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- sociologists _ about ' the

N ] ABSTRACT L - -

~.The- purpose’ is _to examine the: impact of ‘family structure
variables, family - SES, and pérticipation in ‘institutional
preséhool child care facilities (day ,care centers) on ‘the
social-psychological development of the child (in terms of his/her
affectivé identification wi'th parents, self-concepts development,
and , . a variety of indices of social behavior adjustment).
Attention is given to four related issues: (1) a policy-pragmatic

concern -- the.impact of day care cénters on the socialization of T

young children, (2)_.a concern with explicating the. causal factors
in priméary 3001a11 ation in terms of two theoregicaL models -+~ one
using -SES and the other using' family structure variables as
1ndependent varigbles, (3) a concern with exploring,’empirically,
some of the theoretical implication of thé symbolic-interactionist
orientations, namely the relationship between ideptification with
significant others, self_éoncept”and soaial behavior, and (4)"a
concern with examining, empirically, 'some hypotheses of family
relatidbnship 'between institutional
encroachments .on "family functions" | and . changes in ‘the
‘cohesivieness of the¢ * family wunit. . Data -.were obtained by

structured intérviews with a parent and a child from 286 fa#milies, °
fifty-percent of which had children enrolled in day care centers.

The model using family . SES.as 1ndependent variables prov1des a:
better explamatien of .early 5001alization than do family structure‘
variablés, and family SES and*day care part;eipatlon can’ be wiewed
as "functional alterpatives" ih tgrms of providing ° resources - far
early 5001a112ation and . “the social-psychological, deyelopment of
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o < . - ' ‘\ s !
¢ 2 Day Care Centers,- Family Structure, And Socid-economic
) : . Status: "A Study In Early Socialization .
.t . : 3
The focus of this paber:i; to examine the "impag¢t of family

Y

structure variables, family  socio-economic ‘sfatus, and

- participation in  institutional pre-school child care facilities

’ (day care denters) on the social psycholosical development of, the

"

. child; 1in terms of h1s/her affectlve 1dent1f1cat10n w1th parénts,
selfiﬁmcept development and a var1ety of 1nd1cesl of behaV1ora1
J ad justment. The present study goes beyond previous stud1es of the

L effects of day care centers op children.in that it €¢1) ut1112es a

- . vestiy Largerjs° ple than-ordinarily encountered in such studies

’ "“ N I ’.’l v 1} -
. ' (see Caldwell /et al.,19703 .*Braun and Cgldwell, 1972), (2) uses a

. * - . o N . } * . ‘e ’ - ) ‘.. * e L .
-y © comminity based populatlon---whereas many prior . studies were of

i

and (3) att mpts to assess the impacts’ of day' caré centgrs in the'
other powerful forces that presuﬁedly impinge on the

early soc1 lization process (famlly structure and‘ fam11y SES).

The issdes addressed by . th1s, research can be: clarified b§

Lo, 1dent1fying four distingt but hlghly 1nterre1ated concerns whicn

oL e v ) ‘ \

have an1mated scholars in a var1ety of d1sc1p11nes as well as
L3

large slgments of the public.




. (1)
» - THE IMPACT OF DAY CARE_ CENTERS

ON THE SOCTAL- PSYCHOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT OF CHILDREN

)
Such concern‘ pas been ‘a matter of intense public debate now

-

for at least a half decade (see- Messer & Messer, 1974; Ross, 1974;

-

and Newsweek, 1975). .Public concern was reflected in.an executive

, . . » . R }
‘veto by the pres}dent Jin— 1971 of" a comprehensive child -ecare

- -

‘bill--which would have grgatly subsidized and expanded DCC

facilities. The ¥&to was partly on the "“grounds -<that the bjil

contained bad implicafions‘ for the development of children and

family-weakening implieations. Much 6f thé concern - appears to
. : [ s . .
stem .from the perception that an expansion in DCCs Wwould threaten

the tradftional nuclear family-centered model of childrearing.

The concerns and fears of the puﬁfic about these mattens‘have been

-
..

. reflected 1n)a wide varlety of professlonal and scholarly op1n10n

» f .
Such opinion ranges from m11d reservationg about °DCCs ~to

flambouyani assertions that the advent of the DCC means the demlse

of the Amerlfan child, family, and ultlmately society in general
& 4 . -~
Losee ’Bronfenbrenner, no date; Hogfman 1963 Kagan, 1968; Kagan

‘and” Witten, 1970; Kardiner; 1961; and Moore et al., 1972).

¢

Scholar concernkabout ﬁCCs appears to focus largely--though not
/exclUsiVelyr-on the assumptlon ’ that . the quality ., of
. M t

ehildisocia&izing agent interéction.is cr}tibally different in the

nuclear. famlly than in a DCC where such interaction is'assuhed to

o

be of?-a less 1ntense, contlnuous, and "prlmary" DCC and on the

N




.

(lack of cohtinuity of §ﬁch‘ égeh}s through a ’character Behind’.,

. AY
w _ SN

i . ' P . : s t o ’ v
this eseumption° therec‘appear to be twohother5° (1) that the
' 3 } N )

?p?imariness" of social interaction is mainly determinedv-by the .

¢
. .

o
frequency,, 1nten51ty, -and cont1nu1ty of’ 5001a1 1nteract10n ang .

(2) that such primary 5001al 1nteract10n 1§ a,hecessary reQu151te

for the adequate social- psychologicalydevelmeent of the persoh

Thus Kardiner (1961) suggests that 7. where ‘the child's

‘-Socialization -is undertaken by a multlpllclty of adults, :he fails

.

‘to positively identify  with ‘_and 1dealaze any partlcular

adult:..(which)... vresults‘ in a failure of the child to developl-

s .
an adeq?ate sense of selfkesteem and subsequently hinders. his

ébility: te relate ,interpersonallyfto others". And accproing:tq

B =

Kagan (1968:87) "We believe...(that DCC§)...have potential dangers

for the.child's growth, for it cogld produce 5 child "who has

tseriously diluted ties to his parents. It wiillalso\weaken,the..

o ("

“‘emotional involvement of the mothér with -her own ch11d" Moore.et

. ;‘:‘* . 7

al. are even more blunt in stating that "ih summary, research and

o~
« F

comparlsons‘of school entry ages clearly p01nt to the need -vsfor .

1

a warm, contlnuous mother or mother surrogate relatlonshlp“.-

Al

(without a succession of dlfferent people) until the ch11d is at

-

least sevén or ejht" (1972:820-21). " N
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. ' (2). !
THE CAUSAL FACTORS IN THE SOCIALIZATION> .
RN - OF THE CHILD . 7

Taken collectiyely, the concerns of 'the .above mentioned

- ~

analysts suggests that the ‘frequency and . continuity of the.

5 !

interaction hetween - the child .and the socialization agent

[y

determ1ne the ab111ty of such an agent to become 2 significant

other or role model for the ch11d and hence e&ertfa powerful
. - - ; - hd

imbact on the whole socialization' process, "Presumedly the

structure of: the nuclear famlly provides much greater interaction
G

potentlal in terms of frequency and interaction than does the

structure of the DCC. In'“its most simplified "form such an
& -~
argument (hereafter termed the 1nteractlon potent1a1 argument) is

'“con51stent with Homan s assertlon that “...persons who interact’

«
~

B4
P

frequently w1th one another “tend to Iike one ahother" (1950:111)..

