals. Skill in adequate
interpretation of new objectives and the means by which they
can be achieved must be acquired by those concerned with
young children in day care.

There are certain questions to which answers are need-
ed. What actually happens in day care? What factors deter-
: mine variation in what happens? Uhat effects do different
day care programs have on children? In seeking to provide
some answers, we have found it necessary to begin by trying
to develop a usable vocabulary--a set of operationally de-
fined categories--with which to describe day care program.
~We have applied this vocabulary in an observational study of
- program in day care centers.

e knOW«of.no previous lérge-scale observational stud-
ies of program in either day care centers or nursery schools.
The existing research, which will be reviewed in the follow-
ing chapter, has either utilized teachers' reports of philos-
ophy and practiczs or, if based on observational data, has
.been limited to a small number of centers. Detailed informa-
tion on the actual operation of a representative sample of
~day care programs should make it possible to evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of group care as it now exists in an American
community, and to consider the ways in which group care might

best complemnent home care.




In summary, the present study is designed to:

1) describe program, with emphasis on teacher behavior
and the settings in which it occurs, in a representative sam-
ple of day care centers in Los Angeles County;

2) identify the factors predictive of differences in
day care program;

3) evaluate the probable effectiveness of group day
care in meeting the developmental needs of children, and con-
sider possibilities for interventions which might alter or

support certain aspects of the child-rearing environment pro-

vided in day care centers.




CHAPTER 1I

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

An environment has been described as 'the sum of the
external conditions and factors potentially capable of influ-
encing an organism" (English, 1958, p. 182). - In order to
evaluate the child-rearing environment provided by group day
care we obviously could not begin to examine all of the con-
ditions potentially capable of jnfluencing the children. Out
of necessity we had to develop some basis for a selection of
measﬁrable dimensions from all those which we night have ex-
amined. Since our basic concern was for the healthy develop-
ment of children during the preschool years, our conceptuali-
zation of growth during this period became central to all
choices of variables. From children's needs we moved to as-
pects of daf care program, especially the behavior of teach-
ers, and to a specification of the behavior which we would
observé. At this point we were faced with selecting factors
which might best explain or predict this behavior. wWe de-
cidéd to look not only at some of the personal chazacteris-
tics of fhe teachers, but also at variations found in the
settings in which they worked. Both factors, we felt, were
important in understanding why teachers behave as they do.
Finally, in order to evaluate the environment which we had

specified by means of the variables selected, we needed to
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have some basis for understanding how the geparate parts
might work as a whole, so that the quality of the day care
experience for children with differing needs might be esti-
mated.

At each choice point we were guided by existing theo-
retical formulations and by previous research. The sections
which follow explain our choices and give some of the ratiom-

ale on which they were based.

Dévclopment in Barly Childhood

In this stﬁdy, healthy childhood growth is conceptual-
ized as following a series of developmental steps whose gen-
eral ‘features have been outlined in the psychological litera-
' ture, especially the works of Erikson (1950). The preschool
period, under consideration here, is viewed as a transition
period between infancy and entrance to school. According to
a developmental conceptualization, a most important realign-
ment of energy must occur during the preschool period. Chil-
dren mﬁst learn to direct their initiative into socially ac-
ceptable channels and to postpone.their wishes to be adults.
The process appears tc follow a pattern which is somewhat
different for boys than for girls and is best facilitated by
the presence of both the mother and the father. ihen this
shift is successfully completed, a child is free to devote
his full powers to the tasks of the school years. If this
development ‘does not occur, the child cannot utilize his in-

terests in ways which are supported by society, with the




result that his initiative is crippled.

During infancy, the child's energy is directed primari-
1y toward obtaining bodily satisfaction. - After children have
mastered the physical skills necessary for moving about free-
ly and easily and have learned to depend upon adults to pro-
vide for basic needs, they ordinarily direct their attention
toward the world about them. Characteristic of the preschool
pericd are increased language skills which enable children to
play cooperatively with their peers and to observe and act
out adult roles. They also begin to understand that they be-
long to one sex and not to the other, and that they will some
day become adults.

The type of hLelp which the child needs from adults dur-
ing this period differs from that required during infancy.
The infant most nceds adults who can give dependable nurture
and patient physical cere. During the preschnol period a
child needs adults who are friendly, but who also are strong

and clear in their directives and capable of participating in

" and extending the child's enthusiasm for a widening world.

The‘adult must communicate clearly to the child the rules of
society (both directly and as a rmodel) and constantly show
the child how he may accomplish his o'm purpoases within the
framework imposed by these rules.

To be most effcctive, the adult also needs to help the
child translate his wishes, feelings, and ideas into language.

The acquisition of a hish degree of language skill appears to

increase the chiidfs cocnirol of his own behavior and also
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gives him a powerful tool for compreherding the physical and
social environment and for making himself understood (Vygot-
sky, 1962; Luria, 1961). Although factors within the child
have been demonstrated to affect the course of growth (Murphy,
1962; Bscalona and Heider, 1959), the impact of physical and
social environment has always been recognized.

Interpersonal learning is of particular importance dur-
ing the preschool period. In interaction with other persons,
particularly with adults, though also with children, the
child is gaining an understanding of who he is, what he can
do, and what is expected of him. He learns by watching what
adults do, by entering into activities and experiences which
they provide for him, and by reacting to the circumstances

which elicit adult attention, either positive or negative.

The Teacher®s Role in Child Rearing

The centrality of the teacher's role in influencing
children's behavior has been demonstrated by studies of both
préschoél and elementary school classrooms. Glidewell et al.
'(1966) have summarized many of these findings, which they re-
gard as confirming the ''great social power' of the classroom
teacher. 'hile most such studies have been conducted at the
elementary level, H. H. Anderson's studies on the influence
of dominative and integrativé teacher behavior (1939a, b)
were made in nursery and kindergarten settings.

