


ED 195 337

DOCUOMENRT RESOME

PS 011 847
AUTHOR Ruopp, Richard: And oOthers '
TITLE Technical Appendices to the National Day Care Study:
Backgrcund Materials. Final Repecrt of the National
Day Care Study. Volume IV-2A.
INSTITOTION Abt Associates, Tnc., Cambridge, Mass.

SPONS AGENCY

Administration for <Thildren, Youth, and Families
(PHEW), Washing+on, ".C.

POE DATE Oct B0

CONTRACT 105-74-1100

NOTE 417p.: For related documents, 'see ED 131 928-930, ED
147 016, ED 152 114, FD 160 182, ED 168 706, ED 168
733, and PS 011 BU6-849,

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC17 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Black Youth: Case Studies: Child L “velopment:
Classroom Environment: *Day Care: Day Care Centers:
Early Childhood Education: Federal Programs:
Literature Peviews: Mirority Group Children; National
Surveys: *Policv Formation: Preschool Children:
*Pesearch Problems: Teacher Qualifications

IDENTIFIERS *National Day Care S+udy

ABSTRACT

This final report of the National Day Care.Study

(NDCSY, volume IV-A, contains three parers that help to set 2 context

for interpreting overall study results. "Research Issues in Day Care,
A Focused Review of the Literature" focuses on effects of group care
and regqulatakle characteristics of +he day care environment. The
second paper, "Case Studies of the National Day Care Study Sites:
Atlanta, Detroit and Seattle," rerorts on the history and current
practice cf day care in the three NDCS sites. The third paper, "“The
National Day Care Study from the Perspective of Black Social
Scientists: Reflections on Key Research Issues," reviews child
develorment issues relevant to the NDCS from the perspective of black
social scientists. Appendices list members of the NDCS consultant
panrel and present selected correspcndence of the Black Task Force,
the positicn statement of the Black Advisory Board members, and a
Black Task Force memorandum concerning the NCDS preliminary report
and recommendations. (Author/RrH)

2k K s ook ok oo o ok o ook ok ks ok sk ok o ok ok ok ok o ok ks e ko ok ke ko ok sk sk ook ook sk K ok sk ok skok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok K ok K
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
Kok ook 3ok ok ks ek ko ok ok ok ook sk ok ok skl ok ok ook ok ik ok ok sk sk sk ok ok sk o sk sk ok sk sk ok sk ok ok ok ok ok ok

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ED195337

PS 011847

- .. = RA \',"/,'

US.DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCATION AWELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

; . THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
Final Report of the National Day Care StuGY oucep EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
VOLUME 1V-A THE PERSCN OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-

ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY nezne-

SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
OCtOber 1980 EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

TECHNICAL APPENDICES
TO THE NATIONAL

DAY CARE STUDY
BACKGROUND MATERIALS

Papers by:

Kenneth Livingston
Kenneth Asher
Sally Weiss
Michael Trend
Ricardo Millett
Arthur Mathis

Prepared for:
o>
Day Care Diviszn
Administration for Children, Youth and Families
Office of Human Development Services
Department of Health, Education and Welfare

Allen N. Smith, Government Project Director

Prepared by:

Abt Associates Inc.
Cambridge, Massachusetts .

Richard Ruopp, -
National Day Care Study Director

Jeffrey Traveis,
Associate Director

Nancy N. Goodrich,
Technical Coordinator

contract No. 105-74-1100

<



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-—— -

o td : o Y=
OVERVIEW OF NDCS FINAL REPORT VOLUMES

Results of the National Day Care Study and its major supporting study, The National Day Care Supply Study, is presented in
a five-volume final report. Contents of these volumes are as follows:

Yolume I

Children at the Center: Summary Findings and Policy Implications of the National Day Care Study presents in summary
form the major findings and implications for federal day care policy of the National Day Care Study, a four-year study of the
effects of regulatable center characteristics on the quality and cost of day care for preschoolers. Volume I serves both as a self.
contained volume for the policy makers and as the foundation for the detailed presentation of results in Volumes I1, III and
1V. (Executive summaries of Supply Study findings and findings of an Infant/Toddler Study are included as appendices to
Volume 1.)

Yolume 11

Research Results of the National Day Care Study is a companion volume to Children at the Center. Volume II documents the
analyses and results of the NDCS for the technical reader who seeks a more thorough understanding of the study from a
research perspective. Volume II thys provides the quantitative support for the findings and policy conclusions reported in
Children at the Center.

Volume 111

Day Care Centersin the U.S.: A National Profile 1976-1977, the final report of . -  National Day Care Supply Study, is based
on data gathered from a national random sample of over 3000 day care centers, stratified by state. Summary information is
presented on characteristics of children and families served, center programs, staff, finances and regulatory compliance.
Discussion of results is qugmented by over 150 statistical tables.

Volume IV

Technical Appendices to the National Day Care Study is a compendium of technical papers supporting the most important
conclusions of the study. These papers form the basis for the summaries in Volumes1 and II. NDCS appendices are bound in
thres sections as follows.

Volume IV.A, National Day Care Study Background Materials, contains three papers, each of which establishes a distine-
tive context for the NDCS: a literature review focused on effects of group care and regulatable characteristics of the day care
environment; case studies of the history and current practice of day care in the three NDCS sites (Atlanta, Detroit, Seattle);

Volume IV-B, National Day Care Study Measurement and Methods, presents individual reports on u series of technical
tasks supporting the principal analyses of the effects of key center characteristics on children. Among the topics covered are:
analysis of alternative measures of classroom composition; psychometric analysis of the NDCS test battery; and analyses of
several other more peripheral instruments used in the study. Also presented are results of a special survey of parents of sub-
sidized children taken during Phase III, analyses of the impact on children of other center characteristics, such as physical
space and program orientation, and econometric analyses.

Volume IV-C, National Day Care Study Effects Analyses, also a series of individual technical reports, begins with a
presentation of the inajor effects analyses based on the two behavioral observation instruments, and then moves to a detajled
treatment of the development and use of adjusted test score gains. The links among caregiver and child behavior, child test
scores and other dependent measures are explored. Also detailed are results of the Atlanta Public School {APS) controlled
substudy and APS replication substudy.

Volume V

National Day Care Study Documentation and Data gives a brief overview of NDCS data collection instruments and data files.
Part A consists of the instruinents themselves, including interview and data collection forms, observation systems and
cognitive tests. Part B consists of data dictionaries; these describe every variable in the NDCS analytic data files. Part C pro-
vides codebooks for the data files. Parts B and C are available on computer tapes, which are readable independent of specific
computer systems. Note that computer tapes are available only from Abt Associates.

Copies of the final report may be ordered from:

* EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (ONLY) , * EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, Volumes I-IV
Day Care Division ERIC Document Reproduction Service
Administration for Children, Youth and Families Computer Microfilm International
Office of Human Development Services P.O. Box 190
Department of Health, Education »nd Welfare Arlington, VA 22210

N 400 6th Street, S, W.
Washington, D.C. 20024 * EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, Volumes I-V

. Abt Associates Inc.

- 55 Wheeler Street

? Cambridge, MA 02138

Earlier NDCS publications available from ERIC (hard copy or microfiche) are:

National Day Care Study First Annual Report, Volume I: An Overview of the Study [order number ED 131 928), Volume
11: Phase 11 Design {order number ED 13} 929}, and Volume I11: Information Management and Data Collection Systems
[order number ED 131 930} (Cambridge, MA; Abt Associates, 1976).

National Day Care Study Second Annual Report {order number ED 147 016) (Cambridge, MA; Abt Associates, 1977).

. National Day Care Study Preliminary Findings and their Implications [order number ED 152 114] (Cambridge, MA; Abt
Associates, 1978).
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GLOSSARY

This glossary is intended as an aid to the reader.
It is not an exhaustive dictionary of terminology relevant
to the study or practice of day care, but rather a list of
terms used throughout the volume which may be unfamiliar to
the reader or which have special meanings for the purposes
of the National Day Care Study.

An alphabetical list of terms enables the reader
to find any item easily; numbers refer to the location of
the term in the glossary itself, which is arranged by
subject area to facilitate understanding of terms in rela-
tion to each other and in the context of this study.
Subject areas are:

Classification of Day Care Services

Children and Staff

Classification of Day Care Centers

NDCS Independent Variables

NDCS Dependent Variables

Statistical Terminology

Alphabetical List of Terms

activity subgroup [42]

aide [17]

auspices [21, 25]
background variable [46]
caregiver [13]
caregiver/child ratio [44]
caregiver qualifications [45]
child outcome [51]
classroom composition [38]
classroom process [49]

core care [8]

correlation [59]

cost variables [54]

day care [1]

day care center [2]
dependent variable [47]
developmental outcomes [52]
effects [48]

VII

(W

family day care home [3]

FFP center [34]

full-time day care [6]

funding source [30,33]

generalizability of a
measure [57]

generalizability of a
sample [58]

group center [23]

group day care home [4]

independent center [22,26]

independent variable [36]

infant [12] '

in-home day care [5]

lead caregiver [16]

lead teacher [15]

legal status [19]

multiple regression [61]



non-FFP center [35] provider [18]

nonprofit center [24] public center [29]

number of caregivers [39] . publicly funded center [32]

outcome [53] regression [60]

parent-fee * reliability [56] '

part-time day care [7] sponsored center [27]

policy variable [37] staff [14]

presckooler [10] staff/child ratio [43]

principal components staffing pattern [40]
analysis [62] supplemental services [9]

private center [28] toddler [11]

process [50] validity [55]

profit center [20]

Classification of Day Care Services

Day Care [1] is defined as care provided to a
child by a person or persons outside the child's immediate

family, either inside or outside the child's home.

e A day care center [2] is defined as a licensed
facility in which care is provided to 13 or
more children under the age of 13, generally
for up to 12 hours each day, five or more days
each week, on a year-round basis.

® The term family day care home [3] refers to a
private family home, generally not licensed, in
which children receive care, usually for up to
12 hours each day, five or more days each week,
on a year-round basis. Most state lic®nsing
codes limit family day care homes to a maximum
of six children.

® A group day care home [4] is defined as a private
home serving 7 to 13 children, with one or two
adults.

® In-home day care [5] is defined as care provided
to a child in the child's own home by a nonrela-
tive or by a relative who is nct a member of
the child's immediate family.

VIII
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Day care of any of these types may be either
full-time or part-time.

® Full-time day care [6] is defined as care for
30 or more hours per week.

® Part-time day care [7] is defined as care for
less than 30 hours per week.

The services provided by a day care center may be
classified into two blocks.

® Care care [8] refers to the common components
@f the daily experience of all children in day
cdre centers. Core care includes provision of
meals, snacks, space and educational/play
.materials, arrangements for minimum health
care, and various caregiver services necessary
to the nurturance of young children.

® Supplemental services [9] are those services to
children and their families provided by a day
care center in addition to core care. For
children, such services include transportation,
diagnostic testing and referrals. For parents,
examples are social, welfare and employment
services, and parent involvement in advisory
and decisionmaking capacities. Supplemental
services often address fundamental needs; the
term "supplemental"” merely reflects the fact
that they are outside the scope of a minimal
center day care program.

Children and Staff

The following terms are applied to children and adults
in day care settings.

® Preschoolers [10] are defined as children
three, four and five years of age (36-71 months).
In some states most five-year-olds attend
kindergarten and thus are considered school-aged
children. In these cases, preschoolers are
predominantly 36 through 59 months of age.

IX
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e Toddlers [1l] are defined as children aged 18
through 35 months of age.

® Infants [12] are defined as children from birth
through 17 months of age.

® A caregiver [13] is a person who provides direct
care to children in a day care center classroom,
a family day care home, or in a child's own
home. Unless otherwise specified, the terms
caregiver and staff [14] are interchangeable in
NDCS documents.

® A lead teacher [15] (or lead caregiver [16]) is
the principally responsible caregiver in a day
care classroom. The term "teacher" is not
intended to connote a school-like atmosphere in
the day care center. The term caregiver has
been used to refer to persons working with
children in day care settings, and the term
lead teacher is sometimes used to distinguish
the principally responsible caregiver in a day
care classroom from her aides.

® An aide [17] is a caregiver who assists a lead
teacher in a day care classroom.

® A day care provider [18] is a person who
is directly or indirectly involved in the
provision of day care services; including
caregivers, center directors and owners.

Classification of Day Care Centers

. Day care centers are classified according to legal
status [19] as profit or nonprofit.

® Profit centers [20] are further classified
according to auspices [21] as independent
centers or group centers.

~~Independent centers [22] are not part of a
chain of day care centers.

~-Group centers [23] belony to a chain (group)
of day care centers.
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e Nonprofit centers [24] are classified according
to auspices [25] as independent centers or
sponsored centers.

--Independent centers [26] are not sponsored
by any group or agency.

—~-Sponsored centers [27] are classified as
either private or public, according to the
nature of the sponsoring agency.

--Private centers [28] are sponsored by a
private agency, such as a church. (Note
that all profitmaking centers, as well as
independent nonprofit centers, are neces=-
sarily private.)

--Public centers [29] are sponsored by some
government agency, such as a city school
system or a county welfare department.

In addition to classification by legal status and
auspices, day care centers may be classified by a cross-
cutting typology according to funding source. [30]

® Parent-fee centers [31] derive more than half
of their Income from parent fees.

® Publicly funded centers [32] derive their
funding principally from government subsidies
and gifts and contributions,

Alternatively, centers may be classified by funding
source [33] according to federal financial participation
(FFP). This typology was used in Supply Study analyses, and
the reader may find these terms used when Supply Study data
are referred to.

® An FFP center [34] is defined as any center
which serves one or more federally subsidized
child(ren).

e A non-FFP center [35] is defined as a center
which serves no federally subsidized children.

-
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NDCS Independent Variables

NDCS independent variables [36] are those vari-
ables whose costs and effects were to be measured. There
are two types of independent variables: policy variables
and background variables.

® Policy variables [37] are thcse characteristics
of day care centers which may influence the
quality and cost of center day care and which
are or can be affected by federal policy. The
NDCS was concerned with two major classes of
policy variables: classroom composition and
caregiver qualifications:

--Classroom composition [38] describes con-
figurations of caregivers and children in day
care classrooms. Classroom composition is
defined by three variables. (Note that any
two of these variables mathematically define
the third.) '

—=-Number of caregivers [39] is defined as the
total number of caregivers assigned to each
classroom. (The term staffing pattern [40]
may refer not only to the number of care-
givers assigned to a classroom, but also to
the mix of teachers and aides or to the mix
of qualifications of the caregivers in a
classroom.)

--Group size [41] is defined as the total
number of children assigned to a caregiver
or team of caregivers. In most cases,
groups occupied individual classrooms or
well-defined physical spaces within larger
rooms. In a few "open classroom" centers,
children were free to move from group to
group. In such cases, clusters of children
participating in common activities under
the supervision of the same caregiver or
team of caregivers were considered to be
"groups." (The term activity subgroup
[42]), by contrast, refers to the actual
number of children interacting with a
particular caregiver. A group of 20
children, for instance, might be divided
into three activity subgroups, one with the
lead teacher, and two with aides.)
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--Staff/child ratio [43] is defined as
number of caregivers divided by group
size. Higher, or more stringent, staff/
child ratios are those with a smaller
number of children per adult. For
instance, a ratio of 1:5 is higher, or more
stringent, that a ratio of 1:10 (which is
lower, or less stringent). Note that the
terms staff/child ratio and caregiver/child
ratio [44] are Interchangeable in NDCS
discussions.

--Caregiver qualifications [45] variables

were developed to describe caregivers!
yYears of formal education, amount of
training and/or education related to child
development, and amount of work experience
as a caregiver,

® Background variableg [46) are characteristics
of day care centers which can be influenced by
government regulation only indirectly, if at
all. Examples are age, sex and race of children,
or socio~economic characteristics of families
- and of the community served by a center,

NDCS Dependent Variables

NDCS dependent variables [47] are those features
of day care costs and quality measured as indicators of the
effects of such center characteristics as group size,
staff/child ratio and caregiver qualifications (the study's
independent variables).

® In NDCS discussions, the term effects (48] is
often used to distinguish dependent variables
pertaining to quality in day care from dependent
variables pertaining to day care costs. There
are two major classes of effects variables.

--The term classroom process [49] (or process
[50]) refers to the behavior of children and
caregivers in the classroom; that is, the
dynamics of their interaction. Process was
recorded using two observation instruments,
one concentrating on children's behaviors
(the child-Focus Instrument) and one concen-
trating on caregivers' behaviors (the Adult-
Focus Instrument),

XIIX
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--The term child outcomes [51] (or develnp-
mental outcomes [52], or outcomes [53])
refers to children's gains in school-
readiness skills; although a number of tests
and ratings of social and cognitivé develop-
ment were field-tected, ultimately only two,
both standardized cognitive tests, proved
reliable enough to be used as cutcome measures:
the Preschool Inventory (PSI) and the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT).

Cost variables ([54] correspond in the main to
commonly used terminology in accounting and
economics. wWhere terms or variables peculiar
to the NDCS are introduced, they are explained
in the text.

Statistical Terminology

The validity [55] of a measure is the degree to
which it measures what it purports to measure.
Various features of a measure may be indicative
of its validity; such as: (1) a direct conceptual
relationship between the measure and the
construct of interest (e.g., between an observer's
count of the number of children present in a
class and the variable group size); or (2)
agreement with other measures of the same
Construct (e.g., agreement between observation-
based measurements of group size and schedule-
based measurements of group size).

The reliability ([56] of a measure is the degree
to which it gives consistent results when
applied in a variety of situations; that is,

the degree to which it is free of measurement
error. Reliability coefficients vary frem 0.00
to 1.00. A coefficient of 0.00 indicates a
completely unreliable measure; a coefficient

of 1.00 indicates a measure that gives perfectly
consistent results across 211 situations.

Thus, a reliability coefficient of .95 indicates
chat 95 percent of the measured variation among
the objects of measurement (e.g., among children)
is attributable tc genuine differences among

the objects of measurement, and that only 5
percent of the variation measured is attributable
to random effects of errors of measurement.
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® The generalizability of a measure [57] is a

sophisticated extension of the concept of
reliability in psychological measurement
theory. It incorporates the notion that the
numerous sources of variation in measurement
groups as "measurement error"™ according to
standard reliability theory may or may not be
defined as “error," depending on one's purpose
in using a given measure. [The concept of
generalizability is a very complex one which
cannot be clearly presented in the limited
space available here. For a definitive treat-
ment of the subject, the reader is referred to
L. Cronbach, G. Gleser, H. Nanda, and N.
Rajaratnam, The Dependability of Behavioral
Measurements: Theory of GeneralIzabIlItx for
Scores ‘and Profiles (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, Inc., 1972).]

The generalizability of a sample’ [58] is

the degree to which the sample accurately
represents a universe to which findings based
on the sample are to be extended.

The correlation [59] (degree of association)
between two variables is represented by a
correlation coefficient expressed as a decimal
fraction. Correlation coefficients range from
+1.00 (representing a perfect positive correla-
“tion) through zero (representing the absence of
‘any correlation) to -1.00 (representing a
perfect negative correlation). For example, a
positive correlation between children's scores
on Tests A and B would mean that children with
high (or low) scores on Tests A also tend to
have high (or low) scores on Test B. If the
two tests' scores were negatively correlated,
then high scores on Test A would tend to be
associated with low scores on Test B, and vice
versa.

Regression [60] analysis is a technique for
extracting from data an idealized represen-
tation, in the form of a straight line, of the
relationship between two variables. That is,
regression defines the particular straight line
which is the "best™ linear approximation of the
less clearcut pattern exhibited in the data.
Similarly, multiple regression [61} analysis
extracts an idealized representation of the
relationships between a given dependent vari-
able and two or more independent variables.
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Regression [60] analysis is a technique for
extracting from data an idealized represen-
tation, in the form of a straight line, of the
relationship between two variables. That is,
regression defines the particular straight line
which is the "best®™ linear approximation of the
less clearcut pattern exhibited in the data.
Similarly, multiple regression [61] analysis
extracts an idealized representation of the
relationships between a given dependent vari-
able and two or more independent variables.

Principal components analysis [62] produced
alternative weighted combinations of variables
("principal components"), thus allowing the
researcher to select a small number of compon=-
ents which convey most of the important infor-
mation in a data set--that is, which together
account for a large proportion of the variance
in the data. For example, a large number of
variables related to socioeconomic status might
be reduced to a few components-~clusters of
variables which are highly correlated with one
another and only weakly related to variables in
other components.
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FOREWORD

Providing sound research which supports social
policy directions affecting the lives of children and
families is unquestionably a major goal of the Administra-
tion for Children, Youth and Families. By producing a clear
signal in an often times cloudy environment, we are able to
fulfill this important responsibility that has been entrusted
to us.

The National Day Care Study (NDCS) is an outstand-
ing example of our meeting this responsibility. This study
has been widely recognized in both public and private
sectors as one of the most important social policy research
investigations ever by the Department. 1Its information has
been widely used by many people and organizations, and it
already has had a major impact on the drafting of the new
HHS Day Care Regulations.

The NDCS searched for day care center characteris-—
tics which can both protect children from harm as well as
foster their social, emotional and cognitive development.

It discovered that these outcomes are clearly attainable
when groups of children are small and when caregivers
receive training in child-related areas. It also found that
relaxing the staff/child ratio would not adversely affect
children but could lower costs substantially and thus enable
more children to receive care. That these findings held up
across diverse sites and with different groups of children,
provided support that all children can benefit from a single
set of standards.

In all, I feel that the NDCS has more than justi-
fied the tremendous energy and time that has gone into it.
Through this kind of commitment to excellence in its research
programs, the Administration for Children, Youth and Families

xvir 13



can be an instrumental force in enhancing the well-being of

all children and families.

I am pleased to present the final volumes of the
study--Volumes II and IV-A, B and C. Volume II is the
research companion to Volume I--"Children at the Center."

It provides quantitative support to the study's major
findings. volume IV is a compendium of technical papers
which address study-related background issues, NDCS measures
and methods and detailed results of individual outcome
areas.

Jack Calhoun

Commissioner, Administration
for Children, Youth and Families

October, 1980
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PREFACE

The federal government has become a major purchaser
of child care, chiefly for the children of the working poor.
With the growth of federal expenditures has come increased
public concern about the gquality and cost of care purchased
with federal dollars. The National Day Care Study (NDCS)
addressed this dual concern. Commissioned in 1974 by the
Office of child Development,* the study was conducted
by two private research organizations--Abt Associates Inc.
and SRI International. The study concluded that, by setting
appropriate purchasing standards, the government could buy
better care at lower cost than it currently buys, thus
allowing it to serve more children within existing budgets.

Results of the study were summarized in a report
published in March 1979.1 The results were heavily cited
in supporting arguments for proposed federal regulations,
which were published in the Federal Register in early
1980.2

The present volume is one of a series supplement-
ing the summary report.3 It is intended to provide profes-
sionals in developmental psychology and related fields with
a description of the methods and findings underlying the
study's conclusions about links between regulatable char-
acteristics of day care centers and the experiences and
development of preschool children in center care.

Policy Context of the NDCS

Public concern with the quality of federally sub-

sidized child care is embodied in the Federal Interagency

*The Office of child Development is now the Administration
for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF).

Ay
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Just mentioned), there was little evidence of major hetero-
geneity that might suggest that the effects of group size
are site-specific. Moreover, there was no clear numerical
point of demarcation between small, "good" groups and large,
"bad" ones. Most of the study's centers maintained groups
of three- and four-year olds that varied in size from 12 to
24; typically, desirable behaviors decreased in frequency by
roughly 20 percent, and undesirable behaviors increased by

20 percent, as group size increased within this range.

Third, staff/child ratio was also related to
some aspects of interaction in the classroom, but the
correlates of this critical policy variable, the focus of
much of the controversy surrounding day care regulations,
were less widespread than those of group size. Ratio was
most clearly related to caregiver behavior: 1lead caregivers
in high-ratio classes (those with few children per adult)
showed essentially the same pattern of behavior reported
above for caregivers in small groups. (However, the con-
founding of ratio and group size for the lead caregiver
sample made it unclear whether the behavior pattern should
be attributed to ratio, group size or both.) 1In addition,
lead caregivers in high-ratio classes spent less time in
overt management of children than those in low-ratio classes.
They also spent more time interacting with other adults and
in other activities not directly involving children. Thus
some of the "contact time" potentially available to children
by virtue of high adult/child ratios was spent in other
ways. High ratios were not associated with high frequencies
of one-to-one interaction between adults and children; in
fact, ratio showed few systematic relationships to the
behavior of children at all. Nor was ratio related to
children's test score gains, except in a few isolated

instances.
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Title XX FIDCR. That report, issued in 1978, concluded
that federal regulation was an appropriate means of main-
taining quality in subsidized care but that the existing
FIDCR were in need of revision.5

The Office of Child Development (now ACYF) had
initiated the NDCS before the controversy over the Title XX
FIDCR erupted. The NDCS and the Appropriateness Report were
entirely independent efforts. Nevertheless the authors of
the Appropriateness Report made heavy use of early results
from the study, incorporating a preliminary report of NDCS
findings © as an appendix to their own report. Subse-
quently, NDCS staff and the government project director were
consulted during the drafting of revised regulations, which
began within ACYF and was completed by the Office of HEW's
General Counsel. The influence of the study is clearly
visible in the proposed new standards regarding caregiver
qualifications and group composition (group size and staff/
child ratio). While the proposed standards deviate from the
specific numerical recommendations regarding ratio and group
size that appeared in the NDCS 1979 summary report, basic
principles are retained--notably joint regulation of ratio
and group size, with increased emphasis on the latter—-as
are many detailed suggestions regarding methods of monitoring
and enforcement.

NDCS Approach and Findings: An Overview

The 1968 FIDCR were based on the advice of practi-
tioners and experts in fields related to child care, as well
as the best research evidence available at the time. How-
ever, in 1968 there existed only limited empirical evidence
to support the basic but tacit assumptions that link various
provisions of the regulations to quality of care--for
example, the assumption that maintaining high staff/child

ratios (few children per caregiver) will .increase the
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quantity and quality of adult-child interaction. Nor

were there data to support the assumption that regulatory
control over such center characteristics as staff/child
ratio, group size and staff qualifications would produce
similar outcomes for children across the regions, states;
sponsoring agencies and socioeconomic groups affected by
federal legislation. Similarly, though a good deal was
known about the different components of coet in day care, no
specific evidence existed to link costs to regulated center
characteristics or to quality. The NDCS attempted to fill
these gaps in knowledge by identifying costs and effects
associated with variations in center characteristics that
were regulated or could potentially be regulated by the
federal government;

The study's sponsors and designers recognized that
national policymakers have many different views of the goals
of day care. For example, federally subsidized day care can
be seen primarily as an institution designed to free parents
to work or to employ welfare recipients. However, ACYF has
long been committed to the view that day care can and should
foster the development of children. Hence the study.focused
on the quality of care from the point of view of the child--
i.e., on the nature of the child's experience in day care and
on the developmental effects of that experience, as measured
by naturalistic observations and standardized tests. While
many potentially regulatable center charcteristics were
examined, primary attention focused on those character-
istics which seemed most central to existing regulations and
most likely to affect the daily experience of the child,
namely staff/child ratio, group size and staff qualifications.

Perhaps the most general and important finding of
the study was that variations in regulatable center character-
istics do make a difference in the well-being of children.

In contrast to many earlier studies of the effects of
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variations in curriculum or resource outlay in education,

the NDCS showed clearly that it matters how day care classes
are arranged and who staffs them. To be sure, much of what
goes on in day care is not influenced by regulatable center
characteristics. There is a great deal of variability in

the quality of human interaction in day care settings even
when the composition of the classroom and the qualifications
of caregivers are fixed. Nevertheless regulatable character-
istics show relationships to meaures of children's experience
and of developmental change that are significant both
statistically and substantively.

More specifically, for preschool children (ages
3-5), the smaller the group in which children are placed,
the more they tend to engage in creative, verbal/intellectual
and cooperative activity. Also, children in small groups
make more rapid gains on certain standardized tests than do
their peers in larger groups. When groups are larger,
individual children tend to "get lost," i.e., to wander
aimlessly and to be uninvolved in the ongoing activity of
the group. These findings hold even when staff/child ratios
are relatively high (i.e., when there are few children per
caregiver).* Adding adults (usually teachers' aides) to a
large group of children improves the adult/child ratio but
does not necessarily result in increased engagement on the
part of the child, nor improved test scbre gains. Signifi-
cantly, children do not appear to experience more one-to-one -
interaction with adults when ratios are high than when they
are low. '

*In day care classrooms, unlike many public school class-
rooms, it is not usual to find a single adult in charge.
Configurations of two or three caregivers, usually a
teacher plus aides, are more common. Both the number
of children and the number of adults varies significantly
from classroom to classroom. It is for this reason that
staff/child ratio and group size can vary more or less
independently and must be examined separately. It can-
not simply be assumed that large classes will have low
ratios nor that small classes will have high ratios.
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The behavior of caregivers toward children is also
related to group or class size, but it is related to the
staff/child ratio as well. In small classes and/or classes
with high ratios (few children per caregiver), staff tend to
devote their attention to small clusters of 2-7 children,
rather than to large clusters of 13 ‘or more. Staff in such
classes also spend less time observing children passively
than do caregivers in large classes and/or classes with low
ratios. 1In addition, the staff/child ratio shows some
relationships to caregiver behavior that are not found for
group size. High ratios appear to make management of
children easier. Also, in high-ratio classes adults spend
more time with other adults and in activities not involving
children, such as performance of routine chores. This
outcome may suggest that high ratios benefit caregivers by
providing contact with othervadults and time to do necessary
tasks, but it also suggests one reason why high ratios do
not appear to affect the amount of one-to-one interaction
between caregivers and children: in high-ratio classes some
of the time potentially available for children is diverted
to activities in which children are not directly involved.

On balance, NDCS findings suggest that the impor-
tance of group size as a regulatory device for influencing
quality in child care may have been underestimated and the
importance of staff/child ratio somewhat overestimated.

This conclusion, of course, is not an argument for abandoning
regulation of staff/child ratio. Not only did ratio show
some positive effects, but the range of ratios examined in
the NDCS was relatively narrow and relatively high. (Most
centers in the study maintained classes with five to nine
children per caregiver.) This range was chosen to illustrate
effects of variations in ratio between levels required by

the FIDCR and levels permitted by most states. Consequently,
generalization of the findings to levels outside the range

)
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established by current regulatory variations is unwarranted.
Moreover, a subsidiary study of center care for children
under three suggested that ratio was as important as group
size in influencing quality of care for infants and toddlers.
Thus, while the findings suggest that controlling ratio
alone iswgot an effective regulatory strategy, they also

suggest that ratio should be included with group size in
regulations'governing classroom composition.

In addition to the above findings on group compo-
sition, the NDCS showed that qualifications of caregivers
also affect quality of care. Wwhile years of formal educa-
tion, degrees attained and years of experience per se made
no discernible difference in quality of care, those care-
givers who had education or traininé specifically related
to young children (e.g., in early childhood education, day
care, special education or child psychology) provided more

social and intellectual stimulation to children in their care
than did other caregivers, and the children scored higher on
standardized tests.

To arrive at policy recommendations, these find-
ings were integrated with results from other components of
the study which were concerned with the costs associated
with the various regulatable center characteristics and with
prevailing practices in staffing and group composition among
centers nationally. The costs of maintaining small groups
and of employing staff trained or educated in child-related
fields were found to be small, whereas the costs associated
with maintaining high staff/child ratios were significant.
Conséquently it was recommended that, for preschoolers, the
group size standards of the existing FIDCR be maintained or’
made more stringent, while the ratio requiremengs be relaxed
slightly. The expected result would be an improvement in
the qualiiy of care for preschoolers togéther with a



reduction in costs relative to those that would prevail if
the Title XX FIDCR were enforced. Implementation of the
NDCS recommendations would not require major disruption of
current practice, since a high proportion of centers nation-
ally already maintain both relatively small groups and
staff/child ratios that are only a little less stringernt
than those mandated by the FIDCR,* despite claims of some
providers and state Title XX administrators that the FIDCR
ratios are unrealistically strict.? For infants and
toddlers, institution of a group size standard and maintenance
of the current ratio standard were recommended. It was also
recommended that training or education in a child-related
field be required of all individuals providing direct care
to children, and that states be required to make such
training available.

v

Organization of Technical Appendices

Technical Appendices to the National Day Care

Study are divided into three volumes. Volume IV-A, Back-
ground Materials, contains three papers that help to set a

context for overall study results: "Research Issues in Day
Care, A Focused Review of the Literature," "Case Studies of
the National Day Care Study Sites: Atlanta, Detroit and
Seattle," and "The National Day Care Study from the Pros-
pective of Black Social Scientists: Reflections on Key
Research Issues." Volume IV-B Measurement and Methods

provides seven papers that describe technical tasks under-
taken to support the effects analyses reported in Volume
Iv-C. 1Included are papers about "Comparing Alternative
Measures of Classroom Composition," "A Psychometric Analysis
of the National Day Care Study Phase III Child Test Battery,"

*Staff/child ratios nationwide, averaging over all classes
and ages of children, are 1:6.8, compared to 1:6.3
required by the FIDCR, and 1:12.5 permitted by state
licensing requirements.
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"Investigation of Teacher Rating Scales Considered for Use
in the National Day Care Study," "An Analysis of the CDA
Checklist Data," "Interviews with Parents," "The Classroom
Environment Study," and “The Econometric Model."

Volume 1IV-C, Effects Analyses, presents the
results of analyses that investigated relationships between

policy variables, classroom Processes and child outcomes.
Six papers are included: "The Adult-Focus Observation
Effects Analysis," "The Child-Focus Observation Effects
Analysis," "Analysis of Test Score Growth in the National
Day Care Study," "Classroom Process-Child Outcome Analyses,"
"The Atlanta Public Schools Day Care Experiment," and "The
Effects of pDay Care in Eight Atlanta Public Schools Day Care
Centers.” All of the papers in the Technical Appendices
were prepared by study analysts and were the basis for
findings presented in Volumes I and II.
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PREFACE

This paper was commissioned as part of the National
Day Care Study (NDCS) to provide readers with a general
introduction to major research issues in day care and a more
detailed research context on the effects of group care and
regulatable characteristics of the day care environment.
This literature review includes background information
related both to the design considerations and to the major
findings of the NDCS, which are reported in other volumes.
(See incide front cover.)

Initial work on this paper was done during the
summer of 1977. Subsequent review and revision took place
from fall 1977 through summer 1978. Although some relevant
studies were completed and results published after final
work on this review, it is not possible to report these
additional sources.
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RESEARCH ISSUES IN DAY CARE:
A_FOCUSED REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The history of the day care movement is long and
filled with controversy. Beginning in the early 19th
century, infant schools appeared on the national scene at
the crest of a growing interest in childhood education as
the means to the development of a population of informed,
healthy, and, above all; moral adults (Fein and Clarke-Stewart,
'1973; Forest, 1927). 1In 'he ensuing decades, the emphasis
in early childhood education shifted many times--alternately
focusing on physical health, acculturation of immigrant
families, or intervention on behalf of poor, working mothers
and the training of their children to become productive,
useful adults. The details of this history, though fascinat-
ing, are not of central concern here. What is important is
that controversies concerning the value and dangers of day
,care are not unique to the past decade. Since the opening
of the first American day nursery in Boston in 1838, advocates

and foes of the movement have energetically argued its
merits.

That controversy should surround this or any
other approach to the socialization of children should come
as no surprise, Adults of all cultures take a special
interest in training children to become well-adapted members
of society. The uniqueness of the current day care debate
stems from the particular constellation of issues around
which parents and educators organize their concerns about
the future of their children. The intensity of public
debate seems to increase”iﬁ proportion to the continually
rising federal investment in day care. 1In light of this
increasing federal involvement, this paper is intended as a
review and discussion of those characteristics of day care
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which are amenable to government regulation. First, however,
it is important to consider the context in which requlatory
policy is made. The controversies that have characterized
the history of early child care are still active today, most
often in the form of questions that must be answered before
the regulatable day care characteristics can be approached
meaningfully. For example, just what are the effects of day
care on the child's growth anda development? poes day care
really enhance social relations, give children a head start
in school, disrupt the attachment to the family? Answers to
these and related questions are presented below in order to
underscore the rationale for and the importance of an
examination of those specific components of the day care
setting that can be regulated.



CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF FINDINGS: IMPACT OF GROUP CARE
Institutionalization and Development

Much of the recent opposition to day care stems
from the belief that repeated day-long separation from the
mother is unhealthy for the preschool child (Fraiberg,

1977). The evidence most often cited in support of this
contention comes from studies of institutionalized infants.
In one of the best known studies of this type, Spitz (1945,
1946) found severe developmental disturbance and a high
mortality rate among infants raised in a group-care institu-
tion, compared with home-reared controls and institutionalized
infants whose mothers were with them continuously. Goldfarb
(1945), in what is often considered one of the more carefully
executed studies of this kind, found intellectual deficits
(especially in language) among institutionalized three-year-
olds. These deficits were not ameliorated by later placement
in foster homes, and persisted into adolescence (Goldfarb,
1945). Freud and Burlington (1944), studying a far more
adequate residential nursery than those examined by Spitz

and Goldfarb, still found deficits in language development
and habit training at two years of age. It is noteworthy
that the deficits observed were less extensive and less
pervasive than deficits in the more restrictive environments
studied by Spitz and Goldfarb.

In these and other studies conducted during the
same period, the deficits observed were said to be spe-
cifically the result of maternal deprivation. In his 1951
review of the literature on institutionalization, Bowlby set
the tone for attitudes about the role of the mother in child
development with the following summary statement:

For the moment it is sufficient to say that what is
believed to be essential for mental health is that
the infant and young child should experience a warm,
intimate, and continuous relationship with his mother
(or permanent mother substitute) in which both find
satisfaction and enjoyment. [p. 11]

6
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The implications of this conclusion for the child in day
care were quickly drawn and still constitute the basis for
much of the opposition to it (see, e.g., Fraiberg, 1977).

Not all researchers have attributed the negative
effects of institutionalization to maternal deprivation,
however. Provence and Lipton (1962) still placed the major
blame for observed deficits in language, self-image and
attachment on lack of mothering, but they also noted the
infants' lack of opportunity to make responses of all sorts.
Dennis and Najarian (1957) Pointed out that infants institu-
tionalized prior to the formation of'ﬁn'attachment are not
deprived of anything at all, although they may suffer
Privation of adequate opportunities for learning.

Schaffer's (1958) data showing that hospitalized
infants do not overtly protest at separation prior to seven
months of age strongly suggest that no deprivation occurs in
the early months. After a comprehensive review of the
literature on institutionalization, Rutter (1972) questioned
the importance of maternal deprivation per se in the produc-
tion of the "hospitalism" syndrome. He concluded that the
deficits observed are the result of inadequate stimulation,
which a maternal figure may or may not provide and which can
be had in a properly designed institutional environment.

Indeed, Rheingold (1956) has shown that with
proper environmental manipulations, the social behavior of
institutionalized infants can be successfully enhanced.
Wolins (1970) and DuPan and Roth (1955) studied institution-
alized children and found no major deficits in development;
Wolins' data are particularly interesting because he followed
his subjects to adolescence. Dennis and Najarian (1957), in
a finding contrary to most of the studies reviewed by Bowlby
(1951), discovered that what appeared to be deficits at the



end of one year had disappeared by four-and-a-half to six
years of age. Tizard et al. (1972) even found superior
language development in many of the residential nurseries
they studied, and in no case did they find performance to be
below average. This finding is especially striking because
language is the area of functioning which has most consistent:
been found deficient. These more successful institutions
differed in a number of ways from those which did produce
deficits. Perhaps the most salient fact for the proponents
of the maternal deprivation hypothesis is that the good
institutions attempt to provide care which more closely
approximates a traditional family environment, with small,
- relatively stable groupings of children and caregivers.

Even within families, however, there are wide
variations in outcomes. Althéugh Zollard (1971) found
deficits in exploratory and play behavior of institution-
alized infants, there were also social class differences in
the home-reared sample. Careful examination of interview
and assessment data led to the conclusion that experience
with materials and situations similar to those used in
testing had a great deal to do with performance. 1In certain
cases the hospitalism syndrome has been found in traditional
family environments (Coleman and Provence, 1957), which -
should caution against simple generalizations about the
absolute value of mothering per se.

The foregoing review suggests that there is no
simple relationship between institutionalization and psycho-
logical deficiency or home rearing and a satisfactory
outcome. Perhaps more central to the current review, it
also suggests that the equation of institutionalization with
day care is based on an unvalidated syllogism, easily found
in the literature in more or less subtle form (e.g., Fraiberg
1977): Institutionalized infants deprived of the experience
of a single maternal figure suffer psychological damage as a

8
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Consequence of this separation, unless an adequate surrogate
is provided. Day care infants are separated from their
mothers for large portions of their waking hours and are
exposed to multiple caregivers. Therefore, day care will
produce some degree of psychological damage.

In spite of considerable conflicting evidence from
studies of institutionalization itself, it continues to be
the basis for most arguments against day care. Mead (1954)
decried this confusion of the need for continual care by the
mother with the need for stimulation from human beings more
than two decades ago, apparently to no avail. Heinicke
(1956) directly compared the reactions of 15- to 30~-month-olds
in day care to those pPlaced in residential nurseries, and
found very rapid adjustment to the separation experience in
the day care group. 1In reviews of this and related studies
both Yarrow (1964) and Casler (1961) have emphasized the
need to distinguish types of separation experiences, both in
terms of permanence and duration. The equation of the
experiences of infants and children in residential institu-
tions with those of children in day care settings is a leap
of faith, even when the quantitative differences between the

two are acknowledged.

In summary, generalizations from institutionalized
children to those in day care are not warranted by the
available evidence or by simple logic. No consistent effect
of institutionalization per se has been demonstrated, nor
does the presence of the mother automatically guard against
retarded development. 1In addition, it has been argued
repeatedly that from the child's perspective the day care
environment and that of the residential institution cannot
be assumed to be equivalent, even if both are acknowledged
to involve some degree of separation. What is needed is a
more direct look at the specific effects of the day care
environment on child development is presented in the next
section.
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Impact of Non-Institutional Group Care

Developmental research over the past fifty years
has focused on many forms of child care outside the home.
On the contemporary scene, a distinction is generally made
between care in day care centers and that provided in the
homes of (typically) nonprofessional women, many of them
with children of their own. Children in both types of
settings usually spend all day away from home, most often
because their parents are at work. During the 1930's and
1940's in particular, many children attended preschools or
nursery schools, usually for only a few hours a day (Swift,
1964). These settings were and are designed with some
specific educational focus and not primarily as an alter-
native to daily care by the mother. The distinction between
the nursery school and day care has become blurred in recent
years as increasing numbers of day care centers adopt
educational programs of their own. However, in the review
which follows, the type of setting will be identified when
this is relevant.

The general strategy in assessing the effects of
group care on the development of the child is to compare
children in day care with those reared at home on a set of
dependent measures. In the more carefully designed studies,
children from two different rearing environments are matched
on a number of background variables such as age, sex, birth
order, parental socioeconomic status, and so on. There are
wide variations in sampling and design sophistication,
leading to considerable difficulty in making direct compari-
sons of results from different studies. Silverstein (1977)
and Sjglund (1969) have written excellent discussions of theh
methodological issues involved in this type of research, and
the reader is referred to them for relevant technical
details.

1o
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In the following pages, the research summarized is
organized around the dependent variables examined. Since
some studies examined multiple dependent variables they may
be referenced more than once. Emphasis has been placed on
research done in the late 1960's and 1970's since thorough
reviews of earlier work are available (Sj#lund, 1969; Swift,
1964). o0lder works are included Primarily when they are
especially relevant to the issues under consideration.

Health and physical and Motor Development

The physical development of the child was of much
greater concern to child care workers in the first half of
the century, when one of the major tasks of many nursery
schools for the poor was to alleviate the effects of extreme
poverty. The consensus from research seems to be that group
care has no effects on physical growth. Sjglund (1969)
reviewed five studies showing no difference between nursery
school and home-reared children in this regard, and Gornicki's
(1964) study of children in Polish day care centers also

. found no difference. Although differences favoring nursery

school children were noted in some early measurements of
general health and physical condition, the evidence suggests
that conditions in the home were the more powerful determinant
of health habits (Sjglund, 1969). This aspect of the

child's development is virtually never studied in odern
research on the effects of day care.

The major determinant of susceptibility to and
incidence of infectious diseases seems to be the sanitary
condition of the center and the care taken to isolate and
control contagion, with no difference in rate of infection
in homes compared to centers of high quality (sjglund,

1969) . Doyle (1975) recently found higher rates of infection
in day care infants compared to home-reared infants for only
one of seven categories of infection surveyed (influenza).

11



The available data also suggest that long~-term benefits may
accrue to children in preschool group care, who appear to
contract fewer diseases upon entering elementary school than
children with no previous group care experience. Finally,
Golden et al. (1977) compared the quality of nutrition and
health care in day care centers and family day care and
found that the more centrally and directly administered
centers provided better care on these dimensions. There are
no data on the actual effects of these differences on the

child, but higher quality health care is obviously to be
preferred.

Although Sjglund's (1969) review of the effects
of group care on motor development is inconclusive, a more
careful look at the studies cited suggésts that the primary
variables operating involve oppertunities to practice
specific motor skills. This conclusion is consistent with
Swift's (1964) review, and is also iﬁ accord with the
findings of more recent studies. Collard (1971) had found
motor retardation among institutionalized infants compared
to home-reared controls, an effect which she attributed to
differential opportunities for practice. Davis (1960) also
reached this conclusion about institutionalized children. A
similar interpretation was offered by vroegh (1977) as an
explanation for the finding that the motor development of
day care children was superior to that of children in family
(home-based) day care. Fowler (1972), however, found no
difference between day care and home-reared children on the
Bayley tesﬁ of motor development.

In summary, the literature suggests that group
care has no effect upon physical growth and development.
Although early group care may protect against high rates of
infection during the first years of school, its effects on
health generally are a function of the quality of health
care provided by the center or family day care home, and
must be seen in the light of the health conditions in the

183



home to which the child returns each day. Motor development
appears to be enhanced or retarded as a function of group
care depending upon the relative opportunities provided by
caretakers for the practice of specific motor skills.

Social and Emotional Development

The educators and parents who must teach, live
with, and love the children in their care have a special
interest in the social and emotional characteristics the
child brings to the home and the classroom. It is for this
reason that this area more than any other is of special
concern to observers of the day care scene. Although all
studies in tkis area have this common focus, the following
review is divided into two sections. Studies of attachment
are examined separately from those investigating the effects
of group care on other aspects of social, emotional and
personality development.

Attachment. Since the publication of John
Bowlby's comprehensive statement on the growth and mainten-
ance of attachmént in infancy and its implications for later
interpersonal functioning (Bowlby, 1969), no other single
issue has been more controversial among those concerned with
day care's impact on children. Yet when Swift (1964) and
Sj#lund (1969) organized their reviews of the literature,
there was no category for research on attachment per se.
Current concern that the attachment bond between mother and
child will somehow be disrupted by the child's experience in
day care marks a sharp reversal of the position, often taken
in the early part of the century, that alternative care
experiences would promote a healthy detachment from the
mother (Forest, 1927).

Direct evidence of the effects cf day care on the
maternal bond is still relatively scant. caldwell and her

13
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associates found no evidence of disturbances in the attachment
of 30-month-old children to their mothers or of mothers to
their children following involvement in a day care center

for periods from six months to two years (Caldwell, 1973;
Caldwell, Wright and Tannenbaum, 1970). Data were collected
during intensive interviews of mothers and from direct
observation of the child's behaviors with both the mother

and the caregiver, and were examined in comparison with data
from a group of mothers and their home-reared infants.

Blehar (1974) has provided the only direct evidence
to date that day care may produce disturbances in the
attachment bond analogous to those observed among institution-
alized infants. She observed 20 home-reared and 20 day care
infants in the Ainsworth "strange situation" (Ainsworth and
Wittig, 1969), which involves separation from and reunion
with the mother under varying conditions of stress (infant
left alone or with a strange adult). Half of the infants in
the day care group were two years of age, the other half
three years of age at the time of entry into day care, and
assessments were made at approximately two-and-one-half and
three-and-one-half years, respectively. The home-reared
group was composed of children who were matched to infants
in day care for age and sex; and all were from intact
middle-class families. Sixteen of the day care infants and
12 of the home-reared infants were firstborns; their distri-
bution in the two age groups was not reported.

Blehar observed ; significantly greater tendency
to avoid the mother among two-and-one-half-year olds, and
- significantly higher rates of ambivalent behavior, especially
at reunion, among the three-and-one-half-year-olds. Many of
the differences observed between the two rearing groups were
apparent only at three-and-one-half-years of age. Blehar
saw the day care infants as much more anxious and insecure
in their attachments than the home-reared group. However,
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it has been suggested (Kagan, 1976) that more of the day
care children than home-reared children were first-born.
Because first-borns tend to be more insecure in their
attachments than later children regardless of their experi-
ence in group care (see e.g., Fox, 1977), it is possible
that the effects observed were confounded.

Since Blehar's paper appeared, seven additional
studies of attachment formation as a function of American
day care experiences have been published. None of these
studies found the negative effects observed by Blehar,.

Three of the studies were presented as replications and
extensions of Blehar's work. Moskowitz, Schwarz and Corsini
(1977), using the Ainsworth strange situation, introduced
careful controls for experimenter bias, including the use of
videotape and blind scoring. Few effects of rearing condition
were found, but those which did occur indicated that the day
care infants were less upset during stressful episodes and
generally less interested in the stranger. A rearing
condition by sex interaction occurred for some measures as
the result of the tendency of day care males to function
more independently of the mother while she was present than
home-reared males. This finding is provocatively congruent
with Moore's (1975) finding that males with group care
experience in the preschool years were more assertive and
independent at age 16 than a control group of males without
such experience.

Portnoy and Simmons (1978) also found no differences

in attachment patterns in the Ainsworth strange sjituation as

a function of rearing. They did find main effects for sex,
independent of rearing condition, suggesting that females

were less upset during the session. Roopnarine and Lamb
(1978) provided a much needed design improvement by observing
behavior~in the strange situation one week before entrance
into day care and again after three months in day care. A
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matched group of three-and-one-half to four-year~olds who
did not enter day care were assessed at corresponding ages.
They found many initial differences in behavior. After
three months, however, the only remaining differences
favored the day care children, who cried less and sought
contact less than their home-reared controls. Evidence has
been collected showing that adjustment to day care for
children between five and 30 months of age is quite rapid on

both social and emotional dimensions (McCutcheon and calhoun,
1976).

Ragozin (1975) and Brookhart and Hock (1976)
questioned the ecological validity of assessments of attach-
ment carried out in the laboratory and examined cross-situ-
ational consistency in attachment behaviors. Ragozin (1975)
observed attachment behaviors of 17 to 38 month-old infants
in the typical strange situation and in the day care center
itself during separation and reunion. In the day care
setting the infants showed clear evidence of attachment to
the mother at reunion and preferred her over other adults
present. Brookhart and Hock (1976) examined attachment
behaviors of 10- to 17-month-olds with and without group
experience in the standard laboratory version of the Ainsworth
strange situation and in a version modified for use in the
infant's own home. The investigators found no real. differences
between groups in the home setting, but relatively complex
rearing group by sex interactions in the laboratory,
especially in relation to the stranger. Behavior toward the
mother, however, was highly similar for the two groups.

Context is a variable operating in a much broader
way as well, as indicated by the work of Kagan, Kearsley
and Zelazo (1975) and Farran and Ramey (1977). The former
study found no differences between day care and home-rear
groups in attachment behaviors under conditions of mild
boredom and stress. They did, however, find some differences
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associated with the child's ethnicity and socioeconomic
background.  Farran and Ramey (1977), studying 23 black
infants and toddlers in day care, found that the amount of
time the child spent near the mother (compared to the
caregiver and a stranger) was negatively correlated with
exploratory activity. This behavior was also negatively
correlated with measures of maternal IQ and involvement with
the infant.

Kagan and his collegques (Kagan, et al. 1975; and
Kagan, 1976) have stressed the special significance of the
mother in the child's life, even when the entire day is
spent in the care of others. This appears to be the case
even when the infant spends no ﬁore than three hours a day

in the company of the parents, as is the case in the Israeli
kibbutzim (Fox, 1977).

It appears, then, that although the evidence
almost entirely favors the conclusion that day care has no
adverse effect on attachment behaviors and may even have
positive ones, it also suggests that the relationship
between the child and his/her primary caregivers is a
function of many complex factors operating in the home
environment. It is possible, of course, that some of these
are quite clesely related to factors behind a mother's
tendency to place her child in day care, such as her desire
to pursue a career (Harrell and Ridley, 1975). Variables
such as maternal life-satisfaction, which may be closely
related to her career activities, are virtually unstudied
(but see Hock, 1978; Winter and Peters, 1974) . However, the
general finding that quality infant day care has no deleter-
ious effects on attachment, and overall seems to have minor,
sometimes positive impact on the child, sho&ld serve to
quiet the fears of day care's critics and redirect research
energies toward a more comprehensive look at the young
child's life experiences.
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Other Aspects of Social Development. The mother-

child bond, as has been indicated, is considered prototypical
of all subsequent interpersonal relationships by many
theorists (e.g., Freud and Burlington, 1944; Bowlby, 1951,
1969); this is the reason for the great concern over the
effects of day care on this attachment. However, long
before this issue came to the fore, researchers were
exploring the impact of day care and nursery school exper-
iences on other aspects of the child's social development,
including in particular their relationships with peers

and adults on dimensions such as aggression, dependency and
cooperation. Since most of the areas of functioning
involve interpersonal relationships, these studies are
reviewed along with those whose avowed purpose is the
examination of social behavior.

Swift (1964) concluded his review of studies in
this area by suggesting that there was no evidence to
support the notion that group care experience resulted in
poor emotional adjustment, nor did he find reason to
believe that the experience enhanced social development.

Of the 35 studies done in American nursery schools and day
care centers, only three showed negative and three others
neutral effects of nursery or day care attendance on socio-
emotional development. The remaining studies all showed

" positive effects of nursery or day care attendance. However,
14 of these studies did not include control groups, making
it impossible to distinguish the effects of group care from
those of maturation. A careful look at the remaining 15
studies reveals five studies with control groups so poorly
matched on variahles such as 1Q and socioeconomic background
that the effects noted could logically have been a function
of sample differences (Sherman, 1929; Cushing, 1934; van
Alstyne and Hattwick, 1939; Axtell and Edmunds, 1960). One
additional study is virtually impossible to interpret since
necessary data for control subjects are not adequately
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presented (Griffiths, 1939), Thus, although a first glance
at Sjglund's review indicates that the weight of the
evidence indicates that group care during the preschool
years enhances socioemotional development, a closer look
suggests that the body of quality data is relatively small
but is overwhelmingly positive on the effects of group-
care.

In the area of personality and emotional adjust-

ment there have been several studies which found no differ-
ence between children in group care and those reared at home
(Glass, 1949; Caldwell, 1973; Barber, 1975). Others,
however, have found children attending nursery school or day
care to be less inhibited, less nervous and shy, more
independent, self-reliant and self-confident, and more
socially aware and curious than home-reared controls (Hattwick,
1936; wWalsh, 1931). Kawin and Hoéfer'(1931) found evidence
that some of these traits carried over to the home environment
where children attending nursery school were found to be
less dependent and to show greater self-reliance at home
than home-reared controls. aAn additional study found
initial positive results of nursery school attendance, but

. follow-up evaluations over the next year to two years showed
that the differences were rapidly disappearing or no longer -
existed (Jersild and Fite, 1939),

14

The question of stability of effects is central
to both the hopes of day care's supporters and the fears of
its detractors. As Kagan and his colleagues have noted
(Kagan, 1976; Kagan et al., 1975), much of the research
involving day care is carried out on the assumption that
there is continuity in development, with early experience
playing a disproportionately large role in the structuring
of the socially successful or unsuccessful adult. Yet
well-controlled, truly longitudinal studies are extremely
rare. Moor's (1975) follow-up to adolescence shows that
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lé-year-old males who had attended nursery school were more
assertive and independent of the judgments of adult authority
than their non-attending peers. Their female counterparts
showed no such effects. Furthermore, as was the case in the
attachment literature, variables other than sex of the child
(Moore, 1975) such as age of entry into care (Schwarz,
Strickland and Krolick, 1974) often show differential

effects of rearing condition. When one adds variability in
the home backgrounds from which children come and to which

they return, the complexity of thoroughly controlled research
becomes apparent.

The significance of these background variables
in the outcome of day care socialization has been demonstrated
recently by Fowler (1972) and Harper and Ault (1976).
Fowler compared the socioemotional development of children
in day care who came from middle-class backgrounds with
those from disadvantaged homes. Initial assessments showed
generally positive results for both groups. After 10 to
11 months, however, the pattern of changes was quite
different, with the disadvantaged group showing only negative
changes and the advantaged group fewer positive shifts.
Thus it appears that socioeconomic status is a variable
which should be investigated more frequently, a conclusion
strengthened by the results of Kagan et al. (1975).

Harper aﬁd Ault (1976) have taken a somewhat
more sociological look at the effects of day care on
socialization. They conducted extensive interviews with a
large sample of families of four- to five-year-olds using
day care and with a group rearing their four- to five-year-old
children at home. Day care improved both social adjustment
and self-concept and also decreased parental identification.
Furthermore, they found that these changes occurred without
affecting family interaction. The results also suggest that
the movement away from personality ratings and toward
behavior measures as dependent variables is a sound one.
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It has often been assumed that one of the major
impacts of the day care experience on the child is increased
contact with peers (see e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1970).

Yet Doyle (1975) found that day care infants five to 30
months of age initiated fewer interactions, both positive
and negative, with peers than did home-reared controls.

Two other research teams (Schwarz et al., 1974; Finkelstein
and Wilson, 1977) found no differences in peer relations,

Most researchers, however, have found at least
some positive effects on peer interaction as a function of
day care experiences. Kagan et al. (1975) found no differ-
ences in day care and home-reared infants at 20 or 29 months
of age in solo play with a peer. However, when the infants
were taken at 29 months to a novel day care setting with
many strange peers, the day care infants engaged in signi-
ficantly more interaction and played more in general than
their home-reared counterparts. Schwarz, Krolick and
Strickland (1973) discovered comparable differences between
rearing groups on the first day and after five weeks in a
new day care center. Macrae and Herbert-Jackson (1976), in
an attempt to replicate an earlier finding of no difference
between rearing groups in peer interaction, did find higher
ratings for déy care than home-reared infants on ability to
get along with peers. They cautioned against global
generalization from small centers to day care in general.

Raph and his colleagues (Raph, et al., 1968) found
some evidence of a decrease in the number of negative
interactions with peers which was at least partly associated
with length of nursery school attendance. Controls were not
good, however, rendering the results tentative.

On balance the evidence suggests it is likaly
that group care has positive effects on young children's
relations with their peers, although characteristics of the
day care center and the sample have some bearing on the
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precise nature of the ocutcome. This trend seems to hold
across different types of measurement, but since no true
multiple method studies are available this conclusion cannot
be stated definitively.

Children are, of course, not the only people
present in the day care center, and results of research
concerning changes related to day care in the child's
behavior toward adults are most provocative. Three of the
studies cited previously are relevant to this issue.

Raph, et al. (1968), who had found a decrease in negative
interactions with peers, found an increase in negative
interactions with adults as a function of time in day care.
Moore (1964) found that day care attenders were less inclined
to social conformity than home-reared peers, and Schwarz, et
al. (1974) found that day care infants were less cooperative
with adults than their home-reared counterparts.

Additional studies include those of Vroegh
(1977), who found that children in home or family day care
were rated more compliant and likeable than those in center
care, and Allen and Masling (1957), who found that among the
15 social development variables they assessed, home-reared
children scored higher than nursery school peers only on
respect for adults. Golden et al. (1977) found that children
in family day care received more individual attention from
adults than did children in center-based programs, and that
this variable correlated significantly with how well children
related to adults at three years of age. Finally, Cornelius
and Denny (1975) found no sex differences in adult dependency
among day care children, but found home-reared girls more
dependent than their male counterparts. The authors stress:
the less traditional nature of sex-role orientations in day
care centers and within families whose children attend such
centers as a possible explanation for this difference.
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As in socialization research generally, studies of
socioemotional development in group care situations are
haunted by conceptual vagueness and methodological complexity.
There is no convincing evidence that well-designed day care
disturbs personality development, and it may well enhance
the ability to relate to peers. oOn the other hand, day care
children seem to develop attitudes toward adults, especially
as authority figures, which are less submissive than those
of children reared at home. The complement of this develop-
ment is often increased assertiveness and self-reliance and
a less traditional sex-role orientation. It should be noted
that harmony among the concerned adults is most likely to
result when parents and alternative caregivers are in accord
about both the means and desired ends of socialization, but
this is difficult to achieve even within ideolegically
coherent settings such as the Israeli kibbutz (Fox, 1977).

With respect to issues such as the child's percep-
tion of himself in relation to adults, this congruence may
be prohibited by the structural differences between home and
day care settings. Cochran (1977) has documented the
greater salience of adults in the home as compared to the
group care situation. The latter setting is designed around
children, whereas the former is a multiple function environ-
ment in which the child constitutes only one of several
considerations for the adults in the setting. In this
sense, family day care may constitute a rearing environment
more nearly like that of the child's own home (Cochran,
1977; Golden et al., 1977). wWhether this is desirable,
however, is a question which can have only a subjective
answer. As Vroegh (1977) has noted, home-reared children
are used as controls in most studies of group care on the
assumption that the outcomes of preschool socialization
by a single caregiver are normal and desirable. It is clear
from the foregoing review that these outcomes can be modified
by alternative child care arrangements. However, there is
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some inconsistency in the nature of outcomes, and studies of
day care as a global variable provide iittle or no informa-
tion about the mechanisms and processes in the group care
environment that mediate these effects when they do occur.
Following a brief review of research on cognitive functioning
as affected by day care, an examination is made of the few
studies that have attempted to elucidate the effects of the
specific components of the day care setting on the child.

