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_ DIFFERENCES BETWEEN HIGHLY SATISFIED AND
NOT HIGHLY SATISFIED CLIENTS OF DAY CARE CENTERS

Despite the‘growiné emphasis on client involvement in- agency decision
making there have been relatively few systematic investigations of tnc‘
attitudes, axpectations and perceptions of client grouns. "Yet the subject.
shouid be of considerable interest to professfonal social Qorkers and social
planners and policy makers. Social agency clients today are no "longer
merely passive recipients of a service designed by professionals to meet
presumed needs but can'?ecome’active partiéipants in their own destiny.‘

In the latter role, clignts can wield increasing power to'shape agency
policy in line with what’ thgy perceive as their needs and as the best methods

to meet them. .

w’Tht'e shifting relationship betﬁeen clients and agencies raises. n;nbér
of questions and issues. For instance, clients dJemonstrate a wide spectrum
; of involvement with agency decision making. A minority, possibly a growing
one, are extremely active, often within'tne agency and in broad guage
politically oriented client groups as well, Another group continues to’
remain passive despite tﬁ\‘effort\\of many professionals to stimulate them
to assume a more active role. One of the important questions is to discovcr
the® determinants of client involvemen: in agency decision making. What is

. : >
the relationship, 1if any; betwaen client expectations and satisfaction with
service and actiye inVulvement with shaping:agancy policy? To what extent

does such a relationship depend on prior and intervening factors, such as

demographic cheracteristics, e.g. race, sex, education, and income of the

i
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client, or on 'situationat factors, e.g. type of ageancy, degree of dependence

of che client on agency service, scarcity of alternative resources, and SO

forth? o ' v , '
thowlcdge of client expectations and perceptions is equally essen}ial

to enable\the prgfeésional to design a r;tiongl response to the changing

-

process of ‘agengy decision making. The client point of view was a less

crucial ihput so long as agency policy was dictated on the basis of pro-

fessional expertisc; Today, however, the professional has increasingly
~ & ’

become just one of several competing power groups within the agency.
. ) r

Accordingly, he must master a variety of new~strategies, including that of

3,

N
forming coalitions and alliances with other groups who are most likely to

share hid expectations dnd goals. One of the implications of this.develop-

Y

ment is that the professional must learn to d;fferentiate the client group. -

Since clients are propelled by different circumstances to seek service from

a social agency, we should expect that their goals and sources of satis=-

faction would differ. We would expect that some would be more attune t»

.

professional expectations and tonstitute natural allies whereas others

" would seek alliances elsewhere. In order for the professional to function

effectively within this new framework, he needs a variety of new knowledge

including an understanding of differences between ‘various segments of the
-

client population.

Accordinglj, recent interest in client expectations and satisfactions

-as ‘a subject for investigation is a welcome development but the area re-

% ~
mains a relatively 'neglected" subject in social work rescarch, as Mayer

and Timms so aptly point out.1 Too often, the subject -is only peripheral
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to the author's interest.2 For instance, Scott Briar reports unexpectedly

passive and favorable reactions,of clients to the procedures involved in

applying for AFDC but does not extend his analysis to encompass differences

.

between clients holding majority and minority-viéwpoin:s.3;4 Handler, in
his fascinating study of the administration of welfare services in Wisconsin, '
finds. that,.altlrough the majority of clients expressed positive attitudes

. A o .
towards discussions with caseworkers about a variety of topics such as

children, home care, social life and budget counseling, a minority of

- recipients reported bging."bothored or‘annoyed" by such discussions.”

\ 2

1t would be extremely interéstingvto know what other differences may e#ist ,
between clien'ts who expressed positive and négéilve attitudes. For instance,
were cliengs' attitudes geéeralized or specific, i.e. were the same clients
bothered by ‘discussions about sécial life and budget cohnseiing or were
.these different gfoups of clientéé were clients with negative attitudes
relatively recent publié assistancé applicants who may not yet have become

accustomed to the demands of the welfare system or were they long term

4 . ®
clients who had gradually become "fed up'" with the system? Was the satisfied

or the dissatisfied client more likely to involve himself actively with
agency decision making? These questions were not the major focus of Handler's
. study but they could provide.important inpu& for agency administrators and

policy planners.