Further, 1@- could be suggested that such liking for others forms:

V L
the b351s for 11k1ng oneself and that 1liking oneself, is the

A cornerstone l of, self-esteem uoon S which } adequate

social- psycholog1ca1 development takés Tplace Needless Yo say,
7 ¢ ' ’ 2 N

not all observers of early sbcialization would accept such.

assertions. ‘One could argue, in‘fact that the qualitative aspects
, . ) - - s e . ‘
of .child-socializing ,agent; interaction are Dbetter explanatory
:u-z ‘ i . ’ .

4 . * i S b, Y oat . 5 ! ’
variables ' for socialiization ‘outcomes than the structural and/or
. - J

» ‘ : )

v, .
. —

favorite Asuch variable has “been- the SES ot%the family. Thus,

.
1

thomological potential’s, for such %hteractionu /In'this refard, -

>

-5

Y




: w Co
Bronfenbrenner (1958:7424), has summarized studies suggesting‘ that
working class parents are con51stently‘more likely.tofemploy
o %

phy51cal punishmept while middle .gwass families_ rely ‘more on

t

1"

[y

\reasoning, 1solation, appeals of ~ g01lt /and other " methods

1nvolv1ng the loss. og lgv@' Exactly how or'why this 1s S0 ;s not
crearly nnderstood. Bernstein (1964 :55- 69)4has suggested that the/
.- key maybe located in olass correlated‘ pergeptual' patterns :and
: paEterns of' intrafamilial. communicationgifor as. "he has called

*

- ’

them, restricted vs. ~elaborated- codes. Kohn finds/ differences

not .so much in the kind of punishment parents pse, Lut rather in

the goals to which punishmert is- applied. Thus middle Gclass
. . : . : e " h

parents,’ both fathens and mothgrs, are more likely to ascribe

predoanant 1mportane to the chald's oacting :on the basis. of_

L

_internal. standards of conduct, wHiT” working class parents ascribe

greater _ importance to- . compliance with parental authority

o

(1969:22). Generally, these aralysts suggest that ~the attitudes
'fand behavior- of' middle class (vsi bworking . and lower class)

;parents' i's ﬁcondgﬁdye to _the formation of. strong f‘amilyk
» S - ’
l ! };‘ - “- ’
1

identifications and a coherént/ an§ 'positive self ~concept.

Coopersmith (19677‘and Rosenberg (1965) )both find, for instance,
Y . )
that the parental attitudés of p051tive concern acceptance ~and

warmth aré directly related to the social stavus of the family and

to: the development of- high levels of- self—esteem 1n young people

This argument (hereafter fermed the social class-or-SES model) has

(

)
- .




{Q;;_‘ . v . N s ot R . -

.no clear-cut(”implication:ﬁgor the «-impact -of DCCs  on 'chilq

E .development since ‘jt focates' the casual ﬁvariables yn'
) ' . Co. .
y o class correlated qualities of child- parent 1nteraction rather than

.

. e the .struct@Eally getermined interaction pptential, ‘Only the

\ latter would presumebly be significantly affected by the “child's

‘ ’ regnlan_participation‘in a DCC. - NN .

4\\ i * v ‘ vv"":.‘\ N

Lo o S ‘ o
i ' _ SYMBOLIC INTERACTION THEORY AND SOCIALIZATIOR

P

Symbblic 1nteraction tpeory suggests that the basic ‘units. of

. -

/ .
)/(af analysis fog human behavior are interactive episodes in which the

AW

| e actons are inyoled im reciprocal definition “and interpretation of
‘ ' the verbal communication and behavjoral gestures of otHers. It‘is
. . .- 2 - . . . -

4+ = . out of such symbolic interaction that - role . taking, " the

3 B internalization of social norms, and the’development'of a.seLf
\ . .

.8

L/ concept (the intrapersonal Axrganization of"identities-—or. self
names) occnrs Overt behav1or is then understood as a function of
P such 1nternalized roles, so01al,norms,‘and the self concept. he
present research 1is mainly .concerned'.with” understanding./ the

e .. - ¢ : ~
« relationship be}geen identification with significant other

development of the self concept; and overt social behavior

'} . relates to the‘ﬁgreviously stated concerns in"that most

Lo, 1nteraction1sts, from the‘seminal thinkers (Méad 193u~

ymbolic®

Cooley,
E .. 1902) to more ‘contémporary analysts (Foote and Cottr ll 1955;

! . N 3

'Hess and HandeIl, 1959;.- Rainwater, 1968) have “und

rstoo&’ the..

, nyglear -family as the critical structune Qithin which such

e

' L
~ . .
. . .
. y PN
’ . O *
, . . L] . ¥
. . -
, ,




interactive ‘primary sot¢ialization . prqoesses take . place.’

-
¢ . ) N »

- Speeif}cally aﬁﬁressed. by this paperh is whethen"and‘ho%.phe

child'$ participation in a DCC affects~ the', development of his
. RN .
.l ” r ’ . 4. . H 4

. ideﬁtificbtion‘ with, famity figures, self c&ncept, " and social

- 'behav1or patternsf A more abstract concern is the "issue of the

'con51stency between self “concept. and social behavior. While

P

.- symbolic interactlonlsts héve not 'been insensitiVe to tpe
, T ’poss1b111ty of dlscrepan01es between one S self 1mag%s and actual'

. behav1or, they have generally emphaslzed the consistency ‘betwe'en
the two. Freudlans on  the other hand, have tendeq td treat.

coéhiti&ns abqut ’the _self, especially; yerbalized ones, as
: ' g

‘ratiorializations for the underlging'affect states that presumedly
determine behavior, while behaviorist psychologists tend to- treat

. verbal and cognitive beéhavior as‘irrelevant at. worst,aand’at best
. . . . - . ° 8 oy, L.
e . weak and less salient forms of behavior "which one’ should not

-
N

. . T . : . S e o .
¢ . -expect to find in a consistent relationship™with overt behavior.

. . A .
.o s . . ) ’ f, .

> This.1ssue, the relationship between  self <concept ‘and:‘ectuél‘
e : 't ) " ,
'~ jsocial behavior, will be examined sub3equently.. - . 4
R § - . ' ‘. ) ..C .~ " ". \ L
SN . () ' A
K ‘ . THE INTEGRATION AND’ COHESION OF 'THE NUCLEAR FAMILY i )
. . - "IN CONTEMPORARY SOCIETY

Th1s~ 1s-asm1nof concerhn of the present papeﬁ, not because it.

1s substantlvely less'1mportant than the others, but beaause thé{

., data " generated by the present study w111 be able‘to\deal with’ the.

issue ,in only- = 11m1ted anq -tangentlal way. ) 8001ologfcaL




discus io of the viability and cohesion of the contem orarydv

\
N

=~ ‘ﬁamlly began w1th ‘8 classlc essay wrltten several decades"ago~ by,

. Osburn and leblts (1934)3\ After enumeratlng the tradltlonally
by ’ >\\

i1

T performed functions of the western fam11y, they suggested that the f/ <

&
»

J d11emma o@ modern timgs has 288N that many of these functlons were

belng stn;pped from the famlly, by~ encroachmgnt, from ‘ other
- l - ¥ N

’ institutions. Thus the integration. and \the viablllty of the L

L . ~ -

. 'S , .
nuclear famjly was cast in ‘doubt-because the {itlly Was becoming

i .idereasingly -fynctionless 1in.. complex indust ial 5001et1es, in
‘ , . ‘ . l. i 7o ® o ¢ * e b .