Cognitive pevelopment

The study of the effects of group care on in-
tellectual development has a long history. The nursery
school movement of the 1920's and 1930's generated a
number of studies designed to assess the ability of the
nursery school to accelerate cognitive development. Most of
those studies focused on generai measures of intelligence
such as the Stanford-Binet or the Merrill-Palmer test.

These studies and subsequent efforts will be reviewed only
briefly here.

In 1940 the National Society for Studies in
Education published its 39th annual yearbook. Its topic for
that year was the growth of intellectual functioning during
childhood, and 10 of the articles included focused specificall
on the outcome of nursery school programs around the country.
Eight of those studies (Anderson; Bird; Frandsen and Barlow;
Goodenough and Maurer; Jones and Jorgensen; Lamson; Voas;
Olson and Hughes, all 1940)) showed no effect of nursery
school attendance on intelligence test scores, while two did
report significant positive changes in test scores as a
result of nursery school attendance (Starkweather and
Roberts; Wellman, both 1940). However, these two reports of
positive outcomes included no control groups, but based
their conclusions on test-retest results for the same group
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of subjects. The failure to provide adequate controls was
common in early studies of cognitive growth in the nursery
school, and the experiments of the 1930's ended on an
inconclusive note. It should be pointed out that there were
no reports during this period of negative effects as a
result of the group care experience,

Sjglund's (1969) review of the subsequent
literature on this subject uncovered relatively few studies
on the question prior to the 1960's, at which time the focus
of this research effort shifted toward a concern with
intervention on behalf of culturally deprived children.,
¥Wnat research was available contributed to the hopeful
atmosphere surrounding this movement. Results of research
with children from average or above average socioeconomic
backgrounds were mixed, with about equal numbers of studies
showing no effect and positive effects. The handful of
studies with children from disadvantaged backgrounds,
however, suggested that these children were most likely to
benefit from preschool group care experiences (Olson and
Hughes, 1940; Barrett and Koch, 1930). As will be seen in
upcoming paragraphs, this conclusion cannot be stated with
such simplicity following more recent and thorough examina-
tions of the'disadvantaged population.

Studies of the impact of group care on cognitive
development are no longer as simplistic as they once were. -
The dependent variables are often specific language and
Conceptual skills rather than, or at least in addition to,
general measures of intelligence. Gornicki's (1964)
finding that day care in Poland seemed to retard speech
development relative to home rearing seemed consistent to
many with the finding from research in residential institu-
tions that language was often the most negatively affected
system in the developing child (see the review of these
studies in an earlier section of this paper). However, high
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quality day care centers have been shown to produce‘no
negative effects (e.g., Kagan et al., 1975) on measures of
vocabulary or concept formation. Fowler (1972) showed
significant increases on subscales of Bayley's test of

mental abilities, including Imitation and Comprehension and
measures of vocalization and vocabulary. Schwarz et al.
(1974) found no effect of day care on teacher ratings of
intellectual functioning, while Macrae and Herbert-Jackson's
(1976) replication showed positive effects on ratings of
problem-solving ability, ability to abstract, and planfulness
Doyle (1975) found higher IQ scores in day care infants five
to 30 months of age than in home reared controls, but since
no pre-day care assessment was made it is possible that this
represented a difference in samples. Golden et al. (1577)
found that the only psychological measure which differentiate
children in family and home care from children in center-basec
care was performance on the Stanford-Binet test, with
center-based children performing better at 36 months. Since
there were no differences in sensory motor intelligence at

18 months and no observed differences in the amount of
cognitive/language stimulation children in the different
settings received, the authors were at a loss to account for
this finding. Clearly there must have been some difference
in the nature of stimulation received, if not in quantity,
but it was not possiblé to definitely isolate the relevant
factors.

Finally, Robinson and Robinson (1974) found
significantly greater increases in scores on the Bayley test
of mental abilities among children who entered a special,
high stimulation type of day care in infancy than among
home-reared controls. Home-reared controls in this study
were selected with unusual care and followed in parallel
with matched day care peers. Those children admitted at age
two also showed greater increases in cognitive scores, as
measured by both the Stanford-Binet and the Peabody Picture
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Vocabulary Test, than did home-reared controls. These
increases were most dramatic among the black children and
infants in the sample, who were also the most disadvantaged
socioeconomically. This finding seems to support the
conclusion that children from poor backgrounds are most
likely to benefit from the day care experience.

The optimism generated by findings of positive
effects on cognitive development reached a crescendo in the
early to mid-1960's; and the Head Start program was the
hastily conceived child of this hopeful spirit (see Gotts,
1973, for a concise history of the program). Early evalu-
ations of the program were limited in both scope and
methodology; in 1969, independent contractors were hired
to take a comprehensive look at the long-term impact of the
Program (Westinghouse Learning Corporation-oOhio University,
1969). The results of this study, clouded by methodological
difficulties, suggested that the effects of Head Start did
not last into the elmentary school years.

Fedgral funding of day care as an intervention
strategy hasbcdﬁtinued, of course, but many lessons were
learned from the Head Start experience and the current shape
of things is not what it was. The literature on interven-
tion is vast and increasing, and little more than a cursory
examination of that body of work is appropriate here. What

follows is an abstraction of major trends in intervention
research.

Abelson's (1974) long-term follow-up of a subsample
from the early Head Start Program introduced an important
qualification to the original finding that cognitive
gains made in Head Start centers did not persist into the
school years (Westinghouse, 1969). Abelson showed that gains
in IQ and other cognitive measures were maintained in some
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instances, and that the controlling variable appeared to be
the nature and quality of the primary school pregram to
which the Head Start child was exposed. Many investigations
into the fade-out phenomenon, which seems to afflict almost
all intervention efforts, have revealed that intervention
into the lives of disadvantaged children is an exceedingly
complex matter. Follow-through into later school years is
only one element of that complexity.

Bissell (1973) has performed an enlightening
re-analysis of several of these studies. She identified
four types of programs based on their objectives, strategies
for obtaining those objectives and degree of structure:
traditional permissive-enrichment programs; structureg,
cognitively oriented programs with an emphasis on language
development; structured programs with an intent to teach
children specific information; and programs (such as Montessori
programs) with highly structured environments. The programs
were evaluated in light of child outcomes--changes ‘in 1Q
scores, psycholinguistic abilities and school readiness.
Results suggested that the most effective programs were
those with specific objectives and definite strategies for
achieving them, especially when staff were well trained in
the techniques employed. 1Interaction effects suggested that
for disadvantaged children a great deal of structure and
focus were especially important to produce reliable effects.
She notes that these were precisely the characteristics
which were missing in some hastily designed Head Start
centers. There were also specific and measurable effects of
variables such as staff/child ratio.

Bronfenbrenner (1974) has written what is perhaps
the most insightful and informative review of the literature
on intervention attempts. The reader interested in an excel-
lent technical discussion of the problems inherent in
evaluation research is referred to this document. For
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our present purposes, however, it is most important to note
that a number of component variables in the day care setting
must be examined if the outcome for children in those
settings is to be properly understood. Degree and duration
of parent involvement and characteristics of the home to
which the child returns are crucial, as they have been round
to be for other dimension~ of the child's develcpment.
Characteristics of the day care setting, especially as they
affect interaction between the child and teachers, are also
important.

This review of the impact of day care as a setting
for the socialization of the child has uncovered no evidence
that quality group care has deleterious effects on the
child. 1In fact, day care appears to have the potential for
positive effecté under the proper circumstances. The
problem is to determine just what those circumstances are,
especially along those dimensions which can be regulated.

It is now time to consider the available research on precisely
this question. To anticipate what is by now a cliched
conclusion, it will be found that there are still more
questions than answers in this field, and further research

of the sort represented by the National Day Care Study is
sorely needed. Nevertheless, there are some intriquing
suggestions in the available literature.



CHAPTER THREE: REGULATABLE COMPONENTS OF THE DAY CARE
SETTING

Despite the great interest manifested in
young children's development and behavior in various group
environments, relatively little research has been devoted to
the. role of quantitative, directly manageable dimensions
which describe such environments. These include the
number and developmental levels of children present, number
and types of adults present, the amount and arrangement of
space, and the availability of different resources. "Manage-
able" here means not only manipulatable, but also able to be
regulated to meet widely agreed-upon criteria (see discussion
below of Fiene, 1977). Much work to date has been based on
tradition, intuition, and personal and organizational
experience.

Some of the most persuasive empirically based
support for changing or retaining existing practices has
consisted of concept and review papers, policy statements,
and professional reflections by individuals with substantial
background in designing and managing young children's
programs. Thus, much of our current knowledge of the
effects of the previously mentioned "manageable variables"
comes from associating commonly observed levels of these
variables in various programs with different patterns of
children's behavior and other outcome variables. It is a
rare study that has ensured beforehand a reasonable range
of variation in the manageable variables and then measured
effects on children's behavior, development, and other
indicators of program outcomes.

In this review, day care programs are discussed in
terms of their component features and processes. The most
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lengthy consideration is given to those components which are
most easily manipulated, such as group size, staff/child
ratio and physical dimensions of the setting. These variables
can be directly --although not always simply--quantified,
and they are thus more easily monitored than variables such
as program philosophy or personal characteristics of staff.
Because staff behavior and program structure can be analyzed
as dependent variables with respect to group size, adult/
child ratio and physical features of the environment, they
are not entirely inaccessible to policymakers. However,
since access is for all practical purposes mediated and not
direct, these features of the day care setting will be
considered first and in less detail than those which are
more manageable,

Program and Curriculum

Much of what needs to be said about the differen-
tial impact of variations in day care programs has already
been hinted at in previous sections. First, there are many
attempts in the literature to define a set of dimensions
along which day care programs can be compared, Bissell's
(1973) categorization of programs on the basis of the degree
of structure built into them has already been discussed.

Fein and Clarke-Stewart (1973) suggested six dimensions

along which programs could be classified: implicit conception
of the child; goals set for the child; aspect of development
emphasized (e.g., language, socioemotional development) ;
target of the educational effort (child, family, or both);
degree of structure and program techniques; and amount of
adult-child contact built into the program. It will be

noted that there are some commonalities in the dimensions
defined by both Bissell and by Fein and Clarke-Stewart.

The factor-analytic approach of Prescott et al. (1975) to
this problem isolated four dimensions of difference among

the 50 centers they observed: degree of freedom or restraint
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in response to the child's efforts at self-expression;

degree to which the.teacher took an active role in guiding
the child's activities; extent to which the program focused
on activities for the whole group as opposed to ones tailored
to individual children in the classroom; and the extent to
which more superficial interactions were direct or indirect.

Of course, the first queséions which must be asked
are whether differences in programs are translated into
differences in dependent--primarily behavioral--variables in
the day care center, and whether these outcomes can be
systematically related to program characteristics.

One answer is provided by Reichenberg-Hackett's
(1964) research. she found greater creativity in the drawings
of children in nursery classrooms rated as most encouraging
than in classes with more authoritarian climates. Bissell
(1973) found that programs with a philosophy geared toward
fostering cognitive growth and with specific, teacher-
directed strategies for achieving that goal were more
effective for the disadvantaged child than non-directive
programs. However, low-structure programs were found to be
more effective for less disadvantaged children. Karnes,
Teska and Hodgins (1970) investigated the relative effectivel
ness of four different programs in enhancing language and
intellectual development of four-year-olds. An experimental
program with highly structured, directed activities was most
successful, followed by a program with a more traditional
approach (emphasis on play and a low degree of structure).
The third most successful program involved integrating
children with relative cognitive deficits into classrooms
with children performing at a higher level, hoping to
capitalize on the tendency of young children to mecdel their
peers. The least successful of the four programs was the
Montessori program.
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Cox (1968), unlike Karnes and his colleagues,
found that experience in a Montessori classroom enhanced
social responsiveness, associative vocabulary and cognitive
growth generally, relative to the experience of a traditional
classroom. This difference, as noted by Karnes, Teska and
Hodgins themselves, may be a function of the fact that the
children in Karnes' Montessori classroom were older than is
typically the case upon entry into the program, and the
duration of their stay was briefer than is generally con-
sidered necessary for positive effects from the Montessori
approach, -

This admittedly cursory examination of the
literature is sufficient to Point out that even when focusing
on program dimensions such as degree of structure, which
seems to be considered important by almost all researchers
in the area, there is no simple pattern of effects. Depend-
ing on the nature of the dependent variables assessed and
the particular sample of children studied, high degrees of
structure may have either a positive or a negative effect.
Furthermore, studies directly relating programs to outcomes
for the child are rare, so that in most instances it is not
even possible to isolate the particular features of the
structured program which were responsible for the effects
noted. Degree of organization is itself a complex character-
istic. Once again, it is necessary to look even more
microscopically at the make-up of the day care setting.
Since program philosophy is, in any case, difficult to
regulate (and it is not clear that it would be desirable
to do so even if it were possible), a more concrete focus is
called for. It is the opinion of many that characteristics
of the staff in day care centers is the most important
single variable determining the nature and quality of the
program (Reichenberg-Hackett, 1962; Swift, 1964).
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Staff Characteristics

A look at the major reviews of the day care
literature reveals that many of the criteria for good day
care workers are derived from studies of elementary school
teachers and of socialization in the .home (see especially
Swift, 1964; Fein and Clarke-Stewart, 1973). The amount of
information, albeit of an indirect nature, is thus enormous.
Much of the evidence upon which conventional wisdom about
the qualifications of the day care worker is bésed is
tangential, which is perhaps responsible for the considerable
variability in state standards for day care staff (McCormick,
1977) . McCormick found that across all 50 states, the
criteria for staff most frequently considered very important
involved the health, both mental and physical, of the
prospective day care worker. Educational background was
ranked second, followed by a set of variables so diverse
that they could not be lableled, again demonstrating the
heterogeneity of standards. Personality and ability were
the criteria ranked least often as most important. McCormick
noted the considerable difficulty involved in measuring .
personality dimensions reliably, to say nothing of the
extremely subjective nature of dimensions such as "good
character,” "understanding," and "emotional maturity," which
were the personality traits most often mentioned as important.
It is perhaps to the credit of state regulatory agencies
that the criteria most often ranked are those which are also
most easily assessed and monitored.

Those who study day care teachers generally focus
on teacher attitudes and beliefs, teacher behaviors, and/or
training and experience. Unfortunately, specific variables
such as these are seldom related to outcomes in the classroom.
Swift (1964), for example, summarized research available at
the time by noting that although techniques which are
organized around the goals and interests of the child and

34



which are specific and appropriate to the child's develop-
mental level were most likely to promote learning, the
specific teacher characteristics which result in such
strategies were not clearly understood.

In one of the most recent examples of this type of
research, Rubin and Hansen (1976) both assessed beliefs
about curriculum practices and observed related categories
of behavior among 14 teachers from seven different day care
programs (two teachers from each program). They were able
to examine degree of consistency in attitudes and behaviors
both within and across settings, and found that although
there was considerable consistency within settings in both
attitudes and behaviors, the behavioral ratings were more
consistent than attitudes. Furthermore, both attitudes and
behaviors were more consistent among. teachers in Montessori
programs than among those in more traditional settings,
suggesting that explicit program philosophies may be reliably
c.amunicated. Correlations between the attitudes and
behaviors of teachers from different program backgrounds
were, however, generally quite low and only rarely signifi-
cant. They suggest that the fact of intra-staff consistency
in attitudes and behaviors may be an important variable
mediating program effectiveness, but it is also clear that
there is considerable variation in these measurable character-
istics from setting to setting. The practical significance
of these results is unknown, however, since no classroom
outcome variables were assessed.

Rodriquiz (1978) has presented preliminary findings
using an instrument for the evalution of family day care
mothers reliable relationships between objectively observed
behaviors and subjective ratings of caregiver effectiveness,
but again there are no validating measures of behavior for
the children in the setting.
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There is a small body of research focusing on the
relationship between characteristics of the teacher, as
indicated by his/her behaviors, and effects on the child,
most of which has been reviewed by Swift (1964), Sjglund
(1969), and Fein and Clarke-Stewart (1973). Much of this
research has been referred to in other connections in
earlier sections of this paper, and confirms the general
~impression that the crucial factors are sensitivity to the
" child's developmental level and capacities and a gentle,
warm manner, even (or perhaps especially) when the goal is
to punish undesirable behaviors. One of the most frequently
cited studies in this area is that of Thompson (1944). 1In
Thompson's (1944) study, the same teacher was instructed to
run two classrooms of matched children in very different
ways. In one class the teacher was impersonal and uninvolved,
while in the other the teacher was responsive to the extent
of the child's needs. Measures of ascendance, social
participation, leadership, and constructiveness all indicated
more positive outcomes in the second group, while the
teacher's behavior had no effect on number of nervous habits
or intellectual growth. A recent study (Golden et
al., 1977) comparing family day care and center-based care
reports no differences in quality of interactions, but
considerably greater frequency of interaction in the family
care setting. This behavioral difference, however, bore no
relation to psychological outcomes among the children in
those settings.

Although there is evidence to the effect that
what the day care teacher does and how he or she does it may
affect the child, the available information is not particularly
useful at the policy level. Results of relatively short—term
training programs for day care workers seem to be encouraging
(Fein and Clarke-Stewart, 1973) in that nonprofessionals
can be trained to behave in ways which are consistent with
the stated goals and strategies of specific programs.
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Thus, it is possible to teach specific behavioral techniques
and a general understanding of children to produce measurable
improvements in classroom outcomes, then there is some

reason to include at least this one staff background variable
in policy recommendations.

Three cautionary remarks are in order here,
however. First, the accuracy and completeness of data from
basic research on the developmental process are crucial to
this endeavor. This calls for greater efforts on the part
of both practitioners and basic researchers to establish
lines of communication for their findings and theories (see
Williams, 1977, for an effort at integration).

Second, it would be a mistake to make policy
decisions too hastily, given the dearth of evidence on the
inevitable interaction between the background of the caregiver
and the backgrounds of the children entrusted to her.
Horowitz and Paden (1973) have called attention to the
difficulties inherent in providing day care for minority
group members in the context of the mainstream culture.

Many parents of minority children wish to preserve the
identity of the subculture, but it is desirable for the
children and society alike that they be successful members
of the larger culture as well. To accomplish both ends is a
complex and difficult task. Gonzolez (1975) has'suggested,
for example, that one should look for special competencies
in those who would work with preschool Chicano children, and
has attempted to specify the relevant criteria. However,
until clear goals are specified and controlled research is
conducted to determine the utility of those Criteria, one
cannot use them with impunity.

One final word of caution introduces the remainder

of this review. Even if the criteria for the ideal caregiver
could be clearly specified, measured, andimonffbréd\over ‘
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time, the environment within which that caregiver must
function cannot be ignored. The size of the group with

which he or she must work, the number of other caregivers
present, and the features of the physical environment all
affect the quality of the experience for all persons present.
As suggested earlier, many of these factors are more accessi-
ble to policy review and regulation are staff characteristics,
and as will be seen, can also be powerfully affect the
behavior of both adults and children in the setting. The
remainder of this paper is devoted to a review of the
literature concerned with such variables.

Staff/Child Ratio, Group Size and Other Environmental Variables

A

Many of the variables to be discussed in this
section are remarkably simple on the surface, and one would
think it relatively easy to predict the effects of variation
in such factors as the size of a day care group or the ratio
of staff to children. But one could easily be wrong.
However simple it may seem at first glance, the day care
environment is quite complex, largely because it is so
dynamic. The number of staff and of children often varies
from day to day, sometimes from hour to hour, and these
variables have different values across day care centers.
Furthermore, they vary in conjunction with size and parti-
tioning of available space and resources. Simple linear
predictions about increases or decreases in any one of these
variables, even assuming the others held constant, can be
made ony by also making several assumptions. 1In many cases
predictions can be made only by resorting to vague reference
and very general statements. It is for these reasons that
we have decided to treat thec« issues as strictly empirical
questions, depending upon the insight of those conducting
the research reviewed here for properly formulated hypotheses.
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Stimulation from the Social Environment:
Definitions and Methods of Investigation

The research literature concerned with environment
variables unfortunately contains many gaps, simply because
not ~1i relevant questions have been asked. There are real
problem:s, Moreover, with research issues that have been
addressed many times in different ways--with confusing
results. Much of this confusion is due simply to the
inconsistent use of a Plethora of terms to refer to a few
constructs. Thus, reseachers face two problems at the
outset. The day care environment is quite complex, and it
has not yet been possible to explore all aspects of that
complexity. A second problem concerns the proliferation of
terms that are often inconsistently used.

Just such confusion has .surrounded investigations
of three major environmental variables--group size, staff/
child ratio, and teacher professionalism. These dimensions
of early childhood programs are manageable or "policy"
variables, susceptible to regulatory intervention and hold
great promise of being related to environmental and develop-
mental quality. There are at least two or three distinct
definitions of each of these policy variables, and no
extensive and consistent research literature that would
allow confident choice amonmg definitions. Group size, for
example, may validly refer to the number of children assigned
to a day care classroom, the number of adults assigned to a
group at a certain staff/child ratio, or the density of
chiidren and adults in a given space. Similarly, staff/child
ratio takes on different specific meanings if "children"
refers to children permanently enrolled, to those in the
room during an observation or to the results of some specific
method of counting children. For example, Fiene (1977) has
developed an algorithm for computing teacher/child ratio
equivalents. Day care Providers are asked questions such as
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arrival times of the first and last caregivers and children,
departure time of the first child, the number of caregivers,
and the maximum number of children enrolled in a group in
order to compute "relative weighted contact hours.” This
number is then compared to a table of contact hours represent-
ing levels prescribed by government standards. Defining
“staff" entails deciding among all staff available in a
program, ali those in the classroom throughout the day, only
those present during the observation, or some other represen-

tation, possibly assigning various weights to different
levels of staff.

The development of constructs from the research
literature is an exercise in eclectic extrapolation. Group
size and, to a great extent, staff/child ratio are approached
most closely by investigations of crowding and density of
individuals in a given area. Ratio can also be discussed in
terms of the degree of structure and control in a classroom,
which includes aspects of teacher behavior. Both of
these concerns (crowding/density, structure/control) can be
conceived as problems in environmental stimulation, its
sources, dimensions, optimum levels for certain outcomes and

implications over relatively long periods of time (Wohlwill,
1966).

Most research efforts have been devoted to the
effects of crowding and density. Although, at first,
crowding appears to be synonymous with high density (many
individuals/unit area), various writers argue that a more
complex distinction would be helpful (Stokols, 1972; Rapoport,
1975; Loo, 1973). The gist of their reasoning is that
densityAshould describe objective numbers of individuals
present in a given space, or at most be proportional to the
amount of socially originated stimulation available (Rapoport,
1975). Crowding refers to the phenomenal state associated
with high levels of socially related stimulation. Although
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high density is generally the basic cause of the sensation

of crowding, it is quite possible to create highly stimulating

situations with relatively few peoplc present, and conversely
to diminish the intensity of stimulation in high density
settings. It is along this path from density to the phen-

omenal affective state that the organization of the stimulating

environment operates. 9ensity's effects are mediated by
such agents as the architectural design and features of the
setting, activities of the participants, their needs states
and prior experiences, and amount and form of organization
(such as that provided by an adulf over a group of children).

Crowding, then, can be seen as one of a range of
possible psychological effects of variations in density and
other environmental dimensions. Crowding of course is a
rather unpleasant sensation, and possibly harmful if experi-
enced over extended periods, High density situations might,
however, be experienced as pleasant urder certain conditions:
a group may feel solidarity or security, for example. 1In an
early childhood setting wariations in density might be

associated with feelings of comfort or distress, frustration .

or satisfaction, attentiveness or distraction, interest or
apathy, amiability or hostility, concern for others or
selfishness, and many other alternative states for which

students of child development have devised means of obser-
vation and assessment.

Density can be manipulated by varying the number
of individuals present or the amount of space available.
Soclal density has come to mean the operational variable
of atding or removing people; spatial density is the opera-
tional variable brought into play by reducing or increasing
area. Judging from qualitatively different effects in
several experiments with children and adults in which
spatial and social density can be compared, the two methods
do not seem to be fully equivalent (Hutt and vaizey,
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1966; McGrew, 1970; Loo, 1972, 1976; Loo and Smetana, 1977;
Loo and Kennelly, 1977; Nogami, 1972; Asher and Erickson,
1977; Ginsburg and Pollman, 1975). It is not yet clear
whether this is due to procedural variability and error or
whether the social/spatial density difference is psycho-
logically valid. 1Ideally, manipulation of spatial density
permits isolation of available space as a variable (intensity
of social stimulation from constant number of individual
sources, optional objects of attention, privacy), and
manipulation of social density permits isolation of group
size (number of nonidentical sources of stimulation).

Particular methods used to study density and
crowding have become confounded wffh the different popula-
tions of interest. Animals have generally been studied for
their biological and long-term behavioral responses to
especially crowded conditions. Adults have been studied
chiefly on their task performance and verbal response to
questions in structured situations varying in density,
sometimes to very high levels but rarely under unpleasant
conditions. The natural social behavior of children has
also been observed in conditions of varying, but rarely
extremely crowded, densities. A reasonable development in
density research with children would be the utilization of
the types of measures commonly found in research with other
populations, namely biological variables (e.g., heart rate,
EEG, GSR) and more standardized or structured psychological
variables (e.g., amount of material learned, attitudes
toward situation, performance of task). (See Loo, 1973; Loo
and Kennelly, 1977; Loo and Smetana, 1977.) The NDCS
addresses the second suggestion. Complementary points can
also be made regarding research with adults.

Despite the paucity of applied or program-

applicable basic research on social environmental variables
with children (density, group size, child/staff ratio, room
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space) and the near nonexistence in such research of informa-
tion on long-term effects, greatest interast remains in
developmental outcomes associated with variations in these
variables. Conventional wisdom, profeszsional experience and
indirect deductiun from Dfograms in which ratio was oniy one
of ths environmental differences have substituted for
empirical data in this area. Decisions affecting millions

of children have been made on the basis of convention and

the limited resarch available. In most cases, indices of
early competence (DQ) and intelligence (IQ) have been the
most frequent dependent variables used as measures of
development in different group environments, to the exclusion
of other intellectual and social measures and indicators of
physical activity, growth, and biological process. This is
in partial contrast with "laboratory” studies of variations
in stimulation (e.g., Gesell, 1954; Rheingold, 1956; Brossard
and Decarie, 1971; McGraw, 1935), and field experiments in
early intervention, stimulation and day care (e.g., Skeels,
1966; Keister, 1970; Robinson and Robinson, 1971; Caldwell

et al., 1970; Hunt et al., 19/6). In these examples much
information was sought on development defined more broadly
than as DQ/IQ.

Fowler (1975) defends DQ/IQ as the index of choice
in studying environmental effects on development, arguing
that it is a construct which is reliable, star lardized and
as valid as can be expected for a measure which covers so
broad a range of abilities. He says that staff/child ratio
does have an important developmental impact on infants in
the direction dictated by intuition: high-ratio (children
per adult) conditions (1-2) are much more likely to be
associated with favorable development than are low-ratio
conditions (8 or more children per adult), as evidenced by
the enhancement of low DQ/IQ scores, maintenance of high
scores or a combination of both in high-ratio conditions.
The middle range of ratio conditions (3-7 children per
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adult) was seen to provide effects between the low-and
high-ratio extremes--neither very beneficial nor nctice-
ably harmful.

Because no studies reviewed by Fowler isolate
ratio or density as the sole source of variation (except
possibly Skeels, 1942, 1966; Skeels and Dye, 1939), he was
forced to compare outcomes of programs with extremely high
ratios against those of extremely low-ratio programs; thus
density was confounded with numerous other variables.
Primary effects were not attributed to staff/child ratio
per se, but rather to the increase in individualization and
flexible personal attention possible when caregivers have
fewer children to care for. Fowler also cited disturbances
in linguistic, social and personality development in settings
with extremely low ratios, but with little elaboration. It
is critical to note, however, that a major difference
between most low- and high-ratio settings studied was that
the low-ratio settings were residential institutions in
which the children had little or no contact with their
parents, whereas the high-ratio settings were generally
specially funded and designed daytime facilities for children
who lived at home with at least one parent. This difference
forces us to suspend any certain judgment on the effects of
staff/child ratio on young children's development, despite
the intuitive reasonableness of such a notion.

The weak effects noted by Fowler (1975) and others
in the middle range of program ratios for day care interven-
tion programs suggest that staff/child ratio does not operate
very directly on develcpmental processes. In a very general
sense, outcomes for these environments do fall between the
positive effects found in high-ratio programs and negative
effects found in low-ratio ones: children's DQ/IQs remain
at or abcve expected levels for their population categories
with virtually no harmful effects reported. One can aiso
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interpret these outcomes as an indication that ratio is not
very important in determining long-range development.

That is, even if immediate or short-lived behavioral varia-
tions were to be found, children would proceed to grow
normally, possibly reflecting their daytime environments in
other ways but not in classic measures of development. The
results from these medium-ratio programs deserve special
attention, both because they are more representative

of ratios and environments found in day care and early
education settings in the u.s. today, and because the
lowest ratio in this range (1:7) is less than half the
highest ratio,

Other reviewers (Meyer, 1977; Ricciuti, 1977;
Willis and Ricciuti, 1975; Mathematica, 1977) refer to the
same body of literature and other work dealing with dependent
variables other than 1IQ. They also agree that high staff/
child ratios can at best increase the likelihood of individ-
ualized, stimulating environments, but that the existence of
such positive'settings depends on other factors, most of
which are related to the way caregivers structure their
behavior. Meyer, in his detailed review of staffing
characteristics and early childhood programs, points out
that children exposed to high staff/child ratios are quieter,
less aggressive, and have higher test scores. He adds,
however, that group size, freedom to form natural clusters
based on caregiver and child characteristics, program
characteristics and philosophy and other classroom and staff
attributes play important and sometimes more direct roles in
child outcomes.

staff/child Ratio, Group Size and Density Studies
with Children

Although there have been many studies of density,
crowding and overpopulation with animals and human adults,
they will not be reviewed here. The focus of this review is

45

-\I
&



on those studies pertinent to understanding ratio, group
size and density effects on young children. 1Included in
this group are four studies which also examine, sometimes as
mediating variables, effects on adult behavior in the child
care setting (Asher and Erickson, 1977; Crayton et al.,
1977; Tizard et al., 1972).

O0f the 31 empirical studies reviewed, only two
were concerned with variations in IQ or other psychometrically
based measures of intellectual competence (Skeels, 1966;
Tizard et al., 1972). Nine investigations sought effects on
short-term measures of learning, problem-solving, or lin-
guistic competence (Prescott and Jones, 1972; Brownell and
Smith, 1972; shapiro, 1975; Torrance, 1970; Parten, 1933;
Rohe and Patterson, 1974). vVirtually all the rest (and some
of those already cited) assessed ratio, group size and
density effects on various measures of social behavior,
including social play and comunication (Asher and Erickson,
1977; 0'Connor, 1975; Prescott and Jones, 1972; Reuter and
Yunik, 1973; Shapiro, 1975; Vandell and Mueller, 1977; Hutt
and Vaizey,.1966; Wolfe, 1975; Parten, 1933; McGrew, 1970;
Bates, 1972; Ginsburg and Pollman, 1975; Arnote, 1969; Loo,
1972, 1976; Loo and Kennelly, 1977; Loo and Smetana, 1977;
Rche and Patterson, 1974; Crayton et al., 1977).

This review is primarily organized around an
analysis of the social and environmental dimensions of
heasures of staff/child ratio and group size. Separate
subsections will present research devoted to ratio, to
group size, and also to social and spatial density, as
these areas are closely related to group size. Although
these four areas are discussed separately, the distinctions
are not entirely natural: staff/child ratio effects are
partly a function of group size, and depend not only on the
numbers of people of all ages present, but also on the
amount of space available. Research on the brganization of
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space and resources in early childhood programs is highly
relevant and will also be covered, albeit briefly.

Staff/Child Ratio. Shapiro's (1975) observations
are among the more extensive ones made into the many
aspects of nursery school and day care classrooms, including
group size, teacher/child ratio, and uses of space. Shapiro
visited 17 half-day classrooms with 274 four-year-olds, in
order to examine the relationship between class size and
individualization, the influence of space on children's
involvement in activities, and the impact of various activity
areas on children's and teachers' behaviors. The findings on
class size and staff/child ratio indicated that the number
of contacts experienced by the children increased with
ratios up to 8 children per teacher, then decined from 1:8
to 1:11. Differences were also found as a function of class

size (total number of children); less complex interactions
(undefined) occurred with class size below 16 children,
whereas with class size above 20 children the number

of personal contacts experienced by a child alone was no
longer related to teacher/child ratio.

Prescott's (1973) study in Los Angeles County day
care centers is also a natural experiment in a number of
settings, in which the inevitable confounding of ratio with
age of children and types of programs is partly balanced by
high ecological validity. 1In addition to observations in
family day care and nursery home settings, data were also
collected in day care centers having a closed format (teacher-
centered group and individual activity, occasional free
play, activity transitions administered at group level) and
an open format (child-controlled choice making, child-
structured play, transitions and choices initiated by
children). The spectrum of teacher/child ratios was parsed
into seven regions (2:1, 1:2-1:3, 1:4-1:5, 1:6-1:7, 1:8-1:"0,
1:11-1:15, 1:16+), which were highly confounded with type >f
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care; home-based care was overrepresented from 1:1-1:5,
center-based care below 1:5, and closed-format centers
almost exclusively below 1:11. Higher ratios (1:1-1:5) -were
associated with the following more individualized, child-
initiated behavior likely to receive adult attention and
feedback; more frequent active rejection of bids and requests
and acceptance of help; more awareness of cognitive con-
straints, discovery of patterns, exploration, attention
directed to adults, and giving orders and information; less
looking, obeying, stereotyped responses, attention directed
to children, and awareness of social constraints. Lower
ratios (1:6-1:16+) were assoclated with more attention

directed to the group, responding to questions, and mutual
social interaction.

&

In summary, high ratios were more likely to
promote individualized, growth-oriented interactions with
adults, and low ratios were more often associated with
group-centered interactions. Although the methodological
problems in this study limit its generalizability, its
-ttampt to integrate several aspects »>f the day care
2nvilio.-ent -=ke it a model to be iuproved upon rather than
c¢itad and discarded.

Other natural experir:nts measured changes in
presc.oolers' social behaviors across variations in staff/
chilé -atio and age mix (Re:.:er and Yunik, 1973; 0'Connor,
%7 j, and sex and prograr type (Reuter and Yunik, 1973).
"av independent variables .n these two studies were also
seriously confounded, b:'t .“-eir findings are worth men-
tioninj. Reuter and V¥isi zound that in their low-ratio
program, children intei:.ctes .iore frequs.t.' and longer with
peers, while spending i..: =ime in soci.! interactions with
adults and in activities incompatible with social inter-
actions. O0'Connor fu:.nd that in her low~ratio program,
children showed gre¢a* ¢ proximity to social exchange,
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inte-est and positive attention vis-a-vis peers; less
social exchange with, proximity to, and seeking reassurance
from adults; and less social exchange with and interest in
vhe groub. Most of the results from these two studies
follow the pattern that as teacher/child ratio decreases
rhildren spend more time in various types of contact with
cther children and less time with adults. However, lack of
control and scope makes these studies only suggestive.

The Tizard et al. (1972) investigation is one of
the very few z7ailable that examines effects of variations
in early leari:ing environments through children's ongoing
behaviocr. test scores relevant to the hypotheses of interest
and behawv.or of caregiving staff. fTizard et al. (1972)
visitaes 13 residential nurseries in Britain which differed
from /% another on several structural dimensions: staff/
¢i/ie vatlo, autonomy of the staff and group, stability
of :he staff, and the age distribution of the group (overall
range 24-59 months). Since these measures were highly
intercorrelated, each group was given a composite score in
which higher scores represented "better" nursery environments.
Forty-six children were given several cognitive and verbal
standardized tests, while 85 children and their caretaking
staff were observed on several measures of children'ss
verbalization, staff activity, and staff verbalization.
Relationships were then sought between nursery qualft*y (of
which staff/child ratio formed an important element),
children's test performance and child and staff behavior,

It should be noted that children in this study had similar
background characteristics but were not controlled for
entering test scores.

Staff activity was broken down into housework,
pPhysical child care, supervision, and reading and other play
and social activities; staff verbalization consisted of
informative talk, negative control, positive control,
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pPleasure and affection, displeasure and anger, presentation
of choices, and supervisory talk. The following were
positively related to nursery composite scores: amount of
soci2l and child-active play, informative talk, commands
accompanied by explanations, staff remarks answered by
children and children's remarks answered by staff members,
Negative commands by staff were negatively correlated with
the nursery composite scores. With one nurse present in the
nursery, increasing the number of children in the range from
one to six had no significant effects on the rate of staff
interaction with the children. However, increasing the
number of staff present in this already high-ratio situation
actually had the effect of decreasing staff interaction with
children by about 40 percent, with a parallel rise in staff
interaction with other staff.

Further observations were made of children's
talking (whether a child spoke, to whom he spoke, whether he
received an answer, and other verbal stimulation). The
children were also tested on the Reynell Developmental
Language Scales (assessing language comprehension and
expression) and on the nonverbal section of the Minnesota
Preschool Scale. Correlational analysis revealed that as
the nurseries' composite scores rose (as staff/child ratio
increased), the number of children's remarks answered by the
staff also rose. A positive relationship was also found
between the hursery score and the Reynell measure of language
functioning.

In summary, as the quality of the nursery improves,
one can expect an increase in quality of interaction between
adult and children in the setting. Staff/child ratio is one
important contributor to the nursery quality index, but
since it was not always isolated completely from other
components of the index, simple statements about its
effects are impossible. The value of this study lies in its
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consideration of environmental impact on both chilren and
adults in the nursery setting. Although the resulting data
are not definitive, they do permit empirically based specula-
tion about the relationships among environmental factors,
staff behaviors, and child outcome measures. It appears

that there is reason to further test the hypothesis that many
of the effects of the nursery or day care environment on
children are mediated by the environment's impact on the
functioning of adults in the setting.

In addition to naturalistic studies like those
just discussed, four studies were found which qualify as
experimental investigations of the effects of variation in
staff/child ratio on young children. One of the most
frequently cited studies of this type is Skeels' interven-
tion into the lives of 13 institutionalized mentally
retarded infants (Skeels, 1942, 1966; Skeels and Dye,

1939) . The experimental infants were removed from the normal
nursery environment at a mean age of 19.4 months and placed
in cottages of older and somewhat brighter girls. The adult/
child ratio experienced by these infants underwent a drastic
change as a result of this move, shiftiag from 1:15 in the
nursery environment to 30:1 in the Cottages. Following an
average stay of 28 months in these special circumstances

the group's mean IQ had risen from 64.3 to 95.5, and 11 of
the 13 were adopted immediately following the experience.
When visited in adulthood, around 1960, the experimental
group members were found to be indistinguishable from most
residents of a middle-class community in the Midwest.

A contrast group of 12 children was followed during the
period of special placement for the experimental group.
Children in this group actually experienced a decline in
mean IQ, from 86.7 to 66.1, and all remained in the state
institution at least until early adulthood.

The differences in outcomes for the two groups is
very dramatic, but as was suggested in the first section of
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this paper, one must be cautious about generalizing from
institutional environments to day care centers. Although

the shift in adult/child ratio was a most salient aspect of
the change in the circumstances of the children, the differ-
ence in ratio was confounded by several other environmental
changes which doubtless enhanced the experimental effect:
special treatment for the children, a change of physical
setting, pcfeudo-adoption by particular women in the cottages,
and so on. However, many of these other environmental
differences can be thought of as variables which mediate the

change in ratio, and the results are at the very least
highly suggestive.

Unfortunately, an examination of the empirical
literature uncovers no controlled experiments designed té
assess the impact of variations in staff/child ratio on
standardized measures of intelligence in children. However,
two studies were found which examined the immediate effects
of ratio and group size on language and educational perfor-
mance. Dawe (1934) measured story retention and degree of
participation in a discussion of new material among a group
of kindergarten children. Number of children in the class-
room and distance from the teacher while the story was read
were the independent variables assessed. Dawe found that
story retention was not affected by changes in either number
of children per teacher or distance from the teacher.
However, measures of the proportion of children engaging in
the discussion, the total amount of discussion, and the
average number of remarks made all decline as distance
from the teacher increases.

In another, more recent experiment concerned with
young children's communication, Brownell and Smith (1973)
created groups consisting of one teacher and one, two
or three four-year-old children. A fourth grouping was
formed consisting of three children and a teacher who was



instructed to remain inactive. During a discussion of the
uses of a set of familiar objects, the children's speech was
recorded and coded for mean length of utterance and an index
defined as length of verbalization minus mean number of
repetitions. The only statistically significant comparisons
were that both length of verbalization and the corrected
index were smaller in the one child per teacher groups than
in those with a ratio of 1:3. The fact that there was less
conversation when one child was paired with an adult than
when three children were present is at first glance counter-
intuitive. . Given that the task was to talk about a set of
familiar objects, the effect may be due to the greater
efficiency in communication between two people than in a
group of four. At best, however, this is an ad hoc explana-
tion and the unexpected trend in the data cautions against

a simple view of assessment.

There are two additional studies of staff/child
ratio which are of particular importance because they
attempt to systematically control some of the variables
which qualify the effects of ratio per se. The first of
these was an exploratory study conducted by Asher and
Erickson (1977). This field experiment involved obser-
vations in three adult/child ratio conditions (1:4, 1:8,
1:12) and two group size conditions (1:8, 2:16) during
morning free play sessions. Of 10 adult behaviors recorded,
five increased as the ratio decreased: number of vocalizations
to children, touching children positively, bringing body to
children's level, moving about the room, and number of
children within three feet of the caregiver. Only touching
children positively changed significantly with group
size, increasing with larger group size. These results were
interpreted as reflecting the increase in demand and work
load experienced by the caregivers as staff/child ratio
decreased. These findings seem to indicate that as ratio
decreases and group size increases, each child experiences
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less interaction with caregivers, although the caregivers
engage in more overall intearction. ’

Effects on the children's behaviors were more
complex. As staff/child ratio decreased, three out of four
children's behaviors involving the presence or proximity of
the teacher decreased in level (vocalizing to teacher,
touching teacher positively, and remaining within 3 feet of
the teacher). On the other hand, none of the six child
behaviors not involving the teacher's presence--involving
the child alone or the child and a peer--rose or fell with
changes in ratio. The authors concluded that the effects on
teacher-related child behaviors were to be expected simply
as a result of decreasing accessibility of the teacher as
more children competed for her attention. It was not be
expected, however, that their solitary or peer-related .
behaviors would be immune to ratio changes, because the
particular manipulations employed consisted of adding more
and more children to the group, thus increasing the likeli-
hood of children's contacts with one another of various
sorts. That such increases did not occur suggests that the
children were acting to maintain a comfortable behavioral
profile despite actual variation in peer social density.

The second study (Crayton et al., 1977) actually
manipulated the ratio of preschoolers (3-5 years) to
tuddlers (18-30 months) while maintaining a constant
adult/child ratio of 1:3. Observations were made in two
piay situations, one structured and the other free. Group
size was held constant at 12, and ratios of preschoolers to
toddlers were 0:12, 6:6, and 9:3. As preschooler to toddler
ratio increased, caregivers used fewer commands and asked
more questions. In the free play sessions teachers partici-
pated less and speni more time in such activities as looking
on and cleaning up than they did in more structured play
sessions. The behavior o. the children also varied as a
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function of ratio of preschoolers to toddlers. As the ratio
increased, the amount of behavior judged inappropriate first
rose and then fell in curvilinear fashion. Inappropriate
behavior and vocalization were also higher in free than in
Structured play.

In summary, there is too iittle consistent,
well-collected information to permit firm conclusions about
the impact of adult/child ratio on behavior in the day care
setting. Although one is tempted to extrapolate the findings
reported by sSkeels (1966) and by Tizard et al. (1972) to day
care policy questions, the data were collected under condi-
tions of insufficient control and in residential institutions
rather than in day care centers, and staff/child ratio was
confounded with too many other factors (e.g., pseudo-adoption).

Several other investigations (o'Connor, 1975;
Reuter and Yunik, 1973; Shapiro, 1975) confourded teacher/
child ratio with group size in various ways. Their results
can also be interpreted as showing that as ratio increases,
interaction with peers rises along with adult-structured and
controlled behavior, while individual‘ interaction and
contact with adults declines. The two experimental studies
of verbal behavior in structured sitvations gave somewhat
contradictory results. Dawe (1934) found children's partici-
Pation in class discussion fell off as & function of their
distance from the teacher; Brownell and Smith (1973) recorded
less conversation when one child was paired with an adu:
than when three children were assigned to one adult. T
latter finding may be due to the nature of the group's task;
two people can be much more direct and efficient than four.
In one of the more carefully controlled studies in this
area, Asher and Erickson (1977) observed that only teacher-
related behaviors of children were (negatively) affected by
decreases in teacher/chiid ratio. These results were taken
to be indicative of ratio as a measure of teacher accessi-
bility, while the absence of non-teacher-related effects was
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tentatively thought to reflect a rudimentary system of
social self-regulation. Finally, the Crayton et al. (1977)
study is important in that it suggests a means of varying
caregivers' work-load, and therefore their accessibility,
without manipulating the total number of children. Older
chilren are apparently, and within limits, easier to manage,
and may even help in management of younger children.

Perhaps the most interesting trend in these
data is the suggestion that »intaining staff/child ratio
while increasing total gr - e 2ay reduce the availa-
bility of adults from the ‘h 's perspective, because
caregivers tend to spend mo.e time in interaction with the
other adult(s) present (e.g., in Tizard et al., 1972).
Obviously group size is an important variable in its own
right, but it begins to seem that its interaction with other
dimensions of the day care environment is also important.

Group Size. Research on the effects of group size
on children's behavior and development is not much more
consistent and direct than that on adult/child ratios, even
though group size is a simpler and more general concept.
Group size should be considered closely related to social
and spatial density, which will be discussed in the two
subsections below.

Many of the issues relating group size to predic-
tion of program quality have been raised in an ecological
framework by Prescott and her associates (Prescott and
Jones, 1972). A survey using both observational and interview
methods at 50 day care centers (out of a field of 380) in
Los Angeles is pertinent to the present topic of social
environmental effects on teachers' behavior. Information
was sought on various aspects of teachers' behavior:
communicative or uncommunicative quality; apparent purposes;
and amount of teachers' behavior judged to encourage verbal
skills in children.
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In this Ltudy, designed to be sensitive to complex-
ity, complex relationships were found. Preschool children
in the 50 programs were observed in settings with ratios
ranging from five to 14 children per teacher, engaged in
both "essential® activities (lunch, snack, cleanup/toileting,
nz?) and "optional® activities (free play, free choice,
teacher-directed group actiwvity, teacher-directed individual
activity). Teachers' communicative activity first increased
with an lacrease in nur%er of children, and then decreased
at a total group size of about 19 children. The lower range
of group sizes (5-9 children) was associated with most
of the 'instances of free choice given children by the
teacﬁers. Overall, however, factors such as the organi-
zation of space, program format, an. staff development
were regarded to be more important than ﬁeacher/child.ratio
and group size, The structural ecology of a program was
discussed in terms of forcing choices for teachers or giving
them flexibility. It is reasonable to expect that abilities
and characteristics of teachers will be more likely to have
an impact on children in their care when the environment is
organized to yive them flexibility.

Of the other nine group size studies reviewed,
seven can be considered true experiments and the other two
nonmanipulative observational studies. Three studies deal
chiefly with learning or language behavior (Torrance, 1970;
Brownell and smith, 1973; Dawe, 1934), .our deal with social
and interpersonal behavior (Asher and Erickson, 1977;
Vandell and Mueller, 1977; Parten, 1933; Wolfe, 1975), and
two overlap cognitive and social domains (Shapiro, 1975;
Williams and Mattson, 1942). None of these studies assesses
anything but immediate behavior, although sometimes the
children observed have been in a particular setting for many
months.

Play group size was one of several activity vari-
ables recorded by Parten (1933) in her observations of 34
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children between two and five years old. In this naturalistic
study, the children's choice of playmates, types of toys and
activities, and degree of leadership were recorded, as was

the "social value" of their play. Social value, or degree

of participation, was a rather ordinal dimension created by
Parten which has achieved lasting descriptive value in child
development research. In this study, the participation-in-
play dimension consisted of six modes of an individual

child's activity: unoccupied, solitary, and onlooker play
activity, which are self-defining; parallel play, in which

two or more children engage in solitary play close to one
another, without any real exchange but aware of one another
nevertheless; associative play, in which two or more children
are doing the same thing, but without interchange or organiza-
tion; and cooperative or organized play, identified by the
mutual discussion and éssignment of separate roles to create

a truly joint activity. Some of these definitions are found

in Stone and Church (1973).

Group size in Parten's study ranged from two to 15
children, with the modal configuration being two children,
regardless of age. However, larger groups were increasingly
likely to be composed of older children. Since older
children were the ones found at higher levels of participa-
tion and in more complex games involving numerous children,
the fact that play group size was positively associated with
sophistication of social activity is difficult to interpret.
In this case, of course, number of playmates and activity
were both determined by the children themselves, and not
specified as an independent or classification variable by
the investigator. The point can be made (Edward Mueller,
private communication) that the number of associates
and the level of participation chosen by a child are both
expressions of the amount of social information and inter-
active complexity which he can handle--a sort of b:avioral
carrying capacity. The relationship between child en's
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self-selected play group size and total group size is not
known at present.

Shapiro's observational survey of four-year-olds
in nursery school classrooms was discussed above in the
subsection teacher/child ratio. It should suffice to
repeat her results that so-called complex child contacts
increased as total group size rose above 16 children, and
that the ratio effects no longer held at the larger group
sizes.

O0f the three group size studies devoted to learning
and language development, two were discussed in the teacher/
child ratio subsection. 1In review, Dawe (1934) found that
kindergartners' distance from the teacher (a version of
group size) reduced only the percentage of children partici-
pating, the total amount of discussion, and the average
number of remarks per child; Brownell and smith (1973)
observed that two children with their teacher had longer
verbalizations than one child with the teacher. Torrance
(1970) assigned pre-primary children to groups of four, six,
12 or 24 members, and administered his "Ask and Guess Test"
(presumably a divergent thinking exercise). He found that
the number of"questions which children asked concerning
stimuli decreased as group size rose, while the number of
repetitive questions rose with group size. fTorrance
also concluded that young children may have trouble control-
ling themselves and delaying their responses in larger
groups.

Two recent experiments with toddlers examined
changes in children's social behaviors with varying group
sizes, using different methods. 1In the Asher and Erickson
(1977) study described previously, 16 children (mean
age 19.2 months) were observed in their classroom in
two group sizes at constant ratio (1 teache;:e children, 2
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teachers:16 children). Of ten child behaviors and ten

teacher behaviors observed, none of the former and only one of
the latter (teacher touching child positively) differed
significantly as a function of group size (although a MANOVA
vielded an overall significant teacher effect).

The second group size experiment recorded toddlers'
(age range 16-22 months) social activity in either dyads or
small groups of four to six children (Vandell and Mueller,
1977) . The children, who were enrolled in a play group
during the six months of the study, were also watched for
increasing familiarity with one another as measured by a
number of indices of "sociale directed behaviors" (SDBs).
First, group size was found to interact with familiarity in
that several SDBs increased over time in the dyad, but not
in the small group. Second the ratio of dyad SDB level to
group SDR level increased over time for each SDB, and over
the whole study the dyad levels were greater than the group
levels. Finally, there were no dyad versus group differences
in the complexity of SDBs (sequences or coordinations of
simple SDBs).

Few firm conclusions are possible from the group
size &Tteratu}e. As group size increases, young children
either verbalize more (Brownell and Smith, 1973; Shapiro,
1975), less (Vandell and Mueller, 1977), both more and less
(Torrance, 1970; Williams and Mattson, 1942), or neither
(Asher and Erickson, 1977; Dawe, 1934). Only the Asher and
Erickson and Vandell and Mueller experiments were set up to
measure differences in stimulation from the natural environ-
ment of peers. Neither study supported the intuitive
hypothesis that amount of stimulation from other children
should be proportional to size of group. The results of the
former study were taken as supporting a social regulatory
mechanism, while those of the latter were interpreted in
terms of toddlers' limited capacity for social interaction,
admittedly similar concepts.
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Social Density. Due to the growth in interest
in crowding and natural group behavior over the past decade,
research on density (number of individuals in a given area)
has begu: %o subsume that on group size. The notion of
density is .z:pecially useful for organizing social and
physical so: s of stimulation in children's programs.
Studies of #:.:al density, which vary the group size within
a constant arc«, are discussed in this subsection; studies
of spatial densii: “rz covered in the next subsection. An
overall sumary of .‘.n. :°'v effects will follow the latter.

Five resr. . =t.“ias were located in which
~ccial density was :“spe-.cc 2z a factor in children's
w1t :vior. Four oub Af i.ess

fiv» were experimental in
¢#siqn. In the earl-.#st one of trese, Hutt and Vaizey

v 0w, varied the number of autistic, brain-damaged, and
ncinxl (i.e., not nospitalized fer psychiatric reasons)
=f.11ldren between three and ®ight years old in a hospif:al
pPlayrtoom. Results for the normai children showed that as
density rose aggressive/destructive behavior rose signifi-
cantly, social interaction fell, and no significant effect
was found for time on boundary.

The operational distinction between social and
spatial density was explored in McGrew's (1970) experiment,
in which the density of a four-year-olds' classroom was
varied both by adding and subtracting children and by
expanding and shrinking the space. W zn sccial density was
increased (chilAren added to group) children spent less time
in intermediate proximity and alone. As spatial density was
increased (space reduced from 160% to 80% ~{ room), the
children spent more time in close proximity, and less in
‘ntermediate proximity and alone. McGrew concluded that the
young children in iLiir study were able to deal with changes

in density, maintrining th.ir comfortable interpersonal
distances.

61 .
3



In a nonmanipulative observational study by Bates
/ 972) a group of 3-1/2-year-old children were observed
during morning and afternoon free play in their regular
nursery school classroom. As density increased, girls sgent
more time alone, in small groups with other girls, in room
center and in conflict; boys reduced their locomotion,
played in larger groups and also increased conflicts. Bates
mentions that as density increased, boys' behavior began to
change at lower levels of middle densities and stabilized at
lower levels of high densities than did girls' behavior.

Chalsa Loo has providei some of the most carefully
conducted research on density as a factor in children's
behavior and social perceptions. Three of her studies will
be reported in the spatial density subsection which follows.
One of her spatial density experiments (Luoo and Smetana
1977) and the social density experiment to be discussed next
(Loo and Kennelly 1977) are the first and only c.atrolled
stuiies of the social-physical envitonment which combine
children's natura) behaviors and subjectiva impressions to
uncover patterns or systems of effects (uzing multivariate
:atisc.:al techniques).

Loo and Kennelly (1977) exposed 72 five-year-old
Soys and girls to lcw-density or high-density conditions
durin7 54-minute free play sessions and found 3ignificant
ef {:cts Zor social density and sex, but not for a third
indepenient variable, personal space (an individual differ-
ence classifi-ation), nor for any statistical interactions.
The ¢-ady also found that as de- sity increased, activity;
ag ression-anger . negative feeling, and distress-fear rose
while social interaction fell. 1In addition, some sex
differences were noted.

Spatial Dri.sity. .n the McGrew (1970) experiment
descrised in the pr.vious subsection, the effects of varying
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the size of the room between 100 percent and 80 percent of
its normal area were that the preschool children spent less
time in intermediate proximity and alone, and more time

in close proximity. McGrew's conclusion due to the last
finding, that her children were less able to adjust to
manipulations of spatial density than of social density,
provides some support to other researchers' intuition that
aggressiveness would be Particularly affected by spatial
density.

Shapiro's (1975) obdervations of class size,
child/teacher ratio, activity areas and play space led her
to a three-way classification of four-year-olds' "noninvolved"
behavior (onleoking, random, and deviant). Deviant behavior
was observed at its highest levels in classrooms with less
than 30 square feet per child; random behavior was highest-
where each child had at least 50 square feet., The optimum
range of areas, 30 to 50 square feet per child, had the
lowest levels of all three noninvolved behaviors.

Five experiments in spatial density stand out for
their design and potential for application to actual day
care and nursery school settings. Arnote (1969) visited two
day care centers and varied the amount of play space in a
room in each. The three areas were 350, 225, and 140 square
feet. With seven preschool children (2-1/2 to 5 years old) in
each play group, her reciprocal density levels were 50,
35 and 20 square feet per child, respectively. Arnote recorded
all aggressive acts during free play and grouptime periods in
both centers. she found an increase in aggressiveness as

spatial density rose, but no differences between the activity
periods.

In two of Loo's experiments (1972, 1976) , effects
were sought for density, sex and their interaction. as
density increased in her first study (from reciprocal



densitia2s of 44.2 square feet/child to 15 square feet/child),
anrqression ..a number of social interactions decreased.

L.80, boys interacted with more children, were more aggres-
-ive, ware interrupted less often and were less nurturant
than g:rls; boys diminished their aggressiveness significantly
more than girls as density increased (girls' aggression was
very low at both densities). 1In the second study, as
density increased (from reciprocal dsnsities of 43.4 square
feet/child to 21.8 square feet/child) the children became
more aggressive, passive, avocidant and unstable in their
activities, and also engaged in less self-involved behavior.
Boys were more aggressive and interactive, less nurturant,
and interrupted less than girls. 1Interactions were also
found between the independent variables.

Loo's third spatial density experiment (Loo and
Smetana, 1977) parallels the sophistication and richness in
description of child variables found in Loo and Kennelly
(1977). Here, 80 1l0-year-old boys played for 60 minutes in
well-stocked play groups of five children each, in low
density rooms of 260.5 square feet (reciprocal density =
52.1 square feet/person) or high density rooms of 68 square
feet (reciprocal density = 13.6 square feet/person). Two
additional independent variables were personal space (an
individual difference dimension denoﬁing a person's relative
comfortable approach distance), and degree of acquaintance
with playmates (absolute strangers or familiar classmates).
Once again, dimensions described by approximately 30 separate
va_iables were inspected: children's perceptions and
emotiona’ reactions, motoric levels and activity types, play
qua.lty, interaction quality and point strategies.

When thé'ir data were factor-analyzed, Loo and
Smetana found that most of the variables loaded onto five
factors: discomfort-dislike of room, activity-play, avoid-
ance, positive group interaction and anger-aggression. &
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multiple analysis of variance revealed significant effects
for density, degree of acquaintance, personal space style,
personal space acquaintance, and density by personal space
by acquaintance interactions. Analyses of variance on the
factors as dependent variables showed that as density
increased, discomfort-dislike of room, activity-play and
avoidance rose. Various complex implications were also
identified for personal space style and degree of acquain-
tance, most notably that effec*s due to those variables were
most pronounced in the low de:i...ty condition. An important
discovery upon inspecting the correlations between elementary
variables as a function of density was that rough play (an
observation item) was associated with other types of play
only at low density; with less space available rough play
led to aggression more often.

The notion of density forces us to consider the
social and physical factors in the environment in concert,
yet the two dimensions along which density is manipulated--
social and spatial--are difficult to separate operationally.
Social density (varying group size in a give space) is
naturally associated with other interpersonal sources of
stimulation, such as teachers: behaviors, developmental
range of children in the group and familiarity of the
individuals with one another. Spatial density (varying
available area) falls in a class with architectural and
sensory properties of a setting, children's familiarity with
the setting and number and variety of resources in the
space. 1In fact, the availability of resources is normally
tied to the size of a setting, and changes in the two might
be expected to yield similar results in children's behavior.

In an experiment conduced by Rohe and Patterson
(1974), spatial density and material resources were varied
independently of one another. Twelve preschool boys and
girls (average age 46 months) played with a teacher present
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with two room sizes (288 square feet, reciprocal density =
24 square feet/child; 576 square feet, reciprocal density =
48 square feet/child), and two resource levels (the high
resource condition gave the children twice as many toys and
other materials as the low resource condition). Observers
recorded behaviors in social interaction (unoccupied,
solitary, parallel, associative, aggressive), participation
(relevant, irrelevant), constructiveness (constructive,
destructive) and area in use (blocks, kitchen, jungle gym,
art and puzzles). As density increased, aggressiveness,
destructiveness and unoccupied behavior increased, while
relevant and constructive activity diminished. children
also played more in the kitchen and less in the art and
pPuzzle areas. As resources decreased, cooperative, relevant
and constructive behavior dropped, while irrelevant activity
rose. Children played more on the jungle gym in this
condition. Boys were more aggressive and destructive than
girls, and were observed less frequently in unoccupied
roles. High density and low resource conditions were
typified as being highest in negative behaviors and lowest
in positive ones. The authors discussed their findings in
terms of designing physical settings to fit program needs.

One can draw two general conclusions regarding the
effects of increasing density from these studies. First,
aggressive behavior rises. Most of this research has been
at least partly concerned with negative social consequences
of changes in density. The "popularity” of this issue has
been accompanied by a wide variety of rigor and range of
definitions. Arnote (1969) and Shapiro (1975), for example,
employed global, on-the-spot criteria, whereas Hutt and
Vaizey (1966) and Loo (1972) used a few distinct and narrowly
defined ones. The technique found in Loo's more recent
experiments (Loo, 1976; Loo and Kennelly, 1977; Loo and
Smetana, 1977), and applicable to Rohe and Patterson's
(1974) study, of precisely specifying several aggression and

o
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quasi-aggression variables and then seeing what if any
patterns emerge empirically, seems to preserve the flexibility
and sensitivity to the immediate situation of the first
examples with the detail and reliability of the second. It
should be noted that sex and individual differences exist in
aggression at different density levels, and that other
behaviors such as "helping in distress," "number of inter-
ruptions,” "passivity," and "rough play"™ are not necessarily
highly correlated with aggression.

The second conclusion regarding effects of
increasing density is that social interactions either drop
absolutely (Bates, 1972; Hutt and Vaizey, 1966; Loo and
Kennelly, 1977; Loo and Smetana, 1977; Rohe and Patterson,
1974) or remain unchanged when they would be expected to
rise (Asher and Erickson, 1977; McGrew, 1970). Cnce again,
methods and definitions are important, and certain variables
and special categories can probably be identified which rise
with density.