Both in planning'adtiVities for children and in her ac-

tual behavior with children, the teacher determines the nature
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of the nursery experience for the child. Consistent differ-
ences among teachers in methods used and in the climate or
atmosphere created in the classroom have been observed by
Landreth;glégl (1943), Tucker (1940), and Reichenberg-Hackett
(1962). .Those studies which héve exanined the effects of
teacher behavior upon child behavior (Anderson, 1939a, b;
Thompson, 1944; Johnson, 1935b; McClure, 1936; Moore, 1938)

are summarized by Swift (1964) as follows:

In general, the research findings indicate that
techniques which take into account the child's own
interests and goals, which build on these to fur-
ther educational goals, and which are specific and
clearly understandable to the child, will be most
effective in promoting learning. In order to carry
out these techniques the teacher must be child-
centered in her approach, aware of the child's
needs, and willing to adapt to his goals while pur-
suing her own (educational goals) for him. (Swift,

1964, p. 268)

Swift has also summarized a variety of experimental

studies of adult-chiid interaction (see Swift; pp. 268-270)

as further emphasizing the importance of the teacher®s role.
These studies indicate that the young chiid is highly de-

pendent on the adult for approval, direction and attention,

~ and shows strong tendencies to model his behavior on that of

a nurfurant adult.

Our conqeptualization of the components qf teacher ac-

tivity draws particularly on the research of Reichenberg-

Hackett (1962), which was aimed at idemtifying the techniques
by which nursery school teachers influence child develoﬁment
and the attitudes and values transmitted to children in these

éarly group experiences. We assume that teacher behavior
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- which promotes healthy development will include, in varying
degrees, all of these aspects:

Bncouragement: Teacher behavior which facilitates .

—fhe child's expression of his ideas and helps
him to expand his own self-initiated activities.
Also behavior which increases the child's
knowledge in the areas of physical and social
skills, intellectual attainment, and self-
responsibility. (Some of this behavior will be
coded as Teacher Direction.)

Guidance: Teacher behavior which helps the child
to understand procedures and rules.

Restriction: Teacher behavior which makes it
~clear to a child, without damaging his self-
esteem, that there are limits which must be.
respected.

Neutral: Teacher behavior which results in ex-
change of information or expression of opinion
which facilitates mutual understanding, but is
characterized by equality and absence of intent
to influence.

It is a combination of teacher activity, rather than a
single type, which will provide the framework to support the
child's developmental needs. 3Znmphasis on any one component
may not provide the child with the experience to deal ade-
quately with later demands placed upon him. The framework
which is thus providgd must have these three characteristics:
(1) it must be clear and not confuse the child about his
rights nor undermine his self-esteem; (2) it must provide
opportunities for the child to use his initiative and to ex-
perience autonomy; (3) it must be broad enough to provide the
child with competence and knowledge which can be used depend-

ably in his expanding world of school and society.

The formulation of specific coding categories described
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in Chapter III is based on this conceptualization. However,
the coding categories have been expanded to include teacher
behavior which does not necessarily contain elements consid-
.ered.optimal (e.g., restrictive behavior which is damaging to

the child's self-esteem).

Summary

The adequacy of the child-rearing environment provided
by day care centers has been conceived as a function of (1)
the developmental needs of children and (2) the opportunlties
for meeting these needs which are provided by the teacher.
In this study the 1mpersona1 factors in the environment (1.e,,
the physical setting and its contents) will be con51dered
‘prlmarlly as they appear to determine or to 1mp1ement *he
behavior of the teacher as she plans experiences for and in-
teracts with children. We have thus adopted the development-
al'theorists' emphasis on the primacy of interpersonal learn-
ing in the early years of childhood. |

The presentation in the sections which follow reflects
our threefold goal: to describe program in day care centers,
to develop predictoré of teecher behavior and progrem format,
and to evaluate selected aspects of day~care prooram. We
shall review our approaches in the 11ght of prevzous research

" and delineate the variables selected for use in this study.

Description

Our first goal is to describe what we have observed,

_;ooking,for regu;erities which can be communicated and




consequently.examined. . We began the pilot phase of this

- study;with taé aim of observing day care program and the con-

viction:that teacher behavior was a principal component of
program; beyond this, our guidelines for.proceeding were few.
Initially we attempted to describe not only teacher behavior,
in terms of the categories stated in our conceptual frame-
work, but also the activities engaged in by both teacher and
childr&n.

The resultant mass of data proved both unmanageable and

‘unffuitful‘ To the extent to which'individual children were

engaging simultaneously in different activities, with the

teacher moving frcem one to another--and a large amount of day

care program fits this description--our descriptive data pre-

sented a patCﬁwork not amenable to categorization. We were

" not attempting in this study to describe the envircnment as

éxberienced by the individual child, but as it constitutes
experiencés potentially available to all the children. What
we eventually hit upon was a scheme for indicating the extent
to which experiences actually yégg made available to all the
children, and in what way. AThis Elassification of program
format élso gave us a way of summarizing some essentials of
both activities and schedule.

| As previously stated in Chapter I, we are conceptualiz-
ing ¢4y care program as involving four components: activi-
ties, schedule, format, and teacher behavior. We have found

that the last two lend themselves best to the sort of system-

atic observation and generalization at which we are aiming.
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_.Actually, curriculum content--equipment, materials, and ac-

. tivities--and the daily schedule within which these are made

available are fairly standard in programs for young children.
The manner of their presentation, however, takes distinct
patterns in different centers, and it is this aspect of pro-
gram, together with the teacher's ongoing interaction with

children, that we have chosen to emphasize as crucial in de-

termining the environment for young children in day care.

Before we go on to review related research, we may
note that it would be feasible to describe activities and
scheduling in more detail by developing a classification of
types of activities. 1In our description of physical space &o
be discussed in Chapter VIII) we have developed such a class-
ijfication of types of outdoor equipment and used it as a

measure of-the variety of experiences of fered children. We

.~ could not have applied such a classification to activities,

however, without carrying out far more extensive time sam-
pling in centers than ve did; and as elsewhere described, the
amount .-of observation we scheduled appeared to be the maximum

acceptable to directors in many centers.

' previous Research on Group Programs
for Young Children
fFéw previous studies have been concerned with ideﬁtify-
ing program d1fferences in day care centers or nursery

schools, and none have described program as it is actually

""" carried out in a large sample of centers. Sears and Dowley
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(1963) .provide an informative review of program differences
" examined in terms of objectives in nursery school teaching;
' their review summarizes general writings in the field, rather
than reporting survey-type ‘data on actual programs. They
identify two kinds of goals:

1) Those which emphasize the learnings of children as

a group--'". . . the efficient learning of routines, of abil-

ity to follow directions in a group, of acceptance of author-
ity, and of attitudes conducive to harmony between individual
children's wishes and th2 needs and wishes of the group" (p.
816). Teachers in such programs tend to look at the pre-
school as an extension of the elementary school downward;
they strive to socialize children in preparation for kinder-
garten and first grade.