In contrast to the above, Mayer and Timms' study does focus on satisfied

. i -
and dissatisfied clients and provides a rich, human source of case material

L which offers considerable insight into clieat dissatisfaction. However,

. &
the authors did not set out and make no attempt to provide a systematic,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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cupirical investigation of background differeaces between the two groups

ifiits and of their effects on agency operations, The present study,
. . o
;0 highly exploratory and tentative does attempt to provide systematic !
' » . 1 \ .. :
.. pn.(some of the questions-posed above andl its modest findings may
¥ : ’ .

‘he'lp to £i11 an important void in social welfare research until more de-

. . ¢

-~ finitive studies can be carried out.

. ’ . ' . . -

" v Day Care Parents .as a Client Groun

i
i

a A N

In order to evaluate the results of. this studyg‘it'is important to

!
t
. i
)
‘
-~

call attention to some of the special characteristics of~daykfarc parcentd.
: \ : .

.
i as & clieat .group. In contrast to rccipicnés of puBLic absistaqce, clients .
of day care centers are less dependent on khc.agpncy service. Public
\iM“Massisféﬁcc.cliéhts usually have no alte;natiVGS wﬂgn they apply for aid.
Users of day carelscrvfce, on the oEbor hand, usually have access to other -
day care centers than:thc one they Arc using and to alternative “forms of e

S ) child care such as baby sitters and informal arrangements with relatives

: and f;icnds.' Accordingly, we would expect that day care parents would

C e——-—-

‘ include few if any seriously dissatisfied members. Dissatisfied day care
\ y . . i
: clients would tend to withdraw their children from an arrangement to which !
. € ‘
|

they have scrious objections. We can see this pattern in the present study.
Sixiy-nine percent of the parents interviewed said that they were highly /

satisfied with the current arrangement and 317 admitted.to being less than .
. ;

- ’ higily satisfied. Very few of the .latter said that tiley were seriously
dissatisfied. Among clients of public assistance agencies, we might expect |
to find more marked negative attitudes because some clients may resent .

~

some aspects of our public welfare system and yet have no opportunity to

- ¢

‘ o ,
.




2

iN

o . PO . .
;0 clsewherc.6 On the other hand, we might Ifind less ovext expression .ol

atisfaction among public assistance clients because such clients ray

e}

S

Pen

«

feel more dependent oa the goodwill of the caseworker, especially in order
Al ’ 3 . -
to obtalw~allowances for extras not included in\the usual minimum budget.

7

Cliants in day caré centers have less to lose by freely voicing gteir dis-
Q0 o \ .
satisfaction.  In public assistance agencies clicnts may weil fear that?
.Y . . .

. .

their negative comments might get back to.the agency despite interviewer

P". . ' . 8 k] ! .-' . L) . o
assurcaces of confidentiadlity. They night also fail to express dissatis=

- . : .'. . e e RS : ' i Py
fuction because their mechpnism for coping with the unpleasant realities

4 -

public assistance might be’ to deny their existence. In, ocher words, it
. * 1 : L] Lt

On the other hand, a study of the expectations of day care clients

may be particularly appropriate because this type of agency has certain
* 'G- ] ‘ .
organizational characteristics that would help.to make productive client

involvement a' reality rather than a vague ideal. Day gare-centers tend to
4 .
¥ .
be relatively small, independent organizations. Decision making is clearly

e )

localized, usually in the director, and quite visible to client groups,8

B .

. . ~ N k] . ’ s ol .
In contrast, public assistance agencies are part of a mammoth burcaucratic

structurc. Clients know that decisions affecting their welfare are not
made by the caseworker alone and yet they have no contact with 'those at.
. N 1

the top' whose permission is rqu}red.9 Therefore, in one sense, a study

1

of day care clients permits us to speculate what might happen if organiza~

tional realities in major public welfare agencies permitted real client

' v

input in decision making."

is difficult to equate ctlient groups in different types of settiﬁgi. \ e
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The puzpowc of thescurrent study was to.look at seigected chagacteristles
- ‘l . .

; ' . 0J W prouns oL clients; those. hisnly seti.iied ;;C.Lho;f»not highlx sotis= .
’ / - st .

I Lo . : . . e . ATy T
- fice with the day cave.servicye tiuy wode recelvinge Porentstor 100 ciitlaren

' . .+ cnvolled in day carc ceaters in four diffcrent communities were interviewad.