In their discussion, Loo and Kennelly address
the discrepancy between the Loo (1972) finding that agres-
sion decreased with increasing spatial density and the
increase in aggression found by most other studies. Taking
into account differences between social and spatial density,
amounts of material resources, and artifacts of repeated
measures designs, these authors suggest the strong possibility
of a curvilinear relationship betwezn density and aggression.
They urge conceptualization of density effects in absolute
terms of area per person rather than in relative terms of
high and low density. This need not be restricted to
aggression, since social and learning processes are just as
important in young children's group environments. Finally,
the availability of multivariate analysis techniques argques
for the desirability of numerous precisely defined dependent
variables which may be conceptually related to one another
over a few broad categories,



Studies of Equipment and Spatial Organization

Staff/child ratio, group size and density account
for only part of programs® environments. Consideration of
their effects on behavior and on program quality must take
into account numerous other environmental and experiential
factors. Although it is not within the scope of this paper
to analyze all sources of variatior in the day care environ-
ment, some research concerning two closely related dimensions
will be reported here in an attempt to give perspective to
the policy variables already discussed. These dimensions
are material resources, play equipment and spatial organization.

The inclusion of equipment and spatial organiza-
tion as important dimensions of variation can be justified
from the programmatic point of view in that they reflect the
teacher's choices in arranging her professional setting,
information no less important than the teacher's behavior
and daily activity plans. For example, Prescott rated the
"softness® of four types of day care settings: closed and
open centers ard family style and nursery homes (Prescott,
1973). Softness refers to the responsiveness of the environ-
ment, especially on a proximal sensual level. Examples of
"soft" elements are sand, iaps to sit in, rugs and carpeting,
and messy matrials. 1In closed center settings teachers
decide how children will be engaged and direct both individual
and group activity, and activity transitions are made as a
group. In open centers, children's choice~making is encour-
aged, all activities are available to children, and activity
transitions occur when individual children are ready. The
average softness ratings of closed centers were much lower
than those of open centers (Prescott, 1973, 1974). while
softness is at present a notion which is difficult to define
Precisely, it is representative of a variety of attempts by
researchers to assess the potential for positive responsive-
ness, individualization, and safe-yet-attractiveness of
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children's settings (e.g., Asher and Erickson's (1977)
teacher-at-child level, or the colloquial "warm lap index").

By far the best time to observe the effects eF
program differences on amounts and types of materials is
during the children's free play. There are several reasons
for this. First, preschool children spend much of their
waking time at play. Second, while the teacher's and
program's influence over the children may be of ultimate
interest, during free play the children are operating more
or less under their own volition, selecting toys and occupa-
tions without someone else's direct guidance (although the
amount of free play varies from program to program). In a
sense, children's behavior during free play serves as an
evaluative statement of the program's success in fostering
independent decisionmaking skills. fThird, few standardized
measures exist which reflect the quality of an early child-
hood program more validly than the children's actual behavior.

Numerous studies of children's play have been
reported in the past forty years, many concerned with the
importance of toys, constructive materials and other
equipment, Of those %o be mentioned here, two have become
child development classics ‘(Parten, 1933; Johnson, 193s5),
while three recent studies qualify as true experiments

(Rohe and Patterson, 1974; Scholtz and Ellis, 1975; Finkel-
stein and wilson, 1977).

Parten's (1933) naturalistic observations of
Preschool children between two and five years old were
discussed in the previous subsection on group size. Among
the many items noted during instances of children's play were
the specific type of toy and occupation and the social value
of the activity (social value is the location cn Parten's

Participation scale from unoccupizd to solitary through
organized play).






Of 110 different occupations observed, eight
occurred at least 99 times: sandbox (recorded 330 times);
family, house and dolls (178 times); trains (151 times) ;
kiddie-cars (146 times); cutting paper (122 times): clay
(119 times); swing (102 times); and building blocks (99
times). Some of these activities were especially suitable
for observing developmental change, both because children
interacted with them differently according to their develop-
mental levels, and because the children had varying oppor-
tunities to observe one another and thus benefit from social
contact. For example, sandbox play was associated with
parallel play in younger children, parallel and cooperative
play in older children; house and trains were also solitary
solitary occupations for younger children and cooperative
for older; all levels of participation were observed with
constructive materials, especially blocks; swings engendered
chiefly parallel play.

Two great values of play with toys are that
it is interesting for children both to do and to watch; the
latter is often followed by active exploration and play.
Toys are in effect little theaters in which children are
both audience and actors, changing roles as the desire and
ability present themselves. Today as much as earlier, the
balance between active involvement and observation~-parallel
pPlay--is regarded as critical to the formation of peer
relationships (Mueller, personal communication, 1977), and
to the learning of culturally salient skills (Bruner 1972;
Fishbein, 1976). Although Parten's participation dimension
was not derived from any particular theory, her observations
are compatible with several developmental frameworks.

Basing her thinking partly on Parten's observation
of toys' effects on social play, Johnson (1935) varied the
amount of equipment on young children's (3 to 5 years)
playgrounds. 1In two related substudies, she either removed
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or added equipment, after observing children's play with the
initial complements. 1In both substudies, five categories of
behavior were observed: bodily exercise; play with materials;
undesirable behavior; games; and contacts with teacher.

When 35 children played on their familiar play-
ground with a reduced amount of equipment, play with the
remaining materials increased, as did games and peer con-
tacts, while exercise decreased. 'The effects on 75 other
children of adding equipment was also a decrease in exer-
cise, and an increase in use of new play materials (the
children_played three times as much with the new equipment
as with th 0ld). Social contacts and conflicts also de-
creased as :juipment was added, but not as significantly as
the other efr- .ts. While Johnson reported her results quite
fully, little initial detail was given on the amounts and
types of equipment present in the various treatments, pre-
and post-change. Also, some of her effects can now be
explained in terms of wariness and curiosity in the face of
novel stimuli, and her experiment may be criticized because
of design problems.

In an experiment discussed in the previous section,
Rohe and Patterson (1974) varied the amounts of toys and
other resources available to 12 preschool children (average
age 46 months) in a day care classroom, in addition to their
spatial density. The high resources condition provided
twice as many items as the low resources condition. The
effects of increasing resources were to raise levels of
cooperation, relevant behavior and constructiveness and
to lower irrelevant behavior; the children also played more
on the room's jungle gym. The authors conclude that nega-
tive behavior associated with competition for resources can
result from deéreasing those resources, increasing the
density or combining those factors.
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Finkelstein and Wilson (1977) varied available
resources by placing pairs of children in a laboratory
setting with no toys, one toy or five toys. These re-
searchers found an increase in peer interactions when toys
were limited. They observed more of both competitive and
Cooperative play when only one toy was present than when
there were five available toys. As with the staff/child
ratio and group size vopics, the soundest knowledge currently
comes from experience and intuition.

Shapiro's (1975) survey of 17 preschools included
assessments of children's behavior in qualitatively different
spaces. Her category of noninvolved behavior increased in
inadequately organized space (i.e., unclear boundaries,
activity areas too small, large unfilled spaces). She also
observed a disparity between the activity areas preferred by
teachers and those most popular with the children. This
might be interpreted as an age-difference in certain kinds
of values, which may provide one framework for studying the
actual uses of space. Acting as a participant observer,
Schak (1972) studied théJﬁlay values of Oriental working-
class children whose families were in transition between
lower- and middle-class status. He observed that these
children played indoors a great deal (as do middle-class
children), but with neighborhood children (as do lower-class
children). Here, too, values seem reflected in use of play
space and play choices,

Three rather similar, essentially normative
studies sought to describe the ecology of preschool play
settings. Shure (1963) observed four-year-old children in
the different areas of the nursery (art, books, dolls, games
and blocks) on six dimensions: density of children within
one area; appropriateness of activity to a locale; mobility
of childrer into and out of an area; quality of emotions and
affects; complexity of social participation; and construc-
tiveness with play materials. Clarke, Wyon and Richards
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(1969) also recorded preschool (average age 45 months)
children's behavior as a function of age, sex, parity,
locatica in room and other factors. 1In addition to cor-
relating activities and areas with individual variables,
Clark et al. noted friendship and group patterns in the two
classes studied. 1In the thira nonmanipulative preschool
environment study, Melson (1977) looked for sex differences
in toy selection and movement patterns, with attention

given to the area of the room in which children were located.
The consensus of these three investigations regarding
arrangement of play space and children's behavior is not
very revolutionary: preschool children generally play as
they are expected to in particular areas of the classroom.
Sex differences do exist in activity preferences and movement
patterns: girls prefer art, dolls, and books more than boys
do; boys prefer blocks and large motor games; girls

are more likely to be found in solitary activities than boys
(girls' social maturity relative to boys' notwithstanding)
and seek adults' attention more frequently. Few other
specific conclusions can be made from studies such as

these.

A natural experiment by Fiene (1974) combines an
awareness of the behavioral ecology of preschool settings
with well-defined and standardized dependent variables,.

In two closely related studies, Fiene looked at variations
in the frequency and complexity of children's and adults'
verbalizations associated with different daytime environments
(family day care, center day care, the children's homes) and
activity areas (dramatic play, free play, cognitive games,
blocks, art). Sixteen children were observed in each type
of setting. 1In the first study, adults and children verbal-
ized more frequently and in more complex ways in the family
day care settings than the home settings, whereas children
in the second study spoke at more sophisticated levels in
dramatic and free play areas than in the cognitive games,
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blocks, and art areas. Combined results for ' - . day
care environmnts revealed a setting by act!:’

interaction; the activity area effect was grec«: - _enter
care than in family day care. One explanation o - - . by
Fiene was that activity areas in center day care . « lore

valid and genuinely specialized ("as-labeled") than t' jse in
family day care. Another possibility, drawn from ¢eneral
experierce in family and center day care, is that {.sacher/
child ratio varies more between activity areas in . :nters
than it does in home-based day care. Unfortunate. wvari-
ations in ratio were not included in this report.

The most useful and integrated work on spatial
organization of young children's settings is a monograph by
Kritchevsky and Prescott (1969), which begins by underscoring
the importance of the relationship between physical space
and program goals and types. A study was designed to answer
several questions regarding the form and quality of center
space: the effects of space on children's and teacher's
behavior, the best physical settings and the creation of a
general analytic framework. Indoor and outdoor spaces were
analyzed into elements: potential units (empty bounded
spaces); play units (areas containing something to play
with); boundaries; paths; and dead spvaces. The spaces were
then scored on five dimensions: spatial organization;
complexity of equipment; variety of equipment; amount to do
per child; and special problems. 1In spaces given high
quality scores, teachers were observed to be friendly and
sensitive to children's needs, children interested and
involved, with relatively high propcortions of lessons in
consideration, creativity and nonroutine encouragement. In
low quality spaces, teachers were neutral and insensitive,
children uninvolved and uninterested, with lessons character-
ized by high proportions of guidance, restrictions and
rules.
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Finally, Rohe and Nuffer (1977) have conducted
the only experimental research in this area by manipulating
density and spatial organization in a day care setting.
Density was varied by decreasing by one half the size of
a room 22 feet by 33 feet. Arrangement of the space was
either open, or partitioned into § distinct activity areas.
The twelve children in the.sample ranged in age from 40 to
68 months, and all children were ekposed to the four differ-
ent environments formed by independently varying density
and partitioning. The children's social interactions were
coded on five dimensions including cooperation and aggres-
sion. Each child was also rated on relations to the physical
environment and affect. 1In the high density conditions, the
children engaged in 1less associative and cooperative behavior.
Aggressive behaviors did not, however, increase. as density
rose, use of the puzzle area and the kitchen decreased,
perhaps because the concentration required for these activ-
ities was more difficult to maintain in the more crowded
situation.’ There was a corresponding increase in use of the
jungle gym in the high density condition. Partitioning the
space increased cooperative behavior and decreased aggression,
regardless of the density condition. One of the most
iﬂteresting findings from this study involved an interaction
between partitioning and density. It seems that partitioning
the space increases constructive interactions in the high
density condition, but not in the low density condition. 1In
some circumstances, high density can enhance positive
components of the child's behavior.

Summary of Behavioral and Developmental Effects of
Policy-Relevant Variables

In the preceding section of this review, environ-
mental variables in the day care setting have been analyzed
according to stimulation originating from different sources—-
beginning with a social versus physical distinction.
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Reviews of about 30 empirical studies of adult/child ratio,
group size and social and spatial density, nearly 10 examples
of research in play materials, activity types and spatial
organization, and a number of review and concept papers on
these topics were included in an attempt to understand the
effects of staff/child ratio and group size on children's
behavior and development in day care. Analysis of this
information has had as a practical goal developing a more
systematic and empirically based definition of day care
environmental quality than has existed previously.

A brief summary of the behavioral and developmental
effects of these policy-relevant environmental variables
follows. First, however, a few general conclusions must be
drawn. Results--even in the overall idirection of develop-
mental effects--are inconsistent across studies. Studies
vary widely in definition of variables and measures and
sample size. Many studies suffered serious confounding
problems.

Increases in staff/child ratio (more staff to
children) were accompanied by rises in teachers' activity,

but not in teachers' individualized treatment of children.

-In addition more passive (e.g., looking at others, interrupted
activity) or responsive (e.g., contacts with others, answer-
ing questions, obeying commands). Child behavior were
observed, and there were drops in self-initiated, individual-
ized behavior (e.g., rejecting requests, giving information,
mutual discussion). Inconsistent trends in broad domains

such as interaction with others were difficult to summarize.

As group size increased, most teacher behavior
was not affected, although communication and contact with
children rose. Older children's interaction with others

rose in most areas (e.g., social interaction, verbalization,
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friendliness), as did seeking privacy and avoiding stimula-
tion. Two measures associated with maturity of behavior
fell, however--children's nonrepetitive questions and
egocentric speech.

Social and .spatial density are generally confounded
with the group size variable, since there are usually no
records of foom areas (square footage) in which obser-
vations were made. In many cases, as density increased,
aggression and conflict, "deviance" and destructiveness
rose, as did passivity and avoidance of stimulation. Social
interaction and duration of and number of participants in
each aggressive incident (which can be considered a form of
social interaction) dropped as density increased.

Other variables more directly related to density
than to group size or ratio were also reviewed. Larger
amounts of play materials were associated with relatively
less play with children than with objects, but of a more
desirable (i.e., constructive, friendly) nature than with
fewer toys. Likewise, well-organized and diversified ple~
spaces led to more appropriate social play and use of
materials. When free play was contrasted with structured
Play in one study, children's overall interaction was less
appropriate in the former than in the latter. Caregiving
staff also engaged in less interaction with children, and

spent more time in other activities in free play than in
structured play.

Linking Staff/Child Ratio and Group Size with the
Literature: A Simple Model for Further Analysis

Unfortunately, exceedingly little of the research
discussed here has been generated from anything close to a
theory of environmental effects on human behavior and
development. As was mentioned much earlier, the most
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cohesive among several investigations have been the results
of common interest or practical experience. 1In a few cases,
experiments were designed to follow phenomena based on
researchers' intuition and curiosity, and mechanisms were
Proposed post hoc. The best example of this is in social
and spatial density, in which quasi-theories have been
offered by Altman (1975) and Freedman (1975). It is
Freedman's "density-intensity” hypothesis which lends itself
most readily to predictions with the current information.

Freedman, basing most of his thinking on a number
of laboratory experiments in spatial density with-adult
subjects, suggests that density or crowding per se does not
change people's behavior, but rather serves to intensify
their typical reactions to a situation (1975). That is,
variations in density itself do not create changes in
aggression, social interaction, task performance, arousal
or other psychological dependent variables used in this
research. Effects of factors within a setfing such as sex
or individual personal space styles, or between settings
such as participants' familiarity, comfort of the furniture,
and so forth will be magnified, however, by increasing
density. Freedman's hypothesis makes intuitive sense and
is supported by several examples which he cites.

Loo and Kennelly (1977) used data from their
factorial study of social density, sex and personal space
style to test Freedman's density~intensity hypothesis. They
found that it helped explain some but not all of their
experimental effects (chiefly those due to sex), and also
referred to other density research for which Freedman's
hypothesis is deficieﬁt. Their conclusion is that density
intensifies or interacts with (for that is the statistical
translation of the theory) only some variables, which
Fresumably must be determined empirically.



Loo and Kennelly's discussion is particularly
important here, because it is based on carefully conducted
research with children as subjects, and is concerned with
natural behavior and reactions to density. Their criticism
suggests a final point to be made about density-intensity
and a modification which may lend itself to analyzing
staff/child ratio effects: that its strongest support comes
from spatial density research. This point was mentioned
previously, but it is perhaps significant that Loo and
Kennelly's éxperiment (and several others which weaken
Freedman's hypothesis) concern social density.

Speculating a bit, it may indeed be the case that
varying spatial density (i.e., varying area available to a
fixed number of people) intensifies other variables' influ-
ences on behavior. whatever happens in the group because
of its members happens more strongly, sooner, or more
often the nearer the members are to one another. Varying
social density is not necessarily equivalent to varying
spatial density. Two possible differences are novelty and
intragroup diversity. As group size increases, it takes
longer to get to know each member. Furthermore, the number
of ways in which the members can vary expands with increasing
group size. These and other differences between social and
spatial density can only serve to make the former a more
complicated phenomenon than the latter.

There are many ways in which the members of a
group can differ from one another, some of the more ubiqui-
tous being personality type, cultural identity, sex, cogni-
tive style and developmental level. One of the most
extreme forms of differences in developmental level is a
group composed of very young and relatively old individuals,
as in a school or day care center. Because of the differen-
tial ne=d for adult support according to developmental

level, it may be advisable to analyze the effects on
-~
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children's behavior of the social environment by maintaining
separate variables for number of children and number of
teachers (staff, caregivers, adults), rather than by using
adult/child ratio. The separate variables of course would
remain orthogonal to other experimental factors, such as the
classificatidn of the day care center.

There are several advantages in considering chil-
dren and staff as separate factors. First, as discussed
above, the diversity of types of group members is preserved,
while counting both children and adults as members with
equal empirical status. Second, the confounding and loss
of information ‘involved in using teacher/child ratios is
avoided. Finally, a major benefit of this scheme is that
the statistical interaction between children and teachers
can be computed and discussed more satisfyingly than the
ratio by group size interaction, since "number of children®
and "number of teachers® are of the same units (namely,
people) .



CHAPTER FOUR: FINAL REMARKS

This review has examined an enormous body of
research bearing on the impact of day care on children and
their caregivers. There is another body of information, at
least as large, which is relevant to the field in some
less direct way. The research in this category has been
referred to only occassionally here, but is discussed
more fully in Williams (1977). The present review began
with a look at day care as a global variable and gradually
focused in on policy-related components of the day care
setting. 1In spite of wide variability in methods and in
settings studied, it has been possible to draw some con-
clusions, often of a highly qualified sort; about the nature
and extent of the role of the day care environment in the
child's development. 1In these final pages, a few additional
comments are intended to integrate these conclusions
into a larger context.

To grossly oversimplify for a moment, it can
be said that the review of day care as a global variable
uncovered no evidence of detrimental effects on the child's
growth as a function of high quality care. The extent to
which there are in fact benefits of the day'care experience is
at this point a highly complex question, the answer to which
will only come from more careful, large scale research into
the impact of component variables of the setting on those
persons presently in it.

It is also quite evident that the manipulation of
component variables such as group size, number of children
and adults, the background characteristics of those present,
and the organization of the physical and social environment
can in fact make a difference in the behavior of both adults
and children in the immediate setting. Wwhether these modi-
fications of behavior have long-lasting, measurable effects
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is still a somewhat controversial question, but there is
certainly strong evidence suggesting that under the right
circumstances, change resulting from the day care experience
does persist for long periods of time.

It is the joint task of researchers and policy-
makers to continue the effort to untangle and clarify the
highly confounded variables which are most probably respon-
sible for such effects. The more success achieved in this
endeavor, the more important day care becomes as a means to
improving the quality of the young child's present and
future life. Such remarks are reminiscent of the
comments first made over a hundred years ago about the
potential benefits of early childhood education (Forrest,
1927). The similarity is, however, only superficial. The
current situation is different because the technology exists
to provide an empirical base for educational and policy
decisions concerning day care.

0f course, that technology is useful only to the
extent that it is properly applied to the problems at hand.
This review, by focusing on manageable, policy-related
.variables, has tried to suggest one aspect of that applica-
tion. There are other aspects, however, which are equally
important and considerably more difficult to incorporate
into a program of research. The two most important of these
issues are the community-baseu intellectual and emotional
climate in which the day care program must operate, and the
diversity in such climates across the country.

In an earlier section of this review it.was noted
that the interpretation of many of the outcomes of the day
care experience was a highly subjective matter. It .is not
reasonable to expect an entire nation of people to agree
whether it is more valuable for a child to be assertive
and self-confident than to be respectful of and deferential

-~
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to authority. Most of the other outcome variables studied

by day care researchers are likely to involve some degree

of value judgment as well. 1In such cases it is very difficult
to obtain consensus of opinion on the relative "goodness" of

a particular outcome. It follows that the expectations and
values of teachers and other staff in the day care setting,

as well as those of parents and the future teachers of the
child, will function as powerful modifiers of any effects
produced in the day care center.

These variables are not, of course, manageable
at the public policy level, and in fact an argument could be
made that they should not be manipulated even if it were
possible to do so. The society in which American children
grow up is an extremely heterogeneous one, and a diversity
of socialization experiences is not only called for (Lesser,
1971), but may also be most adaptive for the society as a
whole. 1In a rapidly changing, increasingly complex world,
the availability of individuals having a wide variety of
value systems, behavioral orientations and adaptive skills
increases the likelihood that those changes will be success-
fully managed and problems effectively handled.

Thus, although it is important to understand
these context variables in order to properly understand
the day care experience as well as socializafion generally,
it should be expected that a full appreciation of
the role of such variables may serve to define the appro-
Priate boundaries of regulation rather than to clarify just
what it is that those regulations should be. Information
about when and what not to regulate may be as important to
the future growth of children in day care as is information
about how to do so when necessary.
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CHAPTER ONE: CROSS-SITE'COMPARISON
Introduction

The National Day Care Study (NDCS) was conducted
in three sites--Atlanta, Detroit and Seattle. 1In the spring
of 1977, a“team of three field researchers spent a week in
each city, interviewing a selection of people who held key
roles in day care. On the basis of these interviews, case
studies were written about day care in Atlanta, Detroit and
Seattle.

The case studies presented here are intended to
give the reader an idea of the millieu in which the NDCS was
conducted. In each case study, local historical, demographic,
regplatory and administrative factors affecting day care are
presented, the way in which day care is provided for federally
subsidized children is described, and issues of interest to
a particular site are delineated. In addition, each case
study reflects the opinions the people interviewed held on
such issues as staff/child ratio and group size, staff
qualifications, social and health services, and parent
participation in their child's day care.

In developing these case studies, we found that,
while we could easily cross~check or verify specific facts,
it was far less easy to determine the degree to which our
respondents' opinions were actually representative of the
day care community as a whole in each site. Indeed, we
found that, for the most part, the attitude held by a
particular respondent could be predicted by a knowledge of
that person's role--as day care provider, administrator,
child development specialist and so on. 1In a sense, the
case studies are a story of common denominators--the
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different stands taken on a particular issue and the groups
that espoused them. Sometimes, concensus was achieved on
certain issﬁes within a site regardless of the respondents'
various roles. At times a consensus emerged from all three
sites on a particular issue. And, sometimes, the opinions
of a particular sub-group of resondents differed strikingly -
within or between sites. The case studies represent a
compendium of these different points of view. They are not,
and were not, intended to be representative of the entire
day care spectrum.

The case studies are, however, an attempt to
capture the highlights of the debate over day care in three
cities--its delivery, quality, clientele, and purpose. Some
of our respondents' opinions have been corroborated by NDCS
findings; some have been negated or modified; and for some,
NDCS results have been inconclusive. However, regardless of
whether these opinons are substantiated or contradicted by
NDCS results, an understanding of these attitudes and of the
various factors which influenced them is important, for
these opinions will affect the way in which federal and
state policies are actually implemented. The case studies
were written in the hope of achieving just such an
understanding.

Report Overview

This report is organized into four sections.

Chapter 1 explains the way in which the three case studies
.Wwere developed and presents a cross-site comparison summariz-
ing the impact federal day care legislation has had in

the three cities, the way in which publicly funded day care
is delivered in each site, and views held by the people
interviewed toward the different issues associated with day
care. Chapter 1 was written by Sally Weiss. Sections 2, 3
and 4 are case studies of Atlanta, Detroit and Seattle,
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respectively. The Atlanta case study was written by Sally
Weiss. The Detroit case study was written by M.G. Trend,

and the Seattle case study was written by Sally Weiss and
Wendy Ruopp.

Development of the Case Studies

In developing the case studies, the first step was
to review available published material on day care in the
respective sites. Next the NDCS site coordinators* provided
additional written reports and insights which added to the
picture of day care in their particular city. sSite coordina-
tors were also asked to identify key actors in the local day
care setting and to arrange interviews with a representative
selection. The number of people interviewed and the positions
they held are shown in Table¢ 1. Our respondents were assured
of confidentiality and, in keeping with that assurance,
neither the respondents' names nor their specific job titles
are shown. A general description of the respondents'’
various roles is provided instead. Table 1 should serve as
a reminder of the limited number of interviews collected in
each site so that the reader will not mistakenly think that
these case studies are based on interviews with a large
number of respondents.

The team of three field researchers visited each
site for a one-week period. a typical interview lasted
between one and a half and two hours, during which all of
the questions listed in Schedule A were asked and, depending
on the position held by the respondent, questions contained
in schedules B-E were asked as well. (The Data Collection

*Site coordinators were hired locally on the basis of
their familiarity with, and expertise in, day care at each
site. NDCS site coordinators were Muriel Hamilton (Atlanta)
Carolyn Hawkins (Detroit) and Naomi Fujimoto (Seattle).



TABLE 1

Respondents Interviewed in the Three Sites

Positioné Held by Respondents Atlanta Seattle Detroit
Day Care Center Directors : 5 7* 11
Day Care Advocates** 5 3 5
State and Local political
Officials 2 3 5
Regulatory Staff 5 4
Early Childhood Educators 5 1 3
TOTAL 22 21 27

*Includes 3 family day care providers.
**For example, representatives of 4-C's, professional associations,
day care coalitions, etc.

105




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Guidelines containing Schedules A-E are presented in Appendix
A.) Before each interview started, respondents were assured
of the confidentiality of their replies and permission was
asked to tape-record each session. Only two of the respon-
dents interviewed requested that the session not be taped.
Likewise, only two respondents requested that certain
portions of the interviews by considered "off the record” or
"background only." 1In general, the respondents were generous
with their time and talked candidly and openly about day

care in their particular city, as well as about their role

in the provision of day care.

Although all but two of the interviews were taped,
transcriptions were made only of those interviews in which
the person having primary responsibility for writing the
particular case study did not participate. For the most
part, the case studies are based upon field notes taken in
conjunction with the interviews, and the tapes were used to
corroborate or expand those notes.

Although the case studies rely largely on the
subjective impressions of the researchers sent into the
field, they are buttressed by quotations taken from the

interviews. These quotations have been edited to eliminate

the redundancies common to all dialogues; however, they are,
insofar as possible, accurate representations of the respon-
dents' opinions. Furthermore, in accordance with our
pPromise of confidentiality, identities of all correspondents
have been masked. 1In those instances where a respondent's
position was pertinent, a general description such as
"government official™ or "day care provider" has been
supplied. For these respondents as well as for the others
quoted, any material which could be used to identify a
particular person has, as much as possible, been eliminated
from the quotations used.
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Impact of Federal Legislation

In recent years, the federal government has become
the primary purchaser of day care for children from low-income
families. Although the evolution of the federal role in day
care is described in greater detail in the Final Report of
the National pay care Study, Children at the Center, three
Pieces of federal legislation have had a particular impact
on day care in the NDCS sites.

Titles IV-A and IV-B of the Social Security Act.
The Social Security Act Amendments of 1962 resulted in an
expansion of the supply of day care services available
in each city. changes to Title IV-B authorized the funding
of day care for all children in need of child welfare
services regardless of their family income. An amendment to
Title IV-A permitted child care to be considered as a
work-related expense, the cost of which could be deducted
from a parent's income before that income was used to
determine the size of the grant given under the Aid to
Dependent Children (AFDC) program.

Impact of Titles IV-A and B on the Three Sites.
This potential influx of federal funds apparently attracted
a substantial number of entrepeneurs into the day care
market. Respondents in all three cities commented on
the startling increase in the number of day care facilities
which became available in the late '60's and attributed this
increase to a response, in particular, to the availability
of funds under Title IV-A. The response on the part of day
care providers was not immediate--in all three cities there
was a lag of approximately four or five years before the
burgeoning of a variety of day care facilities become

readily apparent. However, various published reports on the
status and supply of day care in each of the three cities
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corroborate the fact that the supply of day care did indeed
increase during the late 60's, and in these reports the

impact of federal funding under Titles IV-A and B was cited
as a contributing factor.

Although the 1962 Amendments to the Social Security
Act affected and continue to affect the day care world in
each of the three sites, the impact of two other federal
actions was not only much more immediate and more readily
documentable but also had a much greater effect on the
delivery of day care to children from low-income families.
These are the promulgation of the 1968 Federal Interagency
Day Care Requirements (FIDCR), and the passage of Title XX
of the Social Security Act in 1975.

The Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements

The 1968 FIDCR were the product of a task force
consisting of representatives from the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, the Department of Labor and the
Office of Economic Oppoftunity. Each of the agencies
involved was responsible for one or more programs which
included as one of their components the funding of day care
services. The task force was charged with developing a set
of regulations which would apply uniformly to all day care
facili ies serving federally subsidized children. These
regulations were intended not only to protect children from
harm but also to promote their development. Among other
things, the 1968 FIDCR set staff/child ratios and maximum
group size for children between the ages of 3 and 14,
established guidelines governing staff qualifications,
required the provision of social and health services,
mandated parental participation in policymaking for centers
serving 40 or more children, and called for an educational
component in the day care program.,
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The 1968 FIDCR engendered a considerable degree of
controversy--a controversy which focused primarily on the
staff/child ratios contained in the FIDCR but to a lesser
degree on several of the other components as well. Despite
the contoversy, states or local administering agencies were
required to certify that facilities serving federally funded
children complied with the FIDCR.

Impact of FIDCR on the Three Sites. At the time
the FIDCR were passed, Georgia was not involved in the
pProvision of publicly subsidized day care so the FIDCR had
little immediate impact on day care facilities in the
state. In the early '70's, howev: , Georgia began using
Title IV-A monies to provide subsidized care for children
from families receiving welfare. The state required that
facilities serving these children comply with a slightly

amended version of the FIDCR which was drafted by HEW in
1972.

In the State of washington, the staff/child ratios
established in the '68 FIDCR were strongly protested by
providers and advocates alike as being too stringent and
unrealistic. The state applied for and received a waiver of
the ratios for centers serving subsidized children, but did

not attempt to certify that centers complied with the other
FIDCR provisions.

Michigan responded to the FIDCR by establishing,

in 1969, three levels of certification for centers eligible
to serve federally subsidized childien. Centers in existence
prior to January 1, 1969 could either apply for full FIDCR
certification or opt for a waiver of staff/child ratio., 1If
they chose the latter, the maximum nunmbor of federally
subsidized children served could b :. more than 15% of

their total enrollment, and they were reimbursed for those
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children at lower rates than those received by fully certified
centers. Centers starting after January 1, 1969 could apply
for "limited" certification; such centers were exempt from

the staff/child ratio requirement and were not 1imited in

the number of federally sponsored children they might serve,
but they would be reimbursed at less than the maximum
allowable rate.

Title XX Legislation

The legislaton that established Title XX of the
Social Security Act in January 1975 required that facilities
serving federally subsidized children under Title XX comply
with a modified version of the 1968 FIDCR. The modifications
(1) authorized the Secretary of HEW to establish staff/child
ratios for childr-. .nder the age of three; (2) made optional
the inclusion of 2 vcational component in the day care
program, and (3) liberalized the staff/child ratios for
school-age children. Potentially severe penalties were
attached to failure to comply with the day care requirements.
States using Title XX funds to pay for day care in facilities
which did not comply could lose all the federal funds
appropriated to them for social services under Title XX and
would have to repay those funds already expended.

At the time the Title XX legislation was passed,
Congress placed a moritorium on compliance with the FIDCR
staff/child ratios for children under six. At the same
time, states were not permitted to allow ratios in centers
serving federally funded children to fall below their 1975
levels. Congress also directed the Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare to report on the appropriateness of
the FIDCR. In the interim, the moritorium on staff/child
ratios for children under six has been extended by various
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pieces of federal legislation. At the present time,
new regulations are being drafted by the Office of Human
Development Services.

The passage of the Title XX Amendments caused
states to look again at their method of providing day care
for federally subsidized children. Under Title XX, states
enjoy a high degree of discretion in the way federal social
service funds are used. It is up to the state, for instance,
to determine how funds are allocated among the different
social services; to set eligibility levels for receipt of
various social services; and to decide how the social
service programs would be administered.

In Georgia, Michigan and Washington, administrative
changes were made to meet the Title XX requirements,
changes which, depending on local circumstances, affected
the eligibility levels of families served, the way in which
day care to federally subsidized children was delivered and
monitored, and the choices families had with regard to the
type of day care their children received.

Georgia contracted with certain centers to provide
subsidized day care, and children eligible'for such care
could be sent only to those centers already under contract.
This practice differs from that used in the other two sites,
where parents of children eligible for subsidized czre may
enroll their children in any licensed center. Aftex the
children are enrolled, the center then contracts with the
state for reimbursement. Thus parents in Seattle and
Detroit have a greater degree of choice in determining
which center best meets their particular needs than do
parents living in Atlanta.
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In shifting from Title IV-A to Title XX, Georgia
did not alter its eligibility levels for free day care
services, while Michigan raised its eligibility levels
slightly and constructed a sliding fee scale for higher
income families. 1In contrast, Washington lowered eligibility
levels and discontinued the sliding fee scale for those
families whose incomes exceed the cut-off points.

Georgia continued to require that centers serving
federally subsidized children comply with the FIDCR.
However, when Michigan switched its day care programs from
Title IV-A to Title XX, the system estabiished in 1969 for
certifying facilities was eliminated. At that time the
state asked the Department of Health, Education and Welfare
for clarification of the FIDCR. State officials have
apparently not yet resolved their difficulties over the
interpretation of the FIDCR, and no new certification
system has yet been substituted for the previous categories.
Washington requested and received a waiver of the FIDCR
staff/child ratios; the state has not developed a procedure

for determining compliance with the other provisions of the
FIDCR.

Impact of Title XX on the Three Sites. Implementa-
tion of Title XX produced different results in each of the
three sites. This underscores the fact that no single
result can be clearly associated with Title XX itself;
rather, it is the way in which states choose to administer
and monitor Title XX-subsidized day care which produces a
specific consequence. The distinction between what Title XX
makes possible and the way in which a particular state
decides to implement it is one recognized by very few. Even
those persons in state government responsible for Title
XX-subsidized day care programs tended to attribute problems
associated with the way in which Title XX was administered
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within the4state to problems inherent in the legislation
itself. That that is not the case is supported by the

different impact that Title XX has had in the NDCS sites.

Title XX has led to de facto economic segregation
of children in Atlanta because of the way in which the. state
contracts with centers to serve subsidized children. While
these centers are not prohibited from serving privately
paying children, the demand for subsidized day care is so
great in Atlanta that centers with Title XX contracts are
almost wholly filled with subsidized children. Title XX has
not, however, resulted in economic segregation of children
in the other two sites.

Similarly, the different eligibility levels for
day care services established in the three sites came in
response to local conditions. Michigan opted to use the
federal funds available to increase eligibility levels and
to institute a sliding fee scale. In Washington, prior to
1975, eligibility levels had been set at lower and lower
limits and parents above the cut-off points had been required
to pay an ever increasing proportion of their children's cay
care costs., When Title XX was implemented in that state, a
decision was made to lower the eligibility level for free
day care still further and to eliminate the sliding fee
scale entirely. Eligibility levels were not affected in
Georgia. '

Demographic and Philosophical Differences Among the NDCS Sites

‘The differences in the way in which each of the
three states has chosen to implement Title XX can be explained
a5 a response to local demographic and political situations.



Of the thrée sites, Atlanta had the highest
proportion of female-headed families (12.4 percent), followed
by Detroit (11.2 percent) and Seattle (9.3 percent).* Only
Seattle was below the national average (11 percent). Among
women over 16 years of age, Atlanta had the highest percentage
of employed women. This difference is more pronounced among
women with children under six years old--Atlanta, 48.8
percent; Seattle, 29.5 percent; and Detroit, 22.5 percent.

In the nation as a whole, the percentage is 31.1 percent.
Atlanta residents had the lowest mean family income ($12,160),
followed by Seattle ($13,233) and Detroit ($13,532). 1In
addition, Atlanta had the highest percentage of families
falling below the poverty level.

The pattern that emerged suggested that Atlanta
has a greater potential demand for subsidized day care
services. That this is indeed the case in Atlanta is borne
out by data analyzed in the main NDCS Cost/Effects Study.
In the Atlanta centers participating in the NDCS, public
funds accounted for 56 percent and parent fees for 22
percent of average monthly income. Parent fees, on the
other hand, are the primary source of center income in
Detroit, accounting for 76 percent of average monthly
income, while public funds represented only 14 percent. In
Seattle, 42 percent of center income comes from parent fees
and 28 percent from public funds.

When respondents were asked about unmet day care
needs in their particular cities, it was only in Atlanta
that the need for all types of day care services (infant,
preschool and school-age day care) appeared to exceed the
supply. Centers in Atlanta (both profit and nonprofit) have
long waiting lists; there is considerable public support for

*The figures cited in this paragraph are based on 1970
census data.



the establishment of a sliding fee schedule to accommodate
parents whose income exceeds the cut-off for fully subsidized
day care; and the Atianta public school system offers day
care programs in schools throughout the city. In Seattle,
supply and demand for day care appears to be more eQenly
matched, although respondents cited a need for more day care
for infants and school-age children. 1In Detroit, the

supply of day care apparently exceeds the demand, and
respondents noted that day care centers competed vigorously
for clients by offering such extras as karate, ballet,
Swahili and French and by providing transportation to and
from their facilities.

Day care has been traditionally much more accept-
able in the South.* Blacks have raised generations of
white children while their own black children were cared
for by members of their families. Compared to either
Washington or Michigan, Georgia is a poor state and "the
AFOC mother has always wonked." 1In contrast, there is a strong
feeling on the part of many in Washington--particularly in
the legislature--that mothers of young children should be
encouraged to stay at home. Thus the state has viewed its
participation in the provision of subsidized day care as
being appropriate only as a last resort, although there is
strong support in Seattle for the establishment of a sliding
fee scale which would assist families whose income exceeded
the eligibility limits for fully subsidized day care.
Respondents in Michigan did not question the necessity of
day care. They took that need as a given and turned their
attention instead to the way in which day care was to be

*For example, the NDCS Infant/Toddler Day Care Study noted
that day care for children under three was more prevalent in
the South: about 61 percent of children under three
enrolled in day care centers are found in the Southern
regions; almost 8 percent of the total day care center
enrollment in the Southeast and the Southwest portion of
the nation is under two years old compared with about 2
percent in northern and western states.
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regulated. The feeling on the part of those we interviewed
in Michigan seemed to be that the state regulated best where
it regulated least. Respondents there argued that centers
regulated only to the degree necessary to ‘protect the health
and saféty of the children enrolled could provide adequate
day care at a cost most parents could afford and that more
stringent regulation like that contained in the FIDCR would
increase costs but not quality. Furthermore, the respondents
maintained that, given an atmosphere of healthy economic
competition, facilities would provide on their own initiative
many of the services and program components thought by some
to be components of a quality day care environment.

State Regulations

The economic and philosophical conditions peculiar
to each site are reflected in the type of day care regulations
promulgated by each state. Although regulations in all
three states address issues such as staff qualifications,
safety standards, discipline, toilet-training and so on,
Georgia's regulations are so detailed that they almost
constitute a "how-to-do-it" manual for setting up and
running a day care center. 1In contrast, until recently
Michigan's requlations applied to nursery schools as well as
to day care centers and did not make a distinction between a
nursery school which cares for children for just a few hours
a day and a day care center which takes care of children for
a much longer period. Washington, like Georgia, has
regulations specifically for day care centers but the
Washington regulations do not go into nearly as much
detail.

Given the economic conditions in Georgia, it is
not surprising that the Georgia reqgulations are quite
similar to the FIDCR and that most of the federal requirements
were readily accepted by providers. The FIDCR are intended



to serve a low-income population--a population tradition-
ally thought to require comprehensive social and health
services. Because so high a percentage of Georgia's popula-
tion falls under the classification “"disadvantaged™, it is
not surprising to find a well-developed approach to comprehen-
sive day care services in that state--an approach reflected
in the priority given to day care in the sState's Title XX
Plan as well as in detailed provisions of the state regula-
tions. Day care is both essential and accepted in Georgia,
and there is a good deal of community support for the state
regulations. Thus, while there was opposition to the FIDCR
staff/child ratios which are more stringent that the state
-ratios, the remaining provisions of the FIDCR were readily
accepted along with the way in which the state chose to
administer Title XX déy care funds.

State regulations in Michigan and Washington also
have a great deal of community support, as does the way in
which Tite XX subsidized day care is provided in those
states. Respondents in Detroit were opposed to any regulatory
system which would limit the options av.iiable to parents in
selecting a day care center, while respondents in Seattle
were concerned that more detailed regulations would inade-
quately reflect the cultural diversity so celebrated there.
They were also opposed in principle to regulation which
interfered with individual freedom of cho 3e. While they
favored policies which would increuse the access families
had to a particular program, they were stroagly opposed to
policies which might require a certain e- .uomic or racial
mixture or which might attempt to stanc- 1ize program
content,

Thus in both Detroit and Seattle, respondents were
concerned that full enforcement of the FIDCR would have
negative consequences. For example, they predicted that
enforcement might lead to de facto economic segregation,
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~either because the state would alter its method of con-
tracting with providers or because relatively few providers
would agree to accept subsidized children. They questioned
also the need and the appropriateness of having centers
responsible for providing social and health services:
respondents in Detroit maintained that other, already
existing programs could provide these services more cheaply
than could day care centers; respondents in Seattle contended
that it was the parent's responsibility, not the center's,

to see that these needs are met.

The FIDCR are presently not being fully enforced
in these two states, so it is not possible to ascertain how
accurate these predictions might be. However, it is important
to understand just what the local market will bear and what
the community will support. Local demographic and philosophical
factors not only affect the way in which day care is requlated
and delivered but also affect the attitudes the community
holds toward various policy issues. These attitudes—-and
the factors contributing to them--are summarized in the
section which follows.

Respondents' Views on Policy Issues

Staff/child Ratios. As Previously noted, the most
Controversial regulation among the FIDCR has been the ratio
requirement. As shown in Table 2, the ratios mandated by
the FIDCR are more stringent than those required by Georgia,

Michigar and Washington.




Table 2

Child Care Centers: Minimum Staffing Requirements
by Age of Children Under State Licensing Requirements

Maximum Number of Children Per Caregivers by Age of child

Georgia Michigan Washington | FIDCR
Under 2 10 n.s. 7 | 4
2-3 10 10 10 | 4
3-4 18 10 10 [ 5
4-5 20 12 10 | 7
5-6 25 20 10 [ 7

Data was taken from 1977 Report on child Care, Committee on
Finance, U.S. Senate, Table 43 and 1Is current as of 11/30/76.

n.s.: not specified

Most of the respondents in the three sites felt
that their particular state's ratio requirements were
adequate, both in terms of ensuring sufficient adult super-
vision for groups of children and allowing facilities to
provide care at “"reasonable" costs. Enforcement of the
FIDCR ratios, they argued, would drive day care costs beyond
the amount that privately paying parents would be either
willing or able to pay and thus those centers maintaining
FIDCR ratios would be filled almost entirely with subsidized
children. Furthermore, they maintained, implementation of
the FIDCR ratios would result in caregivers standing around
and talking with each other rather than interacting with the
children, or in their being quicker to call in sick since
they would feel their presence was not absolutely essential,.

What our respondents failed to realize was that
there was a discrepancy between the ratios permitted by the
state requlations and the ratios actually maintained by
individual centers. while centers were permitted under
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state regulations to have one caregiver for every 18 three-
and four-year-olds in Georgia and one caregiver for every 10
children of that age in Michigan and Washington, data from
both the NDCS Supply Study and the main Cost/Effects Study
show that centers actually maintain ratios at levels much
closer to FIDCR ratios than to state requirements. The
average actual child/staff ratio is 6.8 children per adult--
very close to the average FIDCR standards (6.3 children per
adult) and far below the average ceiling imposed by state
licensing standards (12.5 children per adult). In the
centers which participated in the NDCS main Costs/Effects
Study, ratios in almost all centers fell between 1:5 and
1:10, with the average ratio being 1:7. Although a shift
from the ratios actually maintained by centers to the FIDCR
ratios would increase center costs, the actual cost increase
would not be nearly as drastic as that forecast by our
respondents.

Furthermore, the prediction that maintenance of
the FIDCR ratios would lead to less attentive behavior on
the part of caregivers is a prediction actually based on
what happens when several caregivers are responsible for a
group of children. NDCS results show that what happens with
a group of 10 children and two caregivers is very different
from what happens with a group of 20 children and four
caregivers, even though the staff/child ratio (1:5) is the
same for both groups. Thus a lot of what respondents
attributed to the effect of stringent staff/child ratios is
actually a group size and number of staff effect which could
be avoided if group size were controlled as well as staff/
child ratios.

Staff Qualifications and Training. The amount
of training a caregiver should bring to the job could be
deemed the second most controversial issue as far as our
respondents were concerned. Some respondents felt that
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formal education--preferably a college education with
specialization in a child-related area--was an essential
caregiver qualification. Others insisted that a caregiver's
ability to be warm and loving was far more important than
whether or not the caregiver had a degree. They argued that
an inherently warm and loving person could be trained in
child development and other necessary skills but that all
the education in the world could not compensate if a care-
giver lacked . "a way with children.”

The debate focuses on the content of the state
regulations regarding staff qualifications rather than the
FIDCR. The latter do not contain specific education or
experience levels for day care staff. Instead the wording
of the staffing regulation acknowledges both sides of the
debate: "The persons providing direct care for children in
the facility must have had training or demonstrated ability
in working with children."* fThe establishment of minimum

levels of caregiver qualifications lies in the states!'
bailiwick.

Georgia requires that classroom staff and directors
must have evidence of recent training in the field of child
care, although this training need not be in a degree program.
The Georgia regulations also specify that persons under 18

years of age may not assume sole responsibility for a group
of children.

Michigan regulations require that the center _
director have a minimum of two years study at the college
level. Regulations are now being contemplated that will
additionally require directors to have 12 hours in child

deveiopment, child psychology and/or early childhood
education.

*1968 FIDCR, p. 10.
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The Washington regulations specify that center
staff must be at least 16 years of age and competent, and
that the director and program supervisor must be 21 years of
age or older. Progrem supervisors must have two years
background and experience in programs serving children and
must have accumulated 45 credit hours of college or other
training in child development or have a plan to obtain such
training. washington recently recognized the new child
Development Associate (CDA) credential as meeting the
training requirement.

In all three sites, most day care centers make
determined efforts to meet the staff qualification requirement
embodied in the state regulations. Centers' compliance with
these requlations does not, however, mean that the debate
over appropriate levels of education and experience has
lessened. Only in Seattle has the controversy modified
Somewhat; in the other two sites the debate over education
vs. 'mothering' continues.

When Washington instituted the requirement that
center directors have 45 credit hours of college or some ’
other training in child development, the day care community
argued that the requirement was unrealistic “for what's out
there: most women in the business don't have more than a
high school degree and how can they afford to go back to
school?® As specialized training became a more common part
of a program director's qualifications, however, contfoversy
over it has subsided. A caregiver's warmth and ability to
work with children, however, is still viewed by respondents
here as being as important as the amnunt of specialized
training.
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A factor contributing to the intensity of this
particular debate in the other two sites is the interest
shown by the local school system in providing day care. 1In
Atlanta, the public school system presently runs 35 day care
centers, and in Detroit private day care operators fear that
the public schools may try to enter the day care market.

The provision of day care by the public schools highlights
the question of the purpose of day care and in so doing adds
fuel to the debate.

Some members of the day care community--school
officials among them--feel that the primary goal of a
quality day care program should be to increase the educational
achievement of the children enrolled. Thus, they argue,
caregivers need professional skill in identifying early
dysfunctions in a child's development and the ability to
enhance children's cognitive development with a specialized
curriculum,

Taking the opposite side are those who believe
that the trend toward cognitive development represents a
movement away from the warm, nurturing environment they feel
should characterize day care. They maintain that day care
is not supposed to be an educational experience per se and
that the emphasis should be on providing a warm and loving
environment in which the child is free to develop naturaily.
For them the primary purpose of day care is to provide a
safe and protective place for children to be while their
parents are working. Thus they view a caregiver's having a
"way with children" or experience working with very young
children as most important, regardless of whether or not the
caregiver has educational credentials.

In Detroit the advocates of specialized early

childhood training are likely to be associated either with
the public school system or with programs like that run by
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the Merill-Palmer Institute which sponsors a CETA project
whose goal is to train students specifically to work in day
care centers. Operators of private day care centers can
usually be counted on to advocate warmth and experience
against an enforced level of professional training. Economic
considerations play an important part here, since operators
of proprietary centers are concerned that salaries for
caregivers with specialized educational backgrounds will be
high and will gorce Proprietors to raise tuition beyond what
a number of parents are willing or able to pay.

Reaction to the need for child-related specializa-
tion was somewhat different in Atlanta: spécialized training
is essential but a bachelor or a master's degree is not.
Most providers (in both Proprietary and non-profit centers)
and many advocates felt strongly that you "hire heart first
and train later." Specific skills can be taught, but warmth
cannot. The exception came from a respondent associated
with the day care centers run by the Atlanta public schools.
Teachers in these particular centers are hired through the
public school personnel department and as such have at least
a B.A in education and most of the lead teachers (who
function as directors in these centers) have a master's
degree as well. '

Many institutions in all three sites offer courses
specifically for day care staff. In Georgia, the State
Board of Education offers two basic "hands on" courses in
day care training and child development. In addition, the
Atlanta Area Technical School offers a two-year program for
day care workers as well as a mini-course in administration
for day care directors. Georgia State University has a
graduate program for day care directors, and the Southern
Regional Educational Board is developing a program to train
interested staff in day care management. Atlanta University
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offers undergraduate courses in day care, and the Georgia
Department of Human Resources provides workshops run by its
licensing consultants for staff in day care centers.

In Seattle, the community colleges offer training
in day care. sSeattle Central Community College has a
two-year program of dé& care training and five other community
colleges offer day care courses as does Rentnor Vocational
School. The community colleges have also sponsored workshops
for day care staff and provided in-service training. Although
Head Start does much of its own training, Central Community
College has also conducted on-site training in some Head Start
programs. The Puget Sound Association for the Education of
Young Children has also been an important training force
outside the educational institutions. .With training so
readily available in both these cities, it is not surprising
that day care is seen as a profession for which both inherent
ability and specialized training are necessary.

In Detroit, two-year programs are offered by Wayne
State University, Wayne County Community College, Highland
Park Community College, Madonna College, Mercy College,
Marygrove College and Schoolcraft College. Madonna College
also has a one-year program for child care aides. 1In
addition, the Merrill-Palmer Institute trains CETA students
to work in day care centers, and high schools in the sourrond-
ing areas of Oakland and Macomb counties offer some day care
training in their vocational programs.

In both Atlanta and Seattle, day care was seen as
a profession for which both inherent ability and specialized
training are necessary, and regulations mandating some form
of specialized training were supported by the day care
community in those cities. 1In Detroit, however, there was
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strong opposjton to any suggestion that caregiver qualifica-
tion requirements be made even slightly more stringent. The
availability of trained cicregivers did not appear to be a
factor: although we did not collect data on the absolute
numbers of students trained by the various institutions, it
appeared that in al' three cities there was a significant
pocl of trained caregivers available on which centers could
draw in order to me >t requirements for specialized staff.
Or.2 Detroit respondent suggested that the difference in
attitude stemmed from tne fact that there was no pool of
trained caregivers there willing to work at or below the
minimum wage: jbs were available in industry although not
in day care which paid a higher salary. Thus if center
operators were required to hire staff with some form of
"formal" training, they would have to increase their salaries.

Provision of Supplementary Services

The major question surrounding the provision of
social, health and nutritional services centered on where
primary responsibility for their delivery lay. No one
questioned the need for serving nutritionally sound meals
and snacks, and our respondents felt that state and federal
nutrition regulations provided insurance against a center's
cutting costs by serving inadequate meals or snacks.
Controversy arose, however, over the extent to which provi-
sion of health and social services were viewed as an integral
part of day care per se. While all of the center directors
interviewed said that at the very least they made referrals
to existing community services, the degree to which such
services were provided directly varied greatly.

The FIDCR stipulate that provision must be made
for health and social services, and it was not surprising
that Title XX centers in Atlanta, with their nearly 100



percent federally funded enrollment, should include social--
and, often, health-~services almost as a matter of course.
However, Title XX centers run by the Atlanta public school
system differed from their private counterparts in the way in
which these services were delivered. 1In the public schools,
the Director of Food Services is responsible for nutrition;
health care responsibilities rest with the school nufse; and
Family Service Workers rotate on a two-day-a-week basis to
the different schools. Thus day care providers within the
pulbic school saw the cognitive and social development of
the child as their responsibility while responsibility for
supplementary services belonged to persons outside the day
care classroom. One respondent said that day care was in
itself a service, similar to other services provided by the
public. schools.

Title XX centers not within the public school
system were more inclined to see the direct delivery of
supplementary services as an integral part of their program.
In part, this is because most do not have access to a
division of labor similar to that of the public school
system. Feor the most part, however, this attitude toward
social and health services stems from the way in which these
private Title XX centers developed. Some of these centers
are run by community organizations which espouse a holistic
approach to social intervention. Others grew up in response
to the federal and state funds available for child care and
thus their programs are designed to meet requirements set
forth for receipt of these funds--requirements which usually
include the provision of supplementary services. In contrast,
private parent-fee centers in Atlanta, not bound by such
funding requirements, tend not to view these services as
essential to their programs. Most of these parent-fee
centers do make appropriate referrals for specific social
services when the need is apparent or in response to a
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parental request. Atlanta seems to have a comprehensive
social services network which is accessible to these centers
and their clients, and the existence of such a network may

make direct delivery of social services a less pressing
issue.

Most respondents in Atlanta agreed that the
existence of a comprehensive social service network enhanced
the quality of day care in that community. 1In Seattle,
however, respondents noted that there were few support
services linked to day care. This may be due to demographic
differences between the two cities. Atlanta has a higher
. ,proportion of low-income families than either Seattle or
Detroit. The economic and industrial growth of Seattle,
though, has not been accomplished without a related growth
in urban poverty. Regardless of this, there is little
demand for social services there. A representative of a
network of centers supervised by the city of Seattle noted
that when, in the past, social services had been offered to
their clients, most parents were interested only in receiving
job-related advice and training. They did not have the
time, inclination or need for family counseling or courses
in parenting skills. Furhermore, as a representative from
the state department of Social and Health Services pointed
out, "Our case work staff is s0 Low in Local offices that we don't have
the personnel to provide senvices to families."

Given the limited availability of a comprehensive
social service network combined with little demand on the
part of clients for such services, it is not surpirising that
social and health services are not considered to be essential
components of a day care program in Seattle. Although some
center directors reported that they have at times arranged
appointments for medical and dental check-ups, for the most
part parents are advised to make these arrangenients themselves.
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One director said that she did a great deal of informal
counselling, noting that her parents preferred to drop into
her office at the end of the day to talk and were reluctant
to seek more formal help from the social service agency with
which her center was affiliated.

The supply of social and health services was
seen as adequate in Detroit. While some centers feel that
they should at least address family counselling needs and
make referrals for medical and dental services, others argue
that different agencies in the community already provide
these services at a much lower cost then they could. The
majority of the center directors interviewed felt that their
responsibility to parents and their children is limited to
what happened while the children are actually on the premises.

Parent Participation

It is generally assumed that the involvement of
parents in preschool activities and in later educational
phases of their children's lives is good and ought to be
encouraged. The form which this invovlement should take was
very vigorously debated. While periodic communication between
center staff and parents was universally endorsed as was
parents volunteering to go on field trips or to help out in
the classroom on occasion, many directors felt strongly that
parents should not make policy. This was particuarly true
of proprietary centers. Reasons given for not wanting
parents involved in substantive policymaking included parents
not having a long-term, vested interest in the center and so
making decisions which would affect the center negatively in
the future; parents' lack of professional expertise (one
director drew an analogy to having passengers running an air
line); and the difficulty involved in getting already busy
parents to devote the extra time required to work on a

129



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

center's board. In contrast, directors of centers which
espoused a holistic approach encouraged the active partici-
pation of parents in policymaking as well as in volunteering
at the centers and attending workshops and social events.

In all three sites, it appeared that parents did
not feel strongly about participating in center activities.
Even those centers which scheduled meetings at the time when
most parents arrived to pick up their children reported
little success in increasing the involvement of parents in
their programs. By and large, parents seemed to be content
to have their participation limited to an exchange of
comments with their child's treachers at arrival and depar-
ture times or to occasional volunteering in the classroom or
on field trips.

In Atlanta, the private Title XX centers are
making a continuing effort to encourage parental involvement--
for instance, scheduling meetings at the end of the center
day, serving sandwiches and providing child care and stressing
the importance of parental input into their programs. In
spite of this, respondents there concurred that the level of
parent invovlement has been discouragingly low. A Department
of Human Resources official also indicated that the Department
would like to see parents more involved in center activities.
From their perspective, the day care facility can not only
serve the function of educating parents about what day care
actually is but more importantly give them insights into
child development that might lead to improved parenting.
Contextually, the state regulations require that parents be
admitted to a center any time that their child is present.
However, they do not mandate parental participation on
governing boards. Proprietary centers seem willing to
encourage parent involvement only to the extent that parents

do not presume to have control over the programmatic aspects
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of the center: it is important to have a continuing communi-
cation with parents on the progress and development of their
children, to have them contribute to fund drives and to
assist on field trips, but not to have them make policy.

The position that the level of parental involvement
has intrinsic limits vis-a-vis day care is widely held in
Seattle. Our respondents left us with the impression that
"not only should no one tell you what to do®™ but also that
there was little interest in general in participating in
communities. Thus, center directors readily accept the
notion that parents would prefer not to be hassled with
"extra volunteerism®™ in day care activities. One center
director said that it was unreasonable for the federal
government to require parent participation on governing
committees in day care centers. From her perspective,
parents are most concerned that the day care facility is
clean and safe and that caregivers are warm and pay attention
to their children. Moreover, she pointed out, parents have
no investment in the service beyond concern for their
child--"they don't stick around after their kids are out o
day care.” This attitude toward parental involvement wajﬁly
reflected in the NDCS Seattle sample. Of the 16 centers
studied, only three said that there were parents on the
board of directors, and only one reported regular parent
group meetings and strong parental interest and input.

In Detreit, there was no concensus on the form
which parental involvement should take. But, whereas in
Atlanta a director's attitude about parent participation
could usually be linked to funding and type of enrollment or
in seattle could be seen as a reflection of a prevailing
philosophical mode, directors' attitudes toward parent
involvement took curious twists: Some directors of proprie-
tary centers argued that "parents voted with their feet: if
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they didn't like what was happening, they took their
children elsewhere; others countered that they increased
their long-term enrollment by making parents fully a part of
their center, that they worked hard to see that families
made social and educational activities at the centers part
of their way of life and that it paid off in the long run.
Still other centers, similar in terms of a holistic approach
to child care, differed on the merits of parental input into
policy while they agree on the need for interaction between
parents and staff overall.
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CHAPTER TWO: ATLANTA CASE STUDY

The first day care program in Atlanta was the Sunday
School Mission program. Started by United Way in 1838, it was
staffed primarily by volunteers. 1In a sense, the Sunday School
Mission program foreshadowed federally funded day care programs,
both those in the 1940's and those at the present time: ju§t as
day care was provided during World War II to permit mothers to
work in factories, the Sunday School Mission program was a re-
sponseé to the fact that mothers were needed to work in the mills
during the late 1800's. Furthermore, just as federally funded
day care programs today are required to provide social services
both to the children they serve and to their families, the velun-
teers associated with the Sunday School Mission program provided
a rudimentary form of social services by giving out needed food
and clothing.

It was a patriotic necessity for women to work during
World War II, and the Lanham Act, passed in 1942, authorized fed~
eral funding for day care. In Atlanta as elsewhere throughout
the United States, day care centers were started so that parents
could work during the emergency, although care in Lanham Act cen-
ters was provided for only 105,000 children across the nation.*
After the War ended, federal funding for day care was withdrawn
but the need for day care continued. A song popular during
World War I asked, "How are you gonna keep them down on the

farm after they've seen Paree?" After World War II, not only

*Steiner, Gilbert Y., The Children's Cause (1976), p. 17.




did the "boys" not came back to the farm, but not all of the women
came back fram the factory. Parents' needs for day care were met,
in Atlanta, by centers funded by United Way. In addition, a number
of "Mam and Pop" businesses--both small centers and family day care
hame s*--were started.

One respondent, whose involvement with day care began as
a student worker for the Works Progress Administration, said that th
families whose children were in federally funded day care programs d
ing the War represented a broader income spectrum than that of paren
using federally funded centers in Atlanta today. She noted that Uni
Way centers primarily served single parents or low~income families:

Folks needed to wonk even when the War was over. In fact,

Zhe mother neceiving AFDC (Add 4on Dependent Chifdnen) money

has always wonrked in zhe South. The day care in these United

Way centers was subsidized, with the {ee being determined on

a case-by-case basis. The other day care--the 'Mom and Pop'

businesses--also had a sont of sliding fee scale fon thein

families. They neally didn't make a decent ££uin2agaom day

care because they would be buying hids shoes on whatever from

Zhe money they ook in. The day care subsidy has always been

here in Atlanta but maybe not in the normal sense.