2) Those concerned with modifying and directing the

behavior of individuval children. The teacher plans curricu-

lum for each child, rather than emphasizing routines and

learnings for all the children together. ~The nursery school
' is seen "as an extension of the child's home outward--a sup-
plement to the experiences and relationships he has known
within his family. Recognition of the child as an individual
with a need to discover, experiment, and explore the world
outside his home determines the objectives of his learnings.
Conformity is less emphasized" (p. 816).

Many studies (reviewed in Sears and Dowley, 1963;,f
§wift, 1964) have»been.concerned with the developmept.g#d as=-

sessment of specific activities for stimulating selected
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learnings in young children in group settings. These stud-
jes are typically experimental in design. They have general-
ly found that the acquisition of a skill is dependent on both
maturation and experience, and that the value of practice de-
pends on the skill involved. Effective program planning for
young children is thus based on identifying the child's de-
velopmental'readiness for certain types of learning and pro-
viding appropriate experiences.

Reichenberg-Hackett's study of differences in teacher
behavior in ten nursery schools has been mentioned above and
will be described more fully below. 1t provides the closest
parallel to the present study, which, however, is based on a
much larger sample and concerned exclusively with full day
care.

Moustakas and'Berson (1956) conducted an extensive
questionnaire study of theories and practices in a nationwide
sample of nursery schools and child care centers. Informa-
tion was secured from 312 teachers by means of a question-
naire of 40 theory and 20 practice items dealing with five
basic aspects of the curriculum: physical well-being, emo-
tional climate, social values and growth, intellectual and
artistic experience, and parent-teacher relations. Questions
were designed to test teachers' adherence to "four major edu-
cational theories" identified by the authors and described at
length ip’their report of the study: laissez-faire (empha-
sizing nonintervention, individuality, free expression), au-

thoritarian (teacher direction, group standards, social
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values), democratic (democratic leadership, individuality,
group responsibility), and child-centered (empathic respon-
siveness, self-exploration and enhancement). None of the
teachers studied followed any one theory exclusively; some

were basically oriented toward one or another, while others

wer2 eclectic.

Patterns of Program Format
The conceptualization of program format used in the
present study resembles in part those reviewed above, but has
its base in the empirical data gained in pilot observations
made for this study. We identified four commonly occurring
patterns (in addition to lunch time and other necessary rou-

tines):

Free play: Children are free to choose among all
activities available in the room cr yard such as
swings, sand pile, climbing equipment, etc.

The teacher has not made prior preparations, but
uses the play area as it exists.

Free choice: Children are free to choose among all
activities available; however, the teacher has
made prior preparation and has set up one or more
activities especialiy for this play period such
as a clay table or water play.

Teacher-directed group activity: The teacher leads
an activity in which the children participate as
a group, such as story time, music, or rhythm
games. Children are expected or required to

participate.

Teacher-directed individual activity: The teacher

has planned an activity in which all children
are expected to participate, but which is car-
ried out individually by each child such as
painting, pasting, puzzles, or drawing.
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We hypothesize that several or all of these formats
will be found in all centers, but that centers will differ in
their choice of a predominant program‘format: Patterns of
program format are expected to show a consistent relationship

with patterns of teacher behavior.

Patterns of Teacher Behavior

The observational scheme developed for the present
study draws most heavily on Reichenberg-Hackett (1962), who
developed a method of observation based on an Yepisode' tech-
nique originated by Barker (1954) and used it to examine
teacher behavior in selected nursery schools. The behavior
of teachers in ten schools was classified by combining a
number of the d;mensions of teacher behavior included in
oth&e studies (Anderson, 1939a, 1939b; Thompson, 1944;
Bishop, 1951), 1In the teacher motivating techniques of en-
couragement and discouragement, as well as in the values
stressed and the amount of child-centered behavior exhibited,
Reichenberg-Hackett found 1arge_differences among teachers,
reflecting the wide range of experiences to which children in
different nursery groups may be exposed.

Throughout the day children initiate contacts with the
teacher which will require a response from her. She in turn
alsb will initiate contacts which will change the course of
action béth for the group and for the individual child.

i e

These contacts between teacher and children are viewed as

choice points, because they require a decision on the part of

%
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the teacher. Some choice points are defined hy the children,
but many are defined by the teacher's decision to intervene.
- This conceptualization implies that the teacher is faced with
two problems of decision.making: (1) when to act, and (2)
how to act. It is assumed that teachers will differ greatly

in their definition of choice points and in their response to
them. They may also differ in ease of decision-making and in j

versatility of response. It should be possible to elucidate

these differences by examining the total teacher behavior
which falls into each of the categories described. JFurther-
more, it is expected that these differences willnnot'béren-
tirely idiosyncratic, but will form patterns which can he
described and analyzed. o |

These differences will be reflected in the amount of
interaction with children. " They also will be reflected by
the frequency with which teachers habltually select responses

in the categories of encouragement, guidance, and restric-

tion. This tendency to respond to various choice points'in

' predictable ways is defined as a pattern of teacher behav1or.

' These patterns will depend upon the part;cular ways in which
a teacher defines her job responsxballty and upon other fac-
tors whrch will facxlmtate or ampede her JOb performance.

As we made epasodrc observations in the pilot phase of

" this study,rt seemed to us that the data they provided on
teacher behavror were 1ncomplete.' Because we wanted to cor-
relate our 1mpress;ons W1th specafrc data, we added global

ratrngs on teacher manner, tempo, amount of teacher

- b il € AN - N P S S
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verbalization, and lessons taught. The latter category is
adapted from Reiclieuberg-Hackett, and ratings are made based
on the observer's perception of the teacher's activity during
the obsgervational period. The total situation is judged by
the observer as reflecting teaching emphasis on physical
skills, social skills, intellectual attainment, or self-

responsibility, with sub-categories in each area.

Summary
In describing program format and teacher behavior in
day care centers, we are simultaneously gaining information
about day care programs as they currently operate and identi-
fying the dependent variables about which we are interested
in making predictions. Once we can describe what happens in
day care, we should be able to identify factors which are

reiated to the differences we observe in program. The next

~section considers the background variables which we selected

as likely predictors of teacher behavior and program format

in day care.