L3

th% family are being performed by encroachbng poll ical rellglous,'/ /4;

'

educatlonal,. ~and . welfare> structures‘ The .’ most strldenth\ ;
. E anbiculation-aof this wilew was by Sorokln (19“1) /;d Zlmmerman '
. (19“7) who predlcted the immanent dem1se~gf ;me Amerlcan' family,
‘ ‘ and W1th-_i;, the collapse -of Amerlean SQ01ety Inevitably,,, )

~ . .. : -

5 . .
contrary 'views emerged« Parsons and Bales (1955) saw the family

, P 2 /

:; 'Becomlng functionally sp901allzed aroyndworov1d1n&kemo 1ona1‘ <
.o .." g,«{atlf‘lcatlon and earlyaocm’llz\ation “and” Burgess~ and I.ock (’1960) :
- ‘ .k chron}cled the evolurlon from the tradltlonpl to the companﬂonate .f
.- . : .,{)naly None the 1ess, thefe remalns to tnls day a/strong eurrenﬁk\
"\kﬁlg;i /.of donbt aboqt the 3v1a£111ty ‘of thef’¥;m11y* among family
. "‘“ soqdoloéists:, Wﬁnch for 1n,jano\ suggests§ that as M.:‘épolety °é“;
C . v )

- “'qevelops' from .an undlfferentlated to a hlghly comple

| 2

‘condition, «

- . »

’ - . ’ ]
i there evolves a serles of sdc1eta1 structures with Specialized |,
e - . - L .- s . , T N §
' L . . L Yo - e ? ¢ .0 - 4
: . ] . “
¢ w 5
~ ¢ o
0 i ” L4
> oag . [ - . [ s = s
t . . , - 10._ . .
. . T - e
- J. . B,
HVY . o




. functions. The transition from simplicity. to complex1ty then,
“‘ . "~- 1 I3 . . Pl

takes important funct;ons out of the ‘familial setting, o%%ereby

.reducing familial interdeo%ndencey .and resulting iq a,weakened

familial, structure (1971 102) ' Winch fur ther \ suggests a
L . ]

T . q: " ) relationship between the degree of functionality of Qdmnly for its

members and the integration of the family in, the followlng

probability that ghe child:will form identifications within the
v -

. family . (1971:393). Similarly, Adams (1971'1&&) asserts that

. i

) - "the modeling of day-to-day behav1or after members of the nuclear

family is -somewhat less likely today than in the colonial f@pily/k

v In fact, prec1sely where the individual will find his role models'l

.. " and whether or' 'not they Wwill reinﬁorce one another s
oo . ‘ ‘ « .

] problematic”. 1In the contéxt of the present study, the growth and

. ""{ 1 Y \q o .,
Spread of DC€s represent another 1nst1tutional encroachément on
) . 1 . % =

N 'what@'was exclusively a function of the nuclear family (primary

: A > - ! 4
socialization). If the.arguments.of sturn,and Tibbettsp Winch,

- {7 gs ~T@nd  Adams  are —correct then the children who are regular and

s

LS 4

*

[

KR

3 . I

oL fIt is suggested here ~that'<the concerns of these family

sociologists are similatr to the previously men;iohed child ,and

. "31".: - ' . -, *
' hypothe51s the more functfonal tHe family, the greater 1is.,the -
; =0 : ‘ .

Ny ! long term participants in DCCs should,/have weaker psychological .
° 1dentfficatipn W1th adult family members, and th1s can.be takgn as-‘
-one index 'of weakened cohe51veness of- the modern fam‘iy as 1ts’

functions are progressively absorbed‘by otheﬁ 1nst1tutions l .

4 &

L e

®




"is theorized that the'structure of a social system detZ?ﬁThesx the

w L L
* - . . o
[ ‘ ' N ] . - .
* . ‘v b M/ PO
developmental psychologlsts, ma1n1y the effect of removrﬁ“”pramdry

s001a112at16n—\even partially--from "the sphere of thé’ﬂuclear

famlly, thoug the1r reasons‘for such cgncernsvgdlffer <1> There‘

are further s1m11ar1t1es between the two groups of scholars .

Some famlly soc1olog1sb§ have- assumed that the - structure of the

s .

fapiﬂy limits the degreewof the‘functionafity of the;family much

- - . Q”' , . R
like the developmental and social-psychological views -cited,
! ’ v . s

€arlier a$sumed that the structure of the social unit determines F
the potential for intense primary social interactfon. Thus "...it
. . .. L .o o= .
limits , of ‘that system's functional petential, In other w5rds,3a
¢ . .

relgtively elborate'Structuremfllows for ‘mére . .functionality than -

]

»

does\ a ‘relatiwely simple structure" (%inch 1962:139). Onwthgy

N

xfba51sgof this. assumptlon, he hypotheslzes that families are: more*’

Qs
. functlonal (and hence more cohens1ve) for the ch11d if, one or more

older s1b11ngs are present (Wlnch 1962 13“) InXshont,.W1nch

seems to be argulng «that the structure of the family 1imits the .
[ °

I

1nteract10n opportun1t1es-—1n terms of the ndmber and varlety of
peoplé and roles évallableu—whlch in, turn determ1nes the 11k11hood

that members~of the famlLywwugl engage in 301nt _activities, find

™

grat;flcatlons: w1th1n the family, and 1dentify with family

¢ . . ‘ 14

- .

figures. There-is some“support in the 1literature for Winch's

. - . J— - .. ol - —-

e

assertlons4 Thus Bossard and Ball find that. the sizZe _apd

o -~ e

— o . ‘. .
sSstructurial ’complexity of | the’ family have an impact on the
, cor ? . ¢

. .
. ¢ . . . o ?

. o~ ~—~ - . {f-g . "‘i . ~- - -
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~ integration Jf the family wurit and ‘the kinds of psychological
Y ¢ .. *
attaohments members have for the famidy ‘unit: "Whereas

e . . .
large family respondents’ thought of’the family as a group to be

maintained and served by each member for the good .of all, “those

from ~small families. thought of it more as a 1aunching pad ‘fo the
projecting of'adequate individuals into‘the outside world. Some

of the, former admitted that’the closeness of family life had made

~

it extremely difficult for them to relate to outs1ders= in 1at§r

-

life (1966 38)., .
- ~Thus - the  theoreticdl concept \of interaction’ potentiai
. elaborated earlier, which—-if the sources c1ted arq‘correct:—has a
‘powerful impact on the kinds o} 1hgeraction that + shares the

v - 5

child's psychological . attachments * to family figures

(identification), self concept development, and social behavior

.
.

péfterns, can now be recast ds ' having three relevant dimensions:
o S ‘} . .. ‘ - . N
\(11\the structural complexity of the family unit’ ahd (2) "\the 2

frequencic\@nd -(3) continuity of the ‘éhild-socializing agents

-
- ~ . ~

within the interaction. Only the first two. déﬁbnsions' are
explicitly dealt vwith‘ here, because it is assumed®that there is
far Jess‘%ontinuity among soc¢ializing agents witliin the DCC than

wyithin the family. To- determine‘ if these' two dimensions of
. - . ¢ ‘v i

.interaction potentlal (family structure complex1ty, and frequency

G,

SN
"of child- soc1alization agent 1nteraction) operate as’ hypothesized

LI

. on the specifieq. depeﬁd@ﬁt‘?ﬁﬁﬁiiables (identiﬁication ‘with




i

-, - e . )
family...etc.) and to compare suchgimpacts with those of the SES

' 'modéllbecomes phezhentral empirical task of this researéh._

THE FORMALIZATION OF RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

e T The foregoing . discussion can ,(be’formalized in two sets of

AR ATV -

[N

' . oy
hyppthéses, the-.:first embodying the - interaction oteﬁﬁiaL

.arguement and the latter the ’sépio—economjc status aﬁ@uement.
Thus- for the interaction’potential arguement: S )
» »