: . . < ’ * Iy M .
Usually the interviéw was conducted with tie mother but pccasionally with
. . * ' * [
f Sne + 2 et 5 - v~ Ao 1 oo o o 5' od s
the father .or with both. JIn tihe lacter case tine responscs were comoined 50

that cthere, .is oie, set of "parént" responses per child. . ' ©
o 3 R

N ‘

L1l the parents used centers which were supportued almost exclusively

“ies, c.g. commeréial, private non-profit centers' and half used-
. -

(o
<
[g]

)

[oR

(43
.3
e
e

‘ t. ) 3 ) ' . . ' ~ . ’
centers wilch depended primarily on other souxces of funding, e.g. tax

- - .
.
. N . :

. ‘ . supsort, private philaadthropic support such as United Funds. For cach
P P P P :

pavent included in the sample; the tcnchc;bof the child was also inLe;vtewcd.

The reasun for-this design was to test the-hypothesis that parental satis<

.. . . L .

‘ . . faction is, related to consensus regarding joals ofiservice between teachers
. . . N .- ‘: ' . 4 B
and parents, c o
&

- : CRY [ .
The results will be reported in three scctions. In the first, we will
. . . . e N

look at what might be considered antecedent factors, i.c. differences in
background of the two groups of clients, why they chose the center, and what :
" . o .

- ~ they are paying to obtain the service. In thé second section we will attempt
to analyze sowme of the bases for client dissatisfactjon in terms ol qxﬁccta-

3 . i. . ) . ) " :I R !
rions aid the extent to which clients think their expectations are being mat.
. =~ -*

In the last section, we will deal with differences between the Highly satisfied-

3

of their involvement with

"
O

[#

J
'—‘-

3 -
-

r

v

)

and not highly satisfied client g
. 1 . .

the center, i.e. their patteras of iuntercction with stali. Finaily, we will . -

. indicate some of the implications of our findings for social welfare specialists

» '

who are involved with planning and implementing day care and other social

services. - ,?

s : : : #
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Findings . ' RO

A total of 69 out of the 100 parents interviewed dcscribed themselves
N AY

as highly satisfied and 31 said that they were not highly saLisfied. A
J .
check question 1n which respondents yere asked whether they would select

the same centex again if they had free choice provided corroborating in-

formation. ) ' o .

o, . |

Di’ferenceﬁ in antecedent factors distinguishing the two groups
of clients~

v
L)

An examination of baekground factors yielded surprisingly few striking

-

. differences between the two groups. Both sets of clients were similar in
. ' . e
race (three-quarters or more of both groups were white), in level of mother's

-
)

occupation (about half of each group were in a medium level occupation
category according to census bureau clahsification, i.es predominantly clerical

and sales) and in terms of family income (about helf of each group made less
NS ) < .

¢han $7,500 and half made m?re\ The—groups were almost identical in the

T proportion using user supported (private non=-profit, and proprietary) and
-non-user supported day care centers and in the amount of fees paid for the
. - service. The latter fwo factors are not necessarily correlated since some

non user supported centers used a sliding fee scale so that thg range of
" fees paid for their service was'quite large, '

f ¢

5 " One of the main differences between the two groups of clients was in
mother s education. The not highly satisfied group tended to have a higher
level of education. Fifty-eight percent of the not highly satisfied

mothers had.graduateé from high school or~gone beyond whereas only 38% of

. . r . ? .
the highly satisfied mothers had achieved a comparable level of education.

-~
. . L4
Not surpri'singly, the highly satisfied parents had used thgicenter longer




'satisfied parents did -60. Conversely, more of the not highly satisfied

?‘ ) . . .‘ . . N

1 v "

-8- ) ) . *

" -

than the comparison group. Sixty percent of the highly sagisfied parents had’
used the same center for at least one year, whereag only 45% of tie not

bighly satisfied had used the center for that length of tim‘e.‘*

hid 2 .