For a long time, the Sheltering Arms Day Care Association
and the Gate City Day Care Association were the only agencies of-
fering day care programs in Atlanta other than the ones offered
by the "Mom and Pop" businesses. During the 1960's, however,
several pieces of federal legislation were passed that had an im-

pPact on day care--in Atlanta as well as in other parts of the

country.

*A family day care home (FDCH) is a privat i i

i 1y L s e home in which care
1S provided for part of the day for children who are not
residents of that home,.



The 1962 Amendments to the Social Security Act authorized
funding for day care under the Child Welfare Services (Title 1IV-B)
program. These monies were available to all children in need, re-
gardless of their families' income--and, in Title IV-A, specifi-
cally authorized child care as an additional expense in determin-
ing the AFDC needs standard for mothers who were either in job~
training or employed. In addition, some resources for child care
were provided from the funding for Headstart programs in 1965, the
Work Incentive program (WIN) in 1967, and the Model Cities pro-
gram in 1968. Also in 1968, a program to coordinate all federally
supported child care was initiated. This program--Community Coor-
dinated Child Care (4-C's)--was intended to coordinate child care
programs locally, regionally and federally. However, 4-C's had
no Congressional mandate, and its funding had to be taken from
Headstart appropriations. Therefore, 4-C's "lacked the critical
ingredient of community action: relatively free money to support
community-designed programs",* and its effectiveness and impact
on day care varied from community to community.

Initially, these federal programs had a modest impact on
day care in Atlanta: "Georgia was very slaw 4in Ztaking advantage of Title
I A, When Atlanta's 4-C's progham started in 1969, there was not much to do
u'.m;e there was no T A money being used here. 4 C's was Limited in funds and
wasn'zt able to accomplish much. Gadually, hawever, 4t took on four noles:

(1) purchasing care from private centers {us4ing money channeled through United
Way); {2) providing training fon staff in all centers using TW-A funds; (3)
providing technical assistance to centers nequedting it; and (4] planning fon

*Steiner, Gilbert Y., The Children's Cause (1976), p. 49.
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day care and providing information and neferral services."”

Although Title IV-B provided some federal money f£9r the
purchase of day care for children without regard to family in-
come, funds for Title IV-A were tied to the income level of the
recipients. Centers receiving Title IV-A funds primarily served
children from low-income families. Furthermore, in 1972, Congress
imposed a ceiling on federal funds for social services which meant
that states whose funding was either close to or at their allo-
cated ceilings were often unable to expand their funding for day
care services sufficiently to meet the need for care, particular-
ly the need of families whose income level slightly exceeded the
requirements for fully funded day care. This segregation along
economic lines was disturbing to some: "A strict separation between
free care and expensive care in not good fon angoody! There are families
who neally need care that anen't getting it."

Centers run by the Gate City Day Care Association were
among those receiving Title IV-A monies. However, early in 1975,
Gate City discontinued its funding from Title IV-A because they
did not like the guidelines on eligibility and program content.
Other centers continued to receive Title IV-A funds and, later
in 1975 when Title IV-A was replaced by Title XX of the Social
Security Act*, received Title XX funding for their programs.

These centers were required to comply with the 1968 Federal Inter-
agency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR) which set standards for such

things as the number of children per adult caregiver, group size,

*Title XX of the Social Security Act was passed by Congress in the
Fall of 1974 but was not signed into law until January 4, 1975.
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staff qualifications, health, nutrition and social services and
parent involvement. Centers not receiving federal funds did not
need to comply with the FIDCR. However, all centers in Georgia
must comply with the Minimum Requirements for Day Care Centers
established by the Georgia Department of Human Resources (DHR).

The availability of federal funds for day care encouraged,
albeit slowly, an increase in the amount of day care available in
Atlanta: "In 1968, the Model Citi~s money came, bringing with it some day
care resources. Then 4-C's came, and the 1WA, and the wordd of day care
expanded.”

Among those rasponding with proposals for the use of
Title IV-A monies was the State Board of Education. As one re-
spondent explained, "1971 neally marked the beginning of Title 1A in
Georgia. Approximately 19 ptoposals were whitten which would use the schools
2o provide a broad base of Title IV-A programs ~- phrograms serving parents on
servdng school age kids as well as programs providing day care for preschool
children. But before most of these proghams could be operable, the cut in
federal funds came in 1972, and the only proposal funded was for day care.

At ginst there were H day cone centers in the schools; naw they are dounm
20 35."

The centers run by the school system differ somewhat
from other nonprofit centers and from proprietary centers. These
differences are primarily related to the way in which the school
System centers are organized. In both the non-school non-profit
centers and the proprietary centers, there is a single day care
director. The director is responsible for seeing that the poli-

cies of the center are carried out, for directing the work of the
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teachers and aides, and for the day-to-day business required to run
a center. In the case of proprietary centers, the policies imple-
mented by the director are set by the center owner; Generally, in
the non-profit centers, policymaking is the responsibility of the
governing board which, if the center receives federal funds and
serves more than 40 children, must include "not less than 50 per-
cent parents or parent representatives selected by the parents
themselves in a democratic fashion."*

There is a single school-wide director for all the public
school day care centers in Atlanta, but her responsibilities are
centered on coordination and not on policymaking. Decisions con-
cerning such things as curriculum, program or in-service training
for each day care center within a public school are made by those
responsible for similar policies for the school: curriculum is
developed by the Director of Curriculum for the elementary grades;
workshops are planned and run by the school's Resource Teachers;
teachers are hired through the school Department of Personnel; and
materials are supplied by the school system. In these day care cen-
ters, the school principal takes the place of a director and the
caregivers are "Zeachers who happen to be doing day care.” One person
associated with the public school centers explained, "Planners--people
who were already <in the system--wonked with the community, Listed thein prionities,
found out what each principal would support and what space was avaifable. The
Zeachens wene screened, and we got the best they had. Thinty-three now have

thein mastens degnees."

*Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (1968), p. 14.
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Reactions to the public school system as a provider of
day care are mixed. To one city official, the involvement of the
schoc;l system in day care was a logical next step: "Wewere trying
Lo get as many services o kids as we possibly coubd. We gound that there
existed in Atlanta nesounces, buildings and teachers that could be used fon
child care. The federal guidelfines allow the use of in-hkind contributions --
use of buildings and s0 on -- as part of the Local match fon federal funds,
80 the schools weren't nisking any money of their avn. 1In addition, they
were providing jobs fon teachers they could not take into their avn syste.,
but felt good enough about to want to use somewhere.” There was, naturally,
some resentment toward the school system from the proprietors of

for-profit day care centers:

In some areas, centens were put out of business; they
couldn't compete with §ree day care down the street.

Some people feel that in the public school ihey were not

made to keep up with the same standards that private chitd

care centers have fo.
Still others felt that teachers trained to teach in the primary
grédes could not, and did not, differentiate day care from formal
schooling: "The teachers weren't necessanily centified in early chitdhood
education. They did well but tended to Let the three- year- 08ds go home w.ith
their seven year- ofd siblings at 3:00. There's no point in sending them out
on the street at 3:00! Efementary school teachers are not used to the child-
neaning total environment. And, 6ufuthmoae, the pbLic school system is hav-
ing neal probfems with the cost of these teachers.”

Personnel costs are the single largest expense a center

incurs; in the Atlanta centers studied for the N~tional Day Care
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Study, the average monthly expense for personnel was $7,340--77
percent of total average expenses. - Personnel expenses are a
particularly acute prob.:m for the public school centers because,
since the day care teacners are part of the school system, the
centers must meet the 7 pexcent cost-of-living raise plus the
step increases of 11 percent given to the other teachers within
the system. "This {4 a neal probfem because salaries are padid grom Title
X monies, and the Title XX junds Atay the same cvery year while the salaries
go up.”

The advent of federal funding for day care has made
possible an increase in day care services available in Atlanta.
However, as the next section will show, it has also had a part

in fostering the existence of a day care system which is divided

along economic lines.

" Day Care Funding: He Who Pays the Piper Ca.ls the. Tune

Day care in Atlanta is essentially divided into a two-"'
track system: there is day care for which the government pays,
and there is day care for which tha parent pays. Although day
care centers and family day care homes: -as well as an assortment
of informal day care arrangements such as kabysitters--are all
available in Atlanta, parents in need of financial assistance
have fewer options regarding the type of care they use than do
parents who pay for day care on their own. To be sure, pri=

vately paying parents are not free from all external constraint.

*Travers, et al., National Day Care Study Second Annual Report:
Phase II Results and Phase III Design (Cambridge, MA: 1977),
P. 61.
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on their choice of care: the care they most prefer may not be
conveniently located, have space for their child, or be avail-
able at a price they can afford, but these parents at least have
the option of exercising some control over the type of care
they use. 1In Georgia, parental choice in determining whether

a child receives care in a center, a faﬁily day care home or in
his own home is much more limited when the government picks up
the tab than it is in either Michigan or Washington. Parents
eligible for government subsidy in Detroit and Seattle place
their children in centers or family day care homes, and the
facilities then bill the state for the children's care.
Georgia, however, has contracts with certain day care centers
and family day care homes for the provision of care to children
from families eligible for governmen% programs, and pazrents
eligible for Title XX programs may send their children only to
facilities under contract to the Georgia Department of Human
Resources. Pparents participating in Work Incentive (WIN)
programs have a bit more leeway than do parents eligible for
Title XX services: WIN monies may be used to pay for in-home
babysitting and for care by a relative as well as for care in

a family day care home. Although the question of who is pa&ing
does not .lecessarily affect the quality of care a child receives,
the existence of this de facto two-track system in Atlanta has
an impact cn a host of issues associated with day care there,

and an understanding of this system is necessary to an appre-

ciation of day care in Atlanta.

141

12-



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

W NAa Wl WA W WA S

Virtually all contracted care is care in a day care
center rather than in a family day care home. Day care for
Title XX eligible children in Atlanta is provided by private
nonprofit centers and 35 public centers; proprietary centers
are not under contract to DNR. Public centers are run by the
Atlanta Public School System and are located within the
schools. Private, nonprofit centers are sponsored by churches,
community centers, United Way and si: ilar organizations, and

by the city of Atlanta and Fulton County.

The money to pay for this contracted care comes from
a combination of federal, state and 1ocai funds. Seventy-five
Percent of the funding for Title XX programs is supplied by the
federal government with state and local sources providing a 25%
match. In 1971, when federal funds were provided under Title
IV-A, DHR (then known as the Department of Welfare) was unable
to get additional state money for support of child care services.
As a way of expanding the services théy could support, the De-
partment asked local grantees to supply a part of the match.
Title IV-A was replaced by Title XX in 1975. At the present
time, DHR supplies 12.5% of total program funding for Title XX
child care programs and local grantees provide the additional
12.5% of the match.

Local match is provided through a variety of mechan-
isms. The local match for the 35 public Title XX centers is pro-
vided through in-kind services from the school system, with the
bulk of the federal and state monies going to pay the salaries

of the day care teachers.



The private, nonprofit Title XX centers must find
local matching funds on their own. Sixteen Title XX centers are
under contract to the Atlanta Bureau of Human Services. For those
centers, the local match is provided by the state, the city and
Fulton COunty,Awith one third of the monies being supplied by each.
United Way supports some Title XX centers, including three centers
in a "chain" run by the Sheltering Arms Day Care Association.
Churches also support Title XX centers-vsome located in churches
and some located elsewhere. Centers also apply for grants from
charitable organizations and from businesses. Although theoreti-
cally fund raising may be the responsibility of the governing board,
in many cases it becomes the responsibility of an already-belea-
guered director. One center director described, rather poign-
antly, the problems she encountered in soliciting funds for her
racially well-integrated center: "Some whites don't want to give us
money because we'ne too black. Black organizations won't give us money be-
cause they say that by having white kids here we are tdking away sLots that
black kids need. And businesses won't give us money because we aren't black
enough Zo qualify for some category they have...We've got to get people away
grom Looking at black on white and just Look at poor. Are they going to help

poor people, on aren't ;hey?h

Peimbursement Mechanism

The mechanism by which the federal and state monies
are disbursed to individual centers is reimbﬁrsement. Centers
under contract to DHR are not paid a specific amount each month
for the children in their care. Instead, they must submit bills
each month for the actual expenses they incurred. It may be

administratively efficient on the state level to contract with
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centers to provide Title XX child care. However, as a DHR repre-
sentative explains, on the provider level, "{t's nightmare city., Finst,
they don'.t./uu'.nbu)we all actual expenditures, and it has never been clear

what you do with unallowable expenditures. Then, too, foLks have to do the
eligdbility forms -- a very complicated form -- and that's ne- determined every
84x months. The fiefd neps heep trying to interface between the provider and
DHR and the Feds on whatever, but it's insanity; it's very complicated. ...
Accountability is fdine, but s0 very Little i measured by what happens to

kids and s0 much by what reconds are hept. People who should be spending

time with kids have to do papemwork."

Reimbursement poses problems for providers that go be-
yond simply keeping accurate records. First, there is confusion
at times about what is or is not a reimbursable expense, and the
director must often delay making a necessary purchase until this
issue has been clarified. Then, too, bills can only be submitted
on a monthly basis. Even though bills are processed quickly,
centers must have at least one month's money in hand in order
to operate. For instance, one center was unable to buy more
chairs for its children. Chairs are clearly reimbursable
expenses, but the center had to buy the chairs before it could
be reimbursed and the money simply wasn't there. For this and
similar reasons, DHR representatives recommend that new centers
have at least six months! working capital in hand before they
open their doors. Finally, the reimbursement mechanism covinled
with various state regulations creates a "Catch 22" situation.
For example, doors are a reimbursable expense. Indeed, fire doors
are not only r-.mpbursable but required under the Georgia Life

Safety Code. One center purchased, and was reimbursed for, such
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a door. The center, however, could not hang the door, because of
a regulation forbidding the use of state monies to make permanent
changes in a facility. "When federal money comes in, it becomes state
money. That doon now belongs to the State of Geongia and At might be Left
behind if the center were to close or move." Six months later, the door
was still unhung.

Re-determination of eligibility every six months also
creates problems other than paperwork for Title XX providers.
The center must determine eligibility, prepare ineligible chil-
dren for leaving the center, and help the parents find other day
care that they can afford. TLis procedure affects the continuity
of care for the children whose families are no longer eligible.
Providers have no trouble replacing the children but they are
concerned about the children who leave, as well as with the inte-
gration of new children into an already existing group. All the
regulations, fee schedules and guidelines, in the end, devolve
onto center personnel, and providers feel that they are out there
all alone. "Most of the people who are providers are §olks who care a whote
helluva Lot about hids -~ it's not for the salarnies, that's fon sure. "Ther!
have neally exploited the commitment 04 these peopte. Providens have done a

Lot of exciting things in day care in Atlanta and Geongda, but it has been
herd to do."

Quaiity of Day Care in Atlanta

Quality apparently is in the eye of the behclier:
what is good care to some is only fair care to others. ¥e asked
a variety of respondents to ascess the quality of day care avail-

able in Atlanta and were unable to get what we feel to be an
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overall assessment. How someone assessed the quality of care
available depended very much upon where that person stood within

the day care community:

A child care advocate-- "Some of the best and wonst
day care in the state is8 here in Atlanta. 1t's not

a question of fees. Vou can't tell the quality of a
program by what it costs."

A professor of child development--"Centers are
more custodial than anything else in Atlanta -- one 4is
even nun by someone with only a high school degnee.
Private centers have very good proghams. Federally
gunded centers are only fairly decent.”

A regional child care consultant--"We have better
Title XX day cane here in Atlanta than in Detnoit....
The availability of two-year-tnained AMea Technical per-
dons has been a real factorn. Although they come in at
an entry-Level salarny, they come in with thaining and
Zhey are a Lot betten than the entry-Level person of
the stneet."

Another child development professor-- "I'm in
my Ivory Tower here, but T held a meeting for trainers
recently and they said that 4if they had kids, they
wouldn't put them into the centers whenre they are doing

the thaining."”
A city administrator-- "I think the overall quality
0f day care services 48 'fain'....Let me put that in

proper perspective because 1 think that, Looking at day
care across the country which is also 'fairn’, in Atlanta
‘fain’ 4is probably a Little better than most similan
communities."”

As in most cities, there is no single 6rganization or
advocacy group with a perspective on day care in the city as a
whole. The Georgia Aséociation for the Education of Young Chil-
dren, an affiliate of the National Association for the Education
of Young Children, represents the private sector. The Title XX
Directors Association represents most Title XX centers but is
stronger on the state level than in the city. (It was because

of this that one city Title XX director joined. Because the
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directors of Title XX cen.ters outside Atlanta ran either primari-
ly white centers or centers that were at least 50-50 black/white,
she felt that the Association would be better able to get support
from state legislat;.ors who were uninterested in supporting day care
in Atlanta because it predominéntly served black children and/or
didn't bring funds into the communities of their constituents.)
The Day Care Consortium is made up of the centers under contract
to the city Bureau of Human Services and lobbies for this group.
The Child Advocacy Coalition, a semi-autonomous arm of the Council
for Children, is mainly concerned with 24-hour child care (i.e.,
foster care), although it was also interested in the Day Care
Task Force which worked on the most recent state standards.

One program--the Community Coordinated Child Care
(4-C's)~--might have provided the vehicle for focusing these dif-
fuse interests into a common cause, but 4-C's never developed into
a strong force in day care in Atlanta. One respondent attributed
failure of 4-C's to develop into a viable organization to person-
ality conflicts among key people in Atlanta as well as to the
political in-fighting of various interest groups: "When you split
04§ (and she named three people), the city councils, Attanta University,
and are unable to pull in the private sectonr, then you-become very suspect.
The 4-C's just couldn't move and ended up fighting for its own survival's
dake. That's not good....Atlanta is a very incestuous city." Be that as
it may, the fact is that 4-C's lost all of its funding except for
Model Cities money and "then had to serve Model Cities proghams. It neven
developed as a coordinating agency, but got into the deliveny of senvices. 1t
also never made any neal effort to get the parents out: the meetings were al-

ways held at noon in the center of the city." Atlanta's Bureau of Human
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Services picked up the funding for 4-C's for a while, primarily
because it valued its information and referral services as well as
its work in training and technical assistance. Although the Bureau
is trying to find funding to pay a former 4~C's information special
ist to work part~time in referral to available day care services,
at the present time 4-C's is defunct.

4-C's function as a referral service is sorely missed.
When asked what information and referral services are available
to help parents find day care for their children, many respond-
ents replied, "4-C's used to do this...." Although the state Depart-
ment of Human Resources maintains a toll free phone number--"7ie-
line"-~that consumers can call for referral to all social services,
there is presently no referral service specifically for child care.
DHR gets calls from consumers seeking day care, as does the city
Bureau of Human Services. Title XX centers are frequently adver-
tised in community newsletters and often place pamphlets describ-
ing their centers in supermarkets, churches, and so on. Referral
to private proprietary centers comes mainly through advertising
and listings in the vellow pages of the phone hook. Word-of-mouth
is, however, the Primary way in which parents are referred to day

care providers: "We've got a daaned good grapevine!"

Value or Goal of child care

When we asked respondents about the primary value or
goal of child care in Atlanta, the matter-of-fact response was,
not surprisingly, that children are in day care because their

parents work:
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Day care 44 100% wonk-nelated hene.

.+ « L0 facilitate wonk and increase family income and
2o provide job opportunities in day care for parents.

1t's §inst and fonemost a place for the child to be

while the mother goes to wonk.
In all but one case, the response was the same, whether the re-~
spondent was a city or state official, a Title XX center director
or the proprietor of a private center. The one exception--a city
official--responded to this question by saying that the primary
value of day care was to benefit children. When we asked about
the goal of parent employment, the respondent replied: "I use
that u}h‘én.jd‘ 48 necessarny. To be honest with you, that is not as impontant
an objective to me. Of course, 1 share it--we see it as necessary--it affonrds

the mother an opportunity to work....What it really does is afford an oppon-
tunity fon a different hind of wonk, but you know, that doesn'i get you any
popubarity.”

We also asked respondents what they saw as their own
primary value or goal for day care. The responses emphasized
caring for children, providing a substitute family situation,
and working with the developmental aspects of child raising,

rather than just providing child care so parents can work.

"ALthough Letting the mother wonk stands out as a day cane
goal, the development of the child concerns me moxe" ==A
center director.

"In no way are we trying to take the place of the parent.
I's good for the mother to be able to get out and better
hersel§ through school on training on work and so help to
improve the community" --A second center director.
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"I've been pushing fon day care to be used as a protective
dervice 2o preclude removing the child into a fosten home
-+ Day care should be viewed as a child-neaning place and
setting. Funding should stress the gamily-suppont nole

hathen than the repfacement of family"--A child care
advocate.

Quality Care: The Great Debate

While the people we interviewed had definite opinions
about which factors affect the quality of care a child receives,

the major determinants of quality care were harder to identify.

I'm not sure how 2o answer that! There are so many things--
any one of which would not be a majon determinant but taken
together would be a facton: child adjustment, parent con-
sideration, Level to which suppont services are avaifabfe.
I'd have 2o Look at these and othen factorns and weigh to
what extent they exist in a given program.”

T am very uncomfontable with trhying to define quality.

You really need an operational definition of day care as

a process that ought to have an output. A service that ‘
produces total well-being of children--healthy children
with age-appropriate shills--that's quality. 1t also

has something to do with how parents function as a nesult
of thein exposwre o day care. 1t ought o strengthen and
Support families and have hids who feel good about themsefves
and are fat and sassy. We need to get away from the discom-
fort of talking about care., Child development is fine, but
'taking cane’ is a prefXy good thing to be doing.

You can almost sense it. 1t has something to do with

the appearance of the center--not oo neat and tidy

and -§righteningly o%(uzed but with a sense and feel-

Ang of orden . .", children's ant--individualized arnt--
on the walls; Laughter and Ling and fun . . . equipment
available and neady o be us.d by hids . . . good inten-
action between teachers and kids. - The state standands
provide gon all the ebements, but you can have alf the
component parts and siLE not have quality day cane.

Ideally, you should decide what each child in a family
needs 4n day care and make a judgement about how much
staff wou need and how big a group the child can be in.
You can'? have that hind of flexibility in a massive
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progham; At just can't be managed. The kind of person

44 more amportant than haw many you have, but haw do you

‘meadure that objectively? Vou have to have a planned

program designed to teach kids haw to Learn, happily.

Standands won't guarantee any of this.
Programs geared to the developmental level of a child, programs
emphasizing education, programs which treated the family as a
whole~-all were proposed as definitions of “quality care". Two
points of consensus emerged from the responses, however: there
is no single definition of "quality" care, and the regulations
can't ensure its existence. One state official, perhaps wisely,
declined to take part in the debate over what consitutes quality
care. He did, however, say he preferred an A, B, C voucher system
which would reflect the differences that exist in types of programs
and which would permit the licensing department to upgrade centers

programmatically, with only those centers rated A permitted to

receive Title XX monies.

Factors Affecting the Quality of Care a Child Receives

We asked respondents to tell us what factors--other than
those easily measured, such as group size or staff/child ratios--
might have an impact on the quality of a child's experience while
in day care. Although the responses to some extent reflected the
respondent's particular orientation (whether a child development
specialist or the director of a proprietary day care enter, for
example) , we found a consensus which ran across special interest

lines.
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Staff Characteristics

The characteristics of the director were considered a
major factor in determining whether the program was good or bad.
Respondents were concerned with how the director functioned

day-to-day rather than education attained or experience in day

care:

The directon neally sets the whole tone .05 Zhe centen.
The director's chanacteristics are an exiremely stnong
gactor. She should be a creative, open person who can
<nvolve the staff in decdision-making.

The classnoom environment is very {mportant, but the
providen's interactions arne s£iflf monre Ampontant, The
provider has to be {nvolved in the process of analyzing
the classnoom envinonment; all othen gactons are only
a4 impontant as they are actually used in the classroom.
They have minimal importance otherwize.

A director must have a feel for the community, be §lex-

£bLe enough to work with people 0f all walks of Life,

help in getting monies, work with people who can help

the community, and select dtaff.
That such a director must be a jack-of-all-trades was readily
acknowledged but also expressed was the belief that such directors
are made, not born: "A director starts out and finds henself great with
a group of four-year-ofds. Then she comes up through the nanks and ginds
hersel needing management skills, whenre before the shifls needed have been
non-directive and peace-Loving. There 4is no training for dinectons in management
and political skills, for how to handle tight funding, on how to work with a
board." one director who came up through the ranks talked about

her needs: "There are cowises telling me how to teach kids, but there are

no courses to tell me how to run a program. 1 spend 80 much time up hene with
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the paperwork. 1 even took an accounting cowwe to see 4if 4t would help me --
and it did -- but 1 still spend more time checking o see if the next day's menu
meets the USDA nequirements, on going out and buying the food, and 1'd rather

be downstains having funch with the hids today."

Courses in day care administration and management are
available in Georgia. Georgia State offers training specifically
for directors in their Masters Program and the Atlanta Area Techni-
cal schools offer a short course in admlnlstratlon for directors.
These courses, however, may not meet the needs of a director who
has come up through the ranks and feels that she does not need a
Masters Degree but does need more extensive traiﬁingﬂthanMis of-
fered in the Atlanta Technical School's course. A current project
of the Southern Regional Education Board is to set up training
for day care management--"I1t's a hard thing to teach, and the overalt
affective atmosphere is difficult, but it can be done.”

The respondents agreed that staff characteristics have
a significant impact on what happens to the children. Once again,
emphasis was placed on what the staff actually did within the
classroom rather than on education or on years of experience in
day care. One respondent, scanning a list of suggested factors,
excldimed, "You don't have any teacher behavion hmé! My Number One chan-
acteristic! VYou need a combination 0§ Zeacher-directed and child-directed
activities, and then 1 watch to see what the adult is doing. Are they gneet-
Ang the kids, on cooking breakfast? 1s the adult talking to other adults;
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on getting doum on the §Loon talking to kids? 1s the ad. £t observing, on talk-
ing with the child about what the child is experiencing? 1Is the adult a posi-
Zive, physical person--hugging, affectionate--that gives .imponrtant hinds of
feedback fon the child?" oOther respondents phrased it differently
_but agreed in essence that adult/child interactions had a greater
impact on the quality of a child's experience than did such things
as elaborate equipment or physical environment. An ancillary con-
cern was staff/child ratios, including those required by the state
as well as those required by the Federal Interagency Day Care Re-
quirements (FIDCR). Although providers had problems with a high
staff/child ratio wighrregard to its impact on the salaries they
‘édﬁiaﬁp;y their staff and the caliber of staff they were thus able
to attract and retain, they were more concerned about the effect
too high a staff/child ratio had on adult/child interactions.
Providers observed that when too many adults work in a center,
fhey either tend to stand around and talk to each other or else
they decide, "I'm not really needed. I guess I'll just stay

home today."

NO one we interviewed stated a clear preference, when
hiring, for either educational background or years of experience
in day care. They did agree, however, that they looked at both
but made their decision mainly on how someone reacted when with
the children:

A college degnee teacher will upgrade the progham, but those

persons we train who are barely out of high school might

be better . . . . A tender, Loving~-care person has to want

Zo wonk with children, not just wonk 9-to-5 and wait for

payday. As they walk through, T observe whethen if, when

a child touches them, they jump back. 1§ s0, then they'ne not
for us. They have o wipe dirty noses and clean dirty bottoms,
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une 0f Ine worsl disasters we had was the best quali-

fied. One of the best staff we had was an old fLady who

came in--no teeth, no good clothes--but she knew wZax

2o do with hids.

There was concensus that observation of a prospective
staff member actually dealing with the children was required
in order to decide how to weigh credentials against years of
experience to find the right blend of both:

1 give a person six months to prove they want to wonk.

We've £et a Lot of peopl2 go after two, three on six

months. They have %0 have it here (touches her
heart) and you don't Zeann that in school.

If anything, there was a slight distrust of applicants with
masters degrees, In fact, one director of a private center was
downright suspicious of anyone with a degree: "If you have a degree
of any type, 1 always ask my Little pet question and that is, if a child
should come in with candy all over his hand, woutd you fump and &ay, 'Don't
put your hand on my clothes? 1'm all clean?' VYou can have someone with a
masters degree in education who doesn't even know what a preschoolen is all
about, When a chifd negurgitates, who 4is going to get {t? The one with the
masters degree? No, she's going to wait fon her aide to come . . . . It's
hard to make a choice, but if you're talhing about overall experience--
someone who has done babysitting, has done chunch work, maybe has children
o4 ‘her own, maybe is even a ghrandmother and has Learned grom that--1 would
take that over education. The ideal person, of course, 48 an educated
person with a Lot of experience who would not Like to do anything else in the

world as much as wonk in child care.”

Ir-service Training

In line with the theory that "you hire heart first and

train later,” in-service training is seen as important to the
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development of staff. One director requires that all staff, re-
gardless of educational background, take Basic I and Basic II--
"hands-on" courses in day care offered by the Atlanta Area Tech~
nical Schools--as well as workshops held at the center during the
children's nap time. Other directors make use of workshops pro-
vided by DHR licensing representatives or use trainers from
Georgia State and Atlanta University. DHR licensing representa-
tives spend approximately 75% of their time, after a license has
been granted, in technical assistance--using materials provided
by DHR to work with individual facilities, teaching workshops, or
helping in the courses provided by the Technical Schools. Pro-
viders are eager to upgrade their skills, and the Technical
Schools are responsive to their needs. One licensing worker ex-
plained, "Any time we can get 15 peopfe to sign up for a class, or §ind an
area where there are 15 people that do need a class, then (the Te .hnical
Schools) will actually send an instructor out to the group. They charge a
$5 registhation fee (the reat of the cost comes out of voca.ional
education funds). We have what e call a Basir I, and tha™'s a 69-hour
cowwse, and then there's a Pasic IT whic" 48 30 hours, and then we have Kinder-
garten 1 and 11...and Infant Care...one in admunistrc tion; then there'd be
some art and music activities. We've even had a homemade equipment cownse -
_hav do you use boxes and s0 on. ALL cf them are dbout 24 houns. We jusz
5iniéhed one counse, and we had 20 women there every night -- one night a week
for wo howws each night -- and they asked for more. They neallywant to Learn."
One respondent who had worked in various day care cén-

ters had this caution, however, about in-service training: "Ip-

service 48 good, but gets overplayed. Teachens have heand it all already.




It shoutd focus on implementation, nather than going over stuff Zhey alnready
know. They may just come for the handouts.” This caution is echoed by
a child development expert: "Before in-service training is begun, you
must do some intensive needs assessment. Then you build in systematic, on-
going in-service training, based upon what you have observed about the staff.
When T do a wonkéhap, 1 tett the people there, 'I hope you didn't come here
just Looking fon handouts. We'ne going to work Zogethen, and then you can go
home and make your oum handouts grom what you've Learned hene.'

Program

The emphasis many providers place on adult/child inter-
action, plus their view of the purpose of day care and the nurtur-
ing role they play in it, naturally affects the type of program

they prefer:

Day cane should be human service/child-centered in
onientation as opposed to cuwriculum centenred.

We have an 'exposure' cwviiculum--not that we insist

on the -2-3's and the ABC's. Title XX monies won't
pay forn tickets for field trips but will pay for the
thansportation, so we can take the kids to Stone Mountain
but we can't pay for the kids to get in. Field Lips

are a high prionity, so this policy is hampering us in
our cuvnieulum. We want kids to knaw about thi:_.. what
a train Looks Like and s0 on. Oun children wifi he iosted
with others and will be tagged as dumb--'Thes . .5 up
dunb ' --when they are not b; they're just not ev-
posed 2o these aneas.

The need for formal cognitive development was not ignored,
but emphasis was placed on the manner in which cognitive

skills were introduced to the child,
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Of necessity. perhaps, directors of proprietéry centers
were the most sensitive to the demands by parents for more formal
learning situations: "In the fast five on six uears, and progr.essively so,
people have been demanding education for thein preschoolens . . . . I think TV
has broadened a child's seanch for education, Sesame Street, alone, for
Anstance. Without education . . . you'ne going to find that children are going
Lo be bored, and all of this is working on parents. 1 don't mean they'ne
putting childrnen unden pressure--you know, have them neading before §irst grnde-
but there's an education fon two-year-olds, and 1 think more and more purents
nealize this and care about it

Directors of Title XX centers have also noticed this

trend, as have licensing representatives:

There needs to be a bfend of teacher-dinected and child-
directed activities.

Materials need o be neadily accessible to the children.

Blocks, fon instance. They'ne great for creative and
shared play, but it's impontant to have the childnen
Zhemselves put them avay. Not only do they feel that the
the center belongs to them 4§ they help keep it clean,
but putting blocks avay according to shape teaches them
all sonts of math shills.

Parents use centers because there is a Lot going on
dn them, and they Like that, and they want an educa-
tional prognram,

I Like the use of the siding fee scale that we have in
some programs. 1t enables the mother to put her child
into those centerns where maybe the children do have monre
advantages. Because if she could get some additional sup-
port Zo pay that center, hen child could attend one just
the same as someone who was making $50,000 a year, and
then her chifdren would get those opportunities. And this
44 what they say to us when they call. 'T want my child to
get good care. T want my chifd to have opportunities that
Zhe other children have.” But if 1've got to put him oven
here at $12 a week, T know he's not getting much.' And we .
know he's not getting much . . . .
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Parent Participation

Although parents are expressing more interest in the
type of program their children receive, the actual level of pa-
rental participation in day care programs is low. Feelings about
the need for, and the value of, parental participation were mixed.
Directors of private Title XX centers were unhappy with the lack
of parental involvement. They attributed this lack to a variety
of causes: turnover in children due to the high mobility of low-~
income families or to families becoming ineligible; parents be-
ing so bogged down in their own activities that they simply do
not have the time to participate; or fear of crime making them
reluctant to venture out at night.

Many efforts have been made to encourage parental in-
velvement. For instance, one center scheduled meetings for the
time when most parents arrived to pick up their children and had
staff members on hand to care for the children while the parents
attended, but it still didn't work. Most of the Title XX direc-
tors have felt discouraged and have resigned themselves to being
available when parents dropped off or picked up their children
and to making parents who stopped in at the center during the

'day feel very welcome. A person who had been active with 4-C's
rnoted: "The sophistication of parents' questions to 4-C's when it was oper-
ating steadily increased. Parents can articulate what they want in a program,
but you never talk to anyone who feels good and smug about the fLevel of paren-
tal involvement at thein centens, although they may have some good stuff

going."
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Some directors of proprietary centers were not inter-
ested in having parents make policy, although they welcomed their
aid in going on field trips or as classroom volunteers: "[Pro-
prietary centers] 4n Geongia, on this side of town at Least, do not have
parent involvement. 1 know of 84ix centers 0f this side of town that do not
have PTA on any type of parent involvement. In fact, two day care centers
do not want any parent invofvement -- one where 1 worked previously, and one
where 1 am now-- because parents come in and want 1o change thoin progham,
thein policies and procedunes. This is not fair o both sides. Policies and
procedures are made by owners, but you SLLLL need parent involLvement fon other
things." This feeling was echoed by a person involved in the pub-
lic Title XX centers: "I see parent involvement as working with or having
4involvement with the parent. Parents 90 with kids on field trips on help in
the center, but the advisony committees don't make policy."

One Departmgnt of Human Resources spokesman feels that
providers are becoming more interested in having parents
participate in center activities--in part because there is a

‘general interest in ha:-ing parents learn what day care really is
and in part because day care providers themselves have learned
the value of having parents working with them. The DHR reguia—

tions require that parents be admitted to a center "any time their

child is present;" indeed, a sign to this effect is given to
providers along with the regulations. The Department is very
much concerned about parents who simply call up a center, ask if
there is a vacancy, put the child on a bus provided by the center
and never visit tﬁe facility at all. The Department is also in-

terested in educating parents about what to look for in choosing



a day care program and in expanding the role of parents in a cen-
ter's program. However, DHR prefers to work toward these goals
through education rather than through regulation. For example,
the Minimum Requirements for Day Care Centers do not mandate

parental participation on governing boards.

Social and Health Services

Title XX centers run by the public school system
march to a different drummer than their counterpartsAin private
Title XX programs. While people involved exclusively with
day care--be they early childhood development specialists or
directors of day care centers not attached to the school sys-
tem--see day care as a way of nurturing the whole child, peoplé‘.
associated with the day care centers within the public schools
do not differentiate between what a child experiences in the day
care room from what a child experiences in, say, the kindergarten
room; the children are younger, that is all. For them "quality
day care" means "quality education".

For this reason, the delivery of social and health serv-
ices is not of paramount importance to the public school day care

teachers; they do not see family counseling or nutritious meals

as their primary responsibility. Nutrition is the bailiwick of
the Director of Food Service or of the Coordinators of Food Serv-
ices in the different schools. The school system has Family Serv-
ice Workers who spend two days a week in the different schools;

social services are their responsibility. The Fulton Couhty
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Health Department will come in Occasionally and do check-ups, but
the schools prefer to try to help parents see that it is theéir

own responsibility to look after the health of their children.
Family Service Workers or the school nurse will, however, take

the children to the Fulton County Health Department if it is nec-
cessary. One person summed up the attitude toward social and health
services as components of day care by saying, "We coufdn't have day
care without these services but just having day care in the school 48 a socdal
dervice."”

This feeling that health and social services are not a
grimary responsibility of the day care staff is shared by the di-
rectors of proprietary day care centers. They feel that they are
responsible for what happens to the child while at the center but
that overall health and nutrition and the seeking of social ser-
vices are the parents’® job, not the center's. They will, however,
make referrals to appropriaﬁe services if they feel that there is
a need or if a parent asks for help.

Private Title XX centervdirectorS, on the other hand,
consider the delivery of social services to be an integral part
of quality day care. The director of one private Title XX "chain"
sponsored by a community center explains, "We have one social worken
for akl give centers, but we also have some CETA® wonkens who are able to make
home visits at night. 1 utilize my supervisons gor 4in-take, and 1 insist that
my staff make three home visits a year (in addition to the monthly and
quarterly group meetings with the parents). We have a really big

docial service unit by the way 1 am using my staff. 1 don't hnaw hav other

*Comprehensive Employment Training Act
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proghams are run, but 1 insist on this: staff must document home meetings;
social work is on the travel sheet."”

The social service component of day care is also stressed
by day care advocates and early childhood development specialists:

Good day care becomes quality because o4 parental

Anvolvement and additional time and support for fari-

Lies. Title XX is8 very impontant -- gamilies need the

guidance caunseling.

I am involved in training canegivers to see themselves

asd a redowrce for parents. Canegivers are good for de-

veloping a positive self-image for kids but they really

need 2o wonk for that in the parents -- o see them as

the clients, too, and not jusz have communication around
the negative things.

Facilities

When discussing factors affecting the quality of care
a child receives, little emphasis was placed on the physicial
condition of the center or on the type or condition of its equip-
ment. What references there were to facilities came tangentially
when our respondents were talking about other factors, e.q.,
"The facility should be safe, 04 course, but the state standards take
care of this."” Our respondents were much more concgrned about
what actually happens with the children--whether adults inter-
acted with them, what and how they learned, whether equipment
was readily accessible and being used--than they were about

types of materials or the size of the rooms.
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Overview

The importance given to each of the three broad categor-
ies--facilities and equipment, staff and programs, or parental
involvement and support services--appeared to be linketho whether
the respondent was associated with a proprietary center, a private
Title XX or public Title XX center. Two directors of proprietary

centers agreed that staff and program came first:

The. neason 1 put staff instead of families ginst is
because we have to offer the parents something. Some
children and grandehildren have come through the center
and 1 think this has been not because I knaw them s0
much but because of what is offered. 1 think parents

see it that way; they have to see it that way.

You can have a perfectly beautiful school without the

night staff and center progham and, you hnaw, a parent

coutd be taken in by the Looks of the schoof. But i4

they care, they'nre soon going to find out the diffen

ences through their child on just through observation.

And you could have a good stagf and a marveious centen

program din a building that doesn't compare with a naw

gorgeoud school, but it's silL a very satisfactony

job they'ne doing.

Private Title XX directors maintained that all three
categories were important--"all three goals are on the same Line forn mc,
all equally important" -~and the comprehensive programs offered by these
Title XX centers reflect the equal emphasis each category receives.
This equality of emphasis was also reflected when the directours
of private Title XX centers described the charactex.stics direc-
tors and staff needed in order to provide quality day care

despite limited funds, and how they used in-service training
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("I've nun workshops rom chied development 2o science proghams o motor con-
twl") and use their staff to ensure that all three components are
provided in their programs.

A respondent associated with the Public Title XX centers
said flatly, "educationa? component; educational activities are numben one.
The physical environment is governed by the negs..." and added, when dis-
cussing the problem of funding, "teachers are one 04 the strongen points
of our pfwg#.am. The teachers were screened and we got the best they had.
Thirty- three of them, nav, have thein mastens degrees." Tre high caliber
of teachers was seen as being synonymous with the quality of the
program; indeed, for these centers, it appeared that without pro-
fessionally trained educators there could be no day care program:
"Salaries heep goding up and we have to Look very seriously at our costs....

Do we dawngrade staff on discontinue the business? We don't want to get out
of the day cane business...but we SLLLE must meet the 7 percent cost- 0§ Living
raise, plus step increases of 11 percent,"

Impact of State and Federal Regulations

State Regulations

Although respondents differed on what constitutes quali-
ty day care and which factors most affected the quality of care
a child experierces, they agreed that the state regulations en-
sured at least a minimal level of acceptable quality and that the
regulations are supported by people concerned with day care pro-
vided by centers. We did not interview parents of children in

day care, so we have no way of determining whether they rely on
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a center's being licensed as assurance of a safe and suitable
environment for their children. However, because the method by
which the standards were developed and are updated reguires a
great deal of community input and publicity, it is possible that
parents choosing a center assume that it meets the state standards
and so is at least minimally safe much in the sane way that res-
tar- 1t patrons assume that state regulations ensure a sanitary
kitchen.

Pareni: apparently feel free to call DHR to complain
about the care their child receives or to request referral to
appropriate day care -~ervices. "o would get 80 many calls grom parents
who had simply called up a <y care center, asked what thein price was, did
they have a vacancy, and would they ake thein cvild? The day care center
provided transportation, and the parents never saw the place. Then they get
fed up with that program and called us to complain about the program. And we
said, 'Did you visit befone?'” One parent, in fact, called DHR to
request help in finding her child: "Had a woman call us the othen day.
She couldn'z even §ind the day care place where her child was Supposed to have
been staying--the provider had always picked the child up in the morning....

We got back in touch with her. She came up with a deseniption of the houses

An he neighborhood and we found it; it was an unlicensed facility." While
this woman is hardly the epitome of caution, she does illustrate
two of the comments we heard frequently when we asked about the
state reqgulations: first, that consumers rely on DHR to help them
vith day care problems and, second, that parents' need for day

tare is so desperate that they will accept, almost unquestioningly,

thatever is available to them. The latter was cited as one reason



why the community supported the state standards: "I just don't
think that the parents are aware. They are in 40 big a hurry; they need day
care, and this 4is it....but they have no choice. AlLthough there are othen
day care centens around, the cost is so high, and if you want ginancial hefp
An child care, you have to be on the minimum wages on something. 1 think the
ddandands, if they are gone by, are gneat. 1 don'twant to use the word en-
forced; just foflaw the nules, anc' peopte get ungreedy and stant Looking at
chitdren again.”

In 1972, Georgia implemented a stringent Life Safety
Code with which day care centers must comply effective October 1,
1977. The cost of meeting the Life Safety Code has caused some
difficulties for providers. Although there seems to be no
question of their complying with the Code, it is possible that
providers' concern with some of the Life Safety Code requirements,
which they perceive as being over-stringent, has obscured some
problems they had encountered previously with state regulations,

whether they were the 1974 Minimum Requirements for Day Care

Centers or earlier versions. However, no one we interviewed felt
that the current Requirements were unrealistic -- if anything, it

was felt that they could be more stringent:

They got a consensus on the Geongia state negs-=~
'These are minimum.'

No problems with the state standands--a ghound-
§Loon base. 1§ enforced and impLemented, they en-
sure a fairnly good program.

As the negs stand now, they don't ensune the hind

0f quality 1 Like to see in a progham. There's going
Zo have to Le mone sensitivity and dedication §nom

the fLegislature -- meeting needs and taking nothing
Loss. Dittowdith the state standands--they don't come
up to my szandards.
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The 1974 Minimum Requirements for Day Care Centers are

so specific and detailed that the 17 pages of regulations and the

six pages of Appendices could constitute a how-to-do-it manual for

a prospective day care director. The regulations cover 11 cate-
gories: general policies, administration, staff, records, chil-
dren's programs, nutrition and food service, health and safety,
equipment, building and grounds, fire ~afety requirements, and
trar sportation. The Appendices offer suggestions for food and
menus and for equipment and materials. Individual rules set out
items such as minimum staff/child ratios; specific programs,
policies and procedures for different age groups (i.e., infants,
toddlers, pre-schoolers, school-age children); discipline; and
length of time a child may travel between his home and the center.
They also cover such things as how frequently nursery chairs must
be emptied (after each use) to which foods are or are not nutri-
tious (fruit-flavored soft drinks such as Kool-aide are not nutri--
tious and "dispensers for these shall not be maintained for the
children's use in the center;" 1liver, heart, kidney,'quick or
instant cream of wheat or enriched farina are nutritious and
should be served) .

Most respondents said that they were satisfied that
these regulations were essential to ensure minimum standards
for centers but could not account for the rationale behind
so specific a set of regulations. One respondent explained
that the standards were so specific because "we have a state depart-
ment that is toially sensitized to detail" and added that it had to be

this way because the State of Georgia encompasses everything from
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Atlanta to backwoods Appalachia. Another said that t' -
ards were so detailed because "good, strong program people W

A spokesman from DHR explained further that a lot
the rules had been written in response to specific situations.
For example, rule seven under Section IX of the Requirements rveads:
"The children's playroom shall have outside windows which equal
not less than 10 percent of the floor area in each room. W . >ws
shall be low so that the children can see out. Fifty percent of
required windows shall be operational with approved screens. All
floor level windows shall have protective devices." This rule
was added because of problems DHR encountered with architects
who designed centers with windows either limited to a few strips
of glass on either side of a door or permanently sealed. She
explained that DHR felt that children ought to be able to see
outside, and, furthermore, since the weather in Georgia was tem~
perate enough to require neither heat nor air-conditioning for
much of the year, it also opposed sealed windows which made it
impossible to take advantage of the good climate. However,
architects responded by saying, "Show me where it says this in
the regs.” ©Now, DHR can show them.

Regulations so detailed raise the question of just what
constitutes a violation for which a center should be closed. In-
deed, what problems people said they had with the state regulations
came from perceived inequities in enforcement. These inequities
were not attributed to whether one requirement was more important
than another and so should be stringently enforced, as much as

they were to the political climate: "This nule is supposed to apply,
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but if you knaw someone, you get avay w.ith it. 1§ you knav someone, you're
Licensed and if you don't know them on if they don't Like you, they give you
a hand time. 1t's a problem .n this sense. There are some good Licensens
down there, maybe o, but 1 knaw ¢f four on §ive that don't need the fob.
They don't enfonrce it. 1t's who you knav; 4it's not wha/t'you knav.... There
are some day care centers around here that are being handicapped by individu
als, not the Law, but by individuals." That particular respondent was
the director of a proprietary day care center, but her sentiments
were echoed by a child development specialist: "Licensing workers
don't close centers that need to be closed because of the very political as
pect o4 who the avner knavs.”

There are other explanations of just why a center, ap-
parently in violation of the regulations, is permitted to remain
open. One is linked to shortages of funds and staff: "I think
you ﬁeed good state Licensing, and 1 think 4',n. some ways that they'ne doing
thein best. They don't have enough money to do a good job at the centerns that
are 4in existence, and beyond that there are day care homes all over the place
that they have noway of getting to knaw about because they are so0 shont-
handed. They can't get anound to the existing centers, and 1 think that would
be probably the major point." Another is tied to a concern about
what will happen to the children in the center if it is closed.
The DHR people we spoke with said that they tried hard to work
with providers to upgrade their programs: "We have actually hed to
put directons 4in jail. A woman and her mother -- with 90 kids -- wouldn'z
meet the standards. At that time, we didn't have the Law to say you have o
close the center or else go 2o fail. Naw there's a more appropriate Legal
noute. Butwe don'twant to penalize people -- just help kids. We have
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closed mahe a dozen centens over the yeans." A day care advocate
agrees: "Nobodywants kids to burn to death, but you can get the code s0
strict that the center gets closed up, and the kids are in unregubated places

wiich are even more dangerous.”

Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements (FIDCR)

Although Title XX centers must comply with the 1968
Feaeral Interagency Day Care Requirements, the FIDCR have had
relatively little impact on day care as a whole in Atlanta:
"FIDCR 4is a ghost; it doesn't neally exist.... We found them close o
the state siandands anyway, except fon the stagf/child natios." The
Georgia state reguirements are similar to the FIDCR, with the
major differences being that the FIDCR staff/child ratios are
higher than the state's and that they require the provision of
social services. The private Title XX centers see the provision
of social services as integral to quality care, and the public
Title XX centers use non-day care personnel to deliver social
services to the children and families in their centers, so this

aspect of the FIDCR is not controversial. Only one respondent

commented on the social service requirement, and she was support-
ive of the federal standards although she questioned their feasi-
bility: "The FIDCR ane wnritten as if people had the services and centens
fuszt needed to‘be nudged 2o provide them. But Geongia's a poor state and just
doesn't have a Lot of services; it varies grom county to county....But the
fate of the child can't be fLeft 2o the state by itseld."



The FIDCR staff/child ratios, however, are an area of

concern, even though they are currently under a moritorium.
"The average day care operaton wouldn't hnow about a separate federal
standand. Probably most think that it 48 a staff/child natio guide.
Onty maybe 5 out of 20 know the whole scope of the FIDCR." Even those

who were familiar with the whole scope of the FIDCR focused

on the staff/child ratios, saying that they were too costly

and that such high ratios were not necessary to ensure
quality day care:

Day care consultant: "I have no prob Lem with the FIDCR,
I think that they'ne good dtandards, but the staff/chied
natios are a Little tight. You could have

with sLightly faver. The '72 FIDCR were probab Ly better than
the '68. 1 am very comforntab Le with the 1:4 gon infants.

1 Liked the 1:3 better, but 1:4 wonks fine. Actually o
adults can do ven

Yywell with 7- § infants, better in fact
than one shut in a noomwith 4 babies,

quality day care

Child development specialist: "1 question whether
the staff/child natios ane operaiional, especially the
1:3 fon infants.”

Spokesman for DHER: "The staff/child may be a Little
unfair and unreasondbe. You have to g4ive up something
to pay salaries, and 1 don't think there 48 much b ene-
§4t from a greater numben of stagf."

Director of a private Title XX center: "About
staff/child natios -- sometimes you can have too many.
1§ you had a trained experdienced person, you'd need
onky 1 mone fon groups of 1520. 1 do think the 1:3
natio for infants is necedsarny. 1t's very difficult
gor our staff to do all Zhey need to do for these 3
infants."
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Another child development specialist: "FIDCR

4mposed negulations w.ith the intention of upghading the

quality but money's the big issue. You can't attract

competent people without money. 1 question the commit-

ment for day care at the federal. Level."

Another reason given for objecting to the FIDCR staff/
child ratios was that it would cause the state to monitor two
Systems, one for the state staff/child ratios and one for the
FIDCR staff/child ratios: "The state was opposed to that....To push
fon a state negubation that came up to the federal negulation, in their opin
Lon, would be mone than could be afforded, and probably that is s0. So they
tended to fight that and, as 1 necall, developed a plan that sont of ignored
that somevhat -- not completely, but put it aside and iioped 4t would go avay --
while we developed something here that s mone consistent with what is already

in the state."

Public Input into Planning Title XX Programs

At the present time there is a reasonably high level of
public input in determining the allocation of Title XX monies.
It may not be as high as some would like, but the prevalent feel-
ing is that Title XX planners are responsive to the needs and

wishes of the public.

The current rélatively high degree of public input
into planning for Title XX programs contrasts with the amount of
public input possible when the first Title XX plan was developed
for the state. Partly because of problems associated with get-

ting a new program off the ground and partly because of a conflict




between the time when Title XX was enacted and the time when the
DHR budget was presented to the legislature, public input was
limited to reactions to the plan prepared by DHR. AS one Title
XX planner explains, "DHR spent dbout 1900 man- howws setting up a system
or dealing with input from the community into Titfe XK. We used people-
oriented mechanisms to get people together and said, 'Here's all this stugf.
What do you think dout it?' And the whole damned ceiling came dawn. So the
conclusion: Let's make sure the consumens' Ainput s Listened to, and grom
Zhe beginning.”" The feelings associated with the first Title XX
plan, however, still ran];le. In the words of one city official,
"they had hearings concerning the allocation 0§ Title XX social serivee funds
fon the state. But itwas pretly much of a farce since plans had afready
been passed by the Legislature in Februany and hearnings wene held in Manch.
What was 8o initating dbout all this was that the procedure was insulting to
people. 1t played needs 066' againsi each other -- epilepsy, senion citizens,
and day care all vying for their share of the funds. And theywere 50 hypo-
cuitical. They never tried 2o justify haw the funds wenre going to be spent
on allocated but just said, ' @sh, that's a shame.' They put the burden of who
gets the money back on the necipients.”

One reaction to the hearings for the first Title XX pro-
gram was the formation of an advocacy group called the Consumers
Union for Fair Funding (CUFF). "There was a Goverror's Advisorny Commis-
s4ion but it was made up of Junion League, Jaycee, League of Women Voters types
== no poor and fev blacks. CUFF got in to see the governor and i;aA good fLegis
Lative support. There ane naw Title XX Planning Councils afl over the state
(made up of 51% consumers). They meet once a month and elect 4o representa-
Zives to the State Planning Councif." CUFF's goals coincided with DHR's:
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at present, there are 10 district planning councils composed of
51% parents, 35% agency representatives, and 14% community work-
ers and politicians.

Although the mechanism was established for channeling
public input early on into the planning for Title XX programs (i.e.,
network of district and state planning councils) no one seems to
feel that the councils are the be-all-and-end-all of public input,
nor do they seem to despair of getting -anything better. Instead,
there appears to be recognition that the Title XX programs are
still in their infancy and more time is needed to smooth over
the rough spots, that the Title XX Administratioh Unit of DHR
is not unresponsive to public input, and that it is as encum-
bant on consumers, providers and advocates to see that the public

be heard as it is on DHR.

A Title XX planner: "To get community input, a fe
yeans ago we did some needs assessment. OQut of 27
services that DHR provides, day care was finst. This
was 2 yeans ago. They took that as their guide and
have emphasized it since....1 question the thue
validity of the way the assessment was carmried out.
They used a control group that was people who were
already using day cane, but 1 still feel it's the
Largest need."

A director of a private Title XX center:
"Title XX negs can be changed. Providens/ consumens
screamed -- naw they'nre heand in the state. [DHR] is
neally hearing the pulse of the public. Day care
has the highest prionity for Title XK. 1 feel that
the community has been heard but some feel this is
not thue. The meetings have been helfd at night when
persons can have thein say. And a committee was
formed also to say what the needs are: the dig
ferent county Title X Planning Councils were goamed
about a yearn ago to address the needs and make sune
they're Listened to."
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A spokesman associated with the public Title XX
centers: "Therewetre three state hearings, and owr advi-
dony committee attended. The finst heaning was fust neact
4ng 1o what was already planned. Then the Laten hearings
had involvement of consumers and providers. There's not

enough. 1 think there's going to be more. Lobbying 4is
needed.”

A city official: "We took issue with the state on a
nunber of occasions -- chatlfenged them-- &0 they would
open up their process, andwe did it also thrnough our
Bureau of Human Services. Sont of raised the Level of
consciousness about what i8 going on here in tenms of
planning for the use of Title XX funds....The state
began 2o make some decisions about where our prionities
ought to be. They put together a draft and submitted

a proposal for us to Look at and said, 'We want some
input.' Our position was that this was a Little bit fate;
we were seeing the tail of the tiger and had to force
him out in the open and deal publicly with agencies that
would have to nefate to this plan. We didn'z get a
helluva Lot of change: we got a Lot 0f questions asked.
We will continue on this until such time as we get this

process open, and the citizen participation becomes neak,
rathen than fostened.”

Another city official: "Some people at .tate Level
neally are concerned about citizen input; more are not
concerned, havever. Some citizens stilf may feel as though
they' ve been co- opted into being another nubben stamp.

Economic Segregation

Georgia's decision to put Title XX eligible children

into 100% Title XX centers was made for administrative, not philo-

sophical, reasons: "Social and economic segregation is a very Legitimate

concern, and the fee system is the direction to move in. But as Zang as you

have scance nesources, there's not much you can do. Philosophically, no one
WALL argue that you need a good mix. But there i such a demand for day care

that we don't have the money gor that 100% Title XX centers ane the best way
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2o do it until we get more money from the state and the feds. 1t would be
an adminisirative monstnosity to have a mix of Title XXand non Title XX
kids, a bookkeeping mess, ete."

All of our respondents were concerned about thc economic
segregation inherent in having 100% Title XX centers, but they
were even more concerned about what happens to the family whose in-
come exceeds 61% of the Median Income for the state and thus is no
longer eligible for Title XX child care. It was felt that Title
XX care--economic isolation notwithstanding--was better than
the kind of care parents could afford entirely on their own, and
support for a sliding fee scale developed: "Parents stanted scream
4ng: 'Where are we going to iake oun children? What are we going to do?’
The Title XX Directons neponted this to the Title XX Day Care Directors Asso-
ciation wno 4n tuwn took it to the state Title XX plannens. Finally they
heard us and actior for a sLiding fee scale began. The Directons Association
worked 2o determine eligibility,
funding sounce."
ary 1, 1977,

eut- o ff points, collection and heponts to

A fee system was developed, effective as of Janu
which is available for those families whose incomes

are between 61-80 percent of the Median Income for the State.

One respondent, familiar with the day care in both Detroit and

Atlanta, commented: "Ideally, 1'd Like to see centens mixed economically

and mixed racially, and a different definition of eligibility is needed to

achieve this. Hawever, we have better Titte XX day care in Atlanta where we

have 100% sLots used than they do in Detroit. Evenwhenre there 45 the poten-

Ual for a mix, they'ne getting Less good carne. The cane purchased gor Title
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XX kids 4in Detroit doesn't Look as good as Atlanta. They sure as hell aren't
meeting FIDCR on even Licensing standards.” oOne child care advocate be-
lieves that open market day care is the only way to change the
rigid economic segregation of day care centers: "You need a system
Zhat allaws free punchase within controls, a negufated voucher system. ULti-
mately you wouldn'z have any Title XX centers. Gve parents buying powen;
othewdise you don't neally get care where it's needed but nathen it is shaped
Zo the institution, to the available service, and not 2o need.” However,
she doubts that this type of system will ever be implemented:
"Economic isolation is one 0f the basdc issues in day care, and the dystem

hotds it dear and insures it."

Racial Isolation

We also asked respondents questions relating to possible
racial isolation of children in centers in Atlanta. All of our

respondents favored racially mixed groups:

1 /tlg,eé/ytlk QU;ij kid ;ﬁtdd be exposed to the totality of oun
doclety. 1 hink ut £§ they could begin in multi- nacial,
mubti ethnic situations, they would pnobab Ly develop a whole
Loz be_,ttejn;_ they would adjust. Unfortunately, that's not
the situation. Watching kids graw up, 1 have noted that
around 6 on 7, they begin to notice that people are really
da.“e_jzen,t. They stant the beginnings of very, very strong
opincons about acceptance of others and themselves, and
they do it, most of them, without having had the benefit of
a mulli- nacdial, mublti- ethnic expe/ience.
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A child Leanns better fnom its peers. 1§ there 48 exposure
Lo difference, then more can get out of the cycle. 1 hear
0f §ighting and discond in the community. Some blLacks have
not been exposed to a Lot of white people, and white people
oflen onby get infornmation §rom maids. M centers aren't
integnated just fon the sake of <integration. 1It's a Lean
4ng process -- integration -- that involves parents, staff,
and children. When 1 §inst started this business (4n 1965),
I neally hadn't much exposure to white people and didn't knw
quite what to expect. They didn't hnav what to expect grom
me either. Naw my black and white parents mix and eveayone
works together. 1t's neally beautiful.

Our respondents pointed out that such integration was
the ideal and not the actual. Few centers in Atlanta are racial-
ly well integrated, and our respondents felt that the degree of
racial mix was related to housing patterns: centers located in
predominantly black areas are predominantly black, centers in
predbminantly white areas have mostly white children, and centers

in racially mixed areas have a mixture of ethnic groups repre-

sented.

Atlanta {s §0% black,

The mix of racial groups just hasn't come about the
way we'd Like but Location is a facton.

I've never wonked in an ale-black day care centen,
but, back in 1962 when 1 stanted a staff, 1 alvays
had hatf and hatf, even when I didn't have bLack
children....1t was all white for a Long time and then
I stanted getting calls grom black people. There
were no black people around us when we starnted. We
didn't care who came to the school, but the oppon-
tunity just didn't anise.
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« « « o We were integrated and it's because they Lived in
the community. One was because the patent had heand haw
good we are. This is why we were integrated. In dawn-
tavn Atlanta, where mabe they might bus them in, there
48 a mixtuwre and further out both districts are pre
dominantly white, 80 1 believe it's the district more
than just where they are placed.

Respondents felt that a racially integrated staff was
important, regardless of whether or not the children in the cen-
ter were integrated.

Ideally, 1'd Like to see a mix for both kids and staff.

If the center has a black population, it's nice to have the

staff, at Leasit, integhated. 1It's not appropriate to have

100% black children with a 100% white stagg.