I o H[1] The larger and morg ‘complex the family structuie and 'th

.less the pefiods seperation from ‘the fahily;‘thé greater the

~ . 3\

. '; degree of'primary interactiqn within the famfly.
'. . . 3 - - \ .
\ - - : i thi
Y ’ H[?] The higher the@degree of primary interaction within the
. T ‘ ‘- -
. i ‘

& .. family, the\greater. the brobability thé} children w;%hin' the

”

e

5 . family y&ll'&dént}%y'strongly with family members.
— * , <

S " H[3] The stronger the identification with family members, the .

gﬁeaper the probability that the child will develop a positive.

i < e ESTY 4
self.concept. . « ) <

* . . , o
’ . 1 H(4] The more positive the°se1f,concept of the ehild, the
¥ more his social pehaVior%i?apterns wéll .exhibit a successful

. :- ad justment to others in the social environment, + :

" ; s ]
For the.socio~economic class argument: ’

Hfl] The higher tﬁe socio-economic status of the familyf the

" 7 "~ more jolerant, and warm the attitudes -and. behavior of pareats .él
3 ' : . R S .- ' ©: i
. toward the child., : - . 4y

%,
g

“

v H(2] The moreitolerant, apd warm the attitudes and behaviore¢

v . . L - ¢




° .
. - N . A . o
~ (8 “ . -

of parents toyard'the child, the greater the.probability that the

3 . -

.. .+ child will strongly identify w1th parents . S .
) H[3] The stronger the tdeﬂtlflcatlon w1th faglly members the‘
. - | greater the' probablllty ;hat the chlid w{ll QeveLpp a pos1t1ve\\

‘ . se1f~concept.“ . A ‘ o

’

H[4] The more pos1t1ve the self concept the more h1s s001a1

behavior patterns will exhlblt a suecessful adJustment o others

-~ . vvmv«wxm*

T {
P in the soedald envirdhment. ' -

3
1

»
B

Three _explanatory commedts are invorder: ' (1) Only_the first

~

two hypotheses in both sets differentiate between the.’ interaction

Ao ¢

AEN * v . AN ' ." 1‘
L potential and the Socio-economic class‘model hypoth eses three and
o 4 ‘ ’-?'
_ e four ~have . te do with .explicating the theoretlcal concépts of
) ! o \

symbblic interaction theory alluded to previously. (2) "Positive
self cbnceptﬁo is here used tofino}ude‘both its olinical meaning

. & . ’ “
(e.g. highly developed senses of self esteem and autonomy) and

_its. meaning 1in , tetms. of eariy socfélization,.‘that +is, the

I

C successfnl 1nterna112atlon, of broadly conventlonal cultural norms

(e.g. sex-role, ;dentlflcatlon,, taklng care of one's thlngs,

S getting ‘along w;th others). .(3)‘£§péga1‘€2ha%;or pattérns that

‘ .eXhlblt a successful aajustmenfﬂlto‘ others-. in . the sodial®
g env1ronment" (hereafter termeo soplal behavior adJustment) should ‘

- ’ be broadly understood/in the contextao} wnat Eoote eno'ﬂbottrell ’

: '(1955) mean by "1nterpersona1 competanpenéthagris,'the ability:of

- the individual to esgablish and participate in on-going and
U y S : . |

. L . ' S . . J

~ * ) et . . ) I
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',>weasonab}§\}harmonﬁou&[“relationships with others. These two sets.

g of jhypotheses can be further explicatea in the following causal
. -, : ’ : . Ed

diégrams, Specifying independént,‘ inter@ening and dependant

s

T . S
variables:, ' . : : '
THE INTERACTION POTENTIAL MODEL
. , R ) | . ] . o B )
Family Structure - . R . :
Complexﬁty \\a - ) : - o0 : -
| Cegree of Primary ;________%>Child's Idéﬁéf%iéé%idh T L
ce Fapily Interaction © 7 with Family Adults - :
' Time Away “from the ' Co , S F
: Family (in"a DCC) . & & Chiald's Self Concept .
s ; /’(.‘, . L 4 . -~ . ‘a [N Fl
. /‘47,/." . ' . ! " ‘ N B , . _1
ol _ ‘o - © . Child's Soeial Behavior ~ - w
f -, oo - Adjustment - <, )
) . N L K l o ". . ’ ’ \Q :
. - Ny . > oo 1
NI . ‘SOCIO-ECONOMIC CLASS MODEL o0

AFamily Socib-écéhomiq~ Parental Attitudes Child's Idénpif\-

Status —> and Behavior —)cation with ' .
Toward the Child Family Adults, ' »
4 - . . » ) » . ' -
) } ’ ) ‘ "Child's Self«concern .
H . N i % ) N ' / « . ‘ . ~
' ’ h ' . ) ) *Child!s Social : ‘
¥ . . Behavior Adjustment

i
i

In.sbmy‘the_pragﬁétic goal of this research is to examine the

BN

.
’

‘ possible impact of DCCs on the social development BT ghildréh and
’ . ‘y ‘ Lt ' el ' :

family integration, while the theoretical -goal .is" to examine

- . D o
. g , . E
.t ' o ¢ v, N . 4 5

N




evidence'that would suggest which of the'two models'(if either) is

the better model for understandlng pclmary soc1a112at10n

, RESEARCH METHODS |

' iyl
hd & *
. b

T 1% . spite of “the well rnown hazards of matchlng designs,
. . ?Yz‘

(Blalock, 1967; Althouser and Rubin, 1970). a frequency matchang
design was deemed most approprlate given the nature of the
problems to be investigated ‘and the resources available- First, a

‘master list of families and information about +family structure

)

variations was ohtained'from DCCs in the Omaha (Ne) metropolitan

region. These DCCs were selected to be r09§h1y representat1Ve of
L -
the var1ety of such centers "‘now operatlng

- . “ i

~?P the research‘
area-—-large and small publically supported centérs, private
'"entraQreneurial" 'centers, privatel ffranchise" -%;nters, ‘and
(private noh-proﬁit. centers Q Cnostlyx churchoa'rela;ed). The
res{dential area of the family yas{used as.an estimate of the

“

.e'tanomic status of the family, and local relators' assessment . of

,resLdential properUy values were - used as a check against the

-
’

researcher s knowledge gf varlous ecologlcal 'status zones of the

13

metropolitan reglon. Informétlon provided about famlly structure@%fnm

> . ~

lines suggested by Winch's theory.<2> Next a(llst of families of

| \
‘four and f%ye Jear 0ld children not enrolled in day care centers }

il
P -

, was ‘obtained from a variety of local service' agencies. ‘From this

1

e |

}was constructed into a famlly structure-complex1ty index along
l .

l

)

v

ok ' ok : . “
an appropriate number of famliles was s€lected matching as ;
. . , § PR ol
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n

.concept inventory was used as a . measure of the child's

toward the child, the chi%d!s self concept. and social behaviork

2 . -~ »
L s .
& rO-C> > OV OAF IO lwwtm oos
5 BT I3
r - 3 * N
3 . I \ *
¢ ‘ ! :\ ¢ \ ~
. \\\
' . . , . - . N .
closely  as possible the DCC sample on, family economic status and
. . N } \ : LI

family structure comblexity, by the same: method\.