Predictibn

. T

Underlying th1s study is the assumption that program in
day care centers can not only be systematlcally descr1bed,
but also can be predlcted on the ba51g of variation 1n other

elected var1ab1es.' It is our hypothe51s that program will

be’ structured by the 1nterpersona1 setting, the phy51ca1 set-

”ifiﬁg; the attitudes of teachlng qtaff and the leadersh1p

style of the director. These varlableg will in turn be
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influenced by the professional preparation of the staff and
by sponsorship and other organizational characteristics.

. The examination of relationships among variables to es-
tablish bases for prediction of variation in day care program
will occupy the larger part of our data analysis. In this
section a conceptual background will be provided for the pre-

dictive variables which we have selected.

Interpersonal Setting
'The setting in which teacher behavior occurs includes
the social characteristics of others, particularly the chil-
. .dren. Of readily identifiable characteristics, age of chil-
.dren and their socioeconomic status have been most widely
described as influential on teacher behavior.

Age differences are readily recognized by parénts, de-
.velopmental theorists and curriculum planners alike as basic
in determining differences in children's behavior and needs.
:Group care is generally regarded as inappropriate -for chil-
dren under two, and its suitability for two-year-olds has
been questioned (Child Welfare League, 1960). Within the
rather narrow age range Serv3q'6§'the day care center, does
teacher behavier-fary with age of children7 |

| Other studles ‘have pr0v1ded S ome ba51s for predrct1hg
" such var1at1on. Foster (1930) Appel (1942) Landreth (1943),
and Relchenberg-Hackett (1962) have all reported relatlvely
‘:ﬁcon51stent differences in teacher behav1or related to the age

of ch11dren in the nurs ery group.
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Socioeconomic differences among the recipients of pro-
fessional behavior have been cited by a number of studies as
influential in determining that behavior. Hollingshead and
Redliich (1958) have documented differential response to pa-
tients by psychiatrists; Hollingshead (1949), among others,
has described teachers' differential treatment of public
school students according to social class. It is difficult
to anticipate whether these findings are generalizable to the
nursery level. Prescctt (1964, 1965) has presented some pre-
liminary findings concerning the relationship of emotional
climate in day care centers and socioeconomic level of cli-

ents.

Physical and Temporal Environment

It is to be expected that program format and teacher
behavior will be regulated in part by the physical setting in
which they occur. The importance of these variables is im-
ulied by the wideSpread establishment of legal standards for
space.ner child. Sanitary and'kitchen facilities, number of |
children in a group, number of children per adult, and so on.
While such standards are described as 1nsur1ng health and
safety, they will necessarily set limits on the teacher s be-
hav1or as well. A teacher w1th many children to superv1se in
a small space‘cannot behave as flexibly as the teacher in a
more optimal setting. | . |

‘It is widely assumed that certain enVironments such as‘

farms, slums, crowded hous:ng, 1nstitutions, large and small
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classes have a differential effect on children, and that
adul*s can and do work more effectively with children in
some settings than in others (Murphy, 1961; Hess, 1963;

Barker and Gump, 1964; Jersild, 1949). Characteristics of

. physical setting have received some attention as predictors

of children's, though not directly of. teachers', behavior

- (Updegraff and Herbst, 1933; Harkey, 1935; Body, 1955).

. Findings of earlier studies concerning the effect of amount

of space and presence of equipment on children's aggressive
behavior (Green, 1933; Johnson, 1935a; Jersild and Markey,
1935; Murphy, 1937) imply the likelihood of variations in
teacher response elicited by children's varied be'avior under
dif ferent physical conditions.

Some recent work concerned specifically with the physi-
cal setting for child behavior provided by the nursery
(Shure, 1963) has been stimulated by the "psychoiogical
.ecoiogy” of Barker and his associates, whose studies have es-
tablished that certain milieus or settings do regulate the

'range and nature of ch11dren S act1v1t1es and value Judgments

“'(Barker and Wright, 1954 ‘Kounin et al, 1957)

o e BN ot

In the day care center chlldren engage in many act1v1-

't1es throughout the day. Some are routznes re1at1ng to phys-

1ca1 needs and occur in all day care centers. Others are ed-

'ucatlonal and play act1v1t1es wh1ch may d1ffe1 among centers

as to both content and fornat. Some centers present many

' structured group art1v1t1es, whlle others keep group act1v1-

ties to a m1n1nun and empha51ze free play or 1nd1V1dual
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chéice. It is postulated that selection of an activity will
determine certain aspects of a teacher's behavior during the
conduct of that activity.

Physical aspects of the setting also are expected to
alter teacher behavior. The number of persons in a given
setting, for example, will vary. As the number of persons
within a setting increases or as the amount of free space
available to each person decreases, the rﬁnge of behavior
permitted to individuals in the setting becomes more re-
stricted: therefore, the role of the teacher must be altered
to meet these changes.

Each of these factors is visualized as placing re-
strictions on the behavior of participants. Some settings,
as a result of the activity and its physical aspects, are
vhighly restrictive compared with others; i.e., group story
time requires that all participants remain silent and quiet,
while outside play permits each participant freedom to talk
and move about. These two activities are expected to elicit
different responses from teachers.

In the present research our initial categories for spa-
tial analysis were very simple. Field experience led us to
feel that these dimensions were inadequate to describe the
effect of the physical setting, and that a schenme of analysis
should take into account certain arrangements and configura-
tions of space which appeared to be important in determining
both teachers' aqd children's percgptions and,wconsequently,

their use of the setting. “Je have tried, thetrefore, to
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consider the structuring aspects of play areas, developing a

" functional analysis which will enable us to rate quality of

both indoor and outdoor space. The nature of the basic
space, the arrangement of equipment within the basic space,
and the number of pcople occupying a given space help to de-

termine activity within the setting.

The Teacher's Definition of Role
All persons who accept a teaching positiorn must assume
responsibility for guidance and control, two functions which
a teaching role requires. As long as these functions are
fulfilled, i2e teacher is free to establish her own style of

rete
B3

leadership and conception of purpose. 1is individuvalized

" conception of roguired fuactioas is considered *to te a

teachei's definition of role. Her ccnccption of this role
will Jdeterminc preferences for selection of certain responses
from her renertoire of alternatives.

A teacher nus: have scme conception of what s'e is try-

~ing to accomplish in her'daily relations with children. This

conception of purpose may be deduced from her description of
important aspocts of her job and from her hope for the
children's experiences. In an earlier study by Prescott

(1964, 1964) tue major purposes of feachér uctivity were for-

“rulated into thres categories on the basis of interviews with

“&ay'care'teachers, as follows:

.
o T4 ,E

Custodial: Tke téachev‘seéé her role as keéeping
the children sa;e, happy and comfortable. Em-
phasis is prlmarlly on phy51cal aspects of

,care, with little consideration for educational
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experience, although opportunities for initia-
tive may occur without teacher planning.