I have white teachers in centens that are all black. _

The staff should match with ethnic groups to serve as

nole models, but thene {8 some advantage to an inte-

ghated stagf. 1t models interaction of adults, fon

instance.

A question concerning the effect either ethnic-mix or
Separation of one group from another has on enhancing or retard-
ing a.child's development almost always elicited a two-part re-
sponse: integration is important, but more important still is
an environment in which the child is free to develop emotionally

and socially.

Child development specialist: "In tenms of chifd
development and the interpersonal area of social-emotional
development, the §inst group setting should provide a
positive situation. 1t's probably the §inst time a

child is with peers. - Modeling for the child is mone
advantageous when there 48 a mix of ethnic grhoups.”

Public Title XX director: "We Live in a wonld where
all must interact with all people, 0 groups should be
mixed. Children shoutd mingle harmoniously as early as
possible. As for staffing, it goes back to the sensi-
tivity of individuals. What {8 going to be a healthy
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envinonment fon children §inst, not mixtuwre of children

ginst. You should not sacrifice anything just to get a

mix., "

Another child development specialist: "I am not

concened about the segregation question, just so the

center provides an environment where children can Learn

about differences....People should be sensitive to pro-

viding a variety of experiences, s0 kids can Learn about

differences. It is especially important fon black kids

4n predominantly white centers to have a good self-image.

Often differences are not perceived -- are blwuved. You

need to speak positively to black children."

A city.official: "I haven't got a strong opinion.

Black children need high quality education, negardfess

of whethen it {8 integrated on segnegated. Unfortun-

ately, often the all-black situations are percedved as

worse."

What we heard from our respondents in Atlanta was that,
whiie integration is a social good and while children would bene-
fit most from being in an integrated setting, integration per se
should not be valued above all other factors that impact on what
a child experiences in day care. This attitude is consistent
with the emphasis many day care specialists place on working with
the whole child&-giving equal value to physical care, emotional
nurturing, and mental stimulation. It also reflects their "make-
do spirit": new equipment would be nice, experienced staff wel-
comed, and integration good, but if we can't have them all, we'll
make our own equipment; hire "heart" and train later; and ex-
pose our children to as many different experiences as we can. A
spokesman from DHR perhaps best summarized the attitude toward
integration by saying, "I think you should have an integrated staff,
blackvhite, male/female, but 1 think if there were a definite Lav that said,

"you've got to on else' thatwe would Lose some good proghams. We found out
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about this when we were setting up ourn monitoning for civil nights compliance:
there's just some areas where there are no blacks on there are no whites.

And do you bus a preschool-aged child atl the way acrosd town just to inte-
grate a day care centen? As Long as there was an honest effort, you knaw,

to not diseniminate against anyone and the children were taken on a ginst
come, §inst served basdis, 1 think the Office 0§ Civil Rights would go along
with us. "

Ethno-centered Program

If there were no strong insistence on integrated centers,
neither was there a demand for ethno-centered Settings. Unlike
Seattle where respondents could rattle off a list of ethno-
centered programs ranging from ones emphasizing cultural herit-
ages (i.e., Muckleshoot Indian, Samoan, Filippino or Japanese-
American) to ones emphasizing a religious heritage such as
Buddhist, Muslim, Christian or Jewish, and unlike Detroit where
respondents stressed that centers taught Swahili in order to at-
tract clients, respondents in Atlanta were only aware of one or
two centers which emphasized an ethnic tradition:

In most thaditional centerns, there it mo ethnic identity

preservalion at all. 1In o centerns, their cwwiculum had

a heavy Afnican onientation, but 1 see no s4gn of an ethno-

centered movement,

Haven't heand of that. . . a couple 0§ programs were based
on Afnican tradition but they were private, not Title XK.

I know of a few but it's not a sinong presence in Atlanta.

Not within the school system. There are centain things
aout ethnic groups that should be preserved, but this
doesn't have to happen though at the center; 4t can




happen at home. 1 don'twant centers to operate in

solation -- they can preserve the ethnic pride w.ithout

that. There are ways to do it within the centen.”

One respondent, a director of a proprietary center,
felt strongly that it was the parent's job, and not the center's,
to instill an ethnic identity: "Children knaw no colonrs; you have to
Zeach them. My son has alvays been in a mixed envinonment, and someone
called him black davn at camp. He said, 'No, I'm not black; 1'm chocolate.'
He hasn't been taught that he is black; he 4is Negno. 1 can't Let someone
else come in and teach me that I'm black when T was taught that T was Negno
by Kom and Dad....1 am aware of one (group focusing on ethnic identification).
I think it 4s wrong., 1 do believe that children should be given the chance %o
discover and to Learn because they have monre 0§ an opportunity than we did (to
Learn) of the world around them by placing them in an environment and not
Letting the adufts teach disenimination. Not: .you play only with the xed
blocks and we, as adulits, know why "

Only one respondent seemed to be familiapyyith two eth-
nocentrically focused programs: "The parents 1 see that are {nvelved
An 2his arne the ones thatwenre coming 0f age when this whofe black thing of
heritage was getting rofling, and Zhey continue to identify very, very strong
Ly. But 1 have a problemw.ith that. 1think thatwe can give children the
benefit of their avn culture in a multi- nacial setting -- teach chifdren to
develop and have an understanding of them alf. There were some programs at
one time thatwene very nacial in thein approach. My concenn 48 what is it

doing to the chifd. In some Anstances, it might be whopping. Itwould be
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tewible to deny the child an opportunity to have a neal, meanding ful expenr-
dence with his awn heritage, but there have also been some centens that wene
attempling '/ta play it dawn, which i8 just as bad. To give a kid a totally
bLack expwu'.ence'u bad and to.deny that experience is just as bad."

Utilization of Day Care

We asked whether blacks used day care differently than
did whites: were more blacks represented in the population of
full-time users of day care? Did blacks prefer centers over
FDCHs? Were there major issues and concerns which were similar
across regional, ethnic and racial groupings and, if not, how
did they differ? One respondent pointed out that, although he'd
seen an equal number of whites and blacks in the centers that he
had visited, there was a disproportionate number of blacks in
all federally subsidized programs, not only in day care.

Others agreed that there were more blacks using center-
based full day care than there were whites, but they attributed
this to economic reasons rather than to a preference for type of

program that could be linked to a specific ethnic group:

A greaten pencentage of Lower social and economic groups
use full-day day care because of the funding from Titles
I-A and XX,

Just based on my own experience, T believe I've never had

a part-time black child. 1 think you would probably find
that where the black schools are Located on the predominant-
Ly black schools that it's economically a matter of neces-
44ty 2o have the children there all day.

Is the trend typical? VYes it is, because day care centens
are Located in the poonest neighbonrhoods so there are
mone b Lack women working than are whites. White men have
had better jobs than black men. There are mone childién
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An black families, and.fess and fLess grandparents (to care

for the children) because ghandma has to wornk untif she

falls on her face.

One respondent explained the trend for a hi!gher number
of blacks to use full-day care in a center as a combination of
economic necessity, preference for a day care center over a baby-
sitter, and the effects of discrimination. "I sce it as a trend in
traveling around in wonkshops and conferences. The black mother must work,
not forn the second car, because most of them don't have that second can,
but they mustwonrk. They want children just Like everpody else, but they
utilize the day care center, say, §hom 6:30 to 6:00. You wonder why a child
48 there from sunup to Sundawn? Alright, the mother must be at wonk at 7:30,
40 she has to drop him off at 6:30. Muma's off at four, but nemember Mom's
black, and she's got to be the Last one out 0§ that office on wherevern she's
wonrking. At the end of that time, she has to get on the freavay on catch the
bus. Then she has o get to the center and by the time she gets to the cen-
ter, she's got to get off the bus to get some groceries o something. So it's
44ix o'clock atready. She's already hot and tired and misenab e, she picks
the child up, and she goes home. She must utilize the center. Other than
that, she would have to pay a babysitter and a Lot 04§ them can't be trusted
anyvay. !

One respondent felt that whites used center-based full
day care by choice and that blacks used center-based full day
care because they had no choice: "I think henre in Atlanta that's eco-
nomie, essentially. 1§ you Look at the blachs that anre uwsing day cane, you'll
gind .thazt At's more with a §ull working day. Take a §ull wonking day plus



travel back and forth, you have an extended day. Whereas in many cases
whites are seeking a social kind of adjustment opportunity and, in my opinion,
I feel that one has to be exposed to a full day of day care 4in order to make
the adjustments they wish them to make."”

Three respondents, however, felt that the higher propor-
tion of blacks using center-based full day care reflected a
choice of program that could be tied to racial and/or economic

groups:

A child care consultant: "host Title XX programs are
An nedghbonhoods where most of the population is blach.
Expendence backs up that blacks really Like an educa-
Lional setting -- equate education with success. That's
UK but it can be overdone. 1 fLike to see teaching done .
in a natural setting. Whites Look fon family day care.
Middle-class blacks are interested in a Montessorni pro-
gram on one highly motivated taward education."”

A child development specialist: "There {48 a greatenr
Laver social/economic group using center day care because
of the funding. Mnre Laver income families are black and
Located in poverty anreas in Atlanta. The Laver economic
ghroup white ural population uses family day care homes."

A DHR spokesman: "I've talked 10 people who have said
that in Ronrgia there 48 some pressure to have your kid in
an educational setting. Part of it, 1 guess, L& our aun
fault because we've said, 'Day care is not babysitting.'
To us, day care is that you're providing good care and
supervision and, while we don't go along with any type

of real fonmal education, we do think they ought to be
offered an opportunity to Learn. There's akso the bit
aout integration of schools. The blacks particularly
see having thein kid in a Leaning situation as desin-
able -- not only because they feel their child has been
Left behind in public school and they don't want this to
happen to the next one, but because there is a Little monre
prestige if you say your child is in a private school....
I guess there 45 a highern degnree of it (pressure fon educa-
t,;itnal f&og/wmé) in the urban areas, fon both blacks and
whites.
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These three respondents, although active in the day care field,
do not have the day to day exposure to parents that day care di-
rectors do, and none of the directors we interviewed in Atlanta
felt that program choice could be linked either to racial group
or income level. Therefore, this trend may not apply to Atlanta
although it seems to apply to a greater extent in Detroit and to

a lesser extent in Seattle.

Concerns and Unmet Needs

Although our respondents differed with each other on a
host of issues relating to day care in Atlanta, they were unani-
mous when it came to singling out their greatest concerns or iso-
lating what they viewed as the unmet needs for day care in Atlanta.
Regardless of their philosophical orientation or their association
with a particular segment of the day care community, they agreed
that day care in Atlanta needed more money and more slots.

Advocates are now asking fon 24-houn day cane centens o
meel parents' needs fon flexibility.
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More centens arne needed. 1 have 2o turn Yy 80 many . .
My five centers all have Long waiting Lists. .

The biggest unmet need in Atlanta is the need gor moxe da
care ! It would be great if we could have mone funding. You
neally need federal funding in onden to open a nav centenr,
hawever. There are many counties in the ketro Area around
that only have private for-profit centers and neally
need some nonprofit ones. 1 opened one center in one ‘of these
counties and emnofled 50 hids in three weeks and had 100 on
the waiting Listt
We need money to support a sLiding fee scale. The Title XX
Directons Association is wonking on getting a Title XX s2iding
fee schedule, but even that won't be enough. (The schedule
was implemented on January 1, 1977.)

We'xre not seratehing the surface 0§ the needs fon poorn families
have 2o have day care. But we are atready getting a dispropon-

tionate amount of Title XX money here 4n Fulton County, 80 any
new money is going where there is no Title XX day care at alf,

Summary

As we interviewed people in each of the three sites--
Atlanta, Detroit and Seattle--~ the descriptive differences across
the sites which emerged throughout the data gathered in Phase 1II
of the National Day Care Study emerged in our interviews as well.
While the factors contributing to these descriptive differences
are illustrated in the subsequent case studies of Detroit
and seattle and discussed in the first chapter of this report,
report, ;t is the need for more day care slots in Atlanta
that stands out most clearly in contrast to the other two sites.
In Detroit, day care is "big business," and the competition

between centers for clients is fierce. 1In Seattle, the attitude

toward day care, as toward most other things, appeared relaxed
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and easy~going. Respondents there felt that the supply of day
care pretty much met the demand. There might possibly be a

need for more infant care centers, but they believed that most
parents preferred family day care homes for infants and toddlers
and that there was a supply of thesé sufficient to meet the
needs of most parents. It was only in Atlanta that we heard

the need for more day care stressed time and time again.,



CHAPTER THREE: DETROIT CASE STUDY

Introduction

This case study concentrates upon center-based
day care in Detroit. It Portrays a loosely structured
industry that is about to be regulated.

Of the three cities in the National Day Care
Study, Detroit's centers are the least segregated. VYet,
just a few years earlier, the city was synonymous with
racism and racial strife. In addition the city has a higher
percentage of privately run centers than either Seattle or
Atlanta. Unlike Atlanta, Detroit's public school system
does not pPresently provide day care for preschoolers.
However, center operators predict that in the near future--
the high unemployment rate among teachers will lead to day
care being included as part of the schools, just as kinder-
garten is now.

Four major themes became apparent to the researchers
concerning center-based day care in Detroit. First, there
is the tension between the operators of for-profit centers
and the operators of the nonprofit variety. There are
differences ¢f crinion over which type of facility can
Provide the best kind of day care in the most efficient
manner. Second, there is the tension operators of day care
Centers feel about the possibility of the Detroit public
schools entering the day care market.

Third, the researchers found that the state's
mechanism for reimbursement for subsidized care is causing
sSome problems in Detroit. A pay-as-you-go system is in
Place, and although the state of Michigan is sure that this
will achieve the goal of "strict accountability,” some
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Center operators in compliance with this system are still
waiting to get paid.

The components of quality care provide a fourth
point for debate in Detroit day care circles. Federal money
allows for an expansion of day care services, but it also
opens th: question of regulation. Some feel that regulations
should focus only on ensuring a child's basic safety. The
state regulations adequately assure this, they say, while
the federal regulations will increase costs far more than
they will increase the Quality of care given.

Setting the Scene

The City

Detroit is a working town. It is an indusw.: ial
center that drew disparate pPeople who had three things in
common: they needed jobs, they were mobile, and they were
uneducated. Detroit was a town where you could "get ahead."

"Getting ahead" profited the city. Dpetroit is
working on the second shift. Detroit is working downtown
at the City-County Building. Detroit is going to Wayne
State University at night to get a college degree. Detroit
is parents working and children in day care centers,

Day care allows people, usually mothers, to work,
According to the day care center operators we interviewed,
the demand for this service follows the employment level.
To the degree that Detroit's economy is subject to fluctua-
tions, so also is the dey care business. If there are
layoffs at Chrysler, then the children of these laid-off
workers are taken out of the centers. A bad year for the
automobile industry is a bad year for petroit generally,
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It is at this basic level that day care in Detroit
should be viewed. Although the issue of child development
is an important one, day care is above all a service to
parents. Sending a child to a day care center to be social-
ized, to interact with other children, is a luxury for most
parents. The working parent must find someone to take care
of the child or children. The Price of this service must be
affordable, and once the safety of the child has been
assured, the parent is just as capable as anyone else of
becoming a hard-nosed, utilitarian, cost/benefit analyst.
Center operators maintain that parents demand a day care
service that will allow them to go to work. This means that
centers must be open for long hours and the price of day
care must be kept low at the same time, perhaps no more than
$40 per week. Diagnostic services, highly trained caregivers,
special programs, and favorable staff/ child ratios must,
they say, be accommodated within those limits, unless heavy
subsidies are involved.

The view that day care centers help mothers
to work represents a continuation of the thinking of an
earlier era. The Lanham Act resulted in the creation of a
number of centers throughout the Country, most of them in
cities that had heavy, war-related industries. Detroit was
heavily involved both in production for the war effort and
Lanham Act day care. Although the total number of children
receiving this type of day care was pProbably less than
500,000 across the country, the Lanham centers are important
symbolically in that they represented the intervention of
the federal government into day care for the express purpose
of allowing women to work.

The Lanham Act centers allowed mothers to work
in certain industries at a time when--had there been no
national emergency--women working and federal support of
this would have been frowned upon. The war provided the
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justification for mothers to work. Now, work and work-
related training provides the justification for more centers,
more funding, and more regulation. Day care is a business--
nNo more, no less--in Detroit.

Day Care as a Business

The notion of day care as a business underlies
this examination of center-based day care in the Detroit
area. Regardless of whether a center is expected to turn a
profit or simply break even, all centers figure the costs of
Providing day care closely and few, if any, are permitted to
run at a substantial deficit for long. Competition among
centers is brisk, with many centers offering transportation
and/or such extras as karate, ballet, French or Swahili in
an effort to attact more children to their facility.

In 1967 there was an explosion of day care in Detrnoit.
There had been relatively Little in R962. There wenre
a few children with working mothens--mostly §rom one-
parent families; some children of professional people;
and some poverty Level or special needs Bids. Now
entrepeneuns have entered the day care business in
Lange numbers. Before that, it was a Little ofd

Lady who Loved hids.

About one-third of the day care centers in Detroit
are organized on a for-profit basis, and their interest in
the economics of day care is self-evident. The other day
care centers are organized on a nonprofit basis, and most of
these are operated by churches. "Not too many nonprofit centens are
nun by community centers on oithen big organizations othen than chunches.”
In church~run centers, we were told, day care was a service
offered to the community as a symbol of the church's social
responsibility and to provide part-time employment for some
of the churchlmembers, especially mothers of young children
who needed to wages, However, owners of for-profit centers
pointed out that providing day care in church facilities
made economic good sense since some of the money coming in
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could be used to defray the expense of maintaining the
church building.

There's not a great deal of difference between the
progit and the nonprofit--and 1 say that not because
of feeling that I have to defend myself .in Teams of
being for-progit. 1 say it from the point 0§ view
a number of c-unches go into day care not fon
the sake of the children but for the sake 0f sus-
laining themselves, and to me that's progit . . .
no matter what you do with the money.

Other respondents, regardless of their affiliation, agreed
that there was little diffeence between nonprofit and
for-profit centers, except "the food is better in the nonprofits.”

Directors of existing day care centers are concerned
not only with competition from other centers but also with
potential competition from the Detroit Public Schools. The
public school system which represents a substantial investment
in buildings and staff, provides an exmaple of how a nonprofit
organization can be, in its own way, a business too. The
system faces declining enrollments and the resulting unemploy-
ment of area teachers, who are represented by a strong
chapter of the American Federation of Teachers. Day care
operators fear that in order to keep its buildings full and
its teachers employed, the school system will someday run a
city-wide day care Program, almost as a downward extension
of kindergarten. As discussed later in this case study,
their fears are not entirely groundless. At the present
time, however, the Detroit Public Schools' involvement with
preschoolers is restricted to a relatively small Head Start
Program., Although Head Start has both morning and afternoon
sessions, individual children are enrolled in only one or
the other but not both; so the Head Start program currently
being offered is in no way synonymous with full-day care.
Furthermore, when enrollment in the Program was doubled in

1978-79, there was difficulty locating adequate space for
the additional classes.
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The tension caused by competition, whether real or
threatened, was apparent throughout our interviews with
directors of day care centers. Directors of nonprofit
centers noted that it was extremely difficult to break-even
and wondered aloud just what corners were cut by the for-
Profit centers. For their part, directors of profit-making
Centers maintained that they had to offer a "good" day care
Program in order to stay in business and that they did so in
spite of being ineligible for such federal benefits as food
subsidies because they were not organized on a nonprofit
basis. At the base of almost any discussion--whether of
staff/child ratio, educational requirements for staff, or
type of program offered--was the question of cost: could a
center offer this or that and still stay in business?

Day Care Trends

Day care became fashionable--or at least subject
to fashion--as the market began to be developed. In
black areas of Detroit, day care center programs were seen
as a way of getting a rung up or a jump ahead. Licensing
staff sometimes question whether the public is able to
demand quality day care. They sometimes feel that the
Public falls victim to huckstering and point out the day
care centers that claim to teach a child French, Swahili, or
mathematics. One center reportedly took a class of four-year-
olds to Paris so they could become "cultured.”

Licensers notice the shift in trends and styles
of center-~based day care. A few Years ago, a substantial

number of the centers in minority areas taught black culture
exclusively. "Now they're backing away from this,” one

licenser notes. "There {sn't even a Muslin day care centen.”
It is strange, indeed, in the city where Black Muslims

began.
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According to interviewed operators and licensers,
the trend now is toward pluralism. Several explanations for
this were offered. The most ideologically based one is that
there is no need for a city like Detroit to have centers
that emphasize black culture. Blacks feel secure in their
identity; they now constitute a majority of the population
within the city limits. Adherents to this belief maintain
that it is as unnecessary to give black children classes in

Swahili as it is to give WASP children culture lessons that
emphasize the meaning of the Union Jack.

A more economically based explanation, advanced by
a black owner of a small chain of centers, holds that the
limited amount of resources requires pluralism. That is,
money is in the hands of whites, power is in the hands of
whites, and only by having blacks attend the same centers as
whites is it possible to assure high quality service for
all. There is simply not enough money for two separate
tracks, if both are to be of high quality.

Perhaps the second explanation is the more tenable
one. Licensers and operators both note that the increase in
the number of day care centers coincided with the infusion
of large amounts of federal money. Certification of the
Centers, enabling the enrollment of subsidized children, has
waxed and waned with the stringency and enforcement of state
regulations and the reimbursement rate.

Day Care Not A Major Issue

Although day care is a growing concern in Detroit,
it is not a very visible cause. One cannot point to more
than one or two state seﬁators or representatives who can
convincingly be called "champions" of child care. Similarly,

there are only one or two members on Detroit's City Council
who have taken a serious interest in the subject.
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The researchers came away from Detroit with
the distinct impression that although the usual advocacy
groups (such as the 4-C's) are in existence, they do not
command much political influence. One member of the 4-C's
notes: "The fegislatons will buy-off on day care changes onky
on the basis of costs." Thus, an issue that causes debate
is the reimbursement rate. Operators of family day care
homes and centers insist that they are drastically underpaid
In-home aides are paid less than the minimum wage. A 1977
increase in reimbursement rates only provided an increase
of between four and six percent in the rates for all types
of providers. Although the State of Michigan received
additional funds earmarked for day care in June 1977, the

money was, by and large, allocated to other social services.

The reasons given for why day care is not yet a major
issue include that consumers are "not articulate," that
"coalitions develop only in times of cnisis," and that there
is a "split between prof4it-making and not-forn-progit day care centens."”

One legislator, who had helped form a task force
on day care, noted that the impetus came in 1975 when the
Department of Social Services wanted to increase the number
of billing units for day care centers from two per day to
three per day. The newly formed task force, composed mainly
of day care providers, was able to fight that attempt
Successfully. VYet, the same legislator notes, there is
still no real leadership in day care circles.

The "movement" is just beginning, and the legisator
estimates that it will take two years (until 1979) for it to

gain the same impetus that the "senior power" movement has
in Michigan right now:
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On a scale grom one 2o ten, awareness of day care
was minus ten. Now it's plus fwo. . . . Some
04 the Legislatons still worry that day care will
subvert the family.

Ironically, he noted, legislative criticism was often heard
from female members of the state house and senate. He feels
that the key is to broaden the base of support for the idea

of day care. He notes that day care advocates are often

hard-working people who cannot take a day off to go to the
capitol for a hearing. what he hopes to be able to do is to
form a special subcommittee on day care. The committee
could introduce bills that would coordinate children's
services. In the meantime, the movement lacks leadership
and as noted above, even draws suspicion.

The Provision of Day Care in Detroit: Who Shares the pie?

There are two major points of tension among day
care providers in Detroit. The first tension point is
between centers organized on a for-profit (proprietary)
basis and those run on a nonprofit status. The second
concerns whether the Detroit Board of Education will
make day care a part of the educational system,

Unlike Atlanta, where an important distinction
is whether or not a center is a Title XX center, in Detroit,
the profit-making status is the discriminating factor. The
for-profit centers have a somewhat greater influence
than their number alone indicate. This type of center
banded together to form the Education Child Care Centers of
Michigan. Later, that organization became the present day
Michigan Association of Child care Centers (MACCC). The
existence of the MACCC may be seen as a recognition that it
is the private owners who have begun to think of themselves
as a group with vested interests, one that should have a say
about regulations and standards.
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The MACCC is a modest lobbying organization,
the independent lobby concerned with child care. (as
members of the MACCC pointed out to the researchers,
the 4-C's are essentially an arm of the Governor's Office.)
However, the independent MACCC is a small organization;
according to one of its officers, the budget is consider-
ably less than $10,000 per year.

Operators of private centers put forth several
arguments as to why their type of center is superior for
providing day care. The threads of their contention are
spun around the notion of efficiency. fTheir argument runs
like this: Because the Proprietary centers are organized to
make a profit, they are--by nature--less wasteful than
nonprofit centers that can merely break even and still
survive. Further, it is argued, private day care centers
are much more efficient than a day care system run by the
Public schools, which can run at a deficit indefinitely.
That is, the centers operate within a framework of existing
regulations that guarantee quality and safety; then, they
seek to maximize profit by such means as judicious shopping.
One owner-operator noted that some of his biggest savings
were realized by buying surplus equipment from the Detroit
Board of Education. The necessity for, or drive toward,
realizing a profit makes the proprietary centers use re-
Sources more effectively, or so the argument goes,

Proponents of private sector, for-profit day
care are quick to point out that their lower cost figures
are achieved under a handicap. Proprietary centers do not
qualify for the Internal Revenue Service designation that
Would allow them to purchase food at reduced rates through
the Department of Agriculture child Care Food Program. Some
of the more enterprising center owners have essentially
split their center operations into two parts. The manage-
ment is on a for-profit basis, and the ownership is on a
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nonprofit basis. This split allows the centers to apply for
the Internal Revenue Service designation. This type of
inventiveness is not pursued by most owners, however,

since they are too small to profit from such a division of
operations.

The "efficiency" argument cuts both ways. Pushed
too far, it becomes a liability. Profit-making day care
centers, like profit-making nursing homes, can easily
become suspect for being "too efficient." Critics say that
it is impossible to make a profit by providing quality day
care, taking profit as de facto evidence of substandardness
or a "short-change job."

The argument cited above reflects the feelings of
a fair number of the directors of nonprofit centers. as
one director of a well regarded, church=-sponsored center
noted: "Some centens are just in it fon the money. They cut cornens.
The child should not be a doflar s4ign."” The director added,
"The day care business .is dtanting grom the ground gloor now. 1§ we'ne
not carefuf, it will become a competitive anea 04 our social Life."
The same director notes that the USDA subsidy he receives is
essential to his center's operation and feels that, on that
score alone, the non-profits have a huge advantage over the
Proprietary establishments. Without this form of government
subsidy, he feels, his operation would not be able to break

even and the church itself would have to kick in the differ-
"ence. '

Another director, connected with a well=-endowed
center, decried what he saw as the ability to convert social
Problems into business opportunities. "Anyone can open a day
care center," he said. Although an advocate of high staff/
child ratios, he believes that it is impossible for day care
centers to provide the kind of individual attention that the
high ratios imply and still make a profit. Because of this,
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he noted, the proprietary centers were being forced to
"warehouse" children. Sort of shared wisdom that can
develop. ‘We don't seem to have an adequate philosophical base
around child-rearing,” he concluded.

Owners of proprietary centers are aware of this
sort of criticism. One operator of a fairly large chain of
centers told the interviewers that very large commercial
chains, like Kinder Care, are looked down upon in the North.
The public would not stand for that degree of commercialism.
She did not feel this was true of other areas of the country,
particularly the South. At the same time, she did not
object to a 1:7 staff/child ratio but maintained that

enforcement of a 1:5 ratio would lead to cheating by the
centers, '

The owner of another private center offered a
similar opinion. "A ratio of one to five is a sLough-o44,"
she says, adding that increasing the concentration of

caregivers would only lead to more socializing within the
staff.

Another owner countered the charges of profiteering
more assertively, and pointed out that all day care centers
are essentially in the business of being in business. He
referred to churches that run centers to subsidize the
church, or at least provide employment for some of the
parishoners. He also claimed that the Detroit Board of
Education, which is also "nonprofit," is making motions
that indicate that it is moving toward providing day care.

He said that one need only look at the declining public
school enrollments and the lowering birth rates to know why
the Board is interested in getting into the day care business,

201

228



"The Detroit Boand of Education does not have to show a retwin on its
Anvestments. 1t is heavily subsidized, and it emplLoys Large numbens
04 onganized individuals who will be unemployed unless the school
system begins o provide services for the sub-kinderganten Level.

This manket exists and has been exploited by private day care centenrs,
among othens." The question now becomes who will dominate
the market in the forthcoming years.

The argument over who can best provide day care
services shifts back and forth. The director of a denomin-
ationally sponsored center, part of a larger social service
agency, stated that the center loses money on its subsidized
children, perhaps as much as thirty cents.per day for each
child. she cannot see how profit-making centers can actually
make a profit and still provide decent day care. "They must
do the shont-change bit," she says. Yet, the mathematics of
ft all--the loss of the thirty cents per day for each subsi-
dized child--implies that money can be made on privately
paying children.

Day care ‘and the public Schools--a Major Issue

At the present time, the Detroit public Schools do
not provide day care. They do, however, provide the following
services to preschoolers: Head Start classes in 38 schools
which served 1200 students in 1977; Title I preschool
programs in 37 schools which served 1500 children; and a
parent/child program for children aged birth to three
years.

We don'z operate any day cane situations where
children are in for extended perniods of time.
ALL of our programs ane educational-oniented
and are half day programs.
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Although some programs offer both morning and afternoon
sessions, different children are served in each session and

the program operation is coterminous with the regular school
day.

Regardless, operators of day care centers of all
types are concerned that the public schools will put them
out of business. 1t is a concern far out of proportion to
the present level of activity: the total number of children
presently served is fewer than 4,000 out of an estimated
preschool population of over 35,000. Nonetheless the
concern is there, and the reasons for it are many. The
school-aged population is shrinking, and the provision of
day care in the schools could provide employment to teachers
already in the system. 1If and when additional child care
monies are distributed by the federal government, individual
day care centers simply could not compete on an equal
footing with a public school system for federal funding in
the form of grants, demonstration programs and the like.
Legislation currently exists--and other bills are in progress--
to delegate and divide responsibility for overseeing the
operation of publicly funded day care facilities between the

State Department of Education and the Division of Social
Services, )

Within the past 10 years, both the total population
of the city and the number of students have declined, the
latter from approximately 300,000 to around 230,000. As one
official notes, "That means you close buildings, on they are underused.”
Detroit is an old city with no place to expand its boundaries
to recapture lost population. The encirclement by incorporated
suburbs has long been complete. Detroit continues to lose
population, and it is apparent that school ¢losings will
continue also. Employment opportunities for teachers will
get workse, not better. Ten years ago, the contingent of
kindergarten-aged children was 28,000; now, it is 20,000.
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Hence the pool of prekindergarten children is now seen as a
potential resource, although admittedly it too will shrink
over time.

_ Having the public school in the day care business
could provideuunemployed teachers with jobs. 1If a’staff/
child ratio of 1:5 were observed, this could mean employment
for 4,000 teachers. The Probability that preference in
hiring day care teachers would be to hire teachers already
in the system is heightened by the fact that these teachers
are represented by a strong chapter of the American Federation
of Teachers. Not all of these teachers could possibly have
majors in early childhood education. Tr*se who think that
the public schools should stay out of day care insist that
. public school day care teachers would be mostly English or
Social Sstudies teachers who would accept day care jobs

because they pay $12,000 a year, not because of any interest
in preschoolers.

Most day care people feel strongly that their
approach to the children in their care is very different

from the approach that teachers in a public school system
are likely to take:

Before T went into a prebchool program. 1 was a
Zeacher in a public school. My degree was in educa-
Zion; 1 had a K-£2 teaching cerntificate, s0 1 could
have gotten away with {eaching anywhere grom elem-
entary up. When 1 went into preschool, 1 found

4t a totally difgerent world. But it took me two
to three yeans to figure out that They, this is

not the same as elementary school. 1% should not
be conducted Like elementany school.' 1 have gound
that some of the handest people to deal with and
explain what a preschool program should be have
been teachers in genenal, . , . 1 say thi:

grom the point of having been blind at ore time
and feeling the same way: "Well, 44 you nan teach
§inst grade, you can teach preschool.?



A second concern on the part of day care operators
is their inability to compete with the public schools for
large-scale_public funding for preschool programs. "I thirk
they ane wonnied about the direction that the diate of Michigan is
going o take in tewms o! providing preschool programs. We have more
and more of them zoming in through dedenal funds into the public
schools, and 1 think many people are womried about that--what it's
going Zo do %o thein business. But they see themsefves as providing
a service different from what can be provided in the public schools.”
Day care operators point to the Title I preschool program
and to the fact that the public schools are one of two
major grantees for the Head Start program (the other is
operated by Catholic Social Services) to buttress their
argument that future large sums of money will most likely
be channeled through the public schools and not split among
various small day care centers. This view is corroborated
by a Detroit public school official who commented about the
Family Assistance Plan, "It {the public schools entry into day
care) isn't going to happen in the next year or so. There would have
2o be some change in funding at the national Level that would bring
considerable amounts o4 money into the schook system. 1 think if
the bill that Nixon vetoed had been placed .into action, we would
probably be in day cane night mow."

Even though day care operators feel strongly that
the programs they provide are different in substance from
what is presently being provided by the public school
system, they are doubtful that parents will be sophisticated
enough to recognize and appreciate the difference. A
frequently cited case in point concerned a demonstration
program located in the Fenton-Holly area:
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We "had a private school in the Fenton-Holly area
that was nunning a centified® program--1-£ and allf
Zhat--and not because it had to; it didn't have
any subsidized students. 1t had 25 children,
about 5-£0 acres of Land, built §rom the ground
up. 11 was a neal quality schoof, no dougt about
that. Charging $35 a week, the schoof was §itled
at 25. Along came the public schoofs who got
thein hands on some money somewhere and chose 2o
put in a preschool program. They sefected the
4ite of an abandoned, condemned schoof in which
they placed 30 chifdnen. The only equipment they
had was inside a thunk. They had one teacher and
one £é-year-old with 30 children. This was a public
school and 80 they could do'it, whereas the private
4chool came unden” the Depantment 0§ Social Senvices
and they are always s0 sticky about having this
much equipment and s0 many this and so many that.
The fady that nan the private school complained

2o her Licensing comsultant; the consulitant days,
'T don't believe it,' s0 they went over there

and took pictures of the situation. To make a Long
stony shont, it took a Long time but they f{inally
got the schoof closed. Unfontunately for the people
who owned the £ittle private school, thein nepu-
{ation had been nuined by that time. - Here was the
killing part of what happened: zhe public school
charged $1.50 a day on something Like that, and
Zhe people who were charging $35 a week Looked
Like monsters. 1t Looked Like they were neally
naking 4% in. Peopl:z on the outside Lookin Ain,
being naive, thought the owners were money-hoggens.
The private schaol Lost about eight or s0 of their
children zo the.public school but it was fust
enough 80 they couldn't keep going. They even-
tually sold tﬁe place and moved away.

The difference between the regulations under which
the public school center operated and those under which
the private center was licensed came aboht.because, until
relatively recently, public school centers have had to
meet safety standards imposed by the Michigan State Depart-
ment of Education, while all other day care centers came

*In 1976, Michigan had three levels of certification for
day care centers eligible to serve subsidized children
(see discussion in Chapter 1).

206

233




under the jurisdiction of the Department of Social Services.
As it happened, the public school center was in violation of
Act 116, a 1973 state law that took effect in spring of
1974. Act 116 required publicly operated day care facilities
.to be inspected and approved by the Department of Social
Services although the Department of Education continued to
-regulate the type of program offered in the public school

centers.

There had been considerable concern about this §rom
the public school administratorns and the State

Boand of Education. Why were welfare people given
nesponsibility to tell us edu 78 about day care?

1t took a Lot of meetings to convince them of the
whys and wherefores and to reassure them about
(Deparntment of Social Services) people, that ounr
Licensing consultants were MA's in education--one
0f 'them.' There still was some noise on the
part of some superintendents--some even threatened
2o take DSS to count. But by and Large schools
Look upon the approval process as a helpful
servdce and nespect DSS.

The significance of Act 116 has not been lost on
day care operators. They view it as initially delaying but
ultimately facilitating the entry of the Detroit public
schools into the day care market. The delay stems from the
requirements concerning the physical plant. One private
center operator notes that the requirements for child-height
commodes alone would eliminate most schools from being used
as child care centers until extensive renovations were made.
This will take time as will the working out of procedures
between the two state bureaucracies. However, they also
note that the fact that Act 116 even exists seems to be an
indication that the state might favor the public schools when
it comes to channeling federal child care funds. It will
not be all that long, they predict, before they face major
competition from the school system--competition they fear
will be the end of most private day care. They base this
Prediction on the history of kindergarten in Michigan. Just
as Detroit's kindergartens, in existence since the late
1800's are technically voluntary, so also would be the

207

<234



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Detroit Board of Education's day care centers. Center
operators note that the costs of such day care would be paid
by tax dollars and, at best, the publicly subsidized centers
would charge only a minimal fee. As is the case with
kindergarten, it would probably only be a short time before
nearly 95 percent of the children in this age group were in
attendance. Operators of other centers simply could not
compete, they said, with seemingly free day care.

Subsidized Day care in Detroit

In Detroit there are the no special Title XX
Centers for lower-income families, and parents have a great
deal of freedom in choosing the kind of ¢hild care they
consider appropriate. This differs from Atlanta, where

Centers tend to have either all Title XX subsidized children
or no subsidized children.

In contrast, Detroit parents may place their
children in any approved day care center or day care home.
The parent may choose not to use either type of group
facility and may decide to use an in-home caregiver instead.
The choice of which type of day care facility to use, and
which one, is left up to the parent. Thus, in theory at
least, the acceptance of a subsidy does not mean giving up
free choice. 1In reality, segregated neighborhood patterns
and the location of industries make the choice a more
constricted one. However, Detroit's day care centers are
more economically and racially integrated than those in
Atlanta or Seattle. This runs counter to the popular images
of the three cities., oOne might expect that Seattle--with
its relatively low numbers of minorities and its "1aid
back"” public image--would have the most integrated centers.
Conceivably, advocates of for-profit day care, free enter-
prise and freedom of choice may point to the relatively
small amount of segregation in Detroit centers as proof that
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capitalism, even on an unorganized scale, can be responsive

to the Social Good.

For lower-income families, the process by which
day care arrangements are made and the bargain struck seems
to be a mixture of independence and restriction. A household
need not be on any other type of assistance to receive a
subsidy for day care. One applies to the local welfare
office, eligibility is established, and a "budget" is worked
up by the child care worker. Empldyment or school attendance
is verified by pay stubs, schedule, or letter. Together, the
child care worker and the parent develop a "day care plan."

The parent is asked what type of day care is
preferred. The worker can suggest some of the alternatives
available; however, as one worker noted during an interview:
"We have to wonk with the clients. MosZ of them know what they want
before they come in."

According to the same day care worker, the least-
used choice is the family day care home, a facility which
serves a limited number of children, usually fewer than six.
Social workers and day care operators report that the day
care center is a method more often selected by blacks than
by whites. A babysitter is the preferred alternative
expressed by most clients. The parent often has a specific
babysitter in mind, often her own sister or mother. Reim-

bursement by the state for in-home care is at a much lower
rate, less than $4 per day.

Social workers cannot "volunteer" any method, or
steer the client toward any particular facility. At the
same time, they try to give some guidance. The purpose of
the plan, in part, is to work out some means of securing
child care services that would be realistic if the individual
were to get off public assistance. Thus, one interviewed
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worker stated that a babysitter is probably more realistic
for a mother who has many children than a center would be.

In some cases, a laissez-faire approach cannot
work. The mother may have no idea where to begin her

search. At such times, the worker may suggest a specific
center: "I hear that 48 pretty good." It is here
that the worker's opinions and knowledge enter into the
day care process:

We wene driving on the west side of Detroit,
I have just neceived a 'windshield tour' of
the centens 4in the worker's tewrnitony. 'What
do you think of that one?' 1 point. 'Medi-
ocre. Really mediocnre,' she tells me.

'Most of these centerns are glonified baby-
sitting. TV is a big thing. They watch TV.

Typically, a worker's caseload is between 75 and
100 cases (families) per month. The variation among individ-
ual workers is from 30 to 120 cases, depending upon the
worker and the season. 1In the summer, the caseload drops.

Mothers come to see day care as "something to be expected”
a day care worker reports. At the same time, the emphasis
on feasibility and the authorization for day care services
only if the parent is enrolled in a training course or
working point to one of the basics: day care is not the
same thing as nursery school; it has a custodial purpose.
The large percentage of pProfit-making centers points out
another fact about day care in Detroit: the center is an
adaptive institgtion. It is possible to appropriately price
a business that operates on small margins; if day care
allows mothers to work, then it is priced low enough to make
working a profitable alternative to staying at home, with or
without public assistance grants. Day care is a businesss
that allows people to go about their business.
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Once a child is placed in a center, the state
day'care worker is required to visit that child in that
facility within the next 30 days. After that, the worker
sees the child at least once every six months. At these
visits, the day care worker--who has no licensing author=-
ity--forms his or her opinions about specific centers.
Thus, workers have a stock of stories that begin, "I won't
tell you the name of the center, but . . ." oOn the other
hand, some centers are singled out for praise.

State day care workers note that the day care
reality is somewhere in between the extremes of excellence

and inadequacy. When things really seem amiss, the worker
will call the state's licensing personnel.

Reimbursement Mechanism for Subsidized care

According to sources at the Michigan Depart-

‘ment of Social Services, getting assistance with day care is

straightforward. They will also admit that things have
recently gotten more complicated. as far as the State of
Michigan is concerned, the more involved system is cheaper.
It also comes closer to meeting the requirements of "strict
accountability,” a popular notion in Michigan and elsewhere.

The o0ld way of doing things is worth examining,
however. Under the old system, the parent, after having
been declared "income eligible" for assistance, found day
care for the child. oOnce the child was "placed,” the child
care worker at the welfare agency would authorize payments.
These would come in the form of a bi-weekly check to the
centers. 1In-home day care was paid for by a two-party
check. Regardless of the form of the day care, the payments
would continue until a "stop payment order" was issued.
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The state found abuse under the old system.
According to Michigan officials, the state was actually
subsidizing center operators, and perhaps, even the children
whose parents received no direct public assistance. That
is, the children of middle-class parents were being subsidized
in a de facto fashion. Subsidized day care was intended to
allow low-income mothers to work or be trained. According
to the auditing department, parehts would enroll in a
training course and then drop it.without telling anyone.
Also, the center was paid regardless of whether or not the
child was absent. Absences were being paid just as attend-
ances were. Somebody, somewhere, was getting a free ride,
or so it was alleged. The state became worried about )
accountability. Obviously, the system had to be tightened.

The new system, implemented in 1976, is a true
pay-as-you-go system. The key is that the center must keep
a detailed attendance record and submit a bill for only that
time for which each subsidized child was present. A new
form is used authorizing so many "units" of daycare, so many
"units" of transportation, and no more than the ~tated
number of each. Now that there is this attendance record,
now that the billings occur bi-monthly, now thac the bill
can be checked and paid only after the services have been
actually delivered, the system is more equitable. The
department insists that this is so.

Reimbursement for center-based care is limited
now to $7.26 per day for children between two-ar.' -half to
six-years-old* or the amount of mon.::y chat pri- te pay
students at the center are charged, which: -+ . less. This
means that day care subsidies from the State of Michigan are
about $35 per week for each child. 1In no case may a

*For children between two weeks and two-and-a--half years of
age, the maximum rate is $10.26 per day.
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subsidized child bring more money into the center than does
an unsubsidized child. 1In most cases, state-paid children
bring in less. However, one member of a state-wide advocacy
group noted that "the general population usually pays what DSS pays,
40 the Department of Social Services has become the nate-setten for the
community nathern than the other way around."

One day care operator expressed his feelings about
the effect of both the old and the new reimbursement systems

this way:

1f a person i8 a snake (Like .in the Stony of the man who
Zook in a snake and it bit him), he'fle find a way to bite
you, 80 don't think you are going to change him. What
I'm saying £8, if a person is out 2o make a progit and
you're not paying him but $1.50 a day, he'Ll make a pro§it.
So that ofd tnick of 'fet's not pay them what they should
be paid and 50 keep them from making a profit' is just not
working. There are centers that are changing $8 a day and
noi even make a quarter profit--a good 25 cents profit a
day. And there are centers that are changing $5 a day and
making $1.50 of that in profit. 1t has to deal with the
person that's involved.

The acountability system allows the Department of
Social Services and its auditors to catch things when they
go awry. Five absences in a month merit a call from the
child's day care workers. CcCenters are not paid until the
vouchers are filled out. This contrasts with both Atlanta
and Seattle, neither of which have this sort of monitoring
built into their systems. The payment rules shape day care
in Detroit by setting the economic limits for its subsidy.

There is some disagreement over whether the new
payment system hoz helped or hindered the rendering of
day care service for tre low-income. One senior official
in the welfare department opined that the rules help:
"The (operatons) kmow ihe depantment will pay. They don't have 2o
hassle (2i%e they do) with the puivate pay client.”

Yet some of the day care center operators inter-
viewed in June 1977 claim that the department has not paid



them all it owes since October, when the new system was put
into place. One of the operators is filing suit. Department
people retort that the number of children being subsidized

by the state has not declined, and that new centers--many of
which take state-paid children--are appearing all of the
time. Welfare officials do admit, however, that in the
beginning, when the new payment system was being put into
Place, there may have been some slight delays in making
payments.

The new (1976) pay-as-you-go system represents not
only an effort towards greater acountability, but also an
increase in the amount of paperwork that the day care center
operators complete in order to be reimbursed for their subsid-
ized students. The Department of Public Welfare has divided
the day into two "units."™ The first half of the day is known
as the "primary" unit. A subsidized child attending this
period alone will bring in 62 percent, rather than 50 per-
cent of the $6.70 maximum reimbursement allowed by the State
of Michigan. The last half of the day is the "secondary"
unit. A subsidized child's attendance during this part of
the day authorizes the release of 38 percent of the full
day's reimbursement.

According to some day care operators, an attempt
was made to cut the day into even smaller units, but this
was rejected. The day care center operators felt that
dividing the day into smaller and smaller units works
against their business, since it multiplies the amount of
paperwork and counting. It also requires that the child be
present for more than eight hours in order to get the full
payment. The two-unit. day works best, the owners report,
since it does take into account the necessary extra effort
required to serve a child for a half day, rather than a full
day. It also recognizes that the morning is a particularly
busy time for centers.
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The rate of reimbursement brought complaints from
several of the operators interviewed by the researchers. One
operator of a nonprofit center notes that the reimbursement
rate for subsidized children always trailed the private
market price of day care. 1In 1969, when his center charged
Privately paying children $25 per week, Michigan paid center
operators §$22.50. This difference continues today, when the
center charges private, full-time students $35 per week and
the maximum reimbursement from the State of Michigan is
$33.50. It is likely that the gap will widen if the operator
decides that, in order to break even, he must charge the
private students $40 per week.

Impact of Administrative and Requlatory Policies

Whether a center takes subsidized children at all
is, in part, the result of a number of interacting factors.
The quickness of reimbursement is important to centers,
particularly smaller ones with cash flow problems. More
than one center operator asserted that the delays in making
the new payment system operational had caused several
centers to go out of business. On a day-to-day basis,
however, it is the amount of the reimbursement that sets
the practical limit on the level of services that can be
provided. Regulations then serve to shape the kinds of
services each center offers--if it is going to take subsi-
dized children at all.

Li;ensing officials have noted that the number of
centers accepting subsidized children fluctuates. 1In 1975,
when the Federal Interagency Day Care Regulations (FIDCR),
mandating certain staff/child ratios and standards, were
tied to the receipt of federal funds, many centers decided
they could no longer accept state-paid children. Then, when
the State of Michigan obtained a waiver and decided to
enforce only the nutritional standards, the centers began
accepting the subsidized children once again.
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A rapid change either in the amount of reimburse-
ment or conversely, the number of staff required can bring
immediate changes in the day care picture. For example, if
the mandated 1:5 staff ratio requirement were enforced, it
could come close to doubling the wage costs of a number of
centers. Further, requiring more training of the caregivers
would drive costs even higher. oOne operator of a non-profit
center estimated that he would have to pay a college graduate
at least $12,000 per year. These wages would cost the
Center more than $250 per week if the 1:5 ratio were enforced.
This means that each child would have to bring in $50 per
week to the center. With state reimbursement rates trailing
those of the private market, he feels he would have two
Cchoices: (1) try to set a fee for private students at more
than $50 per week, or (2) cease to take subsidized children
all together. He feels that since his center is a popular
one, he could fill the spaces with private paying children

and--with regrets--he would cease to do business with the
state.

Regulations and reimbursement rates thus conspire
to put certain pressures on the day care system. A center
must be certified in order to take in subsidized children.
In order tc be licensed, centers must comply only with state
regulations. Federal and state money is welcomed, but the
form of regulations and the stringency with which they are
enforced shapes the choices available to those with low
incomes. There is some concern that the FIDCR regulations
might produce a high-paid, perhaps high-quality, but econom-
ically segregated day care system. This segregation can
occur if the federal regulations enforced by the state are
So stringent and costly to actualize that they make it
impossible for the children of middle class parents to
attend a center approved for subsidized children. fThus, a
two track system would develop whereby unsubsidized children
would attend centers much like the ones they do now, while
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subsidized children would attend "Title XX" centers where
there is a high staff/child ratio and the government pays
the bill.

Licensing and Monitoring

The State of Michigan uses a dual system to
inspect and license day care facilities. Day care homes are
licensed and in-home aides are certified by welfare personnel,
who are tied into the system at the county level. Inspection
of centers, however, is performed by the Department of
Social Services at the state level. To do this, Michigan
engages the services of licensing consultants who work
exclusively with the providers. The caseload of a consultant
typically is around 70 centers. Most of them work in

metropolitan areas where the vast majority of centers are
located.

The role of the consultant has two, possibly
conflicting, aspects. The consultants certify the centers
and thus are the enforcers of state regulations. At the
same time, they must advise center operators on how to meet
these standards. Depending upon which role the consultant
takes, he or she may be seen as being either "helpful" or
“picky." '

Licensers complain that they are overworked and
cannot spend the necessary time at each ce:nter, At a
minimum, inspections are made every two years for licensed
Centers. Beyond this, each consultant is responsible for
investigating complaints (whether made by a center employee,
4 parent, or a state day care worker), take depositions,
and try to settle disputes. Center owners and operators
complain that the consultants appear only sporadically, at
odd and inconvenient times. Centers that do not pass muster
can be placed on "unannounced visit status." Licenses can
be suspended or even revoked.
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The rules for having a center certified or licensed
are clear, and in practice, flexible., For their part, the
licensing consultants note that they try to get centers to
comply with regulations. They realize that closing down a
day care center means that the parents will have to look
‘elsewhere for the services they need.

Most commonly, centers are put on notice for
understaffing, overenrollment, and for transportation
inadequacies. The latter type of infraction usually means
carrying too many children in the center's "bus" (usually a
van or station wagon) or not having two adults aboard at all
times--a requirement which the operators continue to fight,

Complaints about understaffing come frequently
from the state's day care workers. They are difficult to
prove conclusively:

'People ane not always around the children,'

the day care wonker telfs me. A defense

against a complaint of £oo few stagf s,

"Two teacherns wene Late.'

Other common complaints include poor food,
inadequate staff, and discipline. 1In regard to this last
item, one licenser noted that some parents felt that there
was too much discipline in their center, while others felt
that there was too little. Another type of complaint
surfaces from those who see day care as a way for their
children to get a little head start in life: "My child
isn't learning anything." Such complaints lie outside of
the scope of the rules and regulation.

The licensers note that their work has increased
since 1968. Until that time, a small permanent staff was
more than adequate to handle the licensing and certification
of day care centers. After that date, more federal money
came in and more centers opened. This increased the commer-
cial aspects of day care. "you get men involved," a licenser notes,
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That is, day care became entrepreneurial. The money got
more interesting and the paid care of chidren, at least
the managerial end of it, was no longer left to females.

Day Care Policy Issues

The tensions among regulations, services, and
reimbursement influence the day care scene in Detroit as
elsewhere. In an age of trade-offs, these questions are
raised: 1Is it more important to have a high staff/child
ratio, or is it more important for children to attend
centers with other children from different backgrounds? A
parallel problem concerns professionalism. Is it better to
have warm, but relatively untrained caregivers, or is it the
possession of a college degree and the training that comes
with it the most important thing when the people taking care
of a child are not the child's parents?

Staff/Child Ratios and Training

Regardless of whether a private center is organ-
ized on a for-profit or not-for-profit basis, thc staff/child
ratio and the amount of training that each staff member must
have are issues of central concérn. By increasing the
number of caregivers that must attend a set number of
children, or by requiring that caregivers have extensive
formal education, centers run the risk of pricing them-
selves out of the market.

Unless the State of Michigan (and ultimately, the
federal government) is willing to pay tremendously increased
subsidies, it is likely that children of low-income parents
will no longer attend the same centers as children of
middle-income parents. Instead children of the middle
class will be attending centers where the staff/child
ratio is lower and where the caregivers have less
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training than the ones where the subsidized children will
attend.

Although it is indeed possible that centers will
continue to accept both privately paying and subsidized
children, many day care center operators think that they
have only three choices. They may chose to get out of the
day care business entirely. Some of them may chose to do
this, especially since the day care industry is young, many
centers are new, and the capital investment can be quite
low.

The second choice is to refuse to take subsidized
children. One operator of a church center mentioned earlier
in this study planned to do exactly this. With regrets, he
would take only privately paying children. He reasoned
that his center was a popular one and that he would have
no trouble filling the empty slots with the children of
mothers who worked at well-paying jobs.

The third choice would be to accept only Title XX
children. This would be an attractive alternative for
operators who own day care centers in low-income areas or
who anticipated difficulty in filling empty slots. One
owner of a small chain of centers located in different parts
of the city states that he would simply convert his
inner-city centers into Title XX day care centers and cater
to a more middle class clientele for the centers he has in
the suburbs. BAdditionally, he could offer bus service to
take the child to the appropriate type of center. "It would
hunt, but 1 would survive,” he says.

Presumably, most centers do not intend to go out
of business if the FIDCR regulations, which include nutrition,
staff/ratio, and staff training standards, are enforced.
Most of the concern comes not with the nutritional standards--
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most centers comply with these anyway--but with the staff/
child ratio now being held in abeyance by the State of
Michigan.

Staff/child katios. Th~ FIDCR regulations specify
a staff/child ratio of 1:4 fur children under three-years-old,
1:5 for three- to four-year-olds, 1:7 for children between
four- and six-years-old and i:10 for children older than
six. There are few centers in ™ *roit which actually
maintain the desired ratios at this time, especially for

three- and four-year-olds. Day care operators maintain
that it would be impossible for trem to meet the FIDCR
standards without doubling the care costs for parents who
receive no government subsidies for their children.

Since staff salaries account for nearly four-fifths
of a center's expenses, the mathematics of improved staff/
child ratios involve computing labor costs. Thus, halving
the number of children per caregiver nearly doubles the
cost to the parent. Similarly, requiring a B.A. degree for
day care center teachers would again increase the cost to
the parents, perhaps again by a factor of two. The question
becomes one of what the market will bear.

A parent fee of $35 per week for each child in a
center is nearly average in the Detroit area. A fee of $40
to $45 per week probably would not make much difference to
parents who hold moderately well paying jobs. However, an
increase to $70 per week or more is probably out of the
question, particularliy if there is only one wage earner in
the family. These parents would either quit wusk or find
some other child care arrangements.

For the operators of private centers, regardless
of whether they are church-sponsored or organized as busines-
ses, the question becomes whether to take only subsidized



children or to take none at all. This choice has already
been made for the center cperators in Atlanta. In Detroit,
the question is up in the air.

Caregiver Training and Qualifications. The

training of day care center personnel raises the same issue
as does staff/child ratio, but in a less immediate fashion,
since the latter could presumably be implemented more
quickly. A day care aide may be paid as little as the
current minimum wage, now $2.65 per hour. For a family of
four with a single wage earner this is below the poverty
level. 1If the day care worker is on the CETA program, the
wage might rise to over $3. This is appreciably more, but
Still less than the wages that a certified teacher can
command. A question asked by a day care operator during

an interview was, "Is the pubfic willing Zo pay the equivalent o4
$20 per day 4on day care?"

Should the Detroit Board of Education take over a
large portion of the day care, the issue would become moot.
The public would pay the equivalent of that amount, but it
would be collected in the form of property taxes and govern-
ment subsidies to education.

Not surprisingly, an interviewed official from the
Board of Education stressed the quality, not the cost, of
this type of day care. "We'xe .interested in naising the achievement
0f 4nnern city kids,” he notes. The cost of a "certificated person"
is put at $10,500 for ten months' of work, plus an additional
20 percent for a full year's program. The staff/child ratio
would be hign. "We feel there should be a Lot of interaction between
teacher and student,” the official states. Because so much of
the direct cost would be hidden by subsidies, the Board of
Education could conceivably charge parents relatively little
or nothing; however, the true, per-unit costs would be more
than the costs of private day care.
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Economic considerations aside, "training® usually
means formal education, preferably in early childhood
development, although some centers encourage in-service
training .as well. Much of the background of this debate
centers around the economic issues covered earlier in this
study, but philosophy enters into the picture, too.

Current state regulations specify that center
directors should have a minimum of two years of college.
Regulations are now being contemplated that will require
directors to have not only two years of college, but also 12
hours in child development, child psychology, or early
childhood education. oOther care providers will have to have
at least one year's training in a program approved by the
State Depatment of Education.

Some owners see the proposed requirements as a
trend toward increasing specialization, a movement away from
the warm, purely loving environment they feel should charac-
terize day care. Economic issues aside, they question
whether such training is necessary or desirable. Such
requirements are viewed as the beginnings of bureaucratiza-
tion and the belief that education per se has no relation to
the ability to take care of toddlers. They state that the
requirements will have the effect of forcing warm, competent
individuals out of the day care field. Opponents of stricter
educational requirements claim that in place of the experienced
mother, young trained but essentially inexperienced workers
will be substituted. To such critics, the educational
requirements defeat the purpose of the requlations to
provide quality day care.

Center operators fear that the 12 hours of early
childhood related coursework will be only a starting point.
They foresee a time when a college degree will be required
for all staff. wWhen this happens, it could mean that many

223

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



of the "warm, loving mother figures" already on their staff

would no longer gqualify for the jobs and that,'they say,
would be a true loss.

In petroit, those who believe that caring for
children is an individual thing that cannot easily be téught
are characterized as "warm fuzzies." They believe that
child care is an art. Contrarily, those who believe that
the best care is given by those who have the proper training
are called "educators."

There is no reason why these two viewpoints need
to be opposed. Presumably, one might be "warm and fuzzy" as
well as "trained." 1In practice, however, NCDS staff
found tension between the two groups. Not surprisingly, one
can often predict on which side of the fence individuals sit
if their affiliations are known. Thus, public school
Personnel are likely advocates of professionalism. Private
day care center operators, who oppose a public school day
care system, can usually be counted on to advocate warmth
and to rail against enforced professionalism. Those who
train teachers also tend to side with the pDetroit Board of
Education on this matter.

For operators of private day care centers, the
proof for their position lies in their experience. They
point out, for example, the mother of four children, a mem-
ber of the parish, who simply has "a way with children."
Working at the center is a way for her to make a little
extra money and to provide decent care for the children of
working parents.

An owner of a profit-making center may point to an
establishment started by a group of unemployed teachers.
"They had 165 milk cantons and used them for everything,” he says.
That center closed after a few months and he wound up with

'224 251



most of the children from it. The same director will also
allude to the substandard center "in the Fenton-Holly area®
that was allowed to operate for over a year simply because
it was t;ed to a public school.

Operators of private centers stress that day care
is different than schooling., They note that those with
degrees were trained as teachers first and only incidentally
as caregivers. They insist that children need the chance to
grow unfettered so they can learn to be independent. A
mother of four, because she has raised youngsters of her
own, is likely to allow this sort of freedom. A "twenty-one

year old girl with a degree,"” the operators argue, will
likely not.

In contrast, the educators insist that motherhood,
by itself, is no guarantee that an individual can take care
of 10 or 20 preschoolers. The mother of four may be all
right for the average child, the educators will grant, but
they will not be able to diagnose dysfunctions in the child
that needs extra help. Warmness and fuzziness thus become
suspicious; it is viewed as a Synonym for merely "warehousing
the children." Lack of trained caregivers is seen as the
cheap way out, a means to cut corners and make a profit off
the children.

One educator notes: "Warm fuzzies are great, but you
need mone than that." Then she adds, "You don't get awareness
by merely being warm.” she then notes that even with her
degree of experience she still manages to learn something
new at each workshop.
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Each side in the debate knows, and even half
accepts, the criticisms of the other. The owner of a
Proprietary day care center may state that the views of the
eductors are unrealistic, rather than incorrect. They note
that there is a market for day care and their establish-
ments respond to it. Center operators with lower— and
lower-middle class clientele know that they exist because
parents have to work. All the touching, caring, and
teaching mean nothing if the basic, custodial needs of day
care are not met at a reasonable price.

Center operators are also quick to point out the
amount of spurious "learning" and "teaching” that goes on in
centers. They can point out other center owners, the ones
out to make a fast buck, who claim to teach children French,
Swahili, or the martial arts. While none suggest that
educators advocate this sort of teaching, critics hint that
there is no practical base to the academically oriented
approach. The educators, it is said, are interested in
pPerpetuating their own existence by becoming "experts" in
the raising of children, something that day care operators
usually feel cannot be taught inside a college classroom.