One c;f the \interesting findings of th\e study was that the two groups

differed somewhat in the reasons jiven for using a day care center.,

"

-Seventy-two percent of the highly satisfied pare"nts gave a ''parent related

; . > . Sy
reason' for using a day care center, i.e., parenx:' is ’working or: st.'udying,

. v

parem: wante more free tine for himself, whereas only 61% of the not hlgnly

arents gave a "chxld related reason" for. using a day care center, i.e.
F 8 y

]

parent wante enrichment f.o# the child, wants’ chj\ild to be with other

children, wants the child f’to obtain help for speei._al problems, or felt that

/ :
the child did not benefit from baby sitters in the hore,* The importance

of this last point will become clearer in the?following section when we

.
-

compare ‘the two groups in terms of their expectations of the day care .

service. ~ : ' £
2. Differences in expectations of the two groups of clients.

In order to determine what parents expected of the day care’service

and the extent to which their expectations coincided with«those of da).l care

- ’

staff who provid‘ed the service, each parent and“his corresponding teacher
\ o .

was asked to rank in the order of their i’gnporrtance the following set of

five goals for day care.

-

A\

*None of the differences in antecedent factors reached a level of
statistical signi.ficance of & 05 when tested with a Xz.

L I,

C -0\
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. (1) To give the child basic information, e.g. the letters
- of the alphabet, numbers, names of colors, etc. ¢
(2) To give the child ubai'unﬂ in socialization so that )
he will know how to sei'along in school ‘and with
- **  other*children. '
(3) .’ro give the. child good custody, i.e. meeting standards
of care and protection. .
' ) (4) To give the child therapy, i.e. to find out about S
and help him with emotional and other personal
: ) B problems. Coe
| . . (5) To stimulate the child s natural creativity and
' R ,curigsity. - (.r e Voo~
The rating’ wi:* consolidated into three 'levels of importance," high,
‘ medium, and-.:v. Goals which had been -ranked first or second were 'c_on.sidergd
.to have & high level of importance;‘ the goal ranked third was considéred to
P . . - A
- ;- : :
' have a medium level of importance;.the goals ranked fourth or fifth were
 considered to have a low level of importance. The consolidation of rankings
* . . ‘ . et . n
. . was designed to reflect the uncertaianty of parents .about thé relative in- ,
portance of the two highest and the two lowest ranked goals. For the
- d‘ ' - . B ‘ .
) purposes of this paper,‘ our concern.is only with the high rankings. Since .

o . P |
the 100 parents each gave tw.c') high rankings, there were a total of 200 high |
rankings, distributed as shown in table l'/‘l ’ ' ' ' ;

; ,,,\“,t, v////y [ A o , i

Alx:hough the differences are not statistically s:.gnific.ant they sug=- ' |

gest some interesting interpretations. Highly satisfied parents tcended to ’ |
2

give higher rankings to socialization and.custody than the not. highly |

satisfied group, The latter, on, the other hand, put: greater emphasis on . |

y y “

information and,'especially on stimulation. The goals emphasized by the : J;

.- . * ]

highly satisfied group showed a lower level of expectation than that of ;
o ’ w ‘
i bl
[ . d‘ |
|
1
|

.
£
RS
-
. .
.
i . . .
.
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Table 1 A \
~ Y
! PERCENTAGE OF HIGH RANKINGS FOR EACH TYPE OF GOAL d
,‘ " BY LEVEL OF PARENTAL SATISFACTION -
\. "
\ : ' Client Group : .
,Goal Given Highly Satisfied . Not Highly "l‘otall .
High Ranking ., Satisfied -
Information 9% (.13) 11% ( 7) 10%. ( 20)
S : S <
Socialization 34% (47) o 28%  (17) 32% ( 64) )
K ‘ ‘ v X ‘ '
Custody 35% ( 48) | ' 26%  (16) ©32%  (64) ERRR
| Therapy - % (13) % (4 | 8.5% (| L
Stimulation 13% (17) | 29% (18) | 17.5% (.35)
_ TOTAL : ; . 100% (138) . 100% (62) | . 100% €200) |
3
X2 not’ sig%‘ificant at p ¢ .05
v )
N
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v the not highly satisfied group. -Care and custody is a minimal type goal
1 e . L <! a o
,tnat is implicit ia licensing standards that most centers are required to
- / /f o N

méet.' Socxalization, as that goal was interpreted by most’ parents, required

. e .

othing mere than that the child have .an opportunity to interact with a,

i
I

‘: ﬁroup ot peers,'aq'expectation that is almost inevitably met by his being
. .. . . . ) ' ’
. ", in a day care center. '
' The goals of information and stimulation, however, pre-suppose a’