Adult-centered: The teacher -hopes to teach chil-
aren ways of behavior which are valued by
adults, such as educational skills or etiquette...
The goals of the teacher may be narrow or
broad, but they are based on'a‘conception of
desirable accomplishments, without considera-
" tion of experiences which develop autonomy and. :

initiative.

| _ Child-centered: The teacher clearly relates her

| S goals to the self-initiated activities of chil-..
dren for the purpose of expanding and support-
ing ‘their experience and contact with the

world.

| Teachers may also differ in the manner of leadership by
| ' - | | Jrie
E which they implement their ma jor purpose. Two components,

type of authority and warmth, appearéd in the same Siudy to

account for variation in leadership style.

Authority: The teacher must accept responsibility

7. as the head of the group to control and direct
it. She may consider her source of authority
to be arbitrary or situational. . If the source:
of authority is arbitrary, it is based on the
‘preferences or demands of the teacher. Situa-
tional authority is based on the demands im-

; posed by .the purposes and context of the set-
ting. In either case the actual rules may be
similar, but differences in origin::become ap-
parent if authority is questioned. Teachers

. . -who believe in situational authority are.not
concerned with obedience, but only that safety
and necessary order be maintained: ~If author--
ity is questioned they are willing to re-
examine and to explain or to demonstrate the
need for their policies. Teachers who see au-
thority:as arbitrary visualize obedience in it~
self as important and emphasize enforcement

- rather than re-examination. - o

Warmth: This is a:characteristic implying ap-
proachability and accessibility of the teacher ®
as these qualities might be perceived by chil-
dren. Warmth is operationally defined as

| =1 . 77 teacher willingness to give and receive affec-
L tion, such as hugging and holding children, and
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'to accept dependency behavior, such as clinging )
or demands for help. " .

These 1nd1v1dua1 conceptrons of role differ in level of
complexity. Teachers who are concerned with care and protec-
tion can set up rout;nes to be followed with little varia-
tion. Since they have few expectations for the children,
teacher-initiated actions are directed toward a few s;mple

adult-centered goals have added to the custodial goals expec-

tations for educational experience, and consequently must in-
itiate actzons which will accomplxsh these ends. They must

| also deal w1th chrldren who do not learn, or wish to learn,

what the teacher w;shes to 1mpart. Child-centered goals 1m-
rose the most d1ff1cult and complex role upon the teacher.
She also assumes custod1a1 and eduhat1ona1 responsrbllltles,

l-J

but in addition she must percerve 1nd1v1dua1 desires and

select. behaviors which will help each ch;ld understand how

he may: accomplish his own purposes in acceptable ways. In
. add;tron, teachers who are warm and srtuat;on-centered are
W1111ng to consrder a wzder range of behavior as pertinent to

their decrsrongmakrng than teachers who are less approachable

b e o e e

and more arbltrary. f

A methodologzcal as well as a substantive concern of

this research has to do w;th the consrstency between teacher

P Y T e Ve

att1tuoes and observed behavror and program. It has been

common in studies of teach;na practlce, and even more SO in

ROV

studres of ch11d rearing (see for example Sears, 1957; Davis

[Kc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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and Havighurst, 1946), to rely on interviews with teachers or
parents for information concerning their behavior in relation
. to children. Tests of the predictive value, for actual be-
havior, of interview data have not often been made.
Moustakas and Berson (1956) found inconsistencies between
teachers' reported philosophy and their feported behavior.

We will consider the teacher's definition of role as
one predictor of her behavior in interaction with children.

The teacher's actual behavior represents her per formance of

role. The congruence between role difinition and role per-

formance will depend on several intervening variables: ad-
ministrative setting, physical and temporal environment,
interpersonal setting, and teacher competence (as determined

by education and experience).

Professional Preparation

Professional preparation, here defined to include both
teaching experience and education, is expected to be related
both to definition and performance of role. We hypothesize
that high levels of education and experience will be associ-
ated with consistency between role definition and perform-
ance, and with more complex role definitions (i.e., child-
centered rather than custodial). Experience is seen as af-
fecting decisiveness and ease of choice ‘among alternative
responses. It is also possible that it may be associated
with less flexivility, unless experience is coupled with for-

mai education which has given the .teacher a broad background

for choice. Professional experience and training of the




teacher have been correlated with teacher behavior by

Landreth et al. (1943); Nesibtt (1943); and Reichenberg-
Hackett (1962). The latter author found some relationship,
while concluding fhat the teacher's personalit? and attitudes
were the most important determinant of the child's nursery
experiencg. A far more extensive literature on teacher per-
sonality and characteristics related to teacher behavior ex-
ists for the elementary school level; it has been reviewed

by Getzels and Jackson (1963).

Administrative Setting and Climate

Regardless of her definition of role, a teacﬁér muét
integrate her performance into the ongoing operation of the
center. The director as administrator is responsiﬁie for
determining the policies and purposes which will govern the
center. If she is part of a larger administrative unit or
reports to a board of directors, many of these administrative
decisions will not be hers. The sponsorship of the center
(i.e., public, proprietary or non-profit) will determine her
freedom to formulate purpcses and policy. Center size will
define the scope of administrative demands. Regardless of
spons orship or size, the director is responsible for imple-
~menting both purpose and policy within the center.

The way in which she.does so will depend, as with the
teacher, on her definition of role as defined. by the experi-
ence which she wants for the childrea (purpose) and style of

‘leadership. The director, however, must.add the dimension of

administration to her definition of rolei:
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Definition of role as conceived by the teacher and di-
rector may or may not coincide. The director may, by her
conception, wish to restrict or expand the role of the teach-
er. If their conceptions are not identical, the director may
attempt to alter the teacher's role. The outcome of this

role discrepancy probably will depend on the style of leader-

ship exercised by the director.

To measure this administrative factor, we will rely on

interviews with directors on dimensions of warmth, authority,

and role definition (leadership style), and on an examination

of organizational characteristics such as sponsorship, size,
- and type of service offered.
| A day care center is conceived to operate as.an inte-
grated unit in which there is mutual adaptation among direc-
tor, teachers, and clientele to the surroundings and to indi-
vidual definitions of role. As a resuit of these accommoda-
tions, each center is believed to develop a prevailing atmos-
phere which becomes stablized and is conceived for the pur-
poses of this study as climate.