At the core of the argument made by the "warm
fuzzies" is the notion that children develop normally if
they are given a warm atmosphere. A purpose of day care
thus becomes socialization. Having too much structure
becomes suspect. Further, the advocates of warmth point out
that there are no empirical studies to show that a specially
trained caregiver is any more effective than an experienced
mother in providing day care. (National Day Care Study data
indicate, however, that child-related educational/training is
related to more positive child and caregiver behavior in day
care centers. However, years of formal education and
experience were not related to better child outcomes,
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The educators counter: "Ask your private day care
center operator which he would rather have~-i§ he could get them at
the same price--a mother who raised fourn children, on a specialist
in early childhood development?” The more savvy among the
educators push the argument further. They claim that the
best caregiver would be a "warm, loving, trained mother."
Children under this sort of care would be "supplemented,
reinforced, and expanded."” They would also be "intellec-
tually stimulated," the researchers were told. Their
"sense of humaness would be enhanced."

The educators recognize the importance of warmth,
but seem to feel that it is not quite the scarce commodity
that the advocates of warmth feel it to be. The main advan-
tage of training is the ability to dignose as well as to
Structure the environment. Educators question whether an
untrained person could recognize a case of moderate retard-
ation. They also note that, once a disability is recognized,
the child can, with proper supervision, receive the necessary
services and continue to be "mainstreamed"--that is, continue
to remain in the same center as the other children,

Educators operate under the "medical"™ or "profes-
‘sional” model of day care. They tend to feel that the
notion of day care as "socialization"” is a lame one, a
cover~up for bad management and a concern with corner
cutting: "If the children nun haphazardly, they (the private
operators) call it 'socialization.' 1In neality, the children anre
herded in fLange groups."

. Private operators counter this herding argument.
They say that the problem with the professional educators is
- that they believe in too much structure and discipline. '
"I know," one of them told the researchers, "I was a teacher
and T was blind." He notes that, since he has started his
day care center, he has become more easy-going and less
authoritarian toward his own children as well.
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Social Services

The question of whether day care centers should
provide other social services represents another point of
debate. Those connected with well-endowed centers (e.g..:
those which function as research centers, or those connected
with the Head Start Program) are adamant in their belief
that child care does not exist in a vacuum. The counter to
this is that, in Michigan at least, there are already other
agencies in the community which can provide specialized
social services at a low cost. The job of the day care
center, in contrast, is to provide child care.

The definition of the purpose of day care is at
stake in these arguments and counter-arguments. The protago-
nists of structure are also, by and large, the protagonists
of education for caregivers. These advocates seem to
endorse the notion of holism, the idea that the whole child
and the whole family is involved in the day care process.

Parent Involvement

The dicotomy between those who endorse holism and
those who do not is further illustrated by asking caregivers
how they feel about parent involvement. Those who insist
that parents have a voice in the program are the same
individauls who advocate professionalism and structure,

They often operate centers that are recognized as being
"quality” institutions by the educated middle class.

In contrast, those who believe in less structure,
who value warmth more than training in the caregivers, tend
to be less emphatic about the necessity for parental involve~
ment. One such day care center owner noted that in some
years his center has parents' committees, whereas in other
years it does not. The onus is on the parents. Another
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director of a well-regarded church-based center specifically
stated that he preferred not to have parents involved. He
claims that, indeed, the parents at his center are so
satisfied with how their children are doing that they do not

even express interest in creating a parent advisory board.

There are exceptions, of course. One couple who
own a private day care center that stresses a moderately
loose structure insist that centers must work at getting
parents jinvolved. The owners observe that working parents
are often tired at the end of the day, and so it is good to
have something planned for any meeting of the advisory
board. Quite often, this takes the form of a pot 1uck'
supper and a question-and-answer session afterwards.

There is agreement among some center owners
concerning what it is that parents “really want® for their
children. One black operator of a chain of centers states
flatly that blacks look first at the physical facilities,
while whites, on the other hand, ask about the staff's
training. Another operator notes that blacks prefer the
centers to discipline their children, whereas whites feel
uneasy about this. A licensing inspector maintains that
blacks want their children to be taught the basics of
reading and math--the younger the better.

Other day care people interviewed by the research-
ers claim that the above characterization is "stereotypical®
and all too easy. They claim that the distinctions are more
Cclass-related than race-related. Blacks want education and
the nice facilities because they are trying to "make it" and
have not arrived yet. They feel insecure. 1In contrast,
middle-class whites are more relaxed. Lower-middle class
white parents who want the best for their children tend to
react like the blacks who have aspirations of upward mobility,
or so the researchers were assured. The poor have less
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awareness of the varieties of day care and are content as
long as the child is happy.

A private operator states that changes in the
market are appearing. Some parents are beginning to ask if
the centers have "real" teachers with degrees. This may be
the beginning of a shift in philosophies that may signal the
rise of professionalization. If this is accompanied by an
increase in subsidies, the rise of day care may be coupled
with a rise in the status of caregivers., In the meantime,
there are differences in opinion. Some believe that children
will develop if they are given the freedom to do so. Others
feel that children need structure and encouragement. Thus,
though economics figures in, there are genuine differences
in philosophy concerning the nature of children and the

(>“'nature of good day care.

Day Care Needs

Since day care centers are responsible for caring
for children over long periods, center personnel find other
areas of agreement, regardless of their individual affili-
ation. They cite the necessity for being open up to 12
hours per day. Most centers begin their day between 7:00
and 8:00 A.M., in time for the child to be dropped off on
the parent's way to work. Most centers stay open until at
least 6:30 p.m. This gives parents who start work in the
middle of the morning time to pick up their children on
their way home.

The difficulty comes when the parent works an odd
schedule or a rotating shift. There are few centers which
can provide child care beyond the normal, albeit amended,
working hours. @Given the essentially entrepreneurial nature
of day care in Detroit, it is éurprising that centers have
not begun to offer this service.
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Another frequently expressed need is for infant
care. The reasons for this lack are not clear. Detroit is
no different from Atlanta or Seattle in the availability of
this service. High staff/child ratios presentliy mandated for
infant care may account for this, in part. Presumably the
cost of infant care would be high and it is likely that
working parents seek other means of obtaining this service
than from a center.

Once the wrangle over profit (and whether it is a
fitting motive for providing human services) is set aside,
agreement between proﬁit and nonprofit centers is reached
at another point. Both types seem concerned with letting
the child develop and become independent in a safe setting.
When shown a list of 30 or so items that could contribute to
quality day care, all interviewees singled out physical
safety as the single, most important factor,

Most operators report that the one thing mothers
look for in the center is security. State regulations
specify what each center must have in the way of fire doors
and the like. Operators of centers note that, above all, it is
the physical standards that the public schools cannot meet.
For this reason alone, they question whether the Board of
Education should get into the day care business at-all.

Conclusions: The End of Laissez-Faire

Increased federal funding and along with it more
stringent enforcement of some form of federal day care
regulations seem to be ineQitable. Their impact is likely
to vary according to the context and history of different
localities. For example, one might hypothesize that in
Atlanta the day care market will be expanded but not signi-
ficantly altered by increased federal funding. The state
regulations governing day care in Atlanta are already quite
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similar to those contained in the FIDCR, so enforcement of
federal standards will not require day care operators to
make major changes in their programs. Furthermore, the
Atlanta day care "pie"™ has long since been divided, with
some centers--the nonprofit Title XX centers and the centers
run by the Atlanta Public Schools-=-primarily serving subsi-
dized children and others serving privately paying children.

In contrast, the impact in Detroit is likely to be
greater. No only are the current FIDCR more stringent--at
least in terms of staff/child ratior--than the state regula=-
tions, but increased federal funding may attract the public
schools into the day care market. It is too soon to say
just how the day care market will ultimately be allocated
among the various types of day care centers in Detroit, but
an increased federal presence there will undoubtedly cause a
shift before equilibrium is ‘once again established.

Federal monies and concomittant regulations
notwithstanding, it appears that day care in general will
more and more come under state scrutiny and regluation. But
again what the result of this will be is uncertain. State
interest in how its monies are being spent has already led
to a tightening in the categories of children being served
by subsidized day care--with preference being given, for the
most part, to job-related day care for children from low-
income families rather than to day care as a form of children’s
Protective services or as an alternative to foster care.

The recent change in the state's reimbursement and account-
ability system is another indication of state interest in
the day care market. So far, however, the state's actions
seem to be related more to fiscal accountability than to an
expression of an overall phyilsophy about child care.

Detroit is certainly not unique because there is
no single, comprehensive philosophy about what day care
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should be. However, in Detroit the lines between virious
day care interests appeared to be more sharply drawn than
those in the other two sites; we saw little indication of ad
hoc coalitions of various groups or of single day care
organizations which had significant political clout=--
coalitions or organizations which might indicate the shape
day care will take in the future. At present, there appears
to be a full-range in the type of programs offered by the
centesr and, in the absence of any comprezhensive day care
philosophy, caveat emptor seems to apply for the present as
well as for the immediate future.




CHAPTER FOUR: SEATTLE CASE STUDY

Our team of three field researchers visited
Atlanta first, Detroit next, and Seattle last, spending a
week in each city. It was perhaps only natural that while
we were gathering data on what it is that makes Seattle
unique, we were at the same time already making comparisons
among the three sites. Seattle, like Detroit, is a company
town. Although it builds aircraft rather than automobiles,
what affects Boeing affects Seattle as well. Like Atlanta,
Seattle attracts a fair amount of convention business,
although it is the Space Needle soaring above the Seattle
Center that visitors remember instead of the elaborate
hotels that characterize Atlanta. In terms of day care,
similarities are also found. Seattle parents who are
eligible for Title XX subsidized day care can, like their
counterparts in Detroit, place their children in any
licensed facility which then bills the state for the chil-
dren's care; in Seattle as in Atlanta, there are significant
numbers of nonprofit centers.

Although the cities differed in such things as
the ways in which federal funds were administered, the
day care communities in_each had many concerns in common.
Many respondents in all three cities thought that the
staff/child ratios contained in the Federal Interagency Day
Care Requirements (FIDCR) were too stringent, and positions
on such issues as staff qualifications, parent involvement
and the provision of social services broke down along
similar lines in each site. The proponents on either side
.differed from city to city but the arguments were familiar.

What made the most marked difference among the
three cities was the attitude pEf the .people living there--an
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attituvde which was not. only reflected in their use of day
care and the types of day care preferred ut which also
extanied toward the p.ovirion of social services, the sort

of regulations they supoorted, and the way in which they
lobbied for day care. Although what happens to children in
day care depends on the center 2..1 not on the city, the ways
in which day care is organized and re;ulated, the acceptabil-
ity of putting children into day care, and the purpose or
goal of day care vary from city to city.

In some cases, the differences can be easily
documented: this is the way Title XX funds are used for day
care, this is the type of day care available to parents and,
even, this is how respondents ir. seattle view state and
federal regulations governing day care. For others, however,
the documentation cannot be so clearly established. Whether
Seattle still has a “Klondike mentality" or a frontier
heritage of independence--ard what impact such an inherited
philosophy has--is largely a matter of conjecture, although
many respondents strongly asserted tha: a pioneer spirit
exists and affects the way in which things are done. What
follows is an attempt to portray what it is that makes
Seattle different from Detroit and Atlsnta vis a vis day
c re.

Overview

Seattle is a pioneer town grovn into a city.
Although its industries have shifted from trapping, logging
and trade to aircraft and shipbuilding, shippiig and the
manufacturing of forest products, Seattle retains an indepen-
dent pioneer spirit. Some contradictions result from this
independence. On one hand, Washington has, at times, been
home to speculative business and radical movements: "The State
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of Washington has the socialism of the unions, and Seattle is a

Zoum of Dave Beck. We had a big WOBELIES* movement here and .in the
'60'8 a big SNCC** goLlowing. 1In 1919, duning one 0f the 'ned' scares,
Mitchell Palmen neferred to the state as 'the Soviet 04 Washington'--
what he said was 'the 47 states and the Soviet of Washington.'" On the
other hand, Washington is also home to various conservative
organizations: "AlLthough Washington has the image of being Liberal,
Zhe John Binch Society is very sirong here, and most people are mone
concerned with issues Like waten preservation than they are about

social services.” '

Seattle is a city of neighborhoods spread over
a multitude of hills. Unlike Detroit and Atlanta where
neighborhoods are defined on the basis of the racial or
ethnic background of the people living within them, in
Seattle the various neighborhoods are defined by geograph-
ical boundaries. The community of Magnolia is situated on
Magnolia Bluff, Queen Ann on a hill of that same name,
the University District is reached by crossing a canal
joining Lake Washington with Puget Sound, and so on. The
South End is less wealthy an area than, say, Magnolia, but
there are no broad areas which can be clearly identified
as slums or ghettos. There are indeed housing projects and
particular sections within neighborhoods which qualify as
target areas for social service programs but in general in
Seattle a person's address gives no clue as to race,
ethnic origin or income level.

The city’s setting--overlooking Puget Sound and
the Olympia Range on the West and overlooked in turn, on
clear days, by Mt. Ranier and the Cascade Range on the
east--makes the temptation to go up into the mountains or
out to the islands nearly irresistable, and people in
Seattle claim that the city is deserted on weekends.

*A revolutionary labor organization of the early 20th
century, commonly called the Industrial Workers of the
World (IWW), or the "Wobblies."™ Founded in 1905.

**Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee, founded in 1960.
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. Possibly because of this weekend exodus, the city has been
"slow" to develop its urban cultural and recreational
facilities. However, Seattle Center (hastily constructed
for the 1962 World's Fair) continues to attract locals as
well as tourists. In addition to being home to the soaring
Space Needle, it houses the Seattle Opera, Symphony Orchestra,
a Science Center and a sports arena. Seattle has major
league footbali, basketball and baseball teams, several
museums and a zoo. The markets near the wa-erfront have
been renovated and are thriving. 1In additicn, a number of
small stores are being developed on the adjacent wharves.

In Pioneer Square--formerly a skid row of sorts--chic stores
and restaurants exist side by side with missions serving the
needy. The mission clientele have not been shunted off to
some less visible portion of the city. They fill the
benches in newly developed parks and, if either the absence
of iron grills on the store windows or the presence of
throngs of shoppers are any indication, pose no threat to
the prosperity of the merchants in the area.

"Maybe hills help to define a city and keep it on
a human scale, for Seattle is certainly a people-oriented
place. There are trees and flowers everywhere and places
for people to sit: benches outside buildings, fountains
with wide low walls around them, park benches scattered here
and there along the streets, and parks everywhere. There is
even a park ingeniously built over a freeway.

The tall buildings in the central business district
do not appear out of place the way they do in Atlanta or
Detroit where their height is in stark contrast to the
flatness of the surrounding land. It is difficult in either
Detroit or Atlanta to see exactly where the city ends and
the suburbs begin. Not so in Seattle. From the top of the .
Space Needle, the city appears small and compact, nestled on
hills between Puget Sound and Lake Washington. 1In a single
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glance, the observer takes in office buildings, Seattle
Center, wharves, factories and houses and is reminded that a
city is for 1living and playing as well as for working.

In a relatively small and compact city, one might
expect to find a great sense of community, of identification
with the city itself, and such a spirit exists to some
extent. People in Seattle identify strongly with the
fortunes of the University of Washington football team, the
Huskies; mute testimony to this are the street signs posted
at intervals on streets around the stadium which read, "No
Parking 10 A.M.-6 P.M. Day of Football Game." The signs are
applicable only a few days a year.

A sense of community spirit was also expressed a
few years ago by billboards erected on the outskirts of the
city. At a time when layoffs at Boeing made workers leave
the city in droves, the billboards read: "Will the last
person to leave Seattle please turn off the lights."

Our respondents felt, however, that there was
little sense of community spirit exhibited on a day-to-day
basis. "People send their weekends and evenings going out into the
mountains: thene's not much community spinit." Added to this is
the frontier inheritance of independence--"no one should tell
you what to do." Furthermore, people look to themselves and
not to the state to get things done: "The demand gets to great
that somehow a person on a group gets found to do it." This lack of
on~going community spirit, a frontier heritage of independence,
and an emphasis on self-reliance all contribute to the loose
structure of Seattle's institutions and society.

While there may not be much community spirit per
se in Seattle, there are indeed communities. Although
neighborhoods are defined along dgeographic rather than
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ethnic lines, Seattle is a city of ethnic communities--groups
whose members may or may not live near each other but which
have a significant impact on the complexion of life there.
While the majority of people living in Seattle are of
Anglo-Saxon stock, Seattle "ranks fourth among American
cities in Asian populations, fifth in native American
Indians."*

It was only in this city that our respondents were
able to rattle off a lengthy list of ethno-centered day care
programs:

Christian parents want Chaistian projrams;
Musins want Musfin programs. The Muckleshoot
Indians want thein own culture taught, and so0 do
the Buddhists, the Vietnamese, and the Filipinos.

Some ghoups are getting strong enough 2o operate
Zhein own center. The Samoan community may be
doing this, and there is a group of Japanese-
Americans, Zoo. But none of them are saying that
they want it just fon themselves; Zhey want thein
children 2o be aware of thein heritage but they
want to Shane it too.

There are also community organizations which focus
on special interests. The day care community is one of
these, as are groups focusing on black child development,
mental health, special education and so on. Although each
of these communities has an ongoing interest in, and commit-
ment to, their particular speciality, few if any of them
constitute a permanent pressure group--one which would lobby
for long-range planning on the part of the various state
agencies or the legislature. Seattle has been described as
a city in which "its neighhorhood organizat’-ic, like most

*Roger Sales, Seattle, ¥°st to Present (Seattle, wash:
University of Washington Press, 1976).
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of its public commitments and achievements, tend to be ad
hoc rather than permanent."* The same holds true for its
special interest communities. They coalesce around a
crisis, lobby efficiently and effectively and then, once the
crisis has passed, return to their local day-to-~day efforts.

This patchwork collection of ad hoc committees and
temporary coalitions has had its successes in the past:
Seattle Center and the renovation of Pioneer Square, for
example, owe their existence to ad hoc citizen committees.

A 1970 report on day care, by the Council of Planning
Affiliates (COPA), in Seattle-King County says, "during the
period 1966-67, when the Puget Sound Region was experiencing
a period of economic and population expansion, many efforts,
in the main separate and uncoordinated, were made to provide
additional day care. churches, private operators, voluntary
groups in the community and individual mothers took steps to
expand or offer new day care servicesg."** Nonprofit centers
sponsored by churches proliferate in Seattle: ", . . there ane a
great many chunches invofved in day care. They do it not because day care
48 a prionity by itsel§ but because they are meeting community needs, because
par-nts have Zo work and need a safe place to Leare thein hids."

Of course, this reliance on ad hoc committees,
special interest groups, and private citizens has had its
drawbacks as well. For one thing, it has mean’ that it has
been difficult to develop a comprehensive and consistent
approach to day care on either a legislative or agency
level. The state has experienced great swings and shifts in
popular causes:

*Sales, rp.rit.

**Counci.. coxr Planning Affiliates, Day Care: Seattle-King
Ceunty (Seattle, Wash., 1970).




In Washinaton, they have been very Liberal at
imes--zhey have moved ahead, made big Leaps and
bounds. Then they'£L Get a conservative adminis-
tation, and they'£8 drnaw back and Lose ghound.
1’5 been that kind of backing-and-fonthing in
Was hington.

Day cane has been such a problem anea within the
Department (0§ Social and Health Services). There
have been s0 many people involved in it--so0 many
cooks in the pudding that you never knew what
flavor it was, Let alone wZen 4t was goding to be
done. 1t's incredible,

Respondents in Seattle frequently contrasted
their state with the neighboring state of Oregon. At times
they dismissed the population there as other times the slow,
Steady progress those "conservative farmers®™ have made has
been praised wistfully and the ad hoc nature of social
service planning and delivery in Washington lamented.

In Onegon day care advocates onganized by the Onegon
4-C's* go en masse 1o the Legislatune. They ake

kids 2o the fegistature. They'ne with thein Leg.isla-
tive nepresentatives in between sessions. And they

get sponsons fon new Legislation, Onegon is a conser-
vative state. They move slowly but when they move their
gain is consolidated. 1 think in Onegon--and 1'm not
denighating the state agency stagf in Washington by any
means in saying this--you build a highly committed stagg
because they'ne always thying to push ahead. They're
held back by conservative administrations and Legistatons
but they do make gains and they keep moving ahead. So
your commitment nemains steady. Whereas in a state where
you gel something and 'oh boy you're going great guns’’
and ther you Lose it, 1 think something happens to the
whole & - §§ conmitment.

Another problem caused by the reliance on special
interest groups for lobbying is that certain special interest
groups are disproportionately successful in achieving their

end, sometimes to the detriment of groups almost identical to
their own:

*Community Coordinated Child Care: Under a program initiated

in 1968 by the Office of Economic Opportunity to coordinate all
federally funded day care, states were encouraged to develop local
groups to coordinate child care services in their local area,
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The American Indians have special eligibility
standards which are higher than the income stan-
dards non-Indians must meet in onden to qualify
for gree Title XX day care. And the neason for
that was that the American Indians invited folks
around here who make decisions to a meeting and,
1 think, put them on the other side of the room
from the door and wouldn't Let them out. Only there
were only five tribes nepresented, so if you

have taken a Look at our cumrent Title XX plan,
you'LL notice five reservations ane the only ones
that are allowed that special dispensation, and
you can guess which five were at the meeting that
day.

Such inequities are sometimes corrected:

However, 4it's been my opinion that this is
diseniminatory, 80 this year's plan opens it up
2o all neservations, and it cannot be just
Indians but all those nesiding on the reserva-
tion. That means that if there ane non-Indians
residing on the neservation, we have to serve
them in the same manner. So it's forn all
gederally necognized reservations nather than
just those lucgy give.

However, while the most recent Title XX plan developed by
the State of Washington permits the provision of free day
care services for families living on reservations whose
income does not exceed 80 percent of the state median, such
day care for families 1living elsewhere is restricted to
those families whose income does not exceed 35 percent of
the state median.

Yet another consequence of the lack of an organ-
ized system in which interest groups are held accountable to
each other is that at present there is no way to ensure that
local concerns, judgments and needs assessments are adequately
valued at the state level. One respondent whose agency had
worked hard to elicit responses from a wide variety of local
groups in developing their Region's Title XX plan for fiscal

year 1978 was frustrated because the work had apparently
been done in vain: "In alf we had 16 meetings. We sent all our atuff
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Lo Otympia on February 15. Someone gnom the state addressed a meeting of
all the folks who had wonked on oun Region's ncpunt. He hetd up a copy
0§ our neport and said, 'We didn't even read this heport. (e went by
Last yean's plan.' As it happened, what the state Title XX plan necom-
mended for oun Region was a Lot Like what we had suggested, but that
didn't make us feel any better about the process.”

Somehow, these various efforts get put together
into systems that seem to meet the needs of the state as a
whole but the process is not a smooth one. While our
respondents in Seattle were critical of one or more aspects
of the way day care was delivered, planned for and regulated,
they were reasonably satisfied overall with the way in which
day care was provided and were confident that in time
necessary changes could be made.

History of Day Care Requlation in Washington

In 1937 the State of Washington enacted a law
giving the Department of public Assistance the authority to
license all those who provided child care four or more hours
a day. Prior to 1940, only two other states had day care
licensing laws.* Except for this pioneer effort, no other
legislative action on day care was taken until the 19E0*'s
when the Licensing Act of 1937 was declared unconstitutional.
It was replaced in 1951 by a much weaker act which "con-
tained no penalties for operating without a license and
exempted church-operated day care centers from any licensing
whatsoever."** In 1967 new legislation was passed which
enabled the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS)

*Winifred Moore, "Some Aspects of Day Care Licensing at the

State Level," New York: Child welfare League of America,
Inc., 1957, p. 8

**Seattle League of Women Voters, "Child Care: Pieces in
the Puzzle" (Seattle, Wash., December 1974).
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to develop and enforce minimum licensing requirements
(MLR's) . These MLR's were revised in 1974 and 1975, and
the current standards apply to all family day care homes,
mini-centers and day care centers which care for children
for four or more hours a day, regardless of sponsorship,
and make it a misdemeanor to operate without a license.

History of Day Care in Seattle

The first day care program in Seattle was the
Seattle Day Nursery Association, organized in 1909 and
incorporated as an agency in 1911. It was formed when the
Reverend A. A. Matthews, then minister of the First Presbyter-
ian Church, saw a need for child care in his community and
organized the women in his church to do something about it.
Their purpose was to take care of children whose mothers
were forced to work because they had lost their husbands'
support through death, desertion or illness. Later, support
of the Seattle Day Nursery Association became a favorite
cause of "society women"--primarily the wives of prominent
businessmen. There was an elaborate hierarchy by which one
could rise to the rank of president of the Association and
to be such was a mark of high social status. Day care was
seen as a charitable cause--to help women who and money to
support the Seattle Day Nursery program was raised through
charity balls, parties, teas, bazaars and the like.

During the Second World wWar, Seattle had approxi-
mately twenty-five Lanham Act Nurseries, which took care of
children whose parents worked in the defense industries.
These Lanham Nurseries were organized by the Seattle Public
Schools. According to the copa report,* "when as many as
twelve or fifteen mothers in a neighborhood expressed an
interest in going to work, Seattle Public Schools responded

*Council of Planning Affiliates, op. cit.
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by securing a site in a school, church or other building and
organizing a nursery with Lanham Act and State matching
funds. Many women were from families new to the community
recruited in other sections of the country to come to
Seattle to work." The report adds, "it is worth noting that
this program was related to the public school because the
mothers working in war-time were thought to be 'normal,' not
to have the 'problems' of working women of peace time."

All but one of these Lanham Act Nurseries were
closed when federal funds were withdrawn, and it was left to
the private sector to supply the day care needed for children
whose mothers continued to work. Most of the day care
provided for these children was in family day care homes or
in centers run by churches or by the Seattle Day Nursery
Association. Under the 1951 day care legislation, neither
family day care homes nor centers sponsored by churches had
to be licensed, so figures on the number of facilities
actually in use are not readily available. When new legis~
lation was passed in 1967 making the licensing of all
day care facilities mandatory, the increase in the supply of
day care could be more easily documented. In 1960 there
were only 13 licensed centers in King County; their total
capacity was 471 children. By April 1970 there were 70
licensed centers with a capacity of 3,004 children. It
is the increase in the number of family day care homes that
is the most dramatic, however. In 1965 it was estimated
that there were "about 200 family day care homes." By July
1970, however, there were 1,531. Az of 1975 there were 186
licensed day care centers and 1,821 licensv¢s day care homes
in King County. Sixty-eight percent of the centers and 57
percent of the homes are located within city limits.

Type of Day Care Preferred

The 1970 COPA report found that more than 50
percent of the working mothers surveyed preferred, and used,
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care either in their own home or in the home of a neighbor
or relacive.* Approximately 18 percent of the women used
family day care homes, and 11 percent of the working women
contacted through their homes and 15 percent contacted
through their place of employment said that they used center
care for their children. However, according to data gathered
by the DSHS Day Care Referral Service, the type of care most
Preferred and most frequently used in 1974-75 was care in a
family day care home, with nearly 90 percent of the families
Placing their children in such care. care in a day care
center was the second most frequently chosen type of care (7
Percent), and use of in-home care had dropped to .34 percent.

The figures cited above do not include data on the
total number of children currently enrolled in the various
types of day care. "Using previous studies and 1970 Census
data, it is estimated that there are 135,000 to 150,000
children ages birth to 17 in King County who have working
mothers. Only 10 to 11 percent of these children are cared
for in homes and centers licensed by the Department of
Social and Health Services. The great majority of children
are cared for in their homes, by a neighbor, or in a relative's
home."** (Or as one respondent noted, "they take care of themselves.”)
What the figures do reflect are the trends among parents who

are either using day care for the first time or changing their
Source or type of day care.

* Figures are based on data collected by two questionnaires
which were completed by 1,440 mothers currently working; 923
responded through questionnaires sent home by way of
school children; 517 responded from seven different places
of employment. :

**Ruth L. Kagi, praft Report of A Study of Need for child
Care in Seattle, prepared for the King County Council, 1976.
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Day Care Referral Service

At present, parents, relatives or social service
agencies seeking day care referral can contact the King
County Day Care Referral Service, which is run by the
Department of Social and Health Services. The caller is
asked such things as the number and ages of children for
whom care is needed, for what hours and which days, type cf
care preferred (family day care home, center or in-home
care), and the reason why the parent needs care (working, in
school and so on). The worker then gives the parent the
names and addresses of three or four possibilities within
the area reguested. The caller is also encouraged tn cali
back if fhingé do not work out or if further referrils are
needed. (See Figure 1, Sample Request Sheet.) The Day Caie
Referral Service does not make reccmmendations—--the parent
must decide what best meets her/his needs--nor will they
tell the caller the race of the caregiver. The-standard
answer to questions about the caregiver's race is "I have
10 way of knowing whether they are greew, nink on punple."

At the Day Care Referral Service, there is a huge
map of Seattle/King County, which is divided into regions
and marked with colored pins indicating the lecation of
family day care homes and day care centers within each
region. Cards for each facility or caregiver are filed on
rcllidex files--one file for each region. Attached to each
card are colored markers indicating the type of care provided,
the days of the wec. when care is available, age range of
children served (i.s ., infant, preschool, school-age), and
hours when care is available (including days only or nighttime).
Centers and family day care homes needing additional children
can also call the Referral Service to register their need.
For these, yet another colored marker is then added to their
card, alerting the workers to the need for additional
children in these facilities.
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11.
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16.
17.

18.

Figure 1

REQUEST TO DAY CARE REFERRAL SERVICE

Date request made: 2. Date care is needed:
Days care is desired: Mon. - Fri. only Some Sat. and Sun.
Too early to determine Worker unabel to obtain

Reason: Working In School Child's Education

Looking for work Other (i.e., mother's medical, recreational)
Hours needed: Between 6:30 am and 6:30 pm Before or after
brederence: Center Home In Home Care

Part tine prt;school (i.e., Headstart, Cooperative) Don't Know
How many children need care? 8. MAges ,

s ctrreerman e, cm—" — c——" crt—" ¥ e e

How many full time? Part time? If applicable, add:
Before school only After school only Both

What transportation is available. Walking distance Has car
Special problems (i.e., emotionally disturbed, handicap, etc.)

To help us locate child care for you, please give us your exact address: fover)
Name (if given) Phone

Address City Zip Code
‘local office area: Bellevue Capitol Hill Kent

North Queen Anne Ranier Sou*thwest

Referrals made to:

Centers Home 15. Additional referrals after call
In Home Care (i.e., proprietary agency of individual)

I'm sorry but we don't have a very extensive list. The following are baby
sitter agencies. Alsc...(how to seek & references)

Identification of caller: Mother Father Agency Other
Comments

Please call back if more names are needed or you have problems.

Interviewer DSHS Yes NO

“}

¢l

248 2



Information about the Day Care Referral Service is
widely disseminated. It is listed in the Yellow Pages under
Nurseries and Child Care. The Seattle/King County 4-C's
list in it a brochure they mail out. Caseworkers know
about it and refer clients to it. Welcome Wagon has a
handout about the service, and there have been some public
service spot announcements on radio and TV.

The Referral Service has been in opeération for
five years now, and the careful records kept on the number
of calls received, types of care sought and actually
chosen etc., provide a number of indicators about day care
needs and trends. A summary of Referral Service activity is
presented in Tables 1 and 2. (Because the need for such a
serwice can be so clearly documented, not only has the
Referral Service been fully funded each year but this past
year another full-time-equivalent position was added ﬁo the
Service at a time when other areas in the Department of
Social and Health Services were facing cuts in staff.)

According to data from the Referral Service, the
number of fathers seeking day care is gradually increasing
(from 4.5 percent of calls in 1972-73 to 5.3 percent in
1974-75), but the majority of the callers are mothers--in
1974-75, 6,476 (87.5 percent) of the 7,396 calls were made
by mothers. Reasons for seeking day care have consistently
been related to employmeﬁt: 5,000 out of 7,396 callers
needed day care because they were working; being in school
or training accounted for 1,057 of the requests; and 480
were looking for work.

Need for Additional Day Care

Various studies assessing the need for day care in
the Seattle/King County area have shown that centers and
family day care homes operate at anywhere between 45 and 80
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TABLE

1

TYPE OF CARE REQUESTED

Percentage :: Number
YEAR | 172-173 | 173-174 | 174-175 ” 172-173 II '73-174 | *74-175
HOME | unknown | 80.64% | 83.57% |! unknown Il 5,709 | 6,191
CENTER : unknown : 12.73% : 9.49% i: unknown : 901 : 702
IN-HOME : unknown : 3.42% : 1.89% :: unknown : 242 : 140.
OTHER ; unknown i 3.53% ; 5.23% ;; unknown i 350 ; 387
TOTAL : unknown : *100.32% : *100.15% :: unknown : *7,102 : 7,410
TABLE 2
TYPE OF CARE DECIDED ON
: Percentage :: Number
: YEAR : '72-'73 : '73~-'74 : '74-'75 :: '72-'73 l '73-'74 : '74-'75
: " HOME : 83.2% : 86.87% : 89.18% :: 4,994 : 6,115 : 6,596
{ CENTER : 11.5% } 9.65% : 7.14% :: 692 : 683 : 528
| n-nomE |2 | 1eass | I 165 | 103 | 25
:» OTHER l 2.5% , 2.75% , 3.58% ,I 155 I 195 , 267
{ TOTAL : 99.9% ;*100.22% :*100.14% :: 6,006 : 7,096 : 7,407
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percent of total licensed capacity; however, there is

need for additional spaces for school-age children and
infants. The discrepancy between underutiiized facilities
on the one hand and an unmet need for care for children
other than preschoolers on the other is explained by several
factors. First, estimates of utilization are based on total
licensed capacity.  The 1970 COPA study estimates that 30
percent of licensed day care spaces are unused. The study
attributes this underutilization in part to the fact that
some family day care home mothers have obtained licenses
without knowing whether there was a need for such care in
their neighborhood (302 licensed day care homes had no
children in care). 1In addition, some day care mothers are
encouraged by their licensing worker to be licensed for more
children than the mother.intends to serve. Second, some
homes and centers are not fully utilized because of parents’
dissatisfaction with the quality of care provided; and
third, cost is a factor which prevents some working parents
from using the day care facilities available.

Underutilization cannot be attributed whoily to
licensing spaces in family day care homes which either the
day care mother has no intent.on of filling or for which che
community has no need. The COPA study also found that scme
centers in King County operated at only 50 percent c*
licensed capacity. Data from the 1976 "Red Study"--the
Washington State Day Care Study, prepared by the community
Services Division of DSHS--showed that day care facilities
in 10 counties and one Indian reservation operated at a 45
percent capacity (centers. 46 percent, mini-cencers 43
percent, and family day care homes, 44 percent).* Cost,
quality and local need for care may also be factors here, as

*State of Washington, Department of Social and Health
Services, Community Services Division, Day care Program
Review, June 1976.




could "self limiting of enrollment, exclusion of certain
clients because of FIDCR and other reasons, and capacity
usage during certain hours only." The COPA study points
.out that Head Start centers charging no fee and Seattle Day
Nursery centers operating on a sliding fee scale are fully
enrolled and that other centers and homes known to offer
quality care are also fully enrolled as are centers located

in communities known to have large numbers of working
mothers.

Working mothers contacted during the cOPA study
felt that the greatest need was for supervised activity for
their school-age children--before and after school and
during the summer months. It should be noted that the
mothers interviewed had already made satisfactory day care
arrangements for their children. However, the study estimated
that there were a minimum of 2,900 school-age children with
no arrangement for their care after school hours.

Professional social workers contacted during the
COPA study maintained that the greatest unmet day care need
was infant care. 1In 1974-75, 41 percent of the calls
received by the Day care Referral Service were requests for
care for children under three years of age (see Table 3).
The COPA study found that 51.9 percent of the 1,531 family
day care homes licensed as of July 1970 were licensed to
care for children under two years of age. However, the
study estimated that these homes have the capacity t~ .:rve
no more than 750 children under two because such hora are
permitted to have no more than two children under Lwo,
including the day care mother's own childrea.

The supply of infant care available has not
increased significantly in the years between 1970 and the .
present. 1In 1972, only nine of the 100 licensed centers
were licensed to care for children under two and a half, and



TABLE 3

KINFUC COUNTY DAY CARE REFERRAL SERVICE
Operated by the State of Washington
Data Collected from October 1974 through September 1975
{(Third Full Year of Operation)

Mo,  Percent MNo. Percent| Yo.  Percent | M.  Percent
JOTAL RECUESTS POR CARE DAYS CARE NEEDED TYPe OF CARE REQUESTED NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER FAMILY
October 1974 656 0.87 tonday-Friday only 6,619 09.49 | Home 6,181 83.57 One 4,64 62.66
November 511 6.91 Some Saturday and/or Sunday 713 9.64 Cemter 02 9.49 o 2,253 30.46
Decamber 385 s. 21 Don't know yet L] 66 In-Home 140 1.89 Three 406 5.49
Janusty 1975 694 9.38 Worker unable to obtain 15 20 part time Preschool 59 .80 Four 69 «93
February 439 .9 Don't inow )] 4.4 Five or sore 20 3
March 612 8.27 Totsl 7,396  99.99 ! Don't know 6 .08
April 601 .13 Total 7,410 100.18* |
Moy 500 6.76 | ROURS CARE NEEDED
June 556 7,52 } #13 parents wented ‘ome for ona child and Total 7,396  100.00
July 541 731 | Betwwen 6:30am and 6:30pm 6,481 £7.63 center for another. .
Agust 866 11.71 | Before or eftar 6:30mm 1 parent wanted both & part tine pro~ %5 callers had 6 childrent 4 callers had
September 1,035 13.99 and 6:30pn 842 11.38 school end @ home, . 8 children.
Don't know yet 3 <99 {10,797 children)
dotal  7,39* 100.08 : IYPE OF CARE DECIDED UPON
Total 7,396 100.00 Acrs IRING CARZ
#4.461 increass in volues over previous Home 6,596 29.18
yoar which had & 17.88% increase over REASCONS CHILD CARE WEEDED Centar 520 7.4 Birth to 1 1,500 13.89
the £icet ysar of opavstiorn. In-Home b-3 o34 1 1,478 13.69
. Working 5,000 67.60 Pert time Preschool N ) .73 2 1,379 12,72
CECCRAPHIC AREA OF NEED Looking for work 480 6.49 Fostar Care 2 0l | 3 1345 12.53
In school 1,057 14.29 Don't inow 210 2.72 | 4 1,190 11.02
.8 1,27 1.8
Bsllevue (Eastside incl. Child’s education a3 .12 Total 7,407 100.14¢ 6 90¢ 8.37
Rirkiand, Redmond, tiedical 243 3.29 7 683 6.31
mrcer Island, issaquah - 781 10.56 | Recrestfonal 380 5.14 9to 1] 1,036 9.6v
Capitol i1l - Central Ates 679 9..8 | other 46 .62 12 e over €3 «60
Renk, Renton, Auburn, Don't know or not recorded _ 178 2.41 #10 parents used center for one child and Don' © know 42 =40
Fudaral by 845 11.43 home for another.
¥orth (Ship Cenal to Total  7,467* 100.96* 1 parent used both e home and part Total 10,797 100.00
Srohomish Cotnty line, preschool.
{incl. Bothell) 2,329 33.13 {*60 parents both working and in school. FULL OR.°A. ;' TIM® CARE NEEDED
Quéen Anne - Magnolin 429 5.80 2 parents both working and needed for TRANSPORTATION AVAILABLE
Rainisr Valley, south to : child’s education. '
fouth 120 - 972 13.14 2 patrents both working & nseded medical. Walking distance 3,306 44.70* Rull time 5,141 47.61
West Serttle, bhite Center, 2 parents both working & needed for rec. Has car 4,007 54,18 Pact tire 5,625 52.19
turien to Des Moines 1,204 16.28 1 parent both working & needed for other.| MNot spplicable (i.e., Don't la.ow oA o
Other {i.¢., Snchomish 1 parent both {n school & needed medical. in howe care) 33 1
County, don't know) 36 .49 2 parents both in ochool & needed rec. Don't know 50 +68 Tots1 10,797 93.9
Total 7,396 100.01 | IDENTIFICATION OF CALLIR Total 7,3%  100.01 SCHOOL-AGE ¢, JLDREN NEEDING CM3™
SPECIAL PiCBLEMS OR STRESSES MENTIONTD Mother €476  87.56 | *Inclides Camilies with school-8g0 children | Defo:r school only 10 5.03
Father 3N %.33 that nesd to be close to actool. After school only 759 27.28
{CPS cases, physicul Mency 248 3.35 Both before and eftyr achool 1,883 67.39
handicsps, parents Other (Friend,
Just oeparetsd, etc.) 976  13.20 grandeother, etc.) 8 3,35 Totel 2,782 100.00
Don't know 30 +41 -
CALL BACKS Fii' ADDITIONAL LISTINGS
Total 7,396  100.00
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only five of these centers provided care for children
beginning at one month. Four of these five centers cared
exclusively for infants and toddlers, and the total number
of infants and toddlers served by these centers was 87. A
1976 study done by the King County 4-C's reported that only
11 centers will accept children under one year of age old
and only 25 centers will accept infants between ages one and
two. Many of these centers serve only certain clients~-e.qg.,
students or employees. Most of the centers have long
waiting lists. One respondent commented, "4 wonking woman who
gets pregnant may jusi as well make up hen mind £o stay home with that
child fon severzs yeans."

The COPA study found that in 1970 42.4 percent of
the family day care homes were licensed to accept both
preschool and scnool-aged children and an additional 4.9
percent were licensed for school-age children only. When the
study was conxucted, licensed family day care homes had a
total capacity for serving only 835 school-age children.

The 1974 revisions to the licensing requirements
for family day care homes permit "the care of additional
children for not more than three hours per child (to) be
disregarded in the count of children for which the home is
licenséd, provided that the total number of children under
12 years of age on the premises at any given time does not
exceed ten, and provided that when more than eight children
are present or when any of the children are under two and a
half years of age, the day care parent is assisted by a
competent person who is at least 16 years of age." Whether
or not such a provision will encourage family day care home
Tothers to accept a greater number of part-time children in
addition to the number of children they prefer to serve on a
full-time basis has not yet been clearly documented.
However, in 1970, the cOPA study found that the day care
mother usually only accepted one or two school-age children,
even though the home was licensed for a larger number.
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Few centers offer before- and after-school care
for school-age children, and those that do frequently
limit such care to children previously enrolled in the
center or who currently have siblings enrolled there.
According to a 1972 report by the King County 4-C's, "only
three day care centers care only for school-age children."*
As is so often the case in Seattle, a private organization--
the YMCA--has stepped in to help meet a community need, in
this case, day care. One respondent saw this action on the
part of the "Y" as an indication that "institutions are changing
in nesponse to shifts in the social environment, are nealizing that thein
proanams have to become available to chifdren whose parents are wonking."
In this case enlightened self-interest may provide the
motivation whereas in other cases the motivation stemmed
_from concepts of charity, from a social service philosophy,
or what have you. The motivation behind the act, however,
is not what is important. what is important here is that
once again when "the demand gets s0 gqreat . . . somehow a person on
a group gets found to do it."

We asked our respondents about the possibility
of the public school system meeting some of the day care
needs. Their reaction was that this would not be appropriate:

The public 8choofs should not get into the provision
0f day care. save for the use of capital facilities.
They should tuwn the facility over to private aroups .
We shoufd encourage the use of facilities fon
community use--the day care community could unite

on This. But the State Deparntment of Education
Zaking over would be opposed stronaly. The school
system is noil particularly aneedy and wouldn't tny
fo get into day canre.

*This includes as one center the Neighborhood House Activity
Homes, Ki-3 County Child Care Coordinating Committee, Care
for Our Children: A Comprehensive Plan. January 1972.
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The school system isn't into day care. Look, they
stick kids out on the strneet at 2:30 when Zhey know
parents are wonking.

I would say that those folLks (the public schools)
really ane not prepaned to take oven day care; they
don't know anything about young children. 1 zhink
schools could do as good a job as some of the pro-
rams that are operating now. A Lot of things would

ve 20 happen, though, if they were really going 2o
do that. Now I have a stnong bias about education
and the fact that most of what people call education
4an't education--most of what we call education is
an aduft's perspective of what they think someone
should know. T therefone have philosophical problems
with elementany schools and what they try to pound
Anto kids., 1§ that's all we want o do, we could
educate kids differently, easienr, und have a Loz
more fun doing it.

In addition to the need for more day care for
infants and school-age children, our respondents cited
special populations for whom the supply of day care was
inadequate. Few centers or day care homes are equipped
to deal with physically or emotionally handicapped children,
and some of our respondents felt that there was a need for
more centers willing to serve children from severely deprived
backgrounds. 1In addition, one respondent mentioned that few
centers offered care at "odd hours"; she knew of only two
centers--one run by a hospital and one run by a restaurant--
which offered care for the children of their employees round
the clock and felt that there was a great need for more
child care during nights, weekends and vacation periods.
Another respondent added that teenage mothers had a particu-
larly difficult time finding child care so that they could
continue their education. The 4-C's study found that,
“although infant care is provided along with the Garfield
School Age Parent Continuation Program, it was difficult or
impossible for the girls to bring their infants through
several bus transfers during foul weather (and) the girls in
West Seattle at another program who needed infant care in
that area found it impossible to locate." :
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Advocacy Groups: Who Cares for Day Care?

As mentioned earlier, Seattle is a city of ad
hoc committees and temporary coalitions. Given this way of
getting things done, Seattle has been particularly fortunate
in the types of groups which have made day care a primary
concern.

One of the earliest groups advocating day care
was, of course, the group of church women that Reverend
Matthews organized to do something about the need for child
care. The "something they did"™ became the Seattle Day
Nursery--an organization which not only provided child care
but served as a resource for other groups interested in
providing day care in other locations throughout King
County. A similar force in both providing child care
and leadership in developing additional child care programs
has been Neighborhood House. Sponsored by the Council of
Jewish Women, Neighborhood House started in 1906 as a
settlement house. As Seattle changed, so did the programs
run by Neighborhood House: . from providing a reading room,
and evening school and free public baths for immigrant
families to providing tutoring and sports programs for
youngsters, health clinics and meeting places for the
elderly in the 1960's. Currently, in addition to its other
Programs, Neighborhood House has assumed a major role in
providing and upgrading child care in Seattle. Both
Neighborhood House and the Seattle Day Nursery were instru-
mental in implementing the Head Start day care program in
Seattle: Seattle Day Nursery assisted in setting up a Head
Start center at St. James Lutheran Church in southwest
Seattle and the St. James Head Start Center is presently
operated by Neighborhood House.

Both agencies continue to play important roles in
day care advocacy. As the director of Neighborhood House
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Child Care Services explains, "We're beginnina to {eel Like anothen
of the endangered species and yet 1 think Neighborhood House, just by
its aggressiveness and the agency's support of services £o young

families and young children has been tremendously effective in preventing
the situation §rom being any wonse than it is. 1 think at times when
Zhings Look neally bad we tend to be depnessed and fLose sight of the
effects that we have had, but our approach has met the challenge o4

the times fon seven yearns. There is no neason to believe that it will
not continue to do sc."

Women's groups continue to play an important role
in Seattle's day care community. The Junior League has been
active in day care for many years, and in 1971 it made a
two-year commitment of funds, to be matched by Title 1IV-a
funds, to support the King County 4-C's. In 1974, the
Seattle League of Women Voters produced a report on day care
which summarized the history of day care funding and regula-
tion both nationally and locally and outlined the areas in
which work still needed to be done. 1In 1976-77, the Seattle
Women's Commission focused on child care issues. Although
the Commission had looked into child care issues off and on
in previous years, members felt that they hadn't gotten very
far and decided to focus on "Child care as being one of the majon facto.
that prevents women {nom becoming active citizens in all phases of Life."

Established by ordinance to advise the mayor and
city council on the affairs of women in the city of Seattle,
the Commission sees as its role "10 serve as a catalyst on faci-
Litaton, not the ore to assume on continue a particubar neponsibility
but to get othens mobilized in the community.” 1In that role, the
Seattle women's Commission studied the need city employees--
primarily the clerical workers--had for child care; recom-
mended that part of the sick leave be converted to sick
child leave; developed legislation to organize all children's
services into-a single agency; and tried to get family day
care homes to affiliate with various day care centers
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"so that rnesounces could be shared between the center and the homes
which are probably Limited in the extra kinds of resources Like health
and social services."

The Commission's focu: on child care spanned the
Year between May 1976 and May 1977. We interviewed a member
of the Commission toward the end of June 1977 whose assessment
at that time was: that the "neception hasn't been all that exciting.
We stifl have not heand a nesponse from the city councif on the mayon
in negand to our necommendations about sick child Leave. The nesults

are not yet 4in on the survey of child care needs fon clerical wonkens. . . .

The Legislation submitted didn't move out of committee, but they will
have an intenim study group, between now and the next session, to see
how this Legisfation can be cleaned up, 80 it's not a dead <ssue. And
we had a big uproan from the day care home mothers who in ne way wanted
to be affiliated with day care centens. They felt that their greedom
and independence and 40 on would be nestricted.”

, Nevertheless, our respondent felt that the year
had been a success: “We've provided a focal point, gotton people
togethen--they'ne speaking together. Legistation has been introduced;
thene's going to be a work-atudy group Looking at it. And our nole
will be to keep that issue going until it's nesofved. We'lL heep
addressing Lt, moniton its progress, and as needed support it, whethen
it be through Lettens to political people to convene sessions on calling
people in to Let them know what's going on. Howevenr, we ane all tired.
Child cane was the high prionity issué this yean; 1 doubt it will be
next year. 1 think what may become a prionity is stereotyping in
educational prognims, in schools. And what we will do with the chile
care thing is that {it'LL stifl be an issue but it won't be the highes-t
prionity,”
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One extremely important group on the day care
Scene has been the King County Chapter of the National
Association of Day Care Mothers.* The headquarters of both
the national and the 1local organization are located in
Seattle. The Association functions as a combination support
group/lobby/union steward for the day care provides in its
membership. 1In the past it has provided training for day
care mothers, gone to l:at for its members when they are
involved in altercations with DSHS licensors, suggested ways
in which the monitoring of day care homes could be based on
more uniform criteria, and has lobbied on day care mothers"'
behalf in various arenas. Current Projects include the
Provision of group insurance for members and exploring ways
in which family day care homes can participate in the uy.s.
Department of Agriculture's child care food program.

In the last decade, there has been another advo-
cacy group on the scene in Seattle: the Seattle/King County
Coordinated Child Care Committee (4-c3s). It had originally
been part of a much laréer network of local 4-C's organiza-
tions under the direction of a Washington State 4-C's
committee. The concept of the 4-C's program was developed
by the Federal Panel on Barly Child Care established
under a congressional mandate in April 1968. The intent of
the 4-C's program was to improve the coordination at the
local, state and federal level of child care and child
development programs. The program was never adequately or
consistently funded on the federal level, however, and the
Survival of the various state and local 4-C's organizations
depended on their skill in obtaining grants from various
federal agencies, such as HEW, HUD and OEO, or in wresting
funds from state and local social services budgets. The
Washington State 4-C's was successful in winning a grant

- *The-name of this organization is now the Family bDay Associ-
ation of Kings County.



from HUD to provide assistance to Model Cities ¢hild care
programs and to 21 local 4-C's. The grant was not renewed,
however, and the state 4-C's was transferred to the Wishington
State Office of Econzmic Opportunity (WSOEO). 1In fall of
1972, the state 4-C's received another federal grant--this
time to provide staff for the WSOEO child Development
Project. 1In response to yet another funding crisis, the
' Child Development Project was shifted to the newly formed
State Office of Community Development where its role in "the
coordination. . . and Promulgation of programs and services
for all children and family units" was indistinguishable
from that of the 4-C's. Loss of federal funding and failure
to find state funding brought the Child Development Project
to an end on June 30, 1975.

The King County 4-C's financial Lhistory has been
somewhat happier. It received federal grants in 1970 and
1971 when Seattle was selected as one of 24 pilot communities
and awarded the grants to develop its program. It has also
received funding through Title IV-A and concributions of
funds from such organizations as the Seattle Junior League
and in-kind contributions from Seattle Central Community
College. The Seattle 4-C': Presently has a small office
located behind the Child C.r2 Resource Center at Seattle
Central Community College and a paid staff of one. It
relies, as it always has, on the volunteer efforts of its
Board of Directors and general membership to share informa-
tion about child care, serve as a focal point around which
various other groups can coalesce in times of crisis, and
act as an advocate for vaiio..» child care needs and issues.

In the past, the .:.ny County 4-C's in conjunction
with the Puget Sound Association for the Education of Young
Children (PSAEYC) successfully spearheaded a drive to delay

—-- the-imposition of the FIDCR~mandated staff/ciiild ratios for
day care centers serving federally subsidized children. (See
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the section on the Impact of Title XX below.} It has
provided training for day care administrators and day

care home mothers and planning assistance for day care
programs, produced a paper urging DSHS to allocate funds for
additional infant care, developed a guide for monitoring
centers, and held hearings on day care needs in the region.
In addition, the King County 4-C's has kept abreast of
developments in various other groups whose interests
overlap, albeit tangentially, with groups whose primary
focus is day care. Among its current projects are continued
advocacy for the need for additional infant care, the
development of a health insurance program which will include
family day care home mothers and the staff in day care
Centers, and the formation of a newsletter which will
disseminate information and materials relevant to day care,
It is hoped that the newsletter will help avoid the dupli-
cation of efforts--"in day care, very often the night hand

doesn’'t know what the feft hand is doing." The newsletter

feature information about the Seattle Child Care Resource
Center, the Black Cchild Development Committee and the PSAEYC
calendar of events.

This need for coordinating and combining the
efforts of various day care groups has been a long-standing
one--in Seattle as elsewhere. In fact, the King County
4-C's was preceded by a group organized by the seattle Day
Nursery. "In 1968, the staff of Seattle Day Nursery convened
a group of professional people from the local day care field
for the purpose of sharing information and attempting to
coordinate day care services. This group had been meeting
regularly for several months when it learned of the develop-
ment of the Federal 4-C concept. The group then expanded to
include representatives of such agencies as the Seattle/King
County Economic Opportunity Board, Seattle Community College,
and other parents and representatives. King County 4-C was
incorporated as a private, non-profit organization designed
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to coordinate child care services."* fThat this need exists
today is attested to by a respondent who explained that

the King County 4-C's was selected as the sub-group desig-
nated to hold hearings on day care during the development of
the present Title x¥x plan for Region 4, The selection was
motivated as much by the need to support the King County
4-C's role as primary coordinator of day care services in
the region as because they were the single most obvious
group to hold such hearings.

We Aeinforced the positicn of 4-C's as the coondinaton
and planner for children in oun county; we simply

gave them that status and said 'you do the day care

part, because we want to buy it, but you put it togethen.'

Another significant need that 4-C's groups have
traditionally served has been that of information and
referral. (In Atlanta, whose 4-C's has only recently become
defunct, it is the information and referral service that is
most sorely missed.) The King County 4-C's was prime
mover in the establishment of what is presently a thriving
Day Care Referral Service run by DSHS. The Junior League
was also an early sponsor of the Day Care Referral Service.

As originally planned, the Referral Service was
to be set up by the 4-C's and Seattle Community College and
staffed by volunteers supplied by the Junior League.
Initial funding came from the Junior League, the 4-C's and
in-kind contributions from Seattle Community College. These
funds were matched with Title IV-A money under a contract
with the Department of Social and Health Services. Then, as
one respondent explained, "DSHS decided that they were the most
appropriate agency to nun a Referral Seavice. There was clearly a need
for such a service and they were the ones who could nun it most eff4i-
clently s0 the Department said, 'No, it's oun fob and we'l do it.’
And they have."

*King County Cchild care Coordinating Committee, Care for Our
Children: A Comprehensive Plan, January 1972.
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Although the Referral Sservice is adequately
staffed and funded by DSHS, traces of the Seattle spirit of
ingenuity surface from time to time: "When the Refernal
Service finst stanted, it was supposed to have been computen coded.

It was taking forever to get the computen program set up, s0 1

used volunteens and my family, and we coded the map by hand. 1t was
quicker that way.” The Referral Service is, after all, a
Seattle institution, and Seattle is a place in which people
first look to themselves to get a job done and to agencies
(or in this case computers) as a last resort. For every new
day care facility, a worker sticks a colored Pin into a
large map of King County which is displayed on one wall;
fills out a card, azttaches the appropriate colored markers,
and files it in the rollidex assigned to a particular area;
and then returns to answer yet another call from someone
seeking a day care referral. The Day Care Referral Service
runs very efficiently and well. '

The Day Care Referral Service is the single most
concrete example of what the voluntary groups and the T
Department of Social and Health Services can achieve. Like
Seattle C:nter and Pioneer Square, the Day Care Referral
Service need no longer rely on the best efforts of ad hoc
committees to support it. For other programs and services
advocated by DSHS and/or by various private groups, the
situation is much more fluid. Overall, the\féelihg on the
part of respondents interviewed is optimistic: it may take
a while; there may be many false starts and much fumbling
around; but sooner or later, day care needs will be met--by
a private organization, by the city, or by the state. A
quotation from the director of Neighborhood House child Care
Services is applicable here: "Our approach has met the challenge of zthe
Limes for yeans. There is no neason to believe that it will not continue to do s0.'

Day care communities in all three of our sites
tend to be pretty much ingrown. whether it is because
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people first met when tt - ', dren were in cooperative

nursery schools as is { -« - the case in Detroit, or
whether they met at meetin- 'e Title XX Director's
Association in Atlanta-or 4-¢ ‘'tings in Seattle, people
in day care seem to know the «- : zdvocates on a first name

basis, 1In seattle, however, this cendency toward knowing
everybody who is anybody in day' care was particularly
Pronounced. For instance, the Jay Care Program Review, a
report officially issued by par: Community Services Division,
was referred to, interchangeab. . as "the Red Study"

(from the color of its cover) or as "Judy's study." We

were struck, too, by the informal division of labor among
advocates, each of whom seems to focus on one particular
aspect of day care, e.g., funding legislation, regulation.
Very often one or another of our questions elicited a

response of "gee, T don't know--that's not my particulan sphenre,
but 'so-and-s0' would know. You should ask hex."

Despite the fragmentation of what does and does
not lie in one's particular sphere--or perhaps because of
it--it is possible for advocates, either singly or in a
group, to have a significant impact on a particular policy
or issue, There appears to be relatively little in-fighting
among the different day care groups and agencies, Instead
there is an apparent willingness to cooperate--or at least
not to set up roadblocks--when a group of persons wants to
coordinate the various parties around a day care issue, On
the other hand, day care advocates have been most successful
working on the local level or with an individual agency;.
they have been less successful with the legislature where
their impact has been inconsistent. Day care is not a
priority issue among legislators, most of whom apparently
have grave reservations about mothers who work for whatever
reasons. Several respondents felt that there was a great
need for a consistent lobbying effort to bring day care
needs to the attention of the lawmakers.
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State and Federal Role in bay Care

Until 1967, the State of Washington assumed
responsibility primarily for the regulation but not the
subsidization of day care throughout the state. With the
exception of the World War II period when state-organized
Lanham Act Nurseries channeled federal funds into support
of child care for children of parents working in defense
industries, the state rarely paid for day care except when
it was used in lieu of placing a child in foster care.
Official concern about what happened to children whose
parents worked was expressed in the form of legislation
passed in 1967 which permitted the Department of Social and
Health Services to develop and enforce minimum licensing
standards for day care facilities. However, the state's
role in providing day care was limited to using day care as
a form of children's protective services and not as a method
of enabling parents to work or receive training.

When the Federal 3jocial Security Act was amended
to provide three-to-one ra‘.ching of state funds to pay for
day care of children whose parents were past, current or
potential recipients of public assistance, the state's role
gradually changed. With federal funds facilitating the
transition, the state began to participate in subsidized
care for children of working parents whose income fell below
the welfare-grant standard. 1In addition to federal funds
available through Title IV-A of the Social Security Act,
federal funds were also available for day care associated
with Head Start (1965), the Work Incentive Program (WIN,
1967), and the Model Cities program (1968). "In July, 1964,
the monthly budget for providing child care by the DSHS was
$640; by July 1974, the monthly budgeted sum was $639,837."*

*Seattle League of Women Voters, op. cit.
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Prior to July 1, 1969, the state paid the costs of
day care directly only for families participating in
the WIN program. These families received a voucher for
their day care costs. For non=WIN AFDC families, day care
was subsidized through the income disregard provision: when
the basic AFDC grant was being determined, the family's day
care expenses were deducted from earned income before the
basic grant was computed, Title IV-A funds were used to pay
the grant.

As of Juiy 1, 1969, DSHS began to pay vendors
directly for day care costs incurred by "current, former and
potential® AFDC recipients, both WIN and non-WIN. "Eligible
'former' and 'potential' AFDC recipients were defined as (a)
single-parent families; or (b) two=parent families with one
or both adults disabled, or two-parent families approved on
an exception basis."* At this time a plan for having
parents participate in the cost of day care for their
children was also established. Initially, parents partici-
pated in paying the costs of child care if their gross
monthly income exceeded a certain amount determined by their
family size. The amount ranged from a gross monthly income
of $430 for a family of two to a gross monthly income of
$805 for a family of ten. This system of federal and state
subsidies in combination with a sliding fee scale for
parents was used until October 23, 1975, when day care funds
were allocated from Title XX monies rather than from Title
IV-A funds. During the period between 1969 and 1975, the
maximum amount DSHS would pay (both the maximum daily rate
per child in a family and the maximum total monthly amount
per family) increased gradually and the cut-off points at
which families had to participate in the costs of day care

*Community Services Division, Department of Social and
Health Services, op. cit.



became more and more stringent. Table 4 shows the fluctu-
-ations in what the Department would pay and when parents had
to contribute between July 1, 1969 and October 23, 197s5.

During this same period, funds allocated by the
state for day care escalated rapidly. Between fiscal years
1970 and 1971, child care costs increased by two and one=half
million dollars==an increase primarily caused by the inclu-
sion of "former"” and "potential® AFDC recipients into the
category of those eligible for subsidized day care. Day
care costs continued to increase from fiscal year 1972
through fiscal year 1975 at a rate of approximately one
million dollars each year. whether or not this increase
represented a corresponding increase in the numbers of
children served by subsidized day care is not clear. The
Day Care Program Review says, however, that "data on the
size of caseloads and number of children served became
available for FY 1973 and showed the caseload remaining
stable although day care cost continued to.rise.”