P

sampleg 1ncluded 286 famifies and children abou

The resultant
 which data was"”

colTected. Of these fam111es 119 (u1 6%) ‘had - children who were

currently enrolled lh DCCs, and_the control population matched by

age of chifd} ‘family economic status,  and - family , %tructurei
complexity .included, T66(58 4%) famllles ’ Data about the %engt&
and extent of the ch@ld's part1c1patlon 1n the DCC, the frequency

of, the child's interactlon w1th adult fam11y members parental

att1tude and behav1or toward the child and the mother's assessment

of the soc1a1 behavior adJustmen; of the chlld was obtained' by

A4 y

intarviews conducted in the home. At the same .time a self concept

inventory was administered to the-chlldﬁ‘ One segment of the seﬂf

psychological attachments to adults in the family (or, in’the v
. r . . M v . < .

symbolic .interactionist's lexicon, . "identification”* with'

. . \

significant others" .- in the family). Since parental behavior:

’ i
v
1

adjustgent represented the most challenging measurement probkemsk

they will be'discussed in some detail below.

AN

PARENTAL BEHAVIOR TOWARD,THE CHILD— '
; ’ ' - - . ot

. } ¥
L AR N . .

M

! )

Maternal warmth has “ been suggested as an’ important
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~ch11d«reargng warlable 1n research summarlzed by Yarrow, Cambell

'and Burtop (19687 and ‘one whlch may vary s1gn1f1cant1y wlth soc1a1

class. Warm maternal behavior is ‘here defined as mean1ng any

- ., L
behavior A& thi mother'toward the child whrch can be characterized

-~

as having 2 strong positiGe affective.tonef Although ‘the or1g1na1

3
[

use of ‘this varlahle used only Warmth 1t was felt that 1t /would

be interesting bo -include observations 'about its opposite

£ - . .
' .

(maternaL="coldness") because having these .’paired observations

’ .

may represent a better samp11ng f maternal behagior‘regarding'the
ch11d Interv1ewers ‘were 1nst:cted\;§o make. observations by a
series ‘of notations in the margins of the:‘interwiew ‘schedule of

L -
3

1nstances of maternaf ‘warmth and coldness dur1ng the 1nterv1ew,_‘

3
\ .
N

and wh11e the ch11d was taklng the” self concept 1nventony. . The

< .
IS )

entire interview .schedule was, then scored simply by adding the
. . "4
number of warmth and coldenotatLOns in the margins. An attempt
* . .

was made to develop a summarwy. 1ndex by divL@ﬁng the totalvnumber

7/

N y . . - T , . ] ..

yof Warmth observations by the number of cold observations, with
S ST ) * °

the resultant score ’being'termed the warmth r'atio. gin‘spite of .

»

the 1n1t1a1 expectatlon that there . would- be: & strong‘}inVerse X

re1at10nsh1p between warm- and cold maéérnal behavior; the

J ¢
!

resu1t1ng correlatlon suggested only a modest relathhshlp between -
the two {r 3z - .191 ,p =.'013)' -Slnce the (two @re, then,- to a

large degree 1ndependent of each. other results were€ reoorted for
A \ \‘/ ! *

"ea\h measure alone, as wellgas the summary 1ndex.'
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scoring protocols,

“the

.des;gned

7. to derive a self con

’hypothesis,'

" !
s ¢

’

, , \ - , ,
SELF CONCEPT -AND IDENTIFICATION WITH FAMILY ADULTS
, IS — —

» &

g'_Ihese uariabi\:P

° e
-

»

and (2) makes rather few imaginative demands 6n

instrument
H

draw1ngs of children in various positive and

"tap.

subject. The

»

negative

dimensions

.

4

concept

-

such * self as autonomy,

e

interpersoénal

to

competance appearahce, sex <role 'identity, and

re1ations, both w1th other children and adults “ThE ¢ rlld ﬁs
asked to 1nd1cate whlch dr3w1ng on each card is more like himself

Those .items on the U—Scalh which are Jndicators of ‘the~ child'

operationallx defined as indicators of the child' 1dent1£1cation
Y 4

adults~ while the remainder of the items were’ scored

\"o

ﬁept score.6§>

instrument was, central ta examini g the. research

1

W1th .family

E RN .
€

»

4 t

» J

this

13

3 .
. Since

refined in Several

it wWas 'pre—tested‘ and

[

—Flrst it was thought that there might be significant variations:
Ain response patterns for wWhite and nohrwhite children. An {/ltfgi
v , / - , //

- .
PR !
. 4 .
.
’

.
- » *
2

cdnsiSts,tof' a series of bi—polari

ways"

arerdiscussed together here‘because they, were

r’meabs,ured'\’ UtlllZlng/‘ different dspect’s of ’fhe‘ same -research

inStrument This instrument wﬁéithe‘u Scale”geveloped by uzehosky

‘and Clark (1970?, to ,measure the 1; 1f .concept of pre-school
'chiidrenﬂgy The*j’Uwscale is ¢ a. proj c}i:e~type self concepth'

1nventory,\but Unlike most such 1nstruments@§t (1) .has explicit;

-

, >,
situations,’

LA

g R

o

t
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a i

°gre—test'06hductedéat one day cgre.center shpued' no . significant

* : ’ . ° = -
‘differences when sorted into .these~ethnic categories. Second, an

item analysis~wa$ ‘undertaken to select those cards from the"

° -

U-Sgale most strongly associated with high'overalf scores. The

<

oomputatlon of a p01nt biserial correlation suggested that there
9

- Were -about seWenteen items from the whole set of fifty clards which
-»

-

were highly d1scr1m1nat1ve of high” “ﬁweréll scores. For this-

. ’. . 13 l--
reason, as well .as for the fact thatAa somewhat shorter inventory
~ .7 -
was ~ desired. than the orlglnal with flfty cards, those seventeen

AEN

——

items were -utilized. in , the~ —present, study. Subsequent data

®

- ~

B \
between the varlous d1mens10ns of the test (ranging from r = .20

g
- -

to r. = .38). ' S , © T

e

SOCIAL BEHAVIOR ADJU%TMENT

R

. ) «
. %he instrumemt chosen to measure | these variables, was the’

-
o
» v

Behavior. Disorder Checkllst/ deVeloped by liQewell et al.
[

(1957), in whlc@/;the mothers were asked abgut the occurrence,

. .. . : RY
duration, /frequency, and' . severity of the child's behaVlor
. - b ] .

* N
-

di?ﬁieufties in the following aﬁeas: (1) digestion, (2) Settlng“'

-1 . . -
‘along witli™grownups, (3) - unusual feaﬁs,\ (4) nervousnessy . (5)

setting along _with othef/cﬁildren; (6) s1eep{ng, (7) eating, (8).