In a previous study, four types of climate were de-
scribed.(Prescbtt, 1964). . Based on attitudes expressed by
directors, these were labeled as warm-nonauthoritative, warm-
authoritative, cold-nonauthoritative and cold-authoritative.
The factor which differentiated among them was type of lead-
ership with its two dimensions of warmth and authority. In
this study we are interested in developing a conception of

climate based on behavioral data, and in cxamining the forces

i
.f
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which are associated with variations.

The conceptualization of the interaction process in
small groups developed by Bales (1950) and his associates is
suggestive of possible ways of looking at climate by examin-
ing teacher-child interaction in the small groups of a day
care center. These groups are not clearly perceived as task-
oriented by all members, nor are they made up of equals.
Bales's formulation has, however, been applied to various
types of groups, including families, by Parsons and Bales
"€1955) and others. If there are general principles of small
group interaction, as these writings suggest, they should
have potential value for the analysis of groups in day care
centers.

For example, Bales has described two '"series of
strains' as characteristic of any social system: one begins
in the need to adapt to the outer situation, and tends tu
produce division of labor anc¢ differences of status; the’
other begins in the need for integration of the system, and
emphasizes solidarity at the expense of differences\(Bales,
1950, p. 157). \hile all social systems tend to swing back
and forth between these two poles, the latter can ‘aiso be re-
‘garded ‘as end points on a continuum descriptive of the adap-
. tation of any group at a given time.

Thus, in day care centers, a range of differences in
enphasis on adaptation to the external environment at the ex-
pense .of teacher-chiid solidarity should be expected. Dimen-

sions regarded as emphasizing adaptation to the environment
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include authority, adult-centered role definition, restric-
tion, control and restraint. ‘hen these dimensions are pres-
ent, we shali look for organizational characteristics which

might be fostering this type of adaptation.

Summary
In identifying predictors of teacher}behavior in day
care, we have set the stage for recommendations concerning
effective intervention to improve'day care program. Does day
care need improving? ‘iJhom does it servevbest?. These ques-

tions will be discussed in the section on evaluation, which

follows.

Evaluation

ZEvaluation implies the adoption of standards to be used
as a reference point. Our standards for evaluating day care
. program are derived from our conception of healthy develop-

ment during the preschool period, and our conception of the
function of day care in the iife of the child. The criteria
which we specify for evaluation will act as a yardstick by
which we’shall'bompare the adequacy of program as it was ob-
served to the responsibilities of program, as we conceive

them, in fulfilling the needs of children.

Healthy Development During the
Preschool Period
.\le have already presented a developmental point of view
which emphasizes the growth of autogqmy, initiative, and

self-esteem in.the young child (Erikson, 1950) as the basis
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which we chose for evaluating healthy development during the
preschool period. As an outgrowth of this viewpoint we have
ermphasized the importance of the adult in establishing for
the child a clear framework of acceptable social behavior
based on trust and nutual esteen.

In addition we have emphasized the opportunities for
learning which stem from a rich environment which is full
available to the child.

« « « research indicates that much important
learning takes place in a nonspecific way as the

child explores his environment, is exposed to dif-

ferent types of experience, and has the opportun-

ity to experiment at first hand with many kinds of

materials. Behavior that often seems purposeless

to the observer supplies the child with basic ex-

periences from which he draws the data to solve

problem situations which may arise later . . .

(Swift, 1964, p. 263)
Child-Rearing Functions of Day Care

JJe are making the assumption that full day care, which
affects children during most of their waking week-day hours,
should serve .two functions:

1) to substitute for the home in providing appropriate
developmental experiences, and .

2) to compensate for possible deficiencies in the home

environment by enriching children's experiences in desirable

areas.

Day Care as a Home Substitute

MR B e e b A v AL

A good home provides a setting in which love and re-
spect among individuals of different sexes and different ages

can be dependably experienced by the child, and in which care
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for his physical needs is accompanied by care for him. In
regard to physical care, the rituvals children in families de-
velop around eating and sleeping are probably of particular
significance to theryoung child in demonstrating that he is
an impertant persoﬁ, one whose idiosyncratic needs are worthy
of adult time and attention.

A good home also provides age-appropriate 1earning ex-
periences by giving the child an environment characterized by
variety and opportunity for sensory experience, which can be
explored by the child in his own time and in his own way. In
.substituting for the home, a good day care program will. make
every effort to provide considerate attention to the particu-
lar needs of the individual, offering him sufficient oppor-
tunjties for personal attention and personal choices to bal-
ance the demands for his conformity to group behavior pat-

terns.

Day Care as Compensatory for Home Deficiencies

The social or individual éharactéristicé'gfﬁsome homes

E méy render them partiélly deficient as éhiid;réaring environ-

’ ' ments, either from the standpoint of preparation for useful

E roles in the wider society or in terms of'healthy personality

| development. Current programs designed to provide compensa-

} tofﬁneddéation for preschool children froﬁ poverty-level fam-
ilies“have grown out of reéoghition that many families are

unable to provide children with a foundation for achievement

in school. Nursery schools for middle-class children also

derive part of their support from parental conviction that
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the group envircnment is superior to the home in offering op-
portunities for some types of learning.

As we conceive it, homes can be deficient in terms
either of 1) quality or range of experience in personal re-
lationships, or of 2) physical environment adequate to sup-
port the child's needs.

Some children in day care may be deprived of warm, un-
hurried, and stable relationships with their parents. iany
children in day care do not have fathers in the home. Day
care also appears to be selective according to ordinal posi-
tion in the family. An earlier study (Prescott, 1964) found
that 47 percent of the children enrolled in szmple centers
were only children, and an additional 40 percent were the

‘youngest in their families. These children may have rela-
tivelgvlimited opportunity at home for social experiences

with peers.

For many‘reasons parents may be unable to offer an op-
timal physical environment. Some lack the education or ex-
perience to seiect experiences which are valuable to chil-
dren. Others lack the resources to do so, either because of
poverty or because of the housing patterns which urban living
requires.

If day care is'to compensate for deficiencies in the
home, it should provide personal‘relationships which are both
varied and supportive and an environment appropriate to young

children's needs.
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Criteria for Zvaluation of Day Care Program
On the basis of our éssumptions concerning healthy de-
velopment and the functions of day care, we will evaluate

programs in terms of criteria derived from 1) observations of

teacher behavior, 2) observation of physical space, 3) ob-
servation of children's responses, and 4) information about
differences among children enrolled in day care, and among

the types of programs in which they are enrolled.