Regardless of whether the increase in costs rep=
resented an increase in the number of children served or
simply reflected an increase in the Per>child costs of day
care and associated expenses incurred in licensing and
administering’égy care programs, our respondents all men-
tioned the problem of how to allocate resources among
competing social service needs.

I'm sure some key people would say that we shouldn'zt
be spending as much on day care. They're not mali-
clous folks--they jusit think there ane othen things
that ane mone impontant. And 1 aghee that §ood on
the table and housing are more Ampontant than day
care, but when you get past the basics, then 1 feel
that day care should be given prionity.




TABLE 4

Parent Participation

Gross Gross
Family Size Monthly Income Family Size Monthly Income

2 $ 430 2 $ 355
3 515 3 416
4 570 4 466
5 610 5 504
6 650 6 543
7 690 7 576
8 725 8 or more 600
9 765 Effective August 23, 1971
10 805

Effective July 1, 1969

Rates of Payment (Out of Home Care)

Effective Number of Maximum Rate
Date Children per family per Day
July 1, 1969 per child $5.00
first child 5.00
May 25, 1971 second child 4.00
third child 3.00
first child 5.00
August 23, 1971 second child 4.00
third child 4.00
first child 5.31
January 1, 1974 second child 4.79
third child 3.26
March 16, 1974 per child 5.31
first child 5.17
May 24, 1974 second child 4.81
third child 4.31
first child 5.70 Maximum monthly
July 1975 second child 4.17 payment/family=
third child 4.63 $285.00
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There's 8XLEE some majon conflict between budget
people and program people. Budget people Like to
see the money going fon as many things as possible,
and program people want to see it go to day care.
The budget people heretofore have been much more
Anfluential with the powers-that-be thea the pro-
gham people.

Other issues affecting the way in which resources
are allocated for day care revolve around two basic questions:
what is the primary purpose of day care, and what clientele
should be served.

In Atlanta, debate about the primary purpose of
day care revolved around whether or not social services were
an essential component of quality care. 1In Detroit, the
debate centered on whether an educational program or a
"warm=fuzzy" environment is most important to quality care.
In both of these cities, respondents universally agreed that
"well, of course, day care is primanily wonk-related," put they then
moved quickly to discuss the need for social services or
educational programs. 1In Seattle, however, the debate is
"stalled" on the question of whether women ought to be
encouraged to stay at home with their small children.

Legislatons don't understand that day cane has
become a necessity--its no Longen 194, They're
noi even aware that 43 pencent of the workers are
women. Thein attitude is 'well, we waited o
have children until we were able Fo stay home to
take care of them.'

Some  people have said that day care is a service
fon wonking panents; others have said, 'No, we
should have day care for the good of hids and not
jusl because the parents are working.'  And othens
have said, 'We shouldn'%t have day care anyway
because mothers neally ought to be home taking
care of thein kids; that's the American way.'
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Not only is there ambivalence among legislators
and some state agency staff about whether mothers should be
encouraged to work or éncouraged to stay home, but there is
ambivalence also about which services it is appropri-
ate for the state to provide. States have traditionally
accepted the responsibility of providing public education,
reluctantly accepted responsibility for providing the needy
with food, clothing and shelter, and have been very slow to
accept respconsibility for supplementary social services such
as health care and counselling. 1In Washington, legislators
and state agency personnel appear to be very uncomfortable
about the appropriateness of the state's providing welfare
and social services.

I 48 easdien to get money fon education than gon
welfare. We'fl never get enough money’ through
Zhe fegislatune on the welfare model forn quality
care. Legislatons think that parents ought zo

be nesponsible fon the health and welfare of kids.

With such fundamental questions still unresolved, it is not
surprising that there is little erergy wasted debating such
secondary issues as educational content or social service
component ; of day care programs.

The issue of what clientele ought to be eligible
for subsidized day care depends, of course, on how the
purpose of day care is defined. If day care is seen as
"an unavoidable necessity fon children whose parents are gonced to
work,” then it may stand to reason that subsidized day care
ought to be provided only for the poorest of the poor.
While there are some who argue that the state ought to
provide day care for educational or socialization reasons
and ought to provide it to as many children as possible,
such arguments seem to run counter to the prevailing philoss
ophy that the state ought only to be the court of last
resort. Washington's policy has been to provide subsidized
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day care only for those on AFDC or whose incomes do not
exceed the AFDC standard. That policy did not change when

day care funds were switched from Title IV-A to Title XX in
October 1975.

Although the eligibility level for most social
services under Title XX is set at 80 percent of the state
median income (SMI), eligibility for free day care is set at
80 percent of the SMI only for those families living on
Indian reservations. For other families, the service is
limited to those whose income is 35 percent of the SMI or
lower. A majority of the families at the 35 percent level
are receiving AFDC benefits. However, there is a fairly
large group of families who choose not to receive such
benefits even though they are eligible for them.

Some people fust want some form of day care. They
don't want to be on welfare. ALL they want's a
Little bit of help.

« « .+ the AFDC parent entering employment on
taining has a distinct advantage over the non-
reciplent nequesting help with day care cost. The
working AFDC parent with two children can eann up
Zo $800.00 in wages, still draw a ghant of assist-
ance and have the §ull cost of day care met by DSHS.

The way the Title XX system is set up in Washington
has been critiqized because it provides a strong economic
disincentive for both recipients and nonrecipients to work
at anything other than a dead end job (see Table 5). A
small raise in pay could result in the loss of the $145.00
that is the average monthly day care grant. Only a snall
percentage of the AFDC caseload is affected by these disin=
centives, however. A DSHS study reported that "caselwnad
statistics show that 89 percent of the AFDC total caseload
do not avail themselves of DSHS day care subsidy. There has
been no significant increase in the number of grant recipients

- reporting earned income since July 1, 1973, to the present




TABLE 5

Comparison of Grant-Recipient Working Mother
With Two Children Vs. Non-Recipient Working

Monthly Gross
Earnings

30 1/3 work
Incentive

Mandatory
Decutions

Transportation
and Clothing

Base for Grant
Determination

Grant

Monthly CGross
Earnings & Grant

Average Day
Care Grant

Total Financial

Resources Available

*Data taken from Community Services Division,

Mother with Two Children*

Grant Pecipient

$315.00 $790.00
-125.00 ~283.00
- 69.30 -173.00
= 20.70 - 20.70
$100.00 $312.50
215.00 2.50
530.00 792.50
145.00 145.00
$675.00 $937.50

$315.00

315.00

145.00

$460.00

Day Care Program

Revies, Department of Social and Health Services, June, 1976.
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time."* Thus the majority of AFDC parents are at home with
their children. The study could not determine whether the
AFDC parents were at home by preference, because they were
not able to locate jobs, or because they could not find
child care that met their needs.

Limited resources are the primary factor behind
the way in which day care funds are allocated under Title
XX. When Title XX was implemented, Washington was already
close to the ceiling permitted under the federal legislation.
Philosophical preferences toward having mothers remain at
home with preschool children notwithstanding, a significant
percentage of the Title XX social service budget has been
allocated each year for day care (Table 6).

Table 6
FY '74 FY '75 FY '76 FY '77
Protective | | | | |
Services | 16.4% | 17.8% | 4.9% | 2.3% |
| | | | |
Substitute | | | | |
Care | 9.8% | 10.6% | 6.8% | 17.4% |
| | | | |
Adoption ] .8% | .9% | .7% ] 7% |
| | | | |
Home-based | ] ] ] |
Services | 1.7% | 1.8% | 4.4% | 2.0% |
| | - | | i |
Day Care 1 14.9% | 12.1% | 16.1% | 9.9% |
| ] | ] |

At the time of our interviews (June 1977), the
state was planning to alter the way in which day care
funds were distributed. As of July 1977, day care for
children of employed AFDC recipients was to be funded

*Community Services Division, Department of Social and
Health Services, The Washington State Day Care Program
Study, June 1976.

274

- 30




through Title IV-A rather than through Title XX. Thus

once again day care would be a work-related expense for
these families and would be disregarded as income when
determining the basic AFDC grant. Also, as of January
1978, the state was going to implement a parent participation
schedule under which parents with incomes between 38 and 50
percent of the SMI would pay 50 percent of their children's
day care costs. Title XX funds and unmatched day care funds
available through public Law 94-401, a subsequent amendment,
would be used to provide free day care for families with
incomes less than 38 Percent of the SMI and to pay £0
percent of the day care costs for those parents with incomes
between 38 and 50 percent of the SMI.

The majority of our respondents appeared to be
unaware of the proposed re-institution of a sliding fee
scale, although several mentioned that such a fee scale was
éorely needed and many were unhappy that the $3.2 million
per year allocated under public law 94-401 had not been
fully used the previous year. This federal windfall had
taken the Department of Social and Health Services by
surprise and not all of the funds available were used:

This year we neally wnssed up. Day care wasn'it
together at alkl, 50 1 don't think we used it alk.
What happens is that 94-401 is 100 percent federal
funds eanmarked fon the expansion of day care
services. The Depantment will claim the 94-401
funds gins, and then they will have Title XX
money available as well,

ALE Lasi yean we kepit data on spending for day
cane, Out og a total of nine million dollars
available, they underspent by one and one half
million.

Respondents in Detroit and Atlanta reported
that, in their states, funds authorized under Public Law
94-401 were used, essentially, to replace day care funds
which normally would have been allocated under Title XX.
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Title XX funds would be added as needed to maintain the
normal level of funding for subsidized day care but the
infusion of the additional funds would not have the effect
of expanding the day care services available. Although it
seemed that Washington's institution of the parent partici-
pation schedule would increase the amount of subsidized day
care available to families, one respondent told us that
there has been little or no increase.

Our respondents were apparently not aware of the
proposed parent participation schedule to be implemented
in January 1978, but they were very much aware of the
planned switching of day care support for employed AFDC
recipients to Title IV-A. A major concern was that day care
providers would not accept children from these families for
fear that the families would not pay: "Vendons are wornied that
because these families have s0 very Little money available to them anyway
that an emengency will come up and the money meant for day care will be
spent on other things."

A second concern was that because the parents
would be paying for day care directly and because they had
so little money to begin with, "they would put thein kids into
unlicensed facilities where it's cheaper. And we (state agency)
peopfe) can't do anything to stop them." "It's rheghressive in oun
minds; we used to be there. A Lot of hids will be 'fatch key' --Legt
alone; we'll need mone children's protective services. There'Ll be
a Lot of graud and no way to cafch it."

Concern that parents will purchase care in un-
licensed centers appears to be valid. We asked a repre-
sentative of the Department of Social and Health Services
about these two concerns: "No doubt, care will be given in
facilities that are not Licensed, and we will pay gon care in unficensed
facilities. Title XX has a negufation that no money can be spent on
facilities that ane not Licensed. But under IV-A the nequirement ia
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that we pay for actual expenses reasonably attributed to the eanning of Lincome.
Parents gind thein oum care and pay for t, and then we reimburse the parent.
But they can {ind care anywhere. That's where there's a stnong possibility
that some people may §ind care in unlicensed facilities on say, 'l have

some kids and 1 need someone to take care of Zhem, 80 1 ask you as a neigh-
bor to come over and take care of my kids. 1 pay you for that; 1 get

paid forn paying you.'"

On the whole, our respondents were sympathetic
with the dilemma the state was in. Although they want to see
eligibility levels expanded, they were well aware that there
were limits to that expansion: "Onfy £2 percent of the AFDC parents
are working because the eligibility Pevels are so0 Low. Now they are
changing these people over to Title TV-A. They will move all those
people over to 1V-A before they naise the eligibility Levels. But
once that gets into place, we will be paying higher nztes and then
people will neally yell. The state can't go up to 80 pencent (of SMI)
on a sliding scale and then §ind 2,000 on the waiting List. Right
now we're just hoping to keep the $9 million. We ought to spend all
of what we get before we ash for mone.”

Impact of Title XX

Although Title XX had an immediate impact on the
way in which the state used day care funds, reactions to
this law in Seattle, as in the other two sites, also focused
on the incorporation of the Federal Interagency Day Care
Requirements (FIDCR) as funding requirements for day care
services. Facilities receiving Title XX funds were required
to comply with the provisions of the FIDCR, and some providers

took strong issue with one of those provisions, the mandated
staff/child ratios.

Reaction to both the FIDCR and Title XX appeared
to be much more intense and better organized than similar
reactions in the other two sites. 1In Seattle, day care
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advocates may only coalesce around a crisis but when they do
the results are impressive.

In  the beginning we neally geared up. The 4-C's
were among the major gearen-uppens: hofding public
information meetings, and putting a great deal of
enengy Linto onganization of parents and day care
cenfens. We wenre very effective--wniting Letterns,
campaigning, contacting the media, using newspapenrs
and TV and staging a rally of about 100 people.

We held things li.e., §ull implementation of Title
XX]) off fnom September until spring, 4in spite of
the Loss of Title 1V-B target area contracts.
Title XX did not pich up the 1V-B target area
contracts.

Although the day care community protested the loss
of the sliding fee scale-»or the parent participation
schedule as day care people there prefer to call it->they
soon realized that their effect would be limited:

We sure used the eligibility Level. FIDCR's
idea was 70-80 percent of the state median
Ancome. That's one thing people neally took off
and used--zthe eLigibility that came down from
zthe 6gd’A and the income scales. 1# was a
bargaining point. We stanted there heaklizing.
that we weren't going to get all that.

Title XX and FIDCR are, in the minds of most
people, inextricably intertwined. For instance, in the
quotation cited above, the 80 percent eligibility level was
attributed to the FIDCR, which only address standards for

day care facilities and which do not set forth eligibility
standards.

The FIDCR component receiving the most attention
was the one establishing staff/child ratios. The sﬁaff/child
ratios set forth in the FIDCR are more stringent than those
established by the State of Washington. Washington requires
a minimum of two adults in attendance for each age group but
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permits a staffing ratio of 1:5 for infants from one month
to one year; a ratio of 1:7 for children one year to 29
months of age; and for children 30 months and older, a ratio
of 1:10 to up to 1:15. Equivalent FIDCR ratios are 1:1 for
children under six weeks, 1:3 for children under three, 1:5
for three-year=olds, and 1:7, with the 1:7 ratio not reached
until the children are aged four to six years.

The King County 4-C's and other groups came to the
fore to protest FIDCR staff/child ratios as well as the way
in which the state had decided to set eligibility levels.

The Puget Sound Day Care Directors Association and the Tacoma
Association for the Education of Young Children drafted a
joint resolution which stated that the FIDCR would "greatly
increase operating costs for pProviders, which will then have
to be passed on to consumers and taxpayers; . . . will

double the cost of day care and most consumers will not be
able to purchase day care services under these unrealistic
FIDCR requirements; . . . will also cause de facto segregation
by the unavoidable grouping of welfare children in government-
financed day .care Programs: and, whereas the increased

staff and other services (required in the FIDCR) will not
necessarily produce better quality day care for children,
therefore be it resolved that the implementation of FIDCR be
delayed until October 1, 1976 and . . . during the current
year that FIDCR be re-evaluated by appropriate agencies and
persons providing and purcthasing day care services and . . .
that pressure be directed to Congress and the Secretary of
H.E.W., Washington, D.C., to delay implementation and
initiated re-evaluation of FIDCR."

The views of these groups were shared by the
Alliance of Children's Advocates for Washington State, a
group organized in response to both Title XX and the FIDCR.
Children's Advocates protested in particular the impact of
the initial Title XX plan on eligibility: "The opportunity
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to broaden the availability of services to working poor
families by means of a reasonable fee schedule was abandoned,
with the final plan incorporating a hodge>podge of eligibility
schemes, some of which»=in particular, the scheme for day

care->representing a regression from the previous year."

The concerns expressed in Seattle about the outcome
of enforcing the FIDCR did not differ from the concerns
expressed by respondents in our other two sites: "the state will
have o moniton three on fouwr different systems;" "Title XX kids would
be segregated into centers, and the centerns would have to get extra
funding, probably from the state;” and "vendons just won't senve Title
XX kids." Two of our respondents claimed that thirteen centers
and between 60 and 70 family day care homes closed down as a
result of the FIDCR and Title XX. A third respondent questioned
these numbers, suggesting that the facilities which closed were
Probably only marginally profitable operations for whom the new
regulations provided the "last straw."

In response to similar opposition across the
country, the FIDCR staff/child ratios for children under six
years have been suspensed, since October 1975, by successive
amendments to Title XX. The requirement for an educational
program set forth in the original 1968 FIDCR had been
incorporated as an "optional" standard in the Title XX
legislation. The Department of Health, Education and
Welfare is currently considering the appropriateness of the
Title XX FIDCR, and the ultimate outcome of these considers
ations is presently up in the air. Revised regulations
coming out of such deliberations may come closer to what it
is that the day care community in Seattle sees as being
appropriate and essential.

Our respondents predicted that there would
be a "huge outcry" if FIDCR staff/ child ratios were
enforced and that there would be economic segregation of
children.




I just don't know . . . T think that it's Likely
that the centerns will become Like Atanta as a
nesult of this switch. 1 think that some, Like
Seattle Dav. will be taking more poon kids and
oZhens won'xt take any at all. Because there's
already this fear that if they have any federal
money coming An, they'fl have to meet the FIDCR.
This may fust be the Last straw in taking any
federal hids.

Already gamily day care homes almosi pregen not
1o Zake Title XX kids because they don't Like to
wall gon payment grom the slate, but centens prefen
2o have thein payment assured and, while they don'
Like the 15th of one month to the 15th of the next
schedule of billing, they ane very woried about
the switch grom Title Lo TV-A.

Somewhat ironically, perhaps, the FIDCR presently
seem to be viewed in a much more kindly light. while
certain of the FIDCR components such as staff/child ratios,
the provision of social services and the requirement that
parents participate in policymaking for their day care
center continue to be questioned, respondents liked the idea
that standards similar to the FIDCR might ensure quality
care and the FIDCR could be used as models or guidelines for
the development of revised state standards:

The vagueries of going to FIDCR have made things

stagnant. 1In this sense, the FIDCR have detesred

from quality care. . . . The FIDCR were premature
especially in macho Seattle. Now we're just about
neady to make that big step into quality care.

And we could use them (as goals).

Providens and consumens alike cling to the FIDCR
because it's the only standard theZ have to force
at Least a minimum for a state. They're agraid
that 4if it goes, then the states will Lower their
actual standards for any part of care: siaff/child
natios, health standards, the whole bit.:
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What Constitutes Quality Care?

Many of the questions we asked respondents focused
on the various components thought to make up quality care,
such as staff/child ratios, type of program offered, staff
qualifications and training, provision of social services
and the need for parent participation. while all of our
respondents had opinions about how necessary each of the
above components were to a "good" program, in Seattle, as in
the two other sites, no one was ready to hazard a hard
and fast definition of "quality." They felt that there were
just too many exceptions--and that so much depended on
specific configurations of many different factors-=for an
overall rule to be made. One respondent exclaimed when
asked to state what she felt constituted quality care,
"That's your study. VYou tell us'”

~ Some of our respondents outlined what they consid-»
ered to be the parameters of quality in day care:

Health and safety standands out to be met, and
there should be a decent nutrnitional pnognam The
envinonment should be stimulating--no TV's. . .
Parntly {t's the physical envinonment: zhere shoutd
be a 504t mat on chain to §Lop on, and there should
be some cuddling.

Quality day care means nurtuning, particuwlarly gor
younger children. There should be consisency 4in
caregivers and predictability in environment. You
shoutd Look fon all that more than physical surround-
ings. Look for warmth. There should also be varied
expeniences--changes of scenery and field trips,
especially for Low-income ghoups. Caregdvers should
have a working knowledge of the devefopmental
process,. 11'4 not enough o have the intellectual
knowledge if you can't put the day-to-day together
with that intellectual knowlfedge. Day care proghams
should be building a child's self-esteem--that what
comes ghom him L8 valuabfe. Quality day care 44 a
nuturning process.
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One respondent's reply to our question of what
constitutes quality day care seemed to capture the essence of
Seattle: "If you are rating the quality of care, Look fon
warmth inat, and health and nutnition standards second. After
those basics, Look at what's the goal of the center--ant? music?
neading" Then Look at how well does the center do it."

a people»oriented city, and people's basic needs must be
taken care of>>by the state, if no other group can be found

to ensure that those needs are met. Seattle is also a city of
diversity. Different groups may have different needs, so

ask first what additional needs a Program is tryng to meet
before evaluating how well those needs are being met.

Day Care Regulation

Respondents were also asked .about state and
federal regulations: whether the way in which they were
written, applied and enforced ensured quality care. All
agreed that the state licensing requirements were "just
about where everybody is night now” in terms of those standards
which have to be met in order to ensure a minimum level of
care. A few respondents pointed out that "ten years aqo.
there was a big §ight about the education that staff should have--

a fight pretty much between people associated with proprietary and
non-prodit centers. People woiking in proprietany centers thought that
the education nequirement (that directons have 45 cnedit houns on

their equivafent in eanly-childhood-nelated courses) was unrealistic

for what's out there because most women in busine-s don't have mone

than a high school degnee."” However, that requirement is no
longer contested, in large part because the day care providers

not only went out and got the necessary training but asked
for more.

Others took issue with the fact that the minimum

licensing requirements only "concentrated on the physical aspects"”
of care and thus did not ensure what these respondents
considered a quality day care program. However, most would
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that just as there are "minimum Licensing nequirements fon restaurants
40 that we don't have to go see what the hitchen Looks Like o dee whethen
Zhere's a dinty sponge in the soup pot, we should also have absolute
mindmum standards for child canre in the state."”

Still others pointed out that the problems lay not
so much in the standards required but in the time alloted
for compliance: "Changes in Title XX eligibility and in the gine
negulations came 50 fast and at the same time that we were not given
enough time to get all this into compliance at once.”

Clearly, the major issue associated with the state
licensing standards was the way in which they were enforced:

The state standards if they are met ensure quality
but there are not enough Licensons and monitons to
do this,

1 have no problem with the standards but 1 do have
a problem with the monitons,

Licensons shoutd not be s0 negative--s0 nit-picking.

Licensons come out and Look only at the holes in
the gence, not at the fact that there is a fence in
the §inst place. They think that they are only good
as a Licenson if they have found something wrong.

The siate standards can enswre quality by naising
the standands of unlicensed facilities, but it's
only after the fact. A parent puts a hid 4into care
and asks us to pay the bill. Before we write the
contract, we check on the facility to see if it meets
our standarnds, 14 it doesn't, then we work {wth them
to upgrade thein progham. But it's only after-the-
fact. We just don't have enough staff.

Insufficient staff for licensing and monitoring
is a chronic issue in Washington. The caseload is high,
regardiess of whether the worker deals primarily with families
needing services or with facilities to be monitored. The
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problem is particularly acute when it comes to working with
family day care homes. While a worker can cope reasonably
well with the more structured conditions in a day care
center, the value judgments required in working with a
family day care home can at times be overwhelming. Unfortu-
nately, it is here that problems of maximization of staff
time and marginal utility come into play. Although family
day care homes continue to proliferate in Seattle, each
homes serves--in general--only six or fewer children. Thus
the question arises of whether a worker should devote many
hours to working with a family day care home in order to
upgrade conditions there and make things better for the few
children enrolled, or whether the worker should devote those
same hours to working with the staff at a day care center
and, by doing so, improve conditions for many more children.

The problem is further compounded by the fact that
in a family day care home the environment is extremely
fluid. 1In a day care center, the staff operate under a
consensus--this is the way things are done here--and the
situation is much more formal in the sense that the center
is a place in which the staff come to in order to work. It
may or may not be their responsibility to see that the rug
is vacuumed but at least they don't have to face that rug at
night when the children have left. 1In a family day care
home the lines are far less clearly delineated between what
is "job" and what is "personal™--and much of the appeal of
family day care homes lies in just such fuzzy delineation.
Thus it is that after checking to make sure that the day
care home provider is complying with enrollment and safety
standards, the caseworker must evaluate the quality of the
care based on his or her personal views on what is an
appropriate blend of "professional™ and "personal."

When thegg views differ from those of the day care provider,
the casewd}ker's judgment regarding noncompliance is fre-
quently challenged.
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Although both day care center directors and family
day care home operators told us that they had problems with
just such value judgments by day care monitors, the day care
home operators have apparently been more vocal about their
oppostion to seemingly arbitrary decisions about what
constitutes an adequate day care program. For the most
part, the examples cited focused on situations involving
family day care homes. Our respondents told us about a day
care worker who visited a home, asked permission to go
upstairs to ise the bathroom and returned downstairs
with the question, "Why are there men's shirts hanging in
your closet?"; who objected to the fact that a potty chair
was located in the livingroom of a day care home serving a
group of two-year-old children when "the bathroom is upstairs
and that's where the Potty chair ought to be too"; and who
tried to revoke the license of one day care mother on the
grounds that she was unfit because she breast-fed her own
infant in the presence of the other children in the house.

In another case, a worker attempted to revoke the
license of a family day care home on three grounds--a loud
voice; the operator's cat's behavior, and unwashed lunch
dishes. "The woman had a father who was aoina deaf and 1
duspect that hen hearning was somewhat Ampaired a8 well, s0 she talked
Louden than was hecessary to me and to all the children. 1t was a
manner of speaking that we could all accommodate to and £t would be
Like diseriminating against a handicapped person o say that she
didn't have the right to speak Loudly. She was not speaking hanshly;
she was speaking in a highern decibel--much difgferent gnom yelling at
a child. She had a family noom adjacent to the kitchen, and the cat
drank out of the §ish tank. My caxr has waten by its feeding dish but
SLLL prefers the §ish tank--you know, fishier waten is better if you'ne
a cat, I guess, and I never knew it was such a vile thing 2o happen.
But she put that down as one 0§ the neasons she was cancelling hen
License. And the thind 2hing she put down was that when she came
during the funch houn--it was Lunch Lime and the mother had just goiten
all the kids down--there wene dirty dishes in the sink and the family
day care mothen had the audacity Zo be watching television."
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This case was challenged by the family day care
home provider. 1In the court proceedings which followed,

several members of the Family Day Care Mothers Association
testified on her behalf--"we've hnown hex gor a Long time and

she was part of the Association, too. The Licensing worker mysteriousty
9ot transferned in the middle of the hearing and she's no Longer in day
Care. She's the one who was complaining about the breastfeeding and
obviously needed £ong ago to have been transgerred.” The day care
mother continues to be licensed but "she. had 2o get an attorney
and it cost her $600 2o go through the hearing process. VYou can't go
anound hirning attonneys fon $600 to defend your right 2o make a Living "
As mentioned earlier, the problem of licensing/
monitoring workers making what are essentially value judg-
ments independent of mutually agreed upon standards affects
day care centers as well as family day care homes. There
was concensus among ou:. respondents that the solution was,
primarily, to train licensing workers in the fundamentals of
early childhood development and, secondarily, in the develop-
ment of a standardized checklist covering those items which
most day care people felt wer: essential to ensure a day
care program of at least minimum quality. For the latter,
our respondents argued that possible inequities in enforce-
ment could be better dealt with if facilities were judged
on similar grounds, and to this end several pProposals
have been made. The King County 4-C's developed a pro-
nosed monituring plan for day care centers which involved
four visits from a licensing worker--each visit addressing
a specific aspect of day care. The Day Care Mothers Associ-
ation has participated in workshops and meetings in which the
problem of evaluation of day care homes has been discussed.
At least one member of the Association would like to see a
method developed in which licensing/monitoring workers were
evaluated on a yearly basis by those they regulated, and
several members felt that workers' decisions ought to be
regularly reviewed by supervisory personnel so that in
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individual cases the expense of a fair hearing or of having
to go to court can be avoided. °*

T The need for training of licensing/monitoring
workers is not challenged by those in charge of regulating
day care facilities. Not only are they aware of the problem

but they have also taken steps to provide the necessary
training:

I've got some majon problems with what those folhs
know and what they don't know in tenms of owr own
staff. We as a Department tend %o give people
assignments whether they know anything about the job
or not. My guess is that a whole Lot of Zhem don'z
know what a good family day care home Looks Like on
what a good center Looks Like. . . . However, we ]
have a thaining plan worked out--1 just wonked on it
yesterday agternoon--and Central Washington State
College «n Etlensburng is putting together a package
for training of agency staff 4in child development and
An business aspects of day care.

Staff/child Ratios

Because the Federal Interagency Day Care Require-
ments (FIDCR) are not being enforced, few of our respondents
knew little more than that the FIDCR include stringent
staff/child ratios and mandated pafental participation on
the governing boards of day care centers, We asked a
representative from the regional office of the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare to assess the reaction states

in Region X would have toward the FIDCR as they.are presently
written:
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1 think the stagf/child natio Looms as Large as
it does because that's the biggest expense the
provider has and that's waht keeps making the
rotes go up and up and up. So siates are going

to §ight it because that's where the doflar 4i&.

1 think states are committed to the fire and safety
negulations. 1 don't think they're commitied 1o
parent involvement whatever. They're commitied to
nutrnition services and also to health services but
then they ask whenre should health services be
provided--in the center on at a clinie?

1 think there are probLems with every one of

the negulations and part of the probfem is

that they have never been objectified s0 no one
neally hnows what the FIDCR means. . . . The
only way we can really sell day care as a federal
progham with fedenal standands is to make those
standands more nealistic. They have o be siated
Ain undenstandable fanguage so0 that they can be
monitoned not only by the state but by federal
government without people anguing about the
intenpretation of this wond on that wond. There
also has to be a national public policy that
includes funding. Until we have some of those
things, 1 don't think states are going to buy
much of anything. Instead they will pull day
carne out of Title XX.

Although the FIDCR staff/child ratios were opposed
on the grounds that they were too costly and that increased
staff did not automatically ensure better quality day care,
the question of what would be appropriate staff/child ratios

did not receive the same reaction from respondents in

Seattle as it did in Atlanta. Respondents in Atlanta had

strong feelings about the positive and negative effects of
various staff/child ratios, particularly for infants and
toddlers, and frequently raised the issue of staff/child
ratios on their own while responding to various other
questions. Seattle respondents did not raise the issue
independently, except in connection with questions about the

FIDCR, and so appeared to be content with the staff/child

ratios mandated by the state. Although most said that in
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actual practice they preferred to see a 1:7 ratio for
preschool children--and two center directors said that they
used volunteers or aides whose salaries were partially
subsidized to keep a 1:7 ratio for their three- and four-year-
old groups--our respondents felt that the state requirement

of a 1:10 ratio for this age group gave them sufficient
flexibility to group children and staff as they thought best
and permitted centers to be in compliance with state regula-
tions on those occasions when one or two staff members were
absent.

Parent Participation

The FIDCR requirement for parent participation on
the boards of centers serving 40 or more federally subsidized
children elicited strong feelings on the part of our respon-
dents. Their views on the need for parent participation
were diverse. One day care center director argued that:

Parent involvement is neally a crucial key. My
focus {8 almosi as much on educating the parents--
helping them %o see needs--as it is on educating
the kids. As parents come together and do a Lot
0f shaning and Listening to oZhen people, then 1
Think theirn values change sometimes. There ane
a Lot of Zhings that have %o do with parents
Zhat maybe a day care center can't do, but a
parent should be able to come and ask you a
question about almost anything, and you could
somehow channel them in Zhe night direction or
give them some choices about what they can do.

I've had parents that just neally needed to %alh
and it might noi be about their child; it might
be about them--just neally needing somebody to
Listen to them for a while that they feel would
really understand. Also, we neally pay attention
Lo parents that neally come back and forth and
shane. 1 get disturbed by the parent that just
all of a sudden comes up with a negative thing.
12's harden for me to deal with. 1%'s harnden

jon Zhe teacherns to deal with. .
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Another center director was strongly opposed to
the idea that parent involvement be required.

People say that parents have a right to be
an&gved in policynaking for day care, and it
goes night up 2o the federal Level. It's crazy!
Absolute insanity for a Lot of neasons. One 48
would you have parents nunning an airline on a
mining company? Then why do you think that
parents know about running a day care center--
a business--any more than running an airline?

Secondly, 1've been on several boards and parents
are noi only not knowledgeable-- that's stiff
4gnored--but they have no investment in the
progham beyond a personal one at the time which
easily gets Lost, They don't stick around and
thein Anlerests change. You can't nun an organi-
Zation--especially a business--with parents'
volunteer suppont,

Third, you can handly get parents Zo nead the
bulletin board, fLet azgne fgfak in the center, ALL
these people have been working and they're tired.
They want thein hids taken care of, and they don’
want Lo be involved. To get them to come 1o gradu-
ation at our school took a two-month campaign of
continuakly sending Lettens home. The year begone
we had 15 parents show up for graduation, This
Yyear we had a real good turnnouz--over 150 o4
«them--bt{t that's because the school prepared fon
graduation fon months, put up signs, sent home
things, begged the parents to come and tobd zhe
kids 2o tell thein parents they had to be thenre.
I2's neal hand to get them to participate.

Most of our respondents agreed with one or more of
the opinions given by the second day care director:
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Parent 4involvement shouldn't be nequired because
mostly they're so tired. University of Washington
students neally check out their day care programs,
but other parents only want to find out what it
costs and if there is a sfot available. 1§ I were
directing a center, 1 would have major problems
with parents telling me what 1 should do in teums
of hining staff and some basic kinds of things Eike
that. 1 think {t's very impontant fon parents to
give me major inoui on what kinds of staff they
would Like and ori the kinds of things they would
£Like to see happen to thein kids. But 1 think 1 as
the adminisiraton need to make the §inal judgment.

One respondent noted wryly that it was not just

center directors who had difficulty with the idea of parents
making policy:

People 4n state social service agencies have had a
very difficult time accepting the comsumers' rofe
4n planning on even the providers' nole. They're
SURL fighting it. 1In Washington through theinr
public negional meetings, they've at Least opened
A% up for the public %o come and speak, but pubfic
4nvolvement has been one »%E the handest impLementa-~
tion factors in all of Title XX,

To some extent, a parent's decision to send a
child to a family day care home or to a center and, in the
latter case, the parent's choice of a particular type of
center can be viewed as a form of parental participation in
policymaking. How true this is depends on the options open
to families. The type and number of facilities close by,
whether transportation is provided, hours of operations and
cost of care all affect a parents' choice. Also, once a
child has become accustomed to a particular situation
parents are often reluctant to change even if they are not
completely satisfied with their child's care. Nonetheless,
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all of our respondents believed that parents' freedom of

. choice in selecting a day care facility was essential, and a
major factor in their concern about enforcement of the FIDCR
was that such freedom of choice might be curtailed for
parents needing subsidized day care for their children.

The director who was so strongly opposed to
requiring parental participation in making policy felt
equally strongly that "parents have an absolute right to
evaluate the nesults of a program. 1In private day cane, that's
what they do in tenms of Leaving the kid in there. 1§ they don't
Like the prognam, they'Lz pull the kid out and go elsewhere."
That centers respond to the changes in parents' percep-
tions and expectations about the purpose of day care may
be documented by the history of one particular center:

The name of South Town Schoof when it §inst opened
was Child Care Cenfer, Parents were interested in
was Lt safe Lo Leave thein children away from home?
At that time one of the regulations was that thenre
had 2o be a nurse on the premises on on call. Then,
in about '65, the name was changed to Child Play _
Nursery because the trend had become .is my kid gonna
Like it and have a good time? So sure, they'll play
and have fun. So we were Child Play Nursery fon
another five years when we became Starter School
because then parents were interested in is my child
gonna Learn anything?

Our respondents felt that parents preferred family
day care homes for children under three but wanted their
nursery-school-age children in a day care center for educa-
tion and socialization reasons. One respondent believed
that parents who chose a family day care home for their
three- to five-year-old children did so because they were
concerned about the " pensonal health of thein child and they
think it's better fon their child not to be with a bunch of other children.”
Another commented that a lot of family day care homes offered
érograms for three- to five-year-olds almost identical to
those found in centers in terms of educational activities
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Educational Component

That day care programs run by family day care
homes and centers have an educational component is accepted
matter-of-factly in Seattle. rThis acceptance is quite a
contrast to the heated debate in Detroit between those who
advocate a strong educational emphasis and those who prefer
a "warm fuzzy" atmosphere. In Seattle the type of day care
Program described as ideal is one which combines both a
warm fuzzy atmosphere and school-readiness skills. Education
has a high priority in washington: the illiteracy rate in
the state is 0.6 percent which is half the the national
average (1.2 percent); 96 percent of the five-year-old
population is enrolled in kindergarten and 94 percent of the
kindergarten population is enrolled in public kindergartens.
The legislature is more comfortable about funding education
than it is with funding social services: "it's easier fo get
money for education than for welfare so that's the approach we take
when nying to get gunds fon day care.” Several respondents
Pointed cut that "preschools are very common here. Many
parents who 4in no way need day care have emnolled thein chifdren
An nunsery schools--a Lot of them in cooperative nusery schools--s0
Zhat thein childnen get both education and socialization." One
director noted that "in some of my suburnban centers, a significant
proportion of kids woubd be dropped off in the moinding for preschool
and picked up before 11, They were there for the experience.”

In addition to the fact that education is con-
sidered a basic part of a day care program, the fact that
there is no apparent interest on the part of the Seattle
public schools in providing day care may also explain the
lack of a debaté-—so strongly heard in Detroit and to a
lesser extent, in Atlanta--over the importance of an
educational component.
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The public schools anen't particularly gneedy and
They wouldn't be interested in getting into day care.
Look, we know the schools don't see day care as thein
nesponsibility. They twwn kids out on the streets at
2:30 when they know that parents ane wonking and
there's no one at home!

The public schools do cooperate to some extent in the
provision of day care in that the Seattle Department of
Human Services has a contract with the Seattle public
schools to provide social services (e.g., family counseling)
for the families enrolled in a system of 21 centers and 10
family day care homes which have contracts with the Depart-
ment. The public schools also have developed, as a guide
for centers, a curriculum for four-year-olds that meshes
with the curriculum taught in the public kindergartens and
are working on a curriculum for two- and three-year olds.

A representative of the King County 4-C's told us
that "strictly custodial care is not too common in Seattle. Parents

are Looking for a progham that offens thein child something mone than
they could give him if they were staying at home.” That "something
more" was frequently described as a blend of "a positive sel-
4mage, some readiness in neading, writing and arithmetic, and a waum
careqiver.” wWhile other factors--such as field trips, parti-
cularly for children from low-income families--were also
listed, the three factors listed above appeared in everybody's
description of a quality program.

Two of the factors--a positive self-image and a
warm caregiver--seemed to be closely linked in the minds of
our respondents. While they would doubtless also agree that
a child's self-image is enhanced by mastering different
skills, our respondents. thought that a child's self-image
is best bolstered by something other than the ability to fit
pieces of a puzzle together or knowing color names. They
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felt that a child's self-esteem is based on a belief that
"what comes from him 4is valuable" and that this belief is trans-
mitted by a caregiver who "can Look at an emotionally disturbed
child and see what 44 healthy in him, who can see something positive
4n afl children." Such caregivers, they believe, must be able
to understand that "thein ability to teach 48 not dependent on
what the kid does. To be abfe to get nid of the conditional 'if he
performs than 1 must be good.' They must be able to take what a kid
paints--maybe just a smean--and appreciate that smearn and not think
there's something Lacking just because he didn't twwn out something

beautiful.”

Staff Qualifications and Training

In Seattle, as in the other two sites, there was
uncertainty about how a caregiver gets to be the sort of
pecson who can enhance a child's self-image. Training has
something to do with it, but training does not automatically
ensure quality.

Years of experience on years of education -- 1 guess
I'm to a point in my own head where 1 cannot say that
Lhis will do it on that will do it. ALL 1 bnow s
that I've seen some terrible things happen to hids
from very qualified people, and 1 have seen some
magnigicent things happen with kids gnom people who
don't have any mone than a high school education.

Put them all together, and 1 don't hnow what you come
up with. But I've seen it' we've all seen it.

Eanly childhood education has been improving day canre
because raining enhances nurturning. When you unden-
stand the process behind the nuwituring process, then
you can work better with children. 1 wouldn't go so
much forn formal education but would Look for someone
who Likes kids. 1 want a caring, Loving stagf who
know something about child development orn are willing
Lo Leann.
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Our respondents agreed that there is no shortage
of trained staff available in Seattle. There may be a
shortage of funds to pay staff adequately or to act as an
incentive for getting additional training, but they felt that
the schools--particularly the community colleges--provided
a good supply of caregivers who had been trained in early
childhood development. oOne respondent from Central Community
College said that there is a great deal ofvinterest on the
part of providers in receiving training--over 200 people
attended six major workshops run by the College. However,
she doubted claims by the state agencies that the community
colleges are training all of the day care staff. "1§ this
were Zrue, would we have to do s0 much in-service training,” :she asked.

Seattle Central Community College has a two-year
program of day care training which grew out of the Parent
Education Program; its emphasis is on the needs of a child
and respect for children and parents. Five other community
colleges--Belevue, North Seattle, Central, sShoreline and
Highline--offer day care courses as does the Renton Voca-
tional School. Central Community College is also the home
of the Day Care Resource Center and the King County 4-C's
office. Although Head Start does some of its own training,
Central Community College has also done on-site training for
these programs. The Puget Sound Association for the Education
of Young Children has also been a very important training
force outside the educational institutions.

Some day care directors question the practicality
of in-service training; they maintain that staff turnover is
so high that such training has little long-term impact on
the quality of their programs. other directors, however,
feel that in-service training serves a valuable purpose if
only because it is a way of providing staff who have not had
formal coursework in child development with the background
they may need to do their job better.
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State requirements regarding staff qualifications
for day care center supervisory staff specify that the
director be "at least 21 years of age and shall have the
management and supervisory skills necessary for the proper
administration of the day care center" and that the program
supervisor "shall be at least 21 years of age . . . have a
knowledge of child growth and development and techniques of
guiding children's behavior . . . have at least two years
successful experience working with children of the same age
level as those served by the center and shall have either
completed 45 college quarter credit hours or equivalent
training in such courses as child growth and development and
early childhood education . . . or shall have a plan approved by
the department for the achievement of such training within a
reasonable period of time, provided that the opportunity for
such training is reasonably available." sSuch requirements
cover the waterfront, coping very neatly with the issues
concerning what combination of experience and education is
most appropriate for caregivers,

In Atlanta, respondents seemed to favor day-to-day
experience with children over years of education in selecting
a staff, arguing that you can train for knowledge of child
development but you can't train for warmth. In Detroit,
respondents appeared to believe that it was an "either/or"
situation, that the choice was between hiring a professional
educator or a "warm fuzzy" mother. Although respondents
there felt that the “idenf person would be a wam, Loving,
thained mothen,” it was evident that they doubted that many
such caregivers existed.

In seattle, however, no one was willing to favor
one factor over another in the matter of professional
qualifications. Respondents maintained that what mattered
was what type of person the caregiver actually was and not
what made the person--whether education or experience--
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turn out that way. Directors need a fair amount of flexibil-
ity in determining just which person is best for their
particular center, and most of our respondents felt that the
current regulations permitted the necessary flexibility:

Une of the problems 1 might have with nregulations
would be negulations saying that a person has to have
a certain amount and hind of education in onder to
work with preschoolers. 1 have had on m stagg a
peson with a master's degnee in eanly cZudhood who
just didn't wonk out fon me. I was one of these
things with 'This is zthe way 1 was Zaught,'! and there
was no fLexibility. Another ginf who is one of the
head teachers also supervises the other head Leachers.
She has had three yeans of college but her majon was
An psychology on something; it wasn't in education.
She's a super teacher and nelates beautifully with
the staff. 1'd have some nreal difficultces 1f 1
coukdn't have her in that position, i§ 1 had 2o choose
somebody who had a B.A. 4n early childhood education
over her just because they had the academic recond on
papes.

Another head teacher 1 have has an M.A. and some
work on a doctorate in science and she had worked
mostly with high school kids. But she has adapted
beautifully 2o the needs 0§ the young chifd, She
gets busy night away with any assignment that she
48 gdiven; she geans things down and wonhks with it.

Under the current requlations, this director is able to meet
center staffing needs by augmenting the newly hired person's
background with either training or the chance to work in a
supervised position long enough to meet the requirement for
experience with children of the appropriate age.

While the requirement that directors "have the
management and supervisory skills necessary for the propers
administration of the day care center" does not have a
coursework requirement attached, several respondents felt
that such coursework was sorely needed and not readily
available.
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A certificate program fon directons would be
grheat. There is the 45 credit plan, but that's
onty fon those who work with kids. e have
v¢azu?££y nothing fon administratons. You see
there's no money availabte for that. vou
genenally cannot use federal money fon Lraining
administratons. you've g0l 2o use it fon thaining
people who provide direct senvdces.

What some directors and other respondents felt
they needed was training in such things as counseling,
personnel issues, and planning and management, in addition to
coursework in child-related specialties. Such a program is
not presently available in Washington, and some ingenuity is
requirec¢ ior someone who wants to "do it myself" .

One of my concerns when 1 went back for a master's
degree was that 1 wanted o get some knowledge about
how o administer a program gon young children.
There's no such place that you can get that anywhenre.
What 1 did was 20 get a M.A. in Earby Childhood Ed.
from the University of Washington, get a principal's
credential because they had a centain number o
administhative counses and a minon in business
administration because they had some good counrses.
Then 1 had to nefate afl that to my knowledge o4
what the needs were fon proghams fon children.

Social Services

In addition to asking about the relative impor-
tance of an educational component and trained staff, the
importance of social services as a'component =7 a quality
day care proqram was explored. Our respundents felt that
day care centers should not be the primary providers of
social services per_se, although they felt that it was part
of the direor's job to refer parents to other resources in
the ceamunity: "day care .in Seattle has a Lot of other nesowrces
aval able 2o them but 1'm sure many don't nealize that.”
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As mentioned earliex, the Seattle Bureau of Human

Services has contracted with the Seattle public Schools to
provide social services to the clients served by the centers
and family day care homes in the Bureau's system. The

Bureau also has a contract with the King County Board of
Health to provide "preventive dental care, check medical §iles and,
as a Last nesont, provide medical checkups, but we neally thy to encourage
parents to take care of this themselves. 1§ they don't, however, we

will do it because e feel that parents can get along without social
servdices but not without health services." Although social services
were offered, a Bureau representative noted that counseling
was offered, but "there were handly any tzhers. Panerts want help

4in finding thaining in ondern to get out of dead-end jobs but they did

not seem to want help with family matiens."

One center director said that her center was
affiliated with a denominational social service organization
which was more than willing to supply the necessary counseling
and other social services. Huowever, because the workers were
white and middle-class and most of the families in her
center were nonwhite and lower-income, many times the
parents turned to her as someone with whom they felt com-
fortable and who they felt would better understand the
particular circumstances in their lives. For this reason,
the director is hoping to return to school to get additional
courses in counseling.

Although it was argued that few parents wanted
family counseling or other social services, one respondent

said that people shied away when it came to considering
whether or not to offer social services because they felt
that "{t would be Like opening Pandora's box--that so many people
would come rushing in that it would sink the services--which may

just be the nationale not to provdde what they didn't want to in the
ginst place.” A representative from the Department of Social
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- and Health Services said that "although there's a great need fon
some social services in day care, we provide virtually no social services
o families. Oun casework staff £ 80 Low in the Local offices that
we just don't have the personnel to do it."

In Atlanta, respondents associated with private
Title XX centers felt that a center's responsipbility toward
children and their families was not limited to just those
hours when the children were in care. Thus those respondents
felt that social and health services as well as other
community services cught to be an integral part of their
program. Respondents associated with non-Title XX proprie-
tary centers felt that their- responsibility was to take good
care of children while their parents worked but that that
responsibility did not extend to providing counseling or
taking children for health care (except as a last resort),
although they would encourage parents to provide the neces-
sary services and make referrals if necessary. In Detroit,
most respondents felt that the provision of social and
health services would be a duplication of services already
available elsewhere--services offered more cheaply than
could be done by individual centers. 1In Seattle, our
respondents seemed to feel that social services should be
provided "as needed"--what services ought to be provided and
by which organization really depended upon the needs of the
pPopulation being served. In some cases state or city
agencies provided the necessary services; in other cases the
day care center took the necessary action--making referrals
or providing the services directly. There was no apparent
feeling on the part of the respondents that the way in which
needs were met was the way in which things ought to be done;
nor was there a sense that they had done what was necessary,
but it was really not their responsibility. Once again,
"when a need gets great enough, somehow a person on a ghoup gets gound
to do it." It is doubtful that a policy outlining just
which group should offer particular services would be well
received in Seattle.



Racial and Economic Integration

Similarly, a policy mandating a certain racial mix
would also be opposed in Seattle. oOur respondents felt that
there was already a good racial mix in most centers and that,
to the extent that racial mix was skewed in some centers, such
lopsidedness was due to housing patterns. while they might
support policies which would change those housing patterns,
they definitely would not support policies which required that
race had to be a significant factor in determining which
children were enrolled or which staff hired:

1 think it's fantastic 4§ you can have a racially
mixed center. 1 think that's whene At needs to
begin and if you'ne working with parents also with
@ 900d kind of nelationship, then 1 think that if
there ane going to be gneaz changes, then this .is
where it's going to come grom.  1'm not sure that
T would Like 2o see any federat policies that say
‘you have to do this;' 1 think that's an additional
Presdure that 1 don't feel we should have o Live
with, 1¢'s hand enough to run a day care centen --
Zo deal with the people you have -- without having
the additional pressure that says 'unless you have
certain percentages of black, white, this, that
and zthe other, you won'zt get any federal money.

Kids need to have exposure 10 individual diffen-
ences. 1 don't want a quota dystem but 1 would
Like an integrated ddaff. But don't Lay it down
4n fedenal negs. where because you'ne black, 1
can't hire you. Suppose you have this fabulous
person who comes in and you need one more person
on your staff, but that person's white and you're
required . .. 1 don't want a quota system.

1’8 a matter 0f housing patterns plus the dact
that Lowen income parents can't agford 2o transpont
kids. Obviously it's better to have a mix, but
At's not a problem in Seatile. 1In North Seattle,
AL's mostly white, but mone Onientals and Indians
are moving in. 1t's good fon the white kids. Head
Starnt's been able to do some Duansportation, but
41's not that bad q mix; it could be wonse,
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In Seattle, economic segregation is not presently
an issue. It is raised only in connection with the possible
negative effects potential enforcement of the FIDCR may
have. The plan to switch working AFDC parents to income
disregard under Title IV-A may mean that those parents will
send their children to unlicensed facilities and thus
licensed centers will serve fewer low-income children.

Our respondents were concerned that those children might
receive poor quality care and that no one would be able to
do anything about it, They were not worried that middle-
income children would lose the benefit of interacting

with lower-income children, and vice-versa. The actual
impact of such a switch from Title XX to Title IV-A--whether
it be on vendor payments, poor quality care, or economic
segregation--was too far down the road as yet for it to be a
rallying point for the various interest groups.

Summary

Seattle shares some similarities with Atlanta
and Detroit. It is not accurate to call Seattle the mean
between two extremes; rather in Seattle what we heard was a
bit of Atlanta and a bit of Detroit mixed together and
presented in a way that was uniquely Seattle's. Issues are
less intensively argued here: battle lines are less Clearly
drawn and protagonists less easily identified. Seattle is
"laid back", more relaxed and easy going. Seattle is a
place which makes one question various social theorems:
Turner may have been right and the frontier did end in the
1880's, but people in Seattle demonstrate that frontier
virtues did not cease when westward expansion ended.
Self-reliance, making do with what one has, resistance to
people telling you what to do are values native to Seattle.
Likewise, the idea of America the melting pot does not fit
this city which holds its divefsity dear; the more recent
concept of America as a salad bowl in which each ingredient

304 :3:31



contributes its uniqueness to the whole is much more appro-
Priate to Seattle.

Under Title XX, each state is free to develop a
Plan which best meets its particular needs. 1In all three
sites, the way in which the initial Title XX plans were
developed met with criticism. That criticism continues in
Seattle. However, the end result of those plans appears to
be a structure of allocating funds for day care which
is the most that can be achieved so far. Hearings may or
may not bring out all the points of view; reports may or may
not be read; squeaky wheels may or may not get undue atten-
tion--in the end, the overall pPlan is one with which people
can live. Such a plan is not limited to the plan for Tittle
XX monies; state regulations, day care services, the way in
which social and health services are delivered, and so on
all seem to reflect "just about where people are today." As one
respondent said, "No one sets out to give kids a bad day." Just
80, no one sets out to do something that is contrary to the
gommon good. In Seattle, people want to see that common good
is not only hampered but is facilitated. They do it "their
way" but what is most important is that it gets done.
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PREFACE

The National Day Care Study (NDCS) was a large-
scale policy study supported by the Administration for
Children, Youth and Families (ACYF).l The study, complet-
ed in 1978, has made a timely contribution to the formulation
of regulatory policy for federally supported center-based
day care. Compared to previous social policy studies, the
study has several important innovative elements. Among
these is the participation of a Black Task Force, whose
contribution to the research process has set a precedent for
similar efforts in the future. This paper presents a brief
account of the issues that most concerned the minority
constituents of the NDCS and the manner in which these
concerns were integrated in the study.

The history of social policy studies reflects both
their political nature and their roots in conflicts of real
or perceived interest among diverse social groups. The fact
that our society is composed of diverse interest and ethnic
groups who might experience different impacts of national
policies on their own welfare places social policy research

in a distinct cat:gory (Gil, 1973).

Unfertunately, the history of large-scale social
policy research r- flects a disregard for ethnic minority
perspectives and e.pertise. This tendency has been particu-
larly frustratiing to minorities Qhere social policies
derived from such :' search have a disproportionate impact on
the w.1lrare of tr. ze groups, as is the case with federally
subsilized ¢ ' « 2, The overrepresentation of blacks in
the NDCS sample was a compelling argument for incorporating
the contribution of black professionals in the fields of
child care and child development.
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This paper was written by two black senior social
scientists who, as staff members of the National Day Care
Center Study, shared the concerns expressed by the minority
consultants and were intimately involved in the Task Force's
interaction with the remainder of the study staff. Although
our position as brokers between study staff and the Task
Force was awkward at times, our perspective on the issues
was informed both by the day-to-day conduct of the study and

the concerns of the minority consultants.

Two important purposes have been served by this
paper. First, as a synopsis of the consultants' early
concerns, it served as a working paper to which they could
refer during their review of the NDCS final report. Second,
it has aided NDCS staff in development of policy recommenda-
tions affecting blacks and other minorities. The paper and
the summary of it that appears in the first volume of the
Final Report of the National Day Care Study have been
reviewed and approved by the members of the Black Task Force
of the NDCS.

Ricardo Millett, ph.D.
Arthur Mathis, Ph.D.
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CHAPTER ONE: FORMATION AND MAJOR CONCERNS OF THE BLACK

TASK FORCE

This paper reviews the major concerns raised by
black consultants to the National Day Care Study (NDCS)
during the course of the study. Members of the Black Task
Force, drawn from the NDCS consultant panel (see Appendix
A), identified technical and policy issues of particular
concern to minorities, especially the appropriateness of the
NDCS outcome measures and the significance of their results
for minority children. Because of the large number of blacks
in the study sample, these consultants were concerned that
the NDCS select instruments that were culturally fair--that
is, measures as reliable and valid for black children as for
white children. They also hoped to safeguard against the
stereotyping of blacks and other minorities in the analysis
and interpretation of data. Finally, they were concerned
that the study's findings not lead to policies detrimental
to black children or caregivers. These and other issues
raised by the black consultants received considerable
attention as the NDCS gathered and analyzed Phase III data,
on the basis of which policy recommendations were made.

This chapter summarizes the National Day Care
Study and describes the formation and major concerns
of the Black Task Force. Chapter Two presents a review of
the literature on research issues in the study of black
children. 1In Chapter Three, the NDCS research instruments
are examined in light of this literature, and specific
research issues of concern to the consultants are explored.
The final chapter summarizes the NDCS response to the
concerns of the Black Task Force and presents the Task
Force's conclusions and recommendations.

The National Day Care Study

The National Day Care Study was initiated in 1974
by the Office of Child Development (now the Administration
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for Children, Youth and Families, or ACYF) as a large—-scale

research effort designed to answer three major policy
questions:

® How is the development of preschool children in
federally subsidized day care centers affected
by variations in staff/child ratio, staff
qualifications, group size and/or other regula-
table center characteristics?

® How is the per-child cost of center-based day
care affected by variations in staff/child
ratio, staff qualifications, group size and/or
other regulatable center characteristics?

® How does the cost-effectiveness of federally
subsidized, center-based day care change
when adjustments are made in staff/child ratio,
staff qualifications, group size and/or other
regulatable center characteristics?

The study was conducted in three urban sites:
Atlanta, Georgia; Seattle, Washington; and Detroit, Michigan.
These sites were selected to reflect the sociocultural mix
of children who are enrolled full-time in federally subsidized
and day care centers nationally. The study sample comprised
64 day care centers--32 in Atlanta and 16 each in Detroit
and Seattle. During the three phases of the study, which
spanned a four-year period, approximately 3,000 children
were observed and tested. Sixty-five percent of these
children were black, 30 percent were white; the remaining

children were of other ethnic or racial backgrounds.2

Two kinds of instruments were used to measure
the effects of regulatable center characteristics--called
policy variables--on the socioemotional, cognitive and
physical development of children. Existing standardized
tests (the Preschool Inventory and the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test) and observation instruments developed for
the NDCS (the Child-Focus Instrument and the Adult-Focus
Instrument) were chosen as measures of the study's dependent
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variables--child development outcomes and day care center
processes.

From the study's inception, ACYF recognized the
need to subject the design, analyses and findings of the
NDCS to rigorous scrutiny by a panel of technical ard policy
experts. This nationally selected group of experts, including
psychologists, statisticians, economists and day care
providers and consumers, has reviewed all major reports and
made important suggestions that have improved the design and
implementation of the study. Although not originally
well represented, black consultants later became key members
of this panel, and organized themselves as a task force to
address issues of special interest to minorities.

Formation of the Black Task Force

The development of the Black Task Force is best
understood as a response to a problem inherent in much
social policy research. As Coleman (1972) has pointed out,
in social policy studies the research problem is usually
defined by a government agency. The task of the researcher
in operationalizing the research problem is to remain
sensitive to the interests of both the client and the
diverse groups within our society who would experience
different impacts of public policy decisions. This may
require what Coleman calls "self-corrective devices, such as
the commissioning of more than one research group, under the
auspices of different interested parties, and independent
review of research results using an adversary or dialectical
process" (p. 16).

Such a process can contribute substantially to the
viability of policy decisions when interest groups are
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represented in the dialogue that precedes those decisions.*
However, the function of advisory panels and consultants in
policy research is generally restricted to giving specialized
post hoc input, their effectiveness cften constrained by the
prior formulation of research design and data analyses.
Technical and advisory panels, then, become sounding boards

used only after the research has been completed and recommen-

dations for social policy have been made.

This problem was to some extent exemplified by the
belated participation of minority consultants in the NDCS.
Demographic data collected as early as fall 1975 revealed
that nearly two~thirds of the study population, both
children and caregivers, were black. Yet minority scholars
and policy experts were involved only to a limited degree in
the design of the study and in the selection of process and
outcome variables and measurement strategies. As originally
constituted, the consultant panel included only two members
of minority groups among 15 proposed members. One was
a black with considerable experience in day care services,

and the other an economist of Asian background.

Several events were significantly related to the
subsequent expansion of minority input to the NDCS. 1In
March 1976, Dr. Asa Hilliard, a member of the SRI consultant
panel who later joined the Abt Associates consultant panel,
expressed concern about the appropriateness of the NDCS
conceptual framework and instruments for black children and
caregivers in his review of SRI's draft report on NDCS
instruments (Appendix B). Hilliard questioned the integrity
of the NDCS conceptual framework, noting that it did not
demonstrate any significant examination of the black child

*Similar observations on the value of an "open scheme" of
peer review prior to public dissemination of policy findings
were made more recently by William Morrill, former HEW
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation.3



. development literature. He suggested that the NDCS' dependent
variablles were neither relevant to minority values nor
universal for all day care centers, and questioned whether
the instruments measuring the effects of day care were
reliable or valid for bilack children.

Both Abt Associates and ACYF responded to this
critique. Recognizing that a stronger minority voice among
NDCS consultants was essential to the quality of the study's
research, Abt Mssociates and ACYF moved to increase minority
representation on the NDCS consultant panel.

In July 1976 (at the end of Phase II), at a joint
meeting of the consultant panels for the NDCS and the
National Day Care Home Study (NDCHS), the Task Force (then
called the Black Advisory Board) constituted itself as a
distinct body to address technical and policy concerns and
other issues having special relevance for minorities. The
concerns of the Task Force were articulated in a position
statement made at that time, in which its members urged the
NDCS to carry out its research efforts with extreme care in
view of the history of previous national policy studies
based on the analysis of "cognitive gains" in black children
(see Appendix B). The statement included a gset of recommen-
dations and addressed detailed questions to the NDCS research
staff. The recommendations called for more comprehensive
review and advisory procedures for black and other minority
consultants of both the NDCS and ths NDCHS and set out
research issues of particular concern. ACYF and Abt
Associates accordingly tock steps to establish appropriate
review procedures and to address the specific research
issues idéntified.

The Task Force made additional prccedural recommen-
dations for study review in a report of its December
1976 meeting (Appendix B). These recommendations were
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accepted by ACYF and implemented by ACYF and Abt Associates
to ensure ongoing, substantive participation of the Task
Force in reviewing all subsequent NDCS design, implementa-
tion and analytic tasks. The Task Force constituted a
special subgroup of the consultant panel for review of all
NDCS reports prior to publication.

Throughout this series of events, the continuing
concern of the black consultants was that the NDCS proceed
in the most sophisticated manner possible and not be hampered
by technical or conceptual inadecuacies that might impugn
the study results or, worse, add to the body of policy
research'seen as injurious to blacks. The overall role of
the Black Task Force was specified in its December 1976
report (Appendix B):

+ + « to act as a bridge between the current
studies--National Day Care Study and National Day
Care Home study. The Task Force's job is to
review, monitor, make recommendations and develop
position statements on all activities of both
studies and their spin-off studies tO and with all
contracting groups jnvolved.