. o ‘ oo

\ [

3 ~ . . ¢

~ if higher level*or serVice that is more in line with the expectations of day 1
» s

care experts.l_0 Thus it would ‘seem that the expectatipn of the gpghly
o o : A

¢t satisfied parents are more consistent,with the warepousing pri_nciple,11

‘

/ . ’ -
“highly satisfied parents are more sophisticated (with greater emphasis on
B .,1 4 i
stimulation and information) and .more Similar to those enunciated by the ‘

Child Welgfre League of America.lz*\2~

i

2

1

. ] k,- (with emphasis on opstody and soQialization) whereas those of the not !
Ny ' ’

. 4
These diﬁierences are)%onsistent with the previously mentioned findings _ P
. /., . - .
concerning reasoris parents gave for.using day care. The highly satisfied
N . " ‘.‘ » ) . . , J
, g clients seem to have sent their ¢hildren bécause the service was conveniént

for their plans, and they expectyd lit'le jelse. The not highly satisfied

. .- . -

|
ve . : group used day'care:serVices to obtain specific benefits for their children. i
. ‘_ ’ . ’ ) ' ’ ‘ 1}
= Their rdnkings ‘indicate that théy expected considerably more than a ware-
. JEERY “housing service. . . | \\\ ;
I

. " ) ) S .

’ v . h . ’ f - ’ . H

- ' s%When differences between .the two groups of parents are tested along

. this gingle dimension-(expectations consistent with those -of_ child welfare

1 experts, i.e. information, stimulation, and therapy versus expectations
hot consistent with ‘expert opinion, i.e. custody and socialization) dlf‘\

ferences result in X2 of 5, 1 df, p.< .05. o ST~

L 4
-0
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Was client satisfaction related to the degree that they perceived that

— L

- their expectations wcre'ﬁeing met by the-day care centets? Answers to this
question were sought indirectly by asking euch parent to select among the
-five possible goals the gne that he thought ége child's teacher stresseda

; _ the most. If he selected as the teacher's main goal one that he himself :

—~

. ' + had ranked high (placed first or second when asked his expectations of day
/'./ . . .t L , '
care), we assuméd that this reflected a high degree of perceived teacher-
N , :
: parent consersus on goals, which, in tirn suggested that the parent felt
. g . !

-

that his expectations were beiag met reasonably well.
o -

. As might have been expected, the Highly satisfied parents indicdted

»

et Py

high level of perceived consensus more frequently than the not higﬂly.

ne

‘satisfied group. Seventy;five'perbent of the highly satisfied parends and
- . . . |- . -
B s L] "' ) \
¢58% of the not highly\satisfied_group showed a high level of perceived

.teacher=~parent consensus regardlng goals of day care.
P g
lthough dlfferences are in the expected dxrectlon the overall pat- -
0 » N .
tern shows a relaéiver high level -of perceived consensus among both
i , - ) :
groups of clients, which is’ consistent with our earlier remark that parents

were, on the whole, ‘ratherx satisfied with'the service. However, the high

1eve1 of Qercelved consensus and diff7rences favoring the highly satlsfied

-

group of clients is not consistent wyéh our-data .on actual teacher~ parent

)
conseefg§yon goaLs of day care, ‘In erer to determine actual consensus,
e : . .

we obtained ‘a score representing the absolute sum of the differences in

A .

rank;pgs/between parents and ;he'correspending teacher. This sum could

2
¢

range from 0 (representlna complete agreement) to 12 (representlng maximum

dlsagreement) Both the h1gh1y satlsfled and the not highly satisfied 1

13
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. \
parents had identical sverage scores in cctuzl consensus regarding goals'
~4a common-mean of 8.2 showed. that ccz:2l consensus was rataer low.* 1In

osiler worcs, the nighly satisfied client group do not really agree with

Fh

staff on the relative importance of various goals any more 'than the not
niighly satisfied parent group. Client satisfaction does not seem to be

\

related' to actual consensus even though it is related to perceived consensus .13

Under ‘the circumstances, why do highly satisiied parents pexceive more

'

conscnsus between themselves and teachetrs than the not highly satisfied

croup of parents? The question suggests an exawination of client-staff

-

patterns of communication. It seems possible that either the highly satis--
. : s . . .
. .

fied clients communicate less frequently with staff or that -the concent of

\

their communication precludes discussion of issues that might reveal under-

lyiﬁg differences in goals and expectations. These questions directed us

of involvement with agency decision making, to be discus§edwin the next -
section.