.temper tantfhms, (9) aaydreamlng, (10) saylng thlngs that areeknot

trFe,.(11) destructlveness, and (12) steallng. These accord;ng to

«
a . . N «

Glidewellj et al. are symptoms-—of social and ‘psy®hological

)

*analysis suggested that tﬁere were modest pos1t1ve correlatiogs"




[ '.g

‘ito~eaeh respdndent for each dimension. The percentile rank. scores
v t ) . «

,disturbances in children, when they.occur with great freouency ahd

-

Severlty The authors found a positive correlatlon between scores

on the check11st and 1hdependent clln1ca1 assessments of ch11dnen

In addltlon, wllllams, Bean4'and /ﬁussell (19705 have used the

/ G-
checkllst succes;éully as an instrument to wnfeasure the 1mpact of

-

-m
-~

maladJustments in ch11dren Mothers were. asked whether or not the

€

ch11d had ever. exhibited the symptom, how frequently, and how long

.the symptoms had “ persisted. The mother's- responses were tﬁen

converted into rank ordef scores, and a percentnye rank asslgned

N
: . . . . / . . te) .
were gsummed to provide one index which was defined as the social
;. \ .
behavior adjustment _index. - e T,

v

. ' * . - )
Mothers ’were( asked  whether or, not the- child". had ever

exhibited the symptom, " how ﬁ;gguent, and hou.long,the ‘symptom “had

. . *
persisted. The mothers' responses weére then eonverted into

s

standard scores for each of these d1mens10ns by ‘assignlng values
from: Jt/o\?e to ninety-nine in relatlon to the tbt\} distribution of

responses for eacn dimension.{ Then the standard scores for each[

\
F» 1
LA »

dimension were simply %dded to . produce a single index] umber

termed the social behavior adjustmeht index. ~Résearch Findings
) -

Apriori to examining the data, a decis&on\was‘made#to accept

: *» ¢ N . -
findings as 3substantively meaningful if (1) theé probability level

is equal. to orless than .05 usihg a one-tdiled T tést! and (2)-

IS - .

<
. I
’ ~
-
N
= _ ‘
. i .
. & ¢
St - - 22 - L)
S ’ t . ‘ «
-’-;4". - , - . ]
- , R

parental constralnf‘on the development of s001a1 fand behavioral ”~.

-




A - .
o o .
‘ ' L . . N ‘ ~
".c the statistical association ‘is strong enough to account for about -
-7 \ . ~ . )
A 5% of the variation in the' correlated varjables (r2 = .05). This

v

- ¢ - . .
was seen as reasonable given the  zlmost® limitless “universe of

—

variables that could affect.the social-psychological qebelopment
of children: . C ) T <, ,
) N . . - . ‘ . . . ) S

Zero order correlations (Pearson product-moment) between the

i major variables abouf which data was collected is found in Tahle 1.

-
.

,Iable' 2 'is.a dlsolav of selected relatlonshlps as they bear-

- a

- d
.ot o oon’ the four hypotheses spec&fled by each of the:theoretlcal models

~ for early soeialization. Also, Table 2 shows partlai correlation

. * T 1’ at . . !
- coefficients computed fof what séemed on logical groynds, to be.

3
_reievant control varlables, and whether or’ not one would reJect or

& ’ . :

fall. to reject each hypothe51s given ~the “criteria outlined
S PO ) . o
“previously. If ome wanted. to choose between the two model by ]

>:' -’count;ng hypdbtheses accepted, one WOuia haJe.to_eonclude tha: the
soéie—ecohom&{' model.'is\ a"slightly betteh fit to <4he data.
Howewer, a . mere- conservatlve'\1nterpretbtzo;%’hou%d find both

w e .
.~ Mmodels -- as}stated -- ieriously'flaﬂed, “the intehaetion.potentiaf

~ »

modellmore so thén the SES-moéél.rbBoth{modele break down at the’
¢ e T . | v . , ) .
potnt.,hhere they specify a relationship Hfetween the independent
- J - I4 ‘ . .
: variables and psychblogical attachments to fagily adults (parental
'; » .. .« . . /‘ ’ . - ‘ , ] oy 7 . . - “W.
‘ . identification). Nor can either mode), be salvaged merely by

T emitting.the hypothesis which specified parental ideﬁt%{ioatiod as

)
~

- ~the int%rvening~ﬁ§ariable, since the zero order relationship

< e

. . . » . e /
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. TABLE 1:15;Ro-oapsn PEARSON."

11
Family
Structure

[

|IIT. -
+ _ Dgy ‘Care

Participation

*5

6

"
I

.

1

n;

-t

Family Economic
. Status

.804 |
(.001)

. 769
(.001)

(o

001
492)

-.05% |-.387
(.299) 1(.001)

-o614

Educatioral
.. Status

4 (,001)

.363

.

(,001) f¢,148)

077

16,497

0001 -0111
(.098)

L.\-3\§l; )

Family Structure

(.001)

1,001)

=¢717 -}-

L111 l-;127 -.213
(.030)J(070) K .0Q9)

.001;

NS

S
(;00;14 “

II. Complexity
‘Female Held
Household

’

Co

105

010

349

«453) (.00

Yes/No
&

039)

A

v o\-l 8 "0076.,'»,
(.202)

«556

s

M - L
. Tétall Time

e

I(.018)

-+033%

(.386)

111

S . Regul«;i’/

. .Occasional

e

-
A

.358)

. Days/Week

"

‘Hr;]bajﬁ

.

Total Activities .

» -

10

..Modal i
Activities
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Los ! ' ) F. INT(Total) x P. IDENT. . ;
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between maternal warmth (r = ,263) and self .concept becomes
CN ‘
non-significant .when controlling for SES and famil& structure

. \ . .. .
complexity. Similarly, there 1is no significant =zero order

L e

reletionship between either dimension of .the interaction potential

‘of ,tﬁe family and, the child's self concept, and no meaningful

relationship§ appear when controlling for. all variébles:
LA re-examination of" the data suggested that- there were

important direct relationships between “two of the’ indepehdent

varle\ies (family SES, DCC participation) and the ﬁdependent'

5001a112at10n varlables (parental identifibation; self” ceneept,

and  social behavior adjustment). "These relationshipé ane

[y
-

summarize@,é%»l&bbe 3. Sucb effects ;show up only when examlnlmg a

VN e T
3

relatgonshlp between one of theﬁtwo 1ndependent varlebles and a

¢

erendent' variable 'if ‘the effects of the other ihdependenn

2
E

variables are pantialled' out (e.g. computing a refationship
between famlly SES and soc1a1 beh}v1or adgustment epd partialling

.

out .the effects of ~DCG partlclpatlon » or famlly . strqeture

Y

complexity3. No similar relatlonshlp was demonstrated between the

.
v -

third* independént variable (family Etructune;complexity) and any

]
LY

of the dependent variable. S .

‘These direct relationships suggest that the-effegts of day

L

care participation 'do not operate through the meclanism of
. -+ M . ‘ -
reducing the actual frequency of primary interaction between the

-
o

child and his family. Thisinegé&ive ne&ationship betwéen daycare

&

*

i

h ]

"IN
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—_— ,
, ECON STATUS X SBA * . .078 o .133 264 7N
g . - (.150) (.140) (.015) °
: ' X C/W **1 .220, L .196 238
' o (.002) (.055) (.025)
1
A . X DWC *%. .330 #162 . 233
. ! , ) (.001) * (.014) (.025)
X SC #%*% -.031 y =009 .076 -
(.342) ~ (.469) (.269)
$ N P
: "FAMILY STRUCK. x SBA 111 ., -.006  -.032
COMPLEXITY (.029) (.456) ~ (.337)
| x DWC .239 015 .113 o,
- . {.001) (.007)  (.029)
_ DCC PARTICIPATION x SC .154 .205 .257 .228 '
(Total. Time) . .o (.037) (.046)  (.017}" (.030)
L . . 3 ' .
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e - (.001) ©  (.038) (.031) - (.012)
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***%x SC = Self ‘concept.. A T T - .
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participation and a reduction -in the frequency Of ‘primary-

. | . . A
interaction certainly exists and is strongs . but the Q'f‘r'equerfcy of