T T T TR TR T TR R

| Teacher Behavior

In'good programs:

1. The teachér's behavior is balanced among encourage-
ment, guidance, restriction and neutral actions.' Encoufage-
ment, however, will characterize a high proportion of her
interactions with children.’

2. The teacher's manner toward children is friendly

and sensitive.

3. The teacher places relatively high emphasis on
children's development of verbal skills.
4. A relatively high.number of lessons is taught by

the teacher. '

Physical Znvironment

In goo¢ programs the physical environment offered to
children is rich and varied, in age-appsropriate terms, and is
characterized by inherent rather than teacher-imposed limits

on activities.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




Children's Response

.Jé have introduced the variable, Children's 'Response,
for the specific purpose of providing an evaluative criterion.
Observation of the extent to which children are involved and
interested or bored, restiess ‘and lethargiciShould provide a
valid measure of the quality of day ‘care based on the reac-
tions of the actual recipients of teacher behavior. It seems
reasonable to assume that those teacher behaviors' and program
arrangements which elicit a strong positive response f;qm
children will tené to be most conducive téfchiidféﬁ‘s héalthy
development, when viewed in the context provided by other

criteria.

Differences amogg;Children and Prograns

We assume that children's needs differ, and that a'pro-
gram rated gobd by our ‘Other criteria will not necessarily be
good for all children. Consequently, we will consider the
possibié effect of placement on children with various charac-
teristics (i.e., age, socioeconomic status, ordinal position
in family, presence of father, certain personality traits)
into the types of programs which will be delineated. Alst to
be considered is whether or not an existing program actually

is available to a child whose needs it might fit.

B

- Summary’
Our evaluation is$ designed to answer these questions:
In good dav care programs, what do teachers do? ' What experi-

ences does the environment offer? Do children respond to the
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program? Which programs are appropriate for which children?
Cur goal in evaluating program is to recommend types of in-
tervention which have potential for improving day care cen-
ters as an environment’for children's growth. ile are testing
the hypothesis that the interactions which we have observed
among teachers and children are not chance occurrences, but
are closely tied to the varied aspects of the social and
physical setting in which they take place. Where relation-
ships among variables are predictable, intervention which ef-
fects change in any one variable in an interrelated pattern

should result in eventual change in other variables as well.




CHAPTER I1I

THE STUDY DESIGN

The Population Studied |

The intent of this study is to provide information use-
ful to persons throughout the country even though the sam-
pling was limited to centers in Los Angeles County. Conse-
quently, it seems important to distinguish those features of
day care centers in Los Angeles which resemble the national
pattern from others which appear unique to this area.

wWhen this study began there were 3£0 licensed day care

centers in Los Angeles County which offered full day care for

nursery age children. This figure represents 8.6 percent of
the nation's total facilities. Centers found in Los Angeles
County are similar to those found nation-wide with respect to
size of center, the provision in many centers for inclusion
of both preschool and school-age children, and the proportion
of programs which offer dual services, providing both part-
day and full day care to meet the needs of working mothers
(Low, 1962).

In Los Angeles County, as in the rest of the country,

the majority of day care services (66.3%) are offered under
proprietary auspices. Los Angeles County does differ from
other geographical areas in its paucity of non-profit centers

(11.0%). Of these only 28.6 percent are sponsored by
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agencies other than churches. Suburban churches sometimes
offer day care not only to meet community needs in areas
where strict zoning limits the availability of commercial
centers, but also to increase their operating budget through
optimal utilization of facilities on week days. These church
centers most commonly do not subsidize care and expect their
day care program to be self-supporting. Day care for low-
income families is provided primarily by Children?s Centers
which, rather than being sponsored by communify welfare agen-

cies, are administered by local boards of education which re-

ceive financial assistance from the state.

U P

Selecting the Sample
Our purpose was to obtain a representative sanple of
day care centers. We decided to use a simple random sample
because it would enable us to generalize not only about the
range of programs available, but also about their frequency
of occurrence. Using a table of random numbers, a sample of
100 centers was drawn from a listing of the 380 centers which

at that time offered full day care in Los Angeles County.

Our intention was to obtain a minimum of 45 centers from this
list. Centers were contacted systematically beginning with
number one. Seven centers were eliminated because they ex-
ceeded our arbitrary limit of 40 miles or one hour's driving
time. Eleven had closed or no longer offered full day care.
Of the remaining centers, nine were contacted in which we
were unable to arrange for observations. Of these, three re-

fused to participate, and six gave reasons for postponing any
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commitment for participation. These six were subsequently
contacted a miniimum of three times following their initial
refusal,

The final sample consisted of fifty centers. Of these

thirty were proprietary (commercial), five were non-profit,

and fifteen were public (board of education Children's Cen-
ters). After the sample of fifty was completed another five f
centers were selected for;speciél sampling. Data from these

centers are included only where noted.

Gaining Access to the Centers
" A letter of introduction was mailed to each director
whose center had been selected in the random sampling. This
letter contained a brief explanation of our objectives and
asked permission for an interview so that we might discuss
our project in greater detail (see Appendix Al). After the

letter had been received, the project Secretary telephoned

the director of the center and arranged an appointment for

the project Director or Associate to visit the center.

t The initial interview began with a full explanation of

| our purpose. Our explanation went something like this:

; ile have received a three-year research grant
from the Children's Bureau, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, iashington, D. C. The
Children's Bureau, in recent years, has been con-
cerned with the tremendous increase in working
mothers, especially those with young children.
They are wondering about the types of care which
will be available throughout the United States if
more mothers continue to work. They are particu-
larly interested in group care, because of its de-
pendability, and they want to know more about it.
Since the Los Angeles areas has large numbers of
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working mothers and many day care centers under all
types of sponsorship it is an ideal community for
this study. ile have been given the job of answer-
ing their questions about what programs are now
available, in a large metropolitan arca, to working
mothers who wish to place their children in care.

From the nearly 400 centers in Los Angeles which

offer fuil day care, the name of your center was

drawn in a random sample; that is how we happened

to contact you.

This is what we would like to do. .Je would

like to visit your center twice during your regu-

lar morning program. Then we would like to come

once a%ain in the early morning and once in the

late afternoon so that we might get an idea 'of how

the entire day fits together.