. 3. Differences in involvement with agency decision making.between
highly satisfied and not highly satisfied parents.
~' One of the most importaat. questions in this study was to determine

’

what the nnot highly satisfied client did about-his'dissatisfac;ion. Did

he tend to withdraw from involvement with the agency, reasoning that ef-

' . ' . . . . PR

forts to modify the source of his dissatisfaction would be futile, or did
. .’ : . ! T

his dissatisfaction spur him to greater involvement than the highly

satisfied group, who were more sat{sfied with the¥existing situation?

0

#*The Standard-Deviaﬁion for the not highly satisfiea-gfuup was 3.4
wherecas that of the highly satisfied gvoup was 2.8, showing that the former
differed more internally on this measure of .consensus than the latter.

). . j.él




-13-

v

In order to determine which of these equally plausible lines of
reasoninﬁ\gore closely corresponds with the reality in our sample group,

we inveatigated three dimensions ‘of client-staff interaction frequency

.

~ of interaction, the-party that tended to initiate the interactions, and the

content of interactions. dur first finding was that the not highly satisfied
parent interacted significantly 1ess frequently with staff than the highly
satisfied parent group, thus suggesting support for the withdrawal
hypothesis.. Eighty percent of the highly satisfied parents reported that
they spoke to staff members at least once a week whereas only 55% of the not .
hign1y5satisfied parents interacted with staff as often. However, this
finding canno{ tell us whether these observed differences are due to dif-
ferences between the two client groups in\their willingness to initiate
interaction with staff or to differences.in staff response to c1ient initiated
interactions. Accordingly,'parentsfwere asked to report whetner they or -

the teachérsltended to initiate most'of the interactions or whether eachl
initiated about half the interactions. The results of this question are

shown inltable 2.

\.d’luw& 1/ /t{\—é ~l.,/ A/

This table shows that the: ‘not highly satisfied parents reported ;
/
initiating interactions with staff more frequently (39% vs. 23%) than the

" highly satisfied client group. The highly satisfied group reported éenerally

H /
that both parties ‘initiated interaction about equally. Teacher initiated

interactions were minimal among both groups of parents. Although }his
data does ndt tell us whether the main difference between_the'not/highly
satisfied and the highly satisfied group was tQSt parents were initiating'
interactions more or teachers were initiating interaction less with the

former than with the latter group of -clients, the picture(pecomes»somewhat

clearer when these two dimensions of - interaction are combined in table'3.
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' Table 2 L {

“ . : N
INITIATOR OF INTERACTION BY LEVEL OF PARENTAL SATISFAGTI(_)N

Client Group
4

Initia‘to.r of Highly Satisfjied Not “Righly ' :i‘otal
Interaction : : Satisfie
Parent B BT ._(16)‘ ° ;9'7. (12) 281 ( 25)
Teacher -'i T ( 5} . 1021 ( 3) ‘8% ( 8)
Equal | 707 (48) _52‘2.'- (i6) _. 64'{,_( 64)
TOTAL ' ﬂ B 106z' (69) - _ .100% (31) 1007 (100)

o

L4 ’
.

13

Using a x2 teét;‘_these‘ differences are not significant at p < ,05

4




Table 3

FREQUENCY OF INTERACTICN BY PARTY THAT GENERALLY
INITIATED INTERACTION

\

Fréﬁgenéz . ° . Initi;tor
v S Parent ' Teachgr , ;Equal /Tofai
Once a week or more | 36i (10) 63% <5) . 897 (S57) ,72% ( 72)
:pess‘Fgan once a week } 64%’ (18) 37% (3) 1% (7) 28% ( 28)
- TOTAL | | | 1?0% (28) 1007 ‘8) 160%- (64) IOOi (100)

>

x2=27,5; 2 df, p £ .05
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These data suggest that differences are largely due to teachers

because they show that parent initiated interactions were much riore fre-
quent where clientlstééf interactions were less frequent (64% vs. 36%).
It seems as though the not highly saqisfied client'grpup were actively
attempting to initiate ébporﬁunittes for interaction with staff and tﬂag

N \
staff were withdrawing from interaction with the not highly satisfied client

7

group. Possibly, .the not highly satisfied parents were rather vocal in
r -~ \‘

their complaints and were seen by staff as a nuisance. . Therefore, instéég .

of encouraging additional interaction with the not highly satisfied parent}

¢ ’

.group by initiating interaction as they did with the highly satisfied group
i
”of‘parents, staff attempted to keep interaction to a minimum by engaging

themselves primarily when the parent took the initiative.