A -
.
Il

the.echild's primary family interéction is not meaningfully relatéd

to any of the dependent sécial-psychologicél variables. How might

-the néga@ive' relationship between day care. participation and

"'parental identification and the. positive relationships between day ’
' + P9 ; N

care participation ahd self concept and social behavior adjustment

be ekplained? %’?lauéible explanation might be that the »DCC’

provides ‘other adults which become the basis for psychological'
3 Vs ‘ '

attachments which, while they enhanée the self concept and social

behavior -adjuspment of the child, also weaken the‘exclusiﬁity and

. AN

'strength of the child's ideq}ification with’ family fadvlps. Thus

the day care child may have a (more 'ﬁiffugq set~ of adult
identifications than the non-day care center,child.‘ It is_.also of

note that such gffécpé only occur where the child has been a 16ng

%
.

term and/or regular (vs. occasional) participant in DCC.- If such

. ‘ r .
an interpretation - is wvalid, one might expect that)the DCC would

’

proVide a better settinéTfor' such PSYchokgg}cal' attachménts to T
. R ~ '

AdéVelqp 'betyqqd.:the chii@ren ~and the\iQCC wdgkehs‘“where the .

internal structure of thei DCC resembles a series of primary(f
a— Y -

groups, 1i.e. 'where there is a Ligh ratio of adults per child.
S&éh an iq}erpretation finds support in the data colléqted since
there was found a negativq relationsﬁip betﬁeen the ratio of

adults :to .children in the’ DCC and paren%ai identification '(r. =

L]

-

\\\\\\\

\" ‘_ ’ ’ ) %, -
.. o 3 d -
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-.224, P .007). To summarize the relationship§ in tables two

. ?
and three,'flgure b is pos1ted as amore plauslble causal model df%
2 a e "o~ i
. early socialization than either ofﬁthe twp theoretlcal models. - L
“ SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION, C d

\ . e ?

The evfdence‘presented will be discussed in terms of the four

»

issues initially raised by th1s paper, although they will not be

presented in exactly the same order. ’

.

i .

1.~ Causal Factors In The Pr1mary 5001a112at10ntProcess

‘

. As 'can be seen from. the model pos1ted 1@ flgure 1, the

evidence presented here suggests that causal actors in the

pr1mary s001a112at10n process are better underst od as family SES

«

and SES related attltudes and behavior ragher than fam11y )

/

.’

. -t . ¢
structure comﬁTexity, (e.s. size and’ rol "completeness™ and

cdmplexity). Similarly, the  child"s parthcipatidn in
-eXxtra-familial institutions ‘seem tfo Have ‘an _impact on the

- ~ ’ L ' .
socialization process. Furthermore, SES and DCC partlclpatlon-

seem not to affect the s001a112at10n process through modlfylng the

level of pr1mary 1nteract10n between child and family members,

. which apparently plays. a minimalg‘role*‘in wouteemes of -the
. '

"socialization proeess ’ e present data ggégest that the effects ——---

Pl

of SES work part1a11y1through class cdrrelated parental att1tudes 3
& 3
- and behaviors while the effects of day care participation suggest
' X . p : : .

that the.child'benefits‘by having social contacts with a variety

of types of other adults. »Exactly why-the latter is so is at
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présent Unélear, and cannot be inferred with’

the

seem

'

data.

N
In sum,

SES,

esent '
::\pperate as ind pendent, funetidnal altennitzxes in‘benms of

'a;;\ﬁéﬁgtd&nty' from-
and ddy care partic}patﬁBE would

~

L X
/o

s _
providing , families with sgciélization resourcés for. young
‘children.- S : - T 2/’//3 . -
)\ . . .
T < 2, Symbolic feraction Theory
The present data/seeﬁ to\confirm the assertiofis o sykbolic‘

1nteract10n theory under qyestlo , namely that there is, a strong

: rel tloninip_ Between 1dent1flcat10n w1th slgnlflcant ot ers, self,
- N B <. w .
- conc , >and s001a1 behaylor. ‘Indéed, one of thy strongest

//st;t; tlcal relatignshlps found, in the entlrg\ study was. the.

¢ M -

\Behav1or adJust\é t

- relatlo ship between self concept and social
K zr e -.861) and éontrolllng for various ﬁactors ggiy makes the.
i-“ relationship stronger (Educ: r = ‘ﬁ?d; Féd, r.'= .;h?, .\ S,’\r =
: .470}. This seems esbéciallf inpressive given that ‘they were

e

, measured in vastly different ways,

%

self concept administered to the

* o ¢
the: forfner by a projectiw -type

‘child,® the lattery through an

assessment"of the child's kocial behavior by the pérént. In sum,'

the present data*would suggest that those thedretical Qtientations

which treat self images as unimportant or unrelated . to actual

- 3 - . ] ] ad . w
behavior., are in error. Since when ‘controlling fOQ<SESq self;,

, concept. was found to exniain about 22% of the variance ‘iﬁ‘.thd'

behavioral measure (r = .221). "The issue of causal order -between
) o . . , .o _ o 2
the three variables in question is uncertain; Dbecause the data
‘$ » ) A !'
~’ — , 7 ¢ ’ ¢ ~ 3
- M
- . 3 ’ s
< !“ - 27 -
.. - .
. 3;) g




analysfs did not permit _ such inferences—to .be made with any <
. : . . .

,
. P - 3 K4

<.

c*ii:inty. Speculatiyeﬁ\,‘the data seem to suggest that the’
- L0 e o .o ]
inittal expectation that parené:l identification would 'ﬁé

+ critigcal’variable med1at1ng between the 1ndependent var1ables (SES

«

and,, Fam1ly structure) and the depend?ht var1abl s (self concept,

LI
s a .

. \~ sbc1al behavior adJustment) was not J 1f1ed ‘since parentil

identification‘was not,fblqd meanidﬁfu. y related to'either.set of

/ . - ’ P
4 : : independent variables. Using thewsame,logic” the fact that sgcial®
» -~ ’ . - . s =
C " . Dbehavior 'adjustment is meaningfully related to family SES and \\

Iparent attitudes and behaviors, the ex#stence of a strong :

.
[ 4

g _relétionship between social’behavior“adjusthent and self concept

. . »

and the fact that parental 1dent1f1cat1on is meanlngfully related .-

oan to self concept would.suggest the  following <eadsal order

P . N .

AT social behavior adjustment--->self concept-——> identification.
» Vel ¢ \ e
\ Th1s would imply that one's self concept is developed in terms of

-

the feedback one gets from others about one S behav1or, and that a

.

. healthy sense. of self esteem becomes "the basis for pos1t1we
* * ‘ k2

psycholog1cal attachments tqgothers This interpretatidn in mo y

way contradlctsfthe symbol ic 1nteract1on1st orientat1on (s1nce one>

o o of its weaknesses is the,absence.of specification in causal ordet

& among variables) and "is broadly consistent with Cooley's <classic

.

a notion of, the "look1ng glass self". To underscore the caveat

entered above, this 1nterpretat1on should be treated as -highley

~

3 : speculat1ve, s1nce the rather rudrmentary data gnalysis utilized

* . ‘ : N .
!

<~ ¢ ;‘ R . . - e -
. ; N . ’
. . » / £ PR ' »y
" . . . v /
. . ’
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~child's’ attachménts\ to pereﬂts ‘is a valid'indic;tor of family

integration in aii its multiform)dimensions. It could be,'to‘ the

,of the hypothesis in question would seem to,involvexat least (1) a

DR R , N * . . ’ s N

“thus far do not be}mit'the-establishment of causal order with eny

.

tertainty. - .4 . ,,)J - ﬁ;\' -

-\o ’
) 3. The In egratlon And Cohes1on Of The Famlly .