If the director agreed we proceeded to interview her
using the Interview Schedule in Appendix A2. During this in-
itial interview we obtained basic.data on the school, its
'size, type of clientele, program emphasis, attitudes and ed-
ucational background of the director. At the end of the in-
terview we set up a schedule of visits and explained our pro-
cedures .i:. greater detail. This interview was followed by a
letter of confirmation which included the names of the ob-
servers. Letters to the teachers explaining our procedures

in the groups were aiso enclosed (see Appendix A3).

Procedures in the Center
Each center was scheduled for four visits by our team
of observers: two visits during the morning, usuqlly from
9:00 A.M. to 11:30 or 12:00 nobn; one during the early morn-
ing, from approximately 7:00 to 9:00 A.M.; and one during the
late afternoon from about 3:30 to 5:30 P.M. The exact timing

varied slightly depending on the center's schedule. The num-

ber of observers scheduled for each center was determined by
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its size and grouping practices. A small center with only
one group of children would be scheduled for nine hours of
observations with ohly one observer present at any given
time, while at a larger center with three or more age groups
approximately nineteen hours of observation would be complet-
ed by several observers during the four scheduled visits.

During the pilot phate we experimented with a more ex-
tensive visiting schedule. Additional hours of observation
did not appear to add significantly to the quality of infor-
mation collected. The schedule which was finally adopted
also appeared to be the maximum in visitation which would be
acceptable to personnel in many of the senters.

During,our-visifs we tried to remain as unobtrusive as
possible. The observer recorded two 20-minute observations
each hour and then rotated to another group. Each observer
entered and left the groups quietly and usually sat at a
slight distance from the group. To avoid participation the
observer maintained silence and did not invite conversation
from the children. ‘' iJhen approached by a child, the -observer
kept her responses to a minimum to prevent disruption of the
program and the observation. .ObserQers were systematically
rotated throughout the study so that each teacher was ob-
served by two or ﬁﬁre observers. No more than three observ-
ers were present in a center ‘at any one time.

Teachers were not interviewed until the bulk of the ob-
servations were completed. (For Interview Schedule, see Ap-

pendix A4.) Since the removal of a teacher from the group
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presénted‘staffing probléms in many centers, our interviews
were short (approximately 10 minutes) and scheduled according
to the wishes (and ingenuity) of the director. At the time
of the interview, teachers were reminded that information was
available only to project staff and was to be used only for
* the purposes of the study.

The observational data were collected by three observ-
ers who remained throughout the entire project. 1In addition,
 the project Director and Associate (who was later replaced as
observer by a project coordinator) also participated extenw
sively in collecting the observational data, making a total
of six observers in all. Reliability of the obsérvational
method is presented in detail later in this chapter.

The center directors were interviewed only by the proj-
ect Director and Associate. The coding for each interview
was checked by both and any differences reconciled. ZEach
teacher for whom a minimum of ten observations was obtained
was interviewed by one of our staff members. The
interviewer's coding was always checked by another member of
the project staif. |

All staff members were college graduates who had, at
one time, placed their own childrén in nursery or day care
programs. Their similarity in educational level was balanced
by markedly varied life experiences and a cross-section of
ethnic and religious backgroundsl The&’were trained during a
pilot phase and participated in the tésting and development

of protocols and procedures. Throdghbut the study each staff
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member was encouraged to contribute reactions and observa=-
tions in addition to those inciuded in the formal observa-

tional format.

Methods of Gathering Data

A twenty-minute observation of teacher behavior was the
basic instrument of data collection. The number of observa-
tions scheduled for each center varied according to its size
and grouping practices.: Our plan was to obtain. ten 20-minute
observations of each teacher who was in charge of a group.

In actual practice, this goal was not always achieved because
of . the wide variety of staffing practices which we encoun-
tered. Those teachers for whom ten observations were ob-
tained are called '"sample teachers." All other teachers-ob-
served, including personrel such as directors or cooks tempo-
rarily serving in a teaching capacity, are called "miscella-

neous teachers."

Categories of Teacher Behavior

Observers divided the flow of teacher behavior into
units, using procedﬁres 6rigina11y developed by Barker and
Wright (1954). Fof.fhis purpose a definition of units devel-
oped at the Merrill-Palmer Institute Dy Dorothy Haupt for
nursery school observation was used. A unit of teacher ac-
tivity is "an act on the part of the teacher which involves
discernible contact with an cbject or person. Any change in
the directién of the activity or béhabior ¥erminates a par-

ticular unit" (Haupt, per. comm., 1963). For example:
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Teacher sets up easel 1 unit

Teacher asks John if he wishes to .
paint, John nods affirmatively 1 unit

Teacher tells him to get an apron 1 unit

Observers recorded units of teacher behavior on a tally
sheet which enabled them to code while observing. This meth-
od of recording produced an average of 85 units of teacher
behavior in a 20-minute period. Our schedule was designed to
obtain information about (1) the teacher's behavior as com-
municative or non-communicative, and if communicative,
whether directed toward individuals or groups of children,
(2) the apparent purpose of the teaéher's behavior (e.g.,
encouragement, guidance, restriction), and (3) the amount of
teacher behavior judged to encourage verbal skills in chil-
dren.

The following coding categories were used for these
purposes.

(Nc) Non-communicative: All teacher behavior

which does not involve any interchange be-
tween the teacher and children.

(Ncl) Child-centered: Teacher prepares mate-
rials ror children, such as arranges
chairs, straightens play area, etc.
Removed from children, but related to
children.

Criteria: Teacher is not in contact
with children. Activities must be re-
lated to what children have done or
will do.

Example: Teacher gets out craft mate-
rials, cots. Teacher mixes paint.
Teacher pours juice at counter while
children sit at table.




(C)

(ch)

(NCB)

(Ca)

Neutral: Behavior which occurs without
reference to children, or equipment or
materials being prepared on their behalf.

Criteria: Teacher is not in contact with
children and the activity does not relate
to chiidren's activities.

Example: Teacher combs hair. Teacher
prepares coffee for other teachers.
Teacher works on her record books. Teach-
er walks across room (purpose not stated).

Silent Supervision: Surveying or watching
the group or individual children. No com-
munication.

Criteria: Teacher is watching children
but is not in contact with them.

Conversation: Communication with persons
other than the children.

Criteria: Any teacher contact with other
teachers or individuals not enrolled in
school regardless of age.

Example: Teacher talks with children
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