Finally, we have support for the hypothesis that the not highly

‘satisfied client group -attempted to involve themselves actively in agency

decision making f;om déta_concerning content of staff-client interacti@ns.
Parents in our study‘Were asked what they talked to teachers about and the
content wag classified by frequency of occurrence andlby-type of Subject,.
i.e. whether it involved discussion only about>the parents' an child, about,

rules of the center, about peripheral issues, (such as planning parties for

special events), or about central policy issues, (such as educational pro-
‘\ .

gram and criteria for hiring of'personnel); We found that, except for
discussion related to the individual ckild, which occyrred in both client

. ' e, ‘ . ‘,l . .
groups frequently and about equally, that the not highly satisfied group
'\ . . i . N . . v

- ‘reported more discussion related to other types of content, in all three-

categories of subject matter than the highiy satisfied pareats. It would

+

l,ft‘ ‘ |
168 - :- T
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seem that although the highly satisfied clients may have more frequent staff-

client interaction. than the not highly satisfied group, that the latter ‘ %
were nevertheless m;re ac;iQely and meaningfully involved in égency decision

making, and indeed represégfed th; @ore activist elemegt among the clieAt

: g population.

, " Implications and Conclusion

Our stﬁdy shows that among this sample'of day care parents only about
1/3 were less than highly satisfied but' they are‘a group whose importahce . |

may be greater than their numbers. They are more educated than the highly

I ’ -

satisfied group. They are more likely to use the services for reasons. re=-
lating to the well being of their children, rather than as a convenience

. . ! -
for themselves and they have more sophisticated expectations orf day care

. &

N o
service: than the highly satisfied group. Whereas the latter place major . oo
emphasis on good care and cuséody-éhd giving the child’a group experience,_.
the former ask that the service provideﬂeducacion and s:imuiation for their : :

child.

2 Thus the not highly satisfied minority may constitute an impdftant‘ .-

\

_'pétentiai_aliy for the child welfare planner who is attempting to upgrade

3

| ’ . .
: the level of day care service. Not only do the not highly satisfied clients .
| g . . .

sha%eﬁmany of the goals and expectations of the experts but they are also

?

, wilfing to make an effort tokimplément their objectives. 'Ou:/data suggest ,
that the not highly satisfied groupvére taking‘moré regponsiﬁflity for !

initiating client-staff interaction than the highly satisfied group and that

they.afe attempting to make such interaction more meaningful in terms of

“iody
S
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influencing basic agency policy decisions. The similarity of viewpoint between
a vocal, activist mipority client group and the welfare professional has been

N noted in other contéxts.la“ One of the central questions raised by this

study is-the following: Should the professionai“who is committed to helping
(.\‘ . )

“the client shape agency service to meet his needs_follow the lead of the

N A

activist minority, whose aims may be more consistent with. his own, or should
he fullow the expectations of the passive majority whose views may be

seriously at variance with his professional objectives?

The dilemma posed by the above formulation may become increasinély
urgent in the_futuré; As yet, no ready solutions present themselves.

Much will depend on future trends in client expectations. As clieuts become
-

accustomed to playing an active role in agency decision making will their
expectations rise as they see'a return for their efforts? Will the risingi~
. . :

educ5¥ional level of the American population be reflected in more sophisti-

. '

catédiéxpectations among clients of sotial agencies? Will the low level of

expectations of the majority become more visible as a result of greater

i ~client involvement and serve as an obstacle to’ raising the quality of
4 _ e ' » @
'.agency service?

These are import at questions and the research reported here can offer

no answers. The mai . aim of this paper has been to raise some of the

o .

underlying issues {:. tHe hope that they will éncourage others to carry

out much needed r.search on-the 'neglected client."

$
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