~ . In Industrial Sociefles . * ~
The data presented here seem to suppott in a Smélrgway, the

4 . .,
contentlon of those aﬁalysts cited _earlier who .argue that the

encrqaqhments of lother 1nst1tut10ns have 1esseneﬁ the gohesiveness

@

. NER : ’ . T, J— ] ! R . .,
the family is evolving into a more cohésive, specialized agency

-

for jnterpersonal 0and affectlve gratlflcatlon As pheviously

mentioned, the present study cast only tangentlal light on the

4

Minstitutional. encroachment"- hypothesis, singce it has a

f/ "j

S . a i
‘cross-sectional design, and assumes that the streq%th of the

’

J
contrary, that the effect of the ch11d's partlclpatlﬂn in a DCC or
e «

family integration and v1abllity is more than offset by freelng

the mother to enter the labor market and thus substantiaglly

——

[ N . N -
enhan.lg the material security of the family, a factor well known

to ihave a powerful effect on féhily stahility:CFA plausible test

’ multi—dimensional' indicator% of family 1ntegrat10n (2) _,a

longitudinal study of the same fam111es through various stages of

the famlly life cycle, and (3) a longltudlnal study of an adequate

sample of families throgép ‘a.more’ exten51ve time ‘period. Even if,

o v R

' | . ’ - | 37 N v

of the .nuc}eéh family, qs_gggosedztgjthese who have argued that "

1)

)




¢
0

these conditions Wwere met, one would ,still.be hesitant about

drawipg conclusions about  the characteristics, “of Lcontemporary

. 4 ? ’ ~

-families compared, with those of the mgre distant past,,sihcé an
~— ‘ 4

»

adequate data base does not exist f®r the latter. Ag Goode (1975) -

~ »
1 - 4 L)

R . . w L b R ) . ‘g
has commented, until recently family sociologiSQﬁ g%ve treated

-

change 1in the family  in terms of the evolution of today”s form

from a largely mythical.and highly romanticized conteption of the
< fréngier.family: ‘
. ‘ i, The Impéct Of The Day Care Center On The
: Social-Psychological Develapment Of Youyng Children
’Simjlar caveats musfa be entered gbout drawing firm
implicatiens for the\formulation of social policy on the effects-

of day care cepters. -Even though caré was taken-‘to draw a sample

¢ .

of families and DCCs to be as representative as possible, it is
well to reiﬁergte that the breéent study still'utilizeqma matching”’

= design, one would 'hesitafe to draw firm:conclusions for social '
¢ N . * - . . -

~

policy on” the basis of aqything other than “a "larde national

2
H

probability’ sample. .With these limitations in mind, the present
evidence dées/ﬁét\sqem to justify the«fearg of those who suggesﬁ

that | DCC participation has a deletarious effect pn.ﬁhe child's

v

4

social-psychdlogical development, at least {Ey terms of the
N .

variables under cansideration here’ True, there does seem to be a .
diminution of the- child's pgychological attachments to par%nts,

but that relationship (with DCC . bparticipation qxpiéining only

about, 4% of v?he veriance in parental identification) is a very (

‘ B w < . ’ - ’ "

3 ' : g . .

'~
%
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~ N

%} i 4 J

modest one in terms of the Qétehtial unf?erse of forces affectingy
parental ‘identification. All other effects, ‘when found, yould
seem to gnhgnce tne'socializ?ﬁion of “the child. These findings

B

-are cbnsispent with those of earlier studieé mentioned (Calwell et

oy v ] .. .

.al., 19?0;‘ Braun’ and €., 1972). Assuming the validity of the
finding that family structure, qné DCCs ééch‘ can function as
ﬁ;indepenqent fresources for the social-psychological development of

4
the child, the policf,implicatipns would’ seem to be that, assuming

s
-

sufficient public interest in subsidizing and -expandrng‘ DCCs,

special“attention might ‘be given to sélectﬁvely.subsidizing thﬁse

families with inadequate structural (e.g. .single parent families)
’ or status resources (e.é. low’43ncome“.families) as  a fiést;
, . ‘ i )
priority. .Suggestions’ -can be made for further research. Firgt,

% . >

" since” the présent‘ study treats the"effects of day‘ care
participation .in aggregated form, not distipguishing between the
. . . o '

A\ ]

’fossible effects bf different .kinds of DCCs, 1in terms of
S

4 . -6 » -, . .
tructural variations and progr.am emphasis, it would seem critical

+ ~
1

to examine evidence which doés’Makg such d%stinct%ons. Such data
. o R ! .
has been collected and will be the subject—of a subsequent report.

Second, it seems iritica;ly important to éxamine the thegreticél

model .for early

Y

- .

type multivariate analysis equfbped'to give a better estimate of
the . causal ‘ordering between variables and estdablishk the relative

magmnitudes of the contribution of edch of thg variables in ‘the _
. ’ 2 . - ! . .
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model, This "also 1is on our agenda” for a subsequent report. To
'sumﬁéri;e brie{}y,,the present” paper has addresséd‘_a number of

" issues. First’, - it ,Has addressed the issue of‘'concern for the

"éffects” ST DCCs on the soq&alization and deveioggggﬁ{ of young
Ty ot O i ) - /l n N ;,. Y ’ ’

.chITdre? and lagrgely found those%poncerns unjustkfleq}/ln terms of

the variables

considered., Secondly,

. |
’theoretical models of primary éocializat;on and suggested that, 1in

modified .form, a model using family SES as an independent variable

-

is more credible in terms of the data. Third,- it addressed . and

fQqund <credible in terms Bf the evidence some of the assertions of
. . .

. e
v

symbolic interaction theory: that there is a relationship between

social behavior, sel$ concept, and identification with significanq

° ~ .

othefs. Fourth, it has eféminéd agd found® some support in a very
. . " - . : : -
limited and tangential way the,’suggestion by several family

4
sociologists that the encroachment of other institutionms lhay)'in

-

fact have a negative impact on the cohesi&n of tﬁé family unit.
. N v - . v . % K"\-}. - . ,
Additionally, several suggestions were made for futuﬁ@ research.
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ENDNOTES

- « v
P
. s

’

o 1. The developmental psychologists are concerned with the

.

. \ :' *possible impact of such proérams on the social-psychological

) development of the child, whgifas'the family sociologists are ,

.
v

- " primarily interested in the effeéts of such programs on thé

I R »
J ~ «cohesiveness and -integration of the family unit.

. B

. - 2. The folloWwing values were assigned to tag,ffamily
Vo .
<~ "completeness" size and role complexity: N

1 =" one parent, no older sibs, no other relatives living in

. the household . R

"

2 = “one parént, one or more older sibs, and/or.other”
. N o relatives in the household, or two parents, no older
4 + .
. sibs, no other relatives living .in the household, /
M . o, .
; T 3 = two parents, one or more older sibs, and/or one or more -
- t)ﬂ . . 4«" , _ . N . )
/ - 3 3 3
] . ™~ . other‘PQQatlves Llylng in the household. .
. & .
3. A- value of 1 was assigned for each_positive choice, and 0 was '
v . 4
assigned for each negdtive choice. .The summed self. concept
" [
“ t ’ " -
b '+ score is merely the summed scores for each card. e
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