In that report, the Task Force emphasized that its priority
issue was the policy implications of the National Day Care

Study. "“However," the report stated, "prior to any consider-
ation of such policy issues our immediate concern involves
basic research-related issues that will generate and ensure

a qualitative and unimpeachable research design."”

Major Concerns of the Black Task Force

The major concerns of the Task Force centered on
the equity and appropriateness of the study's design,
measurement procedures and analytic techniques for black
children and caregivers. Task Force members were wary of
the widespread "history of shallow research and negative

316 v

312



consequences in social policy"4 that had affected blacks
and other minority groups.

The Task Force addressed three general areas of

concern in its review of NDCS activities:

® the adequacy and completeness of the NDCS
conceptual framework; '

® the reliability, validity and fairness of study
instruments and theii administration for the
black children and caregivers studied; and

® the significance and relevance of the study's
data analysis and policy implications for
affected minorities, particularly blacks.

The first of these concerns is discussed below. The second

and third issues listed receive detailed attention in
subsequent chapters.

The first major criticism of the NDCS made by the
Task Force was that an adequate review of the black child
development literature had not informed the study's conceptual
framework and design phase. Although the review presented
in this paper was subsequently undertaken by senior social
scientists at Abt Associates, earlier consideration would
have enabled the NDCS to proceed from the beginning with
greater awareness of black concerns. The Abt Associates
review indicated that, given the state-of-the-art of psycho-
metrics in child development and early childhood education,
the NDCS cognitive measures represented, with qualifications,
the best available. Task Force members continued, neverthe-
less, to express serious concern about the use of standardized
tests as measures of cognitive development in black children.
(This issue is discussed in Chapter Three.)
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The second maj- = criticism by the Task Force of
the NDCS conceptual framework concerned the study's approach
to defining "quality day care.” The NDCS framework did not
rely upon a specific developmental theory of quality day
care. Instead, quality was conceptualized as a continuum
ranging from harm to optimal effects for children. A
variety of measures of child and caregiver behavior and
child outcomes were selected to construct alternative

definitions of quality care.

The Task Force warned that major emphasis on
the results of two child tests--the Preschool Inventory
{"SI) and the Peabody Picture Vocabularly Test (PPVT)--would
inappropriately suggest both that preschool education
and school readiness were the primary goals of day care, and
that the PSI and PPVT, by themselves, were adequate measures
of preschool education and school readiness. The Task Force
argued that not all day care programs are designed as
interventions (like Head Start) having the express purpose
of improving the cognitive achievement of a homogeneous
population of children. Thus, it would be inappropriate to
rely on partial measures of center characteristics in
evaluating day care centers against educational goals that
centers might not hold as paramount. The Task Force emphasized
that interpretation of effects findings should address these

issues.

Fortunately, the NDCS design was not constrained
by a narrow emphasis on cognitive achievement. The PSI and
PPVT were elements of a set of measures selected to assess
children's socioemotional, cognitive and physical development.
In Phase III cata analyses, PSI and PPVT adjusted gain
scores were evaluated in conjunction with observational
data on child and caregiver behaviors. Effects findings
reported in the first volume of the Final Report of the
National Day care Study present patterns of beneficial
effects and do not rely on test scores in isolation.
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In fact, given the scarcity of adequate measures
of cognitive development, inclusion of the PSI and PPVT in
the overall definition of quality care was a legitimate
attempt to respond to the opinions expressed by parents and
center directors during Phase II and Phase III interviews.
Preparation for school was important to most parents;
encouraging an interest in learning and developing their
child's emerging language gkills were among aspects of
school preparation specifically identified by parents.
Center directors' response to questions on day care program
orientation generally rated school preparation as an important
aspect of their programs. However, the interviews also
reinforced a major point made by the Task Force: day care
programs encompass a wide variety of goals for children that
respond to the naturally diverse interests of parents and
caregivers.
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CHAPTER TWO: ISSUES RELATED TO RESEARCH ON BLACK CHILDREN

In the child development literature the study of
blacks is extensive, yet the results to date have been
dubious and inconclusive. The same can be said of much
early childhood research, but for black children such
ambiguous results pose special problems when national policy
is based upon questionable research findings. ‘

This chapter begins by examining some persistent
assumptions underlying the study of black children, the use
of standardized tests and the interpretation of test
ratings for black children. The psychometric integrity of
standardized tests and situational influences on test
performance are also discussed. Finally, the use of natural-
istic observations in research on black children is reviewed.

The Study of Black Children and Families

The view of American culture as a melting pot of
different racial and ethnic groups forming a more or less
homogeneous culture has led to the application of white
middle-class standards in the testing of all children. The
failure of black children to "succeed" on such measures has
often been interpreted as an indication of inadequacy, due

to either inherent deficiencies or to cultural deprivation.

Early studies of cultural disadvantages were
attempts to amass evidence that would cast serious doubt
on, if not invalidate, the genetic model of racial differ-
ences (Dokecki et al., 1975; clark and Plotkin, 1972).
Thus, Gordon's (1923) study of English canal boat children
and gypsy children and the wheeler (1932), Sherman and Key
(1932), and Asher (1935) studies of American subjects living
in small, isolated, economically and culturally impoverished
communities showed that low performance on standard tests of
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intelligence could better be explained by poverty and lack
of stimulation in the environment than by genetic differences

- between racial or economic groups. Similar evidence has

been presented which shows differences between urban and
rural white children (Shimberg, 1929; Klineberg, 1931),
southern and northern black children (Klineberg, 1935a,
1935b; Lee, 1951), and children placed in improved socio-
economic environments (Skodak and Skeels, 1949).

These studies have been interpreted to mean that
an improved (enriched) environment leads to improved test
scores. Investigators examining the relationship between
test performance and socioeconomic background found that as
socioeconomic status improves, so do IQ scores (Deutsch and
Brown, 1967; Kennedy, Van de Riet and White, 1963). The
cultural deprivation theorists concluded on the basis of
such evidence that the environment significantly contributes
to the development of cognitive skills, that some environments
are more stimulating to cognitive development than others
and that research should identify deficiencies in the
environment of the dulturally disadvantaged in an effort to
modify their effects through the educational process.

Thus it has often been assumed that lower-income
children,. especially blacks, fail to do well on tests of
intelligence, achievement, aptitude and ability because of
inadequate early socialization experiences in the home
(see reviews by Katz, 1969; Samuda, 1975). It is sometimes
assumed further that early childhood experiences in poverty

‘environments create enduring cognitive and personality

deficiencies that are inimical to competence not only in the
school setting but, indeed, at virtually all stages of
life.

A number of studies on the status of black families
and their living arrangements have concluded that blacks
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need to be "saved" from their own pathology (Moynihan, 1965;
Rainwater, 1965; Rodman et al., 1968). One might conclude
from these studies that typical black families are female-
headed, on public assistance, have a number of illegitimate
children, are thriftless, and, not surprisingly, do not
adequately provide their children with the skills, attitudes
and motivation necessary for academic success. For example,
Ausubel and Ausubel (1963) see lower-income black families
as high in authoritarian attitudes and low in close parental
supervision. Bettelheim (1964) asserts that the early
experience of the black child is conditioned by distrust of
others and low self-confidence. McClelland’ (1961) postulates
that blacks are lacking in achievement motivation because of
the matricentric structure of the family. The latter view
has been extended by Pettigrew (1964), Bronfenbrenner (1967)
and Moynihan (1965).

Researchers have often postulated that the high
incidence of absent fathers in black families is a major
contributing factor to academic failure among black children.
Kamii (1965) and Hess, Shipman and Jackson (1965) found
evidence of socioceconomic differences in parenting behavior,
indicating that lower-income children's early efforts at
verbal and cognitive mastery are less likely to be reinforced
than the efforts of children in middle-income homes.
Similarly, Hunt (1968) expresses the view that black parents
are poor models for linguistic development of children.
Deutsch (1967) found that the noise level of lower socio-
economic environments has a debilitating effect on the
child's auditory discrimination, attention span, memory span
and responsiveness. Hess et al. (1965) and Bernstein (1961)
concur that there is a dichotomy between lower-income and
middle-income language that is related to school success.
These studies taken as a whole are considered evidence of
the early deprivation of lower-income black children.
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With the recent rise in "ethnic consciousness"
among the nation’s minorities, however, social scientists
have begun to recognize that ethnic groups see their
ethnic identity as equal in importance to their national
identity, and that there are cultural differences between
blacks and whites that have implications for research
on multi—éthnic populations. It has also been argued that
economic, social and psychological forces from the larger
community, confounded by racism, do much more in shaping the
character, opportunities and social propensities of black
children than does alleged weakness in the black family
(Slaughter, 1977).

Billingsley (1968) points out that two-thirds of
black families living in metropolitan areas are headed by
husbands with their wives present, half have managed to pull
themselves out of poverty and into a middle-income bracket
and nine-tenths are gelf supporting. Scanzoni (1971
conducted an extensive study involving more th: | 400 intact
black families in which the parents had been married for at
least five years. He found these families to have strong
father figures who tended to share equal’ in domestic
decisionmaking. Hill (1972) demonstratea that the majority
of black families can be characterized by strong kinship
bonds, belief in the work ethic, achievement and role
adaptability. Yet despite these arguments, the literature
continues to reflect a picture of black children caught in
an inescapable cycle of poverty and race and family pathology.

The recognition that cultural differences exist
among ethnic groups has not always led to an understanding
of the nature of these differences. It is often assumed,
for example, that social or ethnic groups can be neatly
classified according to some set of socioceconomic indicators.
Some students of the black family and black child development
argue that socioeconomic indicators are less reliable as
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status measures when used in the nonwhite community.
Billingsley (1968) believes that such indicators have
resulted in an overestimation of the number of lower=-income
blacks, and that this obscures rather than clarifies much of
the variety of status and behavior within that group.

" Although it may appear logical to assume that different

ethnic groups within the same society can be compared using
the same socioeconomic criteria, this may not be the case in
a multiracial, multi-cultural society such as the United
States. We must come to grips with the variability among

individuals classified in the same economic group:

A category of people homogeneous on the economic
index of poverty consists on other indices of an
extremely heterogeneous lot having one character=-
istic in common--lack of financial resource--[and
this] does not necessarily imply the common posses=
sion of other chavacteristics (psychological traits)
(Allen, 1970, pp. 367-368).

A similar argument can be made regarding the
classification of individuals into racial groups; however,
neither social scientists nor policymakers have come to
terms with the meaning of racial classification. Moreover,
one cannot readily dismiss the further ambiguities introduced
by miscegenation since the colonization of North America,
and by the possibility that individuals may differ not
because of their race, but rather because of the way they

have been treated because of their race.S

Psychometric Integrity of Tests

According to Taylor (1971), Angoff and Ford
(1973), Meyer (1974) and Klineberg (1935b), black children
are very often at a serious disadvantage in standardized
testing because they have not been exposed to information
required in order to be successful on the test. Language

considered to be "common in most performance measures is



not necessarily common to children living under impoverished
conditions" (Baratz, 1969; Baratz and Baratz, 1970; Anastasi,
1976; Stewart, 1969). Consistently low performance by
certain minorities indicates that there may be a biasing set
of factors in the tests or in the conditions of test adminis-
tration (Green, 1971; Bernal, 1975; NAACP, 1976), which have
been shown to be critically related to test reliability.
Barnes (1972), wWilliams (1972a) and Jorgensen (1973) concur
that the consistent failure of minorities on tests demonstrates
that such instruments are biased. In part, bias results

from the selection of test items and from the standardization
procedure, which has often excluded minorities (Anastasi,
1976; Mercer, 1972). Earlier, Canady (1943) argued that
tests standardized on samples of white subjects could not be
considered as adequate measures for comparing whites and
nonwhites.

Indeed, it is questionable whether any test can be
developed that is truly culturally fair. Loehlin et al.
(1975) believe that culture is so pervasive that no psycho-
logical test of sense perception, motor performance or
intellectual ability would be culture-free (or, when applied
transculturally, culture-fair) except for tests of behavior
traits controlled by known genetic factors. The studies
mentioned above serve to emphasize the difficulties involved
in cross-cultural comparisons, even when the differences are
small. Even though the cultural differences between an
American inner-city child and an American suburban child are
small in comparison to the differences between either of
these and a child in China, it is clear that the cultural
difference between inner city and suburb is not zero.
Unfortunately, this has been difficult to demonstrate since
many of the intelligence, ability and performance tests
frequently interpreted to show that minority and rural
children are inferior to white urban children have been stan-
dardized solely on the latter group (e.g., the Stanford-Binet
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Intelligence Test, the 1949 version of the Wechsler Intelligence
Scale for Children, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test).*

The extent to which tests can be unfairly
standardized has been aptly demonstrated by Shimberg (1929),
Dubois (1939) and Williams (1972b). In a classic study,
Shimberg (1929) standardized two information tests. One was
standardized on a rural population, using such items as "Of
what is butter made?" and "How can you locate the Pole
Star?" The other information test was standardized on an
urban population and included such items as "What are the
colors in the American Flag?" and "what is a referendum in
government?"” When the two tests were administered to
children in rural and urban schools, results showed rural
children to be superior to urban children on the rural
version of the test, and urban children superior to rural
children on the urban version of the test. In another study
of standardization bias, Dubois (1939), following the same
general procedures that Goodenough (1926) used to standardize
her Draw-a-Man Test on white children, standardized a
Draw-a-Horse Test on Indian children in New Mexico. He then
administered the test to white children in New Mexico and
found that on the average they scored 26 IQ points below the
average for the Indian children. Similarly, williams'
(1972b) Black Intelligence Test of Cultural Homogeneity
(BITCH), which is intentionally biased to favor blacks, has
been employed to demonstrate that differences in test
performance can be produced by the instrument itself. The
BITCH is a Vocabulary test based on words and phrases
distinctive to the black culture. On the average, blacks
score higher on the test than whites do. Although such
studies do not provide a basis for determining what propor-
tion of between-group differences stem from test bias, they

*Of these only a revised version of the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test is included in the NDCS test battery.
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do demonstrate that bias in standardization procedures
can contribute to measured group differences. -

Another sgerious problem related to the psycheometric
properties of tests with respect to minorities involves the
predictive validity of a test. Williams (1970) has reported
a study where minority postal employees were hired withoit
the usual screening tests. At the end of one year, the
employees were rated on their job performance and then given
the screening tests. Williams reports that the majority
received satisfactory performance ratings, although they all
failed the screening tests. The problem of bias in tests is

- not easily resolvable, as Flaugher (1974), Schmidt and

Hunter (1974) and Loehlin, Linzey and Spuhler (1975) have
discussed. A test can be fair at the individual level and
unfair at the group level, and vice versa.

Further, the validity and reliability of tests
have been gshown to be affected by race of examiner (see
Jorgensen, 1973; Garcia and Zimmerman, 1972), cross-language
interference (Hickey, 1972; williams, 19722) and test format
(Johnson and Mihal, 1973). It appears that aside from the
instrument itself, a number of other aspects of the indi-
vidual's perception and attitude toward the situation are as
critical to his performance as his prior experience (Katz,
1969; see also Epps, 1974; Flaugher, 1978). These factors
are examined in the next section.

Situational Influences on Test Performance

We often assume, as do test manuals, that data
from tests are collected under standard conditions and that
these conditions do not contribute unknown error in test
perforﬁance. Tests that are individually administered to
children require the test administrator to establish rapport
with the child and to remain alert and ask for additional
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information in the case of incomplete or unclear answers.
Data collection, however, is a human enterprise. 1In spite
of training, drills, role playing and rehearsals, it is
difficult to determine if tests are administered under
optimal conditions. Many insist, nevertheless, that such
artifacts are only random, as is the optimal test-taking
mood of the person being tested. They argue that in most
instances the test situation has negligible effects on test
performance.

A point often overlooked is that the typical
testing condition may be perceived differently by children
from different racial, ethnic or social backgrounds (Gay and
Abrahams, 1973). It is also plausible that the test situ-
ation could be perceived as threatening (Sarason, 1972;
Zigler, Abelson and Seitz, 1973), and that the anxiety
level of the child could be related to characteristics of
the test adwrinistrator (e.g., race, sex, age, language) and
other observable influences (Katz, Roberts and Robinson,
1965; sattler, 1970; Garcia and Zimmerman, 1972; Savage and
Bowers, 1972).

There are many reasons why children's test
performances may be depressed or elevated in a given test
setting, but these circumstances are difficult to sort out
and evaluate. In a complex experiment designed to disen-
tangle the impacts of the testing situation from other
variables, Zigler, et al. (1973) found that disadvantaged
children who were familiarized with the examiner in a play
period prior to the administration of the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test..(PPVT) had higher scores than did nondisad-
vantaged children. They contend that "these findings
support the view that disadvantaged children approach
testing situations with a general situation wariness which
results in their obtaining IQ scores beneath the level
dictated by their cognitive competence” (1973, p. 301).
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Kinnie and Sterrlor (1971) also reported a similar
increase for Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelli-
gence (WPPSI) IQ scores for middle-class white, lower-class
white and lower-class black preschool children who were
familiarized with adults‘similar to those administering the
tests. Familiarizing children with the language and materials
used in the test and giving them an opportunity to practice
in a test-like situation also raised scores. Familiarization
had greater effect on the performance subtests than on the
verbal subtests. Scores were also affected to a greater
extent by familiarization with the middle-class examiners
and the test language and materials than by practice in a
test-like situation.

In a study by Thomas, et al. (1971), two female
examiners of Puerto Rican origin administered the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC) to 116 Puerto Rican
working-class children to investigate examiner effect on IQ
testing. Both testers spoke fluent Spanish and English.
Children were tested in the examiners' homes, which were
located in middle-class high-rise apartment buildings. The
examiners differed in degree of familiarity with the ch:ildren
and interaction styles. Examiner A was familiar with the
children; Examiner B was a total stranger. Examiner A
tended to describe children's test-taking behavior in more
favorable terms: she spent time familiarizing the child with
the apartment before beginning the test, encouraged the
child to ask questions, and encouraged the child to try
again if he/she said "I don't know." In contrast, Examiner
B described herself as quiet and reserved. She approached
the children seriously; she did not try to aenerate conver-
sation; she tended to remain silent if the child hesitated
or said "I don't know."

Verbal and performance IQ's reported by Examiner A
were ten points or more higher than those reported by

7329



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Examiner B. Sixty-five percent of the children tested by
Examiner A achieved average range, whereas only 15 percent
of the children tested by Examiner B were rated at average
cr better. 1In contrast, 45 percent of the ckildren examined
by Examiner B scored in the borderline de”ec . e range
compared to 5 percent of the children tested by Examiner A.
When 19 of the children waere retested 7 to 16 montls later
by the other examiner, in every instance the scores obtained
by children tested by A were higher than those obtained when
the same children were examined by B. The superiority of
the scores obtained by A was independent of whether A did
the testing or retesting. A somewhat perplexing finding,
however, is that rank order correlations between academic
achievement scores and IQ scores favored Examiner B.

Flynn and Anderson's (1976) study of different
affective styles on the performance of "disadvantaged" and
"nondisudvantaged" seventh graders demonstrated that the
wording and content of ihe test's introductory statement can
affect test performance of disadvantaged children without.
the active involvement of the examiner. Research on the
effects of different types of preliminary instructions on
performance suggest that certain types of gtress can be
aroused by test instructions. Katz, et al. (1965) varied
instructions (describing the task as an intelligence test
versus a research instrument to determine eye-hand coordin-
ation) and race of examiner (black male vs. white male) in
an experiment with southern black male students. Students
performed better with a white examiner when they were given
the eye-hand coordination instructions than when given the
intelligence test instructions. Katz and his colleagues
interpreted the results as showing that a combination of
tester's race and instructions arouse anxiety or fear of .
failure. 1In a review of research on test anxiety, kirkland
(1971) notes conflicting firdings but points out that, in
general, extreme degrees of anxiety are likely to
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interfere with performance, whereas mild degrees of anxiety
seem to facilitate performance.

There may be other factors.at work within the
testing situation that mediate the effect of the examiner's
race on the child's performance. There is some evidence
suggesting that the language and background of the examiner
interact with the language and background of the children
being tested and thus influence performance. A recent study
by Williams and Rivers (1975) demonstrated that students'
test scores do show improvement when black children's
language is employed in the test. Williams (1972a), who
earlier argued that most achievement tests favor white
children because they are written in standard English,
points out that black children must translate items logically

. and quickly from a not-too-familiar language before they can

respond to the question (Williams, Mosby and Hirson, 1976).
A related study by Simpkins /1977) demonstrated that black
children show an increase in their reading level when
materials are presented in black dialect. However, one
study which investigated the effect of black dialect on IQ
test performance of black third- and sixth-grade children
reported no significant difference between scores of children
administered the test in black dialect and standard English
(Quay, 1974). Marwit and Newmann (1974) repor: a study in
which black and white examiners administered standard and
nonstandard English versions of a reading comprehension test
(California Reading Test) to black and white second-graders.
Black children did not differ in their ability to comprehend
the two versions of the test.

Some observers‘feel that standardized testing of
young children is so problematic that alternative methods of
assessment such as observations of behavior in semi-structured
situations or natural) settings must be developed (Walker,
1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974). wWhatever the argument regarding
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problems of situational variables in testing young children,
it should be clear from the above studies that any child's
performance in a test situation can be'critically affected
by factors not usually considered in administering standar-
dized tests or interpreting the scores. Of special concern
to the Task Force were factors that might negatively affect
the performance of black children.

Naturalistic Observations

Bronfenbrenner (1974), in describing American
developmental psychology as "the science of the behavior of
children in strange situations with strange adults," calls
for mocre ecologically valid research on children in their
natural context.* After an extensive review of preschool
measures, Walker concluded that, because of their nonverbal
attributes and "objectivity," observational techniques are
the "most effective socioemotional measurement strategy for
use with young children" (Walker, 1973, p. 40). She suggests
th.t future research and development of observational
téchniques will have more favorable payoffs than investments
in other measure ent techniques of young children. However,
other investigators suggest that great care should be taken
in the use of observational methods for evaluation of
children's behaviors because most such methods are still
very rudimentary.

On2 of the most obvious problems in observational
measurement is its reliability (Herbert 1970}. There
are two types of reliability to be considered. The first
relates to tt2 objectivity of data revealed by the amount of
interobserver agreement in recordings of the same behavior.

*In view of th~ state of the art of preschool measures, the
NDCS decided -5 include observations to identify major
child outcome variables in the pres_hool setting. The
study is one of the largest single observation studies of
preschool children ever undertaken.
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Susman, Peters and Stewart (1976) examined 126 published
observation studies conducted between 1960 and 1974 and
found that, of the 68 percent of the studies that reported
reliabilities, the most popular form was percent of agreement
between observers.6 Accuracy against a standard and
stability coefficients were infrequently reported. In light
of recent empirical findings that agreement among observers
is subject to decay over the observation period (e.g., Mash
and McElwer, 1974; Taplin and Reid, 1973), one might expect
that during the 1970's there would be a decrease in the
reliance upon single pre-study estimates of agreement. 1In
fact, however, studies have not developed more stringent or

more sophisticated assessments of reliability or accuracy.

The authors of this paper were unable to find any
study that had examined interobserver agreement between
different racial, sex or age groups of observers. It seems
probable, especially in view of the test-situational influences
discussed in the preceding section, that such interobserver
agreement could pose serious reliability problems. However,
studies would have to be large enough to uncover such
effects. Furthermore, the typical procedure for determining
interobserver agreement involves mostly pre-observational
conditions, with agreements judged against a siandard set of
behaviors. As pointed out in studies cited above, such
agreement must be determined over the course of the observa-
tions as well. For example, although in training sessions
black and white observers may demonstrate acceptable levels
of agreement, their observations of children in the test
environment must continue to show the same level of agreement.

Berman and Kenny (1976) concluded from their
experiment on correlational bias (i.e., the systematic
distortions in ratings which are artifacts of rater or
observer errors) that implicit assumptions about traits and
behaviors may seriously bias the correlations derived from

333

359

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

observer ratings (see also Block, 1977; Berman and Kenny,
1977). The Berman and Kenny (1976) study is somewhat
ambiguous but nevertheless suggests that implicit assumptions
by observers regarding interrelationships among personality
qualities strongly and systematically affect trait ratings

by these observers. As will be discussed in Chapter Three,
the NDCS is the only large-scale study to report similar
effects.”?

The second type of reliability has to do with the
variability ~f the trait being measured. As we all know,
human behavior is variable from one time to another and from
one situation to another, and one of the advantages of
observing children in a natural setting is that this vari-
ability can be captured. Brandt (1972) points out that the
only way to determine just how variable particular behavioral
traits are is to collect a considerable amount of observation-
al data on the same traits and calculate the degree of
similarity over varying settings and time periods. The
stability of a trait over time and setting is very important

when the trait is considered a characteristic of the individual.

.For example, a child who acts shy and withdrawn across all

times and settings is a different type of child from one
whose shy and withdrawn behaviors vary across different
times and/or settings. The latter behavior is more likely
to be related to the environment in which it occurs.
Interpreting the stability coefficient of a trait is not
simple and can be even more complicated when different

observers are making observations.

Another point of concern regarding observation
measures is their validity. Webb et al. (1966) caution that
most research procedures risk being adversely affected by
subjects' awareness that they are being studied. This
problem is a particularly sensitive one in observational
studies, even though most investigators downplay its effect
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by recounting anecdotes of families so unaware of the
observer's presence that they act in an "extremely normal
fashion," including spanking, bickering and other displays
of normal behavior. As Webb and his colleagues observe,
however,

« « « the determination of reactive effect depends
on validating studies--few examples of which are
currently available. Behavior observed under
non-reactive conditions must be compared with
corresponding behavior in which various poten-
tially reactive conditions are introduced. Where

no differences in the direction of the relationship
occurs, the reactivity can be discounted (pp. 15-16).

It is difficult to introduce simple experiments in
natural settings, and Webb et al. suggest introducing
multiple measures concurrently. However, it is difficult to
identify other measures which overlap greatly with observation
categories. For.example, Sears (1963) was interested in
studying tﬁe relationship between observable behaviors
related to self-esteem and achievément and criterion measures
of the variables. She reported finding moderately stable
dimensions of classroom behaviors, but these had little

relationship to her criterion measures.

Another problem in identifying multiple measures
is that they often measure different aspects of a behavior.
It is highly questionable whether observational systems
designed to measure a specific category of behaviors--for
example, aggression--adequately allow for inclusion of the
degrees and types of such behavior that exist. This is an
important concern when categories are applied across groups
that differ markedly in life styles, values, beliefs and
life experiences. The argument noted above against the
using tests for populations excluded from the standardization
process is equally applicable here.
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CHAPTER THREE: REVIEW OF NDCS OUTCOME MEASURES AND RESULTS

This chapter examines many of the research issues
presented in Chapter Two in light of the NDCS outcome
measures. The most serious criticisms made by the Task
Force focused on the appropriateness of NDCS outcome measures~-
standardized cognitive tests and observation instruments--for
black children and caregivers and the pitfalls of racial
bias in testing and observation. As explained in Cnapter

Two, research by a growing number of scientists indicates
that:

® The current state-of-the-art of psychometrics
has not successfully met the challenge of
constructing valid and/or culture-free measures.
Conventional tests are not accurate in describing
the experience, or assessing the competencies, of
blacks and other ethnic minorities.

® There are cultural differences (or at least
behavioral, communication and interactional
style differences) between blacks and whites
that are not taken into account in the con-
struction or interpretation of -' . ndard cogni-
tive and socioemotional tests.

® There is evidence that standardized tc:ts and
observation instruments are .wvjact to race-
of-tester/observer effects tlr.+ pose v::liability

problems when these measures cre used ‘or black
children.

Questions of the appropriateness ¥ M, outcome
measures for black children and caregivers ‘-° :he extent of
measurement effects in NDCS data are explained in dctail
below. These questions are particularly important because
blacks consitituted a large majoriiv of the NDBCS child and
caregiver porulations.

Issues of instrument fai.ness ard interpretation
of effects data have other implications as well. The impact
of NDCS results on federal policy relating to regulation of
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day care centers will affect both the quality of Az v care
that many black children receive and the employability of
minorities in the day care market. The policy amplications
of NDCS findings affecting minority population: will be dis-
cussed in Chapter Four. '

NDCS Cognitive Measures

In Phase II of the NDCS, a compre¢hensive battery
of child outcome measures was field-tested: the Preschool
Inventory (PSI), the Matching Familiar Figures Test,
the Motor Inhibition Test, the Pupil Observaticn Checklist
and the McCarthy'Scale of verbal Memory. Of these, onlv the
PSI was determined to be psychometrically zaeceptable fc¢ use
in Phase III. Although not part of the originsl battarv,
the Peabody Picture Vocabularly Test (PPVT) wes add=3d in
Phage III as a measure of language develepnint i:ecire this
skill could not be assessed independently by the 'St.
Psychometric reliability notwithstanding, the Task Force
elucidated major concerns associated with the P$Z and the
FPVT. As a result, Abt Associates, with support from ACYF
and encouragement from the Task Force, undertuock an extensive
review of these measures, which is presented below.

The Preschool Inventory

The Preschool Inventory (PSI) was developed by
Bettye Caldwell for Project Head Start in 1965 as a measure
of children's achievemen: in arexasz rnnecessary for success in
school. It was intended to providz an index of achievement
associated specifically with educational intervention |
through Head Start programs. Thus, one aim in designing the
PSI as a predictor of school readiness for "disadvantaged
children" was to provide educacors witl. an instrument to
gauge the degree of remediation a disadvantaged child needed
prior to entering school, so thut deficits might be reduced
or eliuinated (Cooperative Tests and Services, 1970, p. 4).
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Because the PSI was intended as a predictor of
success in the white middle-class school system, no attempt
was made to develop a "culture-fair" test, and the PSI is by
no means free of cultural bias. The assumptions underlying
the PSI derived from the "cultural deficit" model, which was
thé dominant approach to lower-income children, especially
black children, in the early child development research of
the mid-1960's. Current Head Start policy and programs,
however, place more emphasis on the special strehgths of
minority and/or economically disadvantaged children (Collins,
1976), and recent research dictates a broader perspective on
school-readiness behaviors (Lazar et al., 1977). Given
the recent federally supported effort to develop a test
battery to measure the social competency of Head Start
children, it appears that current approaches have moved away
from major emphasis on the PSI.

The original version of the PSI consisted of
161 items, but the instrument has undergone  several revisions,
each reducing the number of items. A 64-item version was
standardized for the Head Start population on the responses
of 1,531 children tested in 1969 in more than 150 Head Start
classes in'different parts of the country. The standardized
sample consisted of black (64.2%), white (16.5%), Mexican—
American (5.9%), Polynesian (5.1%) and Puerto Rican,
Native American or Eskimo (4.2%) children between the ages
of three years and six years five months. (This sample
included only children tested in English.) The national
norms developed from the standardization sample are in-
adequate and have questionable meaning, because two of the
five age groups used comprised fewer than 200 cases (three
years to three years eleven months, and five years six
months to six years five months). The PSI Handbook fails to
caution users regarding the small number of cases involved
in these age groups, yet it does caution users about ‘regional
norms based on fewer than 200 cases. The data presented in
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the PSI Handbook on regional norms, along with variation in
performance on the PSI across regions, suggest that the
standardization sample may not be representative of Head
Start children across the United States.

A 32-item version of thé PSI was developed by
Stanford Research Institute and first used in the Head Start
Planned variation Study in 1971. The decision to use the
32-item version of the PSI in the NDCS was based primarily
on a review of this version by Walker and her colleagues
(Walker, Bane and Bryk, 1973). This study, however, re-
‘ported a number of concerns regarding use of the PSI,
including cultural bias, scoring ambiguities, possible
practice effects and questionable predictive validity.

The inherent cultural bias of the PSI has been
noted above. An Educational Testing Service study (Shipman,
1972) found large performance differences among socioeconomic
groups, supporting the position that the test is not culturally
fair, at least across socioeconomic strata. The biases 6f
the test are defensible on the grounds that "there are a
number of skills which every child, whatever his background,
will have to possess to be successful in kindergarten"®
(Walker et al., 1973, p. 371), and also because the test
does not purport to be a culture-free assessment of cognitive
ability. Walker and other critics have suggested that
certain items do not reflect school achievement biases, but
rather regional and ethnic or racial biases unrelated to
school success. For example, the only correct answer to the
question "Where does one find a lion?" is "in a 200."
Children who answer "in a jungle® or "in Africa® are marked
wrong. Another item asks, "Wwhom does one go to when sick?"
Again the answer is restricted; it is wrong, on the PSI, for
the child to respond that he would go "to the hospital” or
"to his parent or teacher," rather than to a doctor or a
nurse. Another question, which presumably measures what the
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test refers to as associative vocabulary, asks "Which way
does the ferris wheel turn?" The relationship of such items
to school readiness is not obvious.

Walker and her colleagues also note scoring
ambiguities in the PSI as an area of concern. Some items
allow credit for having part of an answer correct and others
do not. For example, in response to the direction "Color
the triangle orange," the child is given one point for
selecting the correct geometric shape and another point for
selecting the correct color. In successfully responding to
the request "Put the yellow car in the little box," however,
the child is given only a single point despite the fact that
judgments of color, size and relationship are required.
Walker et al. also point out that the PSI may have stronger
practice effects than other tests and recommend further
study of such effects.

A perplexing question in judging the merits
of the PSI is raised by children's performance on the first .
item of the test, which simply asks, "what is your name?"
Interestingly, across all age groups, approximately 10
percent of NDCS children failed this item. One possible
explanation could be that the sample consists of a large
number of children who are retarded in their development;
however, comparisons with items of similar difficulty do not
indicate this to be the case. Another possibility is that
certain children erroﬂeously, as scored on the PSI, respond
with their nicknames. 1In view of the frequency of this
“error" and the possibility of negative situational effects
in testing, inadequate responses to this first item might
reflect the anxiety of some children in the test situation.
It is possible, therefore, that test scores could be
depressed for such children.

The predictive validity of the PSI is also an

issue. Bache (1975) notes that the PSI, as would be expected,
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correlates more highly with tests of verbal ability than
with tests of other developmental abilities in young children.
Others have noted a lack of predictive validity with school
achievement, other achievement tests or even reading

tests (French and Calson, 1969). Shipman, McKee and Bridgeman
(1976) attempted to examine the PSI as a predictor of later
school achievement. They reported moderate correlations
between childrenfs FSI scores in Year 1 (prior to preschool)
and their achievement scores on the Raven Colored Progressive
Matrices (.52), Cooperative Primary Tests~~Reading (.59)

and Ccoperative Primary Tests-~Math (.59) in Year 6 (third
grade). Shipman and her colleagues were only interested in
the PSI as a covariable for predicting the influence of Year
1l family status, situation and process characteristics on
school achievement. These variables were also substantially
correlated with the achievement scores. However, when the
effects of the Year 1 PSI scores were statistically removed
through semi-partial correlations, the magnitude of most of
the zero-order correlations between family characteristics
and achievement that had been significant was substantially
reduced. 1In general, the semi-partial correlations were
small and statistically insignificapt (Shipman et al., 1976,
PpP. 145-~146).

What Shipman and her associates found was that
aside from mother's education, expectation and aspiration,
family status and process variables in Year 1 provided less
explanation for later achievement (in Year 6) than when PSI
performance in Year 1 was taken into consideration. A
series of stepwise regression analysis supported this
conclusion. After entering family process and status
variables, Shipman and her associates found that the PSI
predicted an additional 6.4 to 7.0 percent of the variance
in the third grade (Year 6) reading, math and Raven scores,
which suggests the interaction of family characteristics and
early readiness (u:s measured by the PSI) for later school
achievement.
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In an effort to control the influence of family
characteristics on PSI performans: at T), the NDCS decided
to employ change score analysis, which we note here.
Although there have been several criticisms directed at the
use of change scores in the literature (see Cronbach and
Furby, 1970; Bryk and Weisburg, 1977), the NDCS felt that
such analysis appeared ideally for minimizing children's

performance differences at entry.

While chénge score analysis may represent a
technically acceptable statistical procedure for controlling
backgrouna differences among children tested on a particular
measure, it does not enhance the validity/reliability of the
test itself. In this case the battery of existing cognitive
measures are not considered, at least among minority NDCS
panel members, culture fair. However, the use of change
score analysis minimized racial and other socio-economic
background differences among children tested and, equally
important, allowed for attribution of outcomes to particular

configurations of day care environments.

It is also important to note that only children in
target classrooms were tested in Year 6 of the longitudinal
study. In addition to moving out of the school district,
the most frequent reasons for no longer being in a target
classroom were failing or skipping a grade, enrolling
in a private or parochial school, and, in one site, exercising
an available option to be bused to a different elementary
school .»hipman et al., 1976, p. 9). As Datta (1978)
observed after reviewing the Lazar et al. (1977) study un
the long-term impact of early childhood intervention programs
on low-income children, the exclusion of children not on
grade level in longitudinal studies undermines comparisons
between children's performances at Tl and T2.
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Finally, sShipman, et al., report finding no differ-
ence for Year 1 PSI and Year 6 achievement scores between
children who were enrolled in Head Start cr some other form
of preschool and children who were not enrolled in preschool.
In sum, this study., which examined the PSI as a covariable
for predicting the influence of family characteristics on
later achievement, falls far short of confirming the PSI as
a predictor of later school achievement.

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

The original (1959) version of the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test (PPVT) was standardized on a sample of 4,012
white children and youths in Davidson County (Nashville),
Tennessee, that included mentally, emotionally and physically
handicapped children. Beller (1970) reports that, compared
with other measures of indicated intelligence (e.g., the
Goodenough Draw-a-Man Test and the Strongest Point Test),
the PPVT yields depressed intellectual achievement scores
for economically disadvantaged children.

Mackler and Holman (1976) reject the PPVT as a
poorly conceptualized vocabulary test. They point out that
it is inadequate as a measure of intellectual potential,
unless intelligence is sguated with hierarchical vocabulary
building or with what nne has already learned. 1In reviewing
bias in the original version of the PPVT, Mackler and Holman
note a series of biases related to race, region, language
and sociceconomic status, despite claims to the contrary in
the test manual. They argue that the PPVT has a "blind spot
for anything outside the general norm of white, middle-class
living"” (Mackler and Holman, 1976, p. 360). They also point
out several language problems in the oral administra+ion of
the test. For instance, black dialect pronounciation could
result in wrong responses. Similarly, definitions of words
from low-income experience are not necessarily the same as
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those from middle-class experience, to which the test is
geared. For example, "wailing" may not mean "crying" in

certain dialects, but "really enjoying an experience."

John and Goldstein (1964) found qualitative
differences in verbal performance of four-year-old lower-
income children living in New York. An analysis of the
first 35 items of the PPVT revealed that verbs, rural-related
words and words.with low frequency in lower-income families
produced consistent errors for this group. Jeruchimowicz,
Costellc and Bagur (1971) reported that low-income black pre-
schoolers made more errors on verbs than on nouns, whereasﬂ

middle-income children showed no difference.

Ali and Costello (1971) administered a modified
PPUT to disadvantaged preschoolers, in which the first 70
items were rardomized for difficulty level and responses
were positively reinforced verbally according to a fixed
schedule, regardless of accuracy. The results suggest that
*the modified procedures positively influenced test scores;
even more interestingly, results demcnstrated a substantial
increase in errors when the reinforcement schedule changed
from 100 percent to 50 percent. This systematically induced
change in performance implies examiner effects on child
performance.

Shipman and Tanaka (1971) and Shipman (1972)
developed a modifi2d version of the PPVT for Educational
Testing Services (ETS) in an effort to reduce obvious racial
bias in the original instrument. 7The ETS adaptation of the
first 60 items contained new versions of a number of the
human pictures to present black children and adults in a
variety of roles. Meissner et 1. (1$72) used this version
of the PPVT in the ETS Head Start Longitudinal Study.

In the administration of Form A, which measures receptive
vocabulary, the tester presented the stimulus word orally
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and the child was required to point to one of four picture
choices. In Form B, which measures productive vocabulary,
the tester pointed to the stimulus picture on the page and
asked the child to tell what it was, or, in the case of
verbs, to say what the person in the picture was dcing.
Their results showed that disadvantaged childreu's receptive
vocabulary was more correlated with other measures of -
cognitive abilities than with their expressive vocabulary.
The highly significant differences between socioeconom.c
groups found in both forms led the investigators to suggest
that the test taps "ability" only within a particular
cultural context, and that the PPVT is best viewed as a

measure of receptive vocabulary.

Meissner and his colleagues urged that the test
not be used in its original format, since many of the stim-
ulus pictures are dated and are particularly inappropriate
for minority children. The original version of the PPVT,
depicting blacks in only two roles, as railroad porter and
native spear carriers, may have had effects on children
being tested. The NDCS adopted the revised ETS version of
the PPVT which measures receptive vocabulary. However, it
is not clear that the ETS version adequately takes into
account other sources of bias in the PPVT: for example,

Meissner et al. (1972) report unstable sex differences.

The PPVT apparently reflects many of the same
middle-class biases that the PSI does, but unlike the
PSI, the PPVT claims to be a culturally fair test. The
literature, however, does not support this claim.

Measurement Effects in Cognitive Test Scores

There is considerable evidence that situational
factors--including the race of the tester--can affect
black children's performance on standardized tests such as
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the PSI and PPVT. This fact raised an additional concern
about the reliability of standardized tests in assessing the
cognitive development of black children tested by black and
white testers in the day care setting.

The effect of the race of the tester on children's
performance on the PSI and PPVT, then, was a major concern
of the Task Force. Slight tester effects were found in raw
scores from the first administration of the PSI and PPVT
during Phase III. Analysis of the scores revealed:

® Analyses of PSI regression change scores of both
white and black children showed that race of
tester was not significant.

® The significance of mother's education (socio-
economic status criterion) as a predictor of PSI
gains is open to question.

® Analysis indicated that, when all variables
except the tester variables (race, sex, educa-
tion) are controlled, a black child tested by
a black tester can be expected to score 1.3
points higher on the PSI than if tested by a
white person, and (irrespective of race) about
one point higher if tested by a high-school
graduate than if tested by someone with a
bachelor's or master's degree. Furthermore, a
black girl is likely to score 1.3 points higher
than a black boy.

In tne second round of Phase III testing, race of
child and tester were matched as closely as possible.
Subsequent analysis of adjusted PSI and PPVT adjusted gain
scores showed that race of tester effects were nonexistent

for the PSI and statistically insignificant for the PPVT.

NDCS Use of the PSI and the PPVT

Improvements were made in the NDCS design and
analytical techniques to mitigate the effects of cultural
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bias in the PSI and PPVT. First, the PSI and the PPVT were
used to measure the change in children's knowledge accumula-
tion over a given period. The use of generalized gain score
analysis on raw cognitive scores8 was adopted in order to
eliminate the effects of children's pretest characteristics
(family background, socioeconomic status, etc.). This
technique was sensitive to environmental influences during

the interval between pre- and post-test and to center-to-center
differences. The adjusted gain scores of the PSI and PPVT
have proved to be largely independent of background variables

such as race, sex and family income.

The adjusted gain scores varied systematically
across canters, and this center-level variation was ultimatély
related to the study's major policy variables. Because
change scores were analyzed at the center level and not at
the child level, corresponding analysis of center-level
"background" characteristics was conducted. Center averages
of mother's education, family income, number of adults in
the home, percentage of white children enrolled and a poverty
index were explored. These factors--or covariables--were
found to be unrelated to adjusted PSI and PPVT gains on the
center level.

NDCS Observation Measures

The remaining instruments used in the NDCS were
based on observations of children and caregivers in specified
settings.9 The Task Force urged throughout the study that
observation measures play as important a role as standardized
tests in generating data on the effects of the policy
variables. There is strong support in the literature for
this strategy (Walker, 1973), despite general concerns of
reliability and validity of observations noted in Chapter
Two.
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The system selected for observing caregivers and
the classroom environment, called the Adult-Focus Instrument
(AFI), had been used previously in evaluating the Follow
Through and Head Start Planned Variation Projects. The
instrument's coding system was modified for <he KNDCS to
record adult behavior in day care centers. The instrument
has three parts--the Physical Environment Inventory, which
describes the space, equipment and materials in the classroom:
the Classroom Snapshot, which records numbers of staff and
children present in the classroom and the general configura-
tion of their activities; and the Five-Minute Interaction, a
continuous record of the behavior of a particular caregiver.

The Child-Focus Instrument (CFI) is used to record
observed behaviors of the child during ir.structional free
play, teacher-directed activity and zn exp2rimental situation.
For the last situation, the CFI was slightly modified tc¢
focus on a limited number of behaviors assumed to be associated
with the situation. Although the CFI, as concertualized
by Prescott (1976:; see also Pre cott et al., 1975), was
designed to measure tne context and structure of the child's
environment, it was used in the NDCS to measure behavioral
traits of individual children, which sere later aggregated
to classroom and center le'els for analysis.

Measurement Effects in Observation Instruments

Race-of-observer effects noted by Abt Associates
staff during Phase II analysis raised questions about .the
reliability of the observation measures. The analysis,
based on data collected during the first two data collection
periods of the study (Tl and T2), indicated that the
pattern of coding observations of children and caregivers
might have been different for black -and white observers.
NDCS staff decided that although the race-of-observer
effects (first uncovered in the Child-Focus Instrument) were

ay
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small, each of the important dependent measures in Phase II

(CFI, AFI, PSI and PPVT) should be analyzed for similar
effects.

NDCS researchers could not conduct a conclusive
analysis of this problem, however, because the Phase II
(T1l, T2) data base and design were not structured to accom-
modate such analyses. 1In particular, the data base for
an analysis of race-of-observer effects was weakened by a
scarcity of observations by black observer: of white children
at Tl, T2 and T3. Nevertheless, the analys.: .as conducted
using T2 data because it concained the best « .-t_-ibution of
observer race across child race and site. Alih~. ;¢ not
conclusive, the observer effects analysis for cise JPI and
AFI generated the following conclusions.

Child-Focus Instrument (Phase II):

® Of the 22 codes used on this instrumeunt, 17 are
significant for race-of-observer effects o1 the
basis of regression analyses.

® T-test analyses of selected T2 data also
showed statistically significant differences on
14 of the 22 codes (the T-test results nearly
parallel the regressinn results).

® Regression analyses on a salected sample based
only on observations of children who were
observed by both black and white observers
again showed si~nificant race-of-observer
effects.

Adult-Focus Inatrument (Phz.e II):

® Race-of-observer effects were detaected.
However these cannot bhe simply inievpreted,
since it was shown that race of caregiver, fee
structure of center, and social sgtatus of
children as measured by the PSI also had
effects. It is also possible that race of
Observer actualiy has an effect on caregiver
behavior.
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® Black and white observers tended to code at
different rates. White observers 2anded to
code more frames on the average.

® There was a significant effect of race of
observer on frequency of use of certain AFI
codes. The differer es for the individual codes
led to a significant difference on the combina-
tion variables: white observers coded a higher
level of interactiveness than did black observers,
regardless of the race of the caregiver being
observed.

The NDCS analytic team concluded as a result
of this analysis that “the significant cffect of race of
observer clouds the interpretation of the results of the
adult-focus analyses. First, the relation oF gite to
caregiver behavior appears to be strong, and site effects
are confounded with race of observer effects. Second, the
effects of race of staff (caregiver) are confounded with
observer effects. Third, race of observer is only one
characteristic of the coders that might lave affeted
interpreter reliability. The strong effects of race of
Observer are an indication of more general problems of
reliability with the Adult-Focus Instrument th- - shou.d be ' '
examined before conclusions based on the inst:ument can
be accepted."”

On the basis of this analysis, the researi design
was altered to counter race-of-observer effects :. the final
data collection effort for Phase III:

® Both children and caregivers were ~bse ved
by bi-racial teams to mitigate the : ffcct
of observer bias.

® Longer observations, by one black and one
white observer, were conducted to provide
tests of inter-rater agreement.
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Analysis of Phase III data showed that these
measures reduced race-of-observer effects. Although small
and statistically insignificant observer effects were found,
they do not jeopardize the reliability of the data. Observa-
tion data, like cognitive test scores, were aggregated and
analyzed at the center level for Phase III analyses.

NDCS Use of Observation Measures

Inclusion of observation measures in the NDCS
effects battery was strongly supported by the Black Task
Force. The Task Force urged that observation data be given
at least equal weight with test results in NDCS effects
analyses. The NDCS minority consultants believed that
observations provided a more culturally fair assessment of
children's response to the day care center setting. Observa-
tion measures provided an adequate comparative measure of
day care quality and were analyzed in conjunction with test
results in order to arrive at comprehensive indicators of
quality care.

The potentially harmful effect of observer bias
was reduced in the revised Phase III design of balancing
black and white observers, children and caregivers. In this
respect, the NDCS research design represents a significant
advance in the use of observations as measures of day care
process.

Analysis of Outcome Measures

NDCS analyses of Phase III observation and
standardized test results are mutually supporting in

. indicating which configurations of center day care seem to

be beneficial for children.l0 Centers scoring high on
some of the characteristics captured by the observation
measures (e.g., caregiver interactiveness, child.involvement,
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degree to which classes are organized into closed struct: -ed
versus open-ended activities) also tended to - re high on
the cognitive measures. A géneral pattern of -~hild and
adult behavior associated with children's acquisitio.. of
skills and knowledge as measured by the PSI and PPVT emerged:

® Children in small groups are more interactive
and also tend to have higher gain scores on the
PSI and PPVT. )

® Centers that structure classes into medium-
sized groups as opposed to larger ones also
have higher gains on both PSI and PPVT.

® Centers described as stressing the individual
child's personal development had higher PpVT
test scores on the average than centers that
stressed children as part of a group.

® Centers in which caregivers spend a large
proportion of their time interacting with
individual children tend to have higher PPVT
gain scores than centers in which caregivers
tend to focus their attention on groups of
children.

® Centers in which caregivers are more interactive
and tend to orient themselves towards children
tend to have higher gain scores (especially
on the PPVT).

® Centers that can be characterized as having
structured as opposed to open-ended classroom
processes tend to have higher PSI cains.

® Centers that had an emphasis on acquisition of
school-related skills tended to be charac’ :r-
'ized by higher gains.

The reservations of the Black Task Force regarding

the PSI are essentially those surrounding any standardized
test of global ability and achievement and surrounding the
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notion of predictive validity itself. The correlation
between PSI and later academic performance is not in dis-
pute and the Black Task Force supports its use for certain
research purposes. However, the correlation does not in
itself demonstrate that the PSI is a measure of general
cognitive skill or ability for which it could easily be

K mistaken. Moreover, Shipman's research shows that the

predictive power of PSI disappears when certain socio-
cultural characteristics of the family are controlled.*
Since these characteristics are likely to vary with race,
they underscore the point that the PSI is a racially and
culturally bound measure and should not be used for cross-

racial or cross-cultural comparisons of cognitive ability.

*Shipman, et al. Disadvantaged Children and Their First
School Experience, pp..180-189.



CHAPTER FOUR: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The satisfactory resolution of many Jf the problems
explained in previous chapters was completed during the
final data collection period and during the analyses of
effects findings in Phase III. The following factors, in

particular, influenced the Task Force's acceptance of NDCS
findings: '

e Adjustments made in data collection procedures
and statistical analyses aimed at isolating
test biases were used to eliminate cultural
bias in the measures and their administration;

e Effects findings were based on patterns of
behavior and outcomes for children and caregivers
that reflected converging results on both

observations and measures of accumulated
knowledge.

o Effects findings were analyzed on the center
level not on the individual child or caregiver
level; findings were not used to compare ethnic
groups on any of the dimensions measured.

NDCS Policy Analysis

The policy implications of NDCS cost/effects findings,
presented in the first volume of the NDCS Final Report, are
sensitive to the concerns of the black communitylz. In
particular, the Task Force endorses the statement that the
fundamental criterion for evaluating alternative policy options
is their effect on the well-being and development of children
in federally subsidized care. The report attempts to rule
out policy options that are clearly inferior and presents
for consideration feasible options for federal regulatory
policy and administrative practice in the day care arena.
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Several other policy considerations are also
particularly relevant to the Task éorce's concerns. The
policy analysis in the Final Report points out that, "The
variability in the characteristics of day care centers
across states reflects the serious inequity in the current
uneven enforcement of federal day care regqulations. 1If the
federal government does not adopt a consistent, unambiguous
and determined posture with respect to the objectives,
content, interpretation and enforcement of federal day care
purchasing regqulations, major inequalities in the character-

istics of day care services across states will persist.”
Because black children are disproportionately represented in
the federally subsidized day care population, they are
undoubtedly affected by inequalities in the characteristics
of day care services across states. A clear and consistent
regulatory policy could assure that children receive day
care comparable in quality regardless of where they live,

Although NDCS effects findings could not specify a
caregiver specialization requirement, the Final Report con-
cludes that research results were strong enough to suggest
that such a provision be considered for future federal day
care regulations. Specialized training in a child-related
field clearly promotes better care for children.l2 fThis find-
ing is of major importance to black caregivers as well. A
specialized training requirement and/or training program for
federally subsidized day care would provide the opportunity
for skilled and rewarding work for many low-income persons
without academic credentials.

Black caregivers constitute a substantial propor-
tion of all caregivers employed in federally subsidized day
care centers (28 percent). The NDCS found that day care
center staff are paid relatively low wages compared to
workers with similar educational attainment and experience
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and that almost 30 percent cf lead teachers and more than 45
percent of classroom aides in day care centers are paid

wages less than or equal to the federal minimum wage.

Chapter Eight recommends that reimbursement rates should be
set high enough that centers are able to pay all staff the
federal minimum wage. However, even payment of the minimum
wage is not sufficient to 1lift most day care staff, many of
whom are the primary or sole income-earners in their families,
above the proverty threshold. persons experienced and
qualified to care for young children should receive adequate

Pay and sufficient incentive to improve their caregiving
skills.

Conclusions and Recommendations of the Task Force

Both Abt Associates Inc. and ACYF have shown their
awareness of the sensitive nature of social policy research.
Their approach to the NDCS has been marked by appropriate
sensitivity to the human and political problems associated
with carrying out a study involving multiethnic groups.v
They have responded reasonably to the concerns of minorities,
especially the Black Task Force of the NDCS Consultant Panel.

Much of the concern expressed by the Task Force
throughout the study focused on the use of standardized
~cognitive tests as a measure of day care effects. The
consultants were apprehensive about wnether such tests were
valid and reliable measures of specified cognitive traits
among black children. These concerns were significantly
allayed by considering the test srures as only one element
of a whole complex of daia. Adjustments made in later
phases of the data collection procedures, by statistical
procedures aimed at isolating known test biases and, most
importantly, by the appropriate use ard interpretation of

these test data in the NDCS also indicate NDCS responsiveness
to these concerns.
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Despite their limitations, standardized tests have
proved very useful in addressing the study's major policy
issues. wWhether these tests are valid measures of individual
cognitive ability, valid predictors of school achievement
among black chiidren, or whether they capture a large or
narrovw slice of a child's cognitive domain will remain
contested issues. The tes£ battery used in the NDCS repre-
sented adequate instruments for the purposes of the study.

Standardized tests were not considered measures of
intelligence in the NDCS, nor were they used for the purpose
of comparing ethnic groups on this dimension. Rather,
aggregated at the class and center level, test scores were
used to complement observational data as indicators of day
care program Guality. fThe NDCS' standardized test data
and observational data provide convergent conclusions about
those patterns of center-based day care that sesem to be most
beneficial to children. For these reasons, the Task Force
supports the use of effects findings based on NDCS instruments.

The process by which these conclusions were
reached involved several major social research methodological
and design precedents:

® The involvement of a culturally representative
review body and research staff ir the conduct
of major social policy research;

¢ The use of observation measures as major
indicators of day care program quality for
young children;

e The adaptation of study design to address

race-of-tester/ observer effects in multiethnic
research,
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These steps should serve as models for future

policy research efforts involving blacks and other minorities.

Other issues identified by the Task Force have bearing on
future policy research in the child development area:

¢ Future research efforts should be aware of and
responsive to the need to identify and develcp

appropriate measures for the different populations

studied, e.g., different ethnic and language

groups. The practical requirements of implement-

ing and completing large-scale studies too
often dictates practical and immediate solutions
to these problems.

¢ Further development of observation measures of
young children's development should be pursued,
including examination of reliability problems
associated with observer bias.,

Many blacks and other researchers fear that
Secondary analysis of NDCS effects findings for cross-ethnic
comparisons could be misused or misinterpreted. As specific
measures of cognitive and socioemotional development at the

child level, there are sufficient questions of race and

class bias in the PSI and PPVT, coupled with race-of-tester
effects, to make the data suspect for valid cross-cultural
comparisons.

Abt has responded to this concern by storing all
individual child and staff racial identifiers on a separate
computer tape, linked by code to the full data base.
Requests for use of this tape by responsible researchers
will be reviewed jointly by ACYF, Abt and the minority
subcommittee of the Society for Research and child Develop-
ment. However, the Task Fcrce recognizes that freedom of
access to public data should not be unfairly restricted.
All researchers shotld have equal opportunity to review and
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reanalyze NDCS data. The request process described above is
intended only to safeguard against blatant misuse of data
that were collected for a specific purpose. NDCS researchers
feel a responsibility to the children, parents and center
staff who participated in the study in good faith to promote
knoﬁledge and understanding of center day care.
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NOTES

l. Two research organizations were funded by the Administra-
tion for Children, Youth and Families (ACYF) to conduct the
study, Abt Associates Inc. (AAI) of Cambridge, Massachusetts
and SRI Internaticnal of Menlo Park, california., Abt Assoc-
iates had overall administrative and technical responsibility
for the study, while SRI, as testing contractor, was respons-
ible fcr selecting and administering measures both of day care
classroor processes and the effects of regulatable center
characteristics on children in the classroom.

2, The large number of black children in the NDCS sample is

a consequence of site selection factors, compounded by the
large rumber of centers included in the Atlanta site, and the
selection criterion of federally funded (sponsored) and full-
time centers. The reader should be aware, however, that the
racial «omposition of children in day care centers nationally,
including nonfederal sponsors and part-time centers, is approx-
imately the reverse of the white-black mix included in the
Sample. See_Day Care Centers in the U.S.: A National Profile
1976-1977, Volume III of the Final Report of the National Day
Care Study (Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates Inc., 1978)

3. William Morrill, remarks made at a policy seminar at aAbt
Associates, Cambridge, Massachusetts, January 11, 1977.

4. Letter of Dr. Asa Hilliard to Allen N. Smith and Dr. Jane
Stallings, March 18, 1976, see Appendix B.

5. The major undebatable similarity between all racial
groups in the United States is that they all belong to the
same biological species. Beyond this often overlooked

fact, studies on racial differences, especially in the
psychological literature, dominate the field. Our pcsition
is that just as there are observable physical differences
between racial groups there are cultural differences as well.
The physical attributes of a given racial group are dependent
upon the hereditary properties of the group members. However,
the social attributes seemingly are functions of cultural
elements, which modify and shape observable behaviors. we
think that it is obviously an error to attribute acquired,
learned traits to heredity in the presence of known learning
experiences. Such a position nonetheless has been assumed

by many contemporary theorists in attempting to explain
racial differences in behavior acquisition of different
groups. Furthermore, we recognize that blacks can conform

to white cultural patterns and vice versa, where if it were
not for observable racial characteristics one could not
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distinguish individuals according to cultural affiliation.
One does not need a measurement device to ascertain such a
simple observation (see Rogers, 1944; Jahn, 1968; priscoll,
1976) . Certainly there are behavioral differences between
blacks and whites. But the extent to which these differences
are inimical to cultural influence, especially since they
are largely acquired traits, is irrational. The eritical
concern has been that the conceptualization of what has been
observed as different has also been often labeled as inade-
qQuate. Although certain behaviors might well be inadequate
in certain contexts, the behavior of blacks can not simply
be dismissed as inferior to that of whites, especially where
the two groups may function in or be adapted to different
environmental contexts.

6. The NDCS went beyond examining interobserver agreement
as a source of bias and included variance component analysis
as well. sSee J. Travers, C. Coelen and R. Ruopp, National pay

Care Study Second Annual Report, (Cambridge, MA: BAbt Assoc-

iates Inc., 1977).

7. See J. Travers, C. Coelen and R. Ruopp, op. cit.; and
J. Travers and R. Ruopp, National Day Care Study Preliminary

Findings and Their Implications, (Cambridge, MA: Abt

Associates Inc., 1978).

8. See R. Goodrich and J. singer, "Cognitive Change in the
National Day Care Study Effects Analyses, Volume IV-C of the
Final Report of the National Day Care Study (Cambridge, MA:

Abt Associates Inc., 1979). See also, Lee J. Cronbach and Lita
Furby, "How We Should Measure 'Change'--0r sShould We?"
Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 74, No. 1, 1970, pp. 68-80.

9. See J. Travers, C. Coelen and R. Ruopp, op. cit., for

full descriptions of observation measures. See also R. Ruopp,
J. Travers, F. Glantz, and C. Coelen, Children at the Center,
Volume I of the Final Report of the National Day Care Study
(Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates Inc., 1979).

10. See Ruopp et al., op. cit., Chapters Five and Six.

11. see Ruopp et al., op. cit., Chapter Eight.
12. 1Ibid., Chapters Six and Eight.
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APPENDIX A: NDCS CONSULTANT PANEL

The members of the NDCS consultant panel were all
selected on the basis of long-standing interest and expertise

in day care and early childhood programs. Members of the
Black Task Force are designated with an asterisk after their

names.

Robert 0. Bland, Ph.D.*

Louise L. Sally Brown

R. Virginia Burke*

Jean V. Carew, Ph.D.*

John R. Dill, Ph.D.*

Arthur C. Emlen, Ph.D.

Robert Allen Fein, Ph.D.
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Assistance Vice President
Merrill-Palmer Institute
Detroit, Michigan

Director

Council on Early Childhood
Center for Urban Studies
Wayne State University

Independent Consultant
Washington, D.C.

President, Research for
Children, Inc.
Palo Alto, California

Assistant Vice President
for Academic Affairs
Associate Professor of
Pt ./chology

Memphis State University
Memphis, Tennessee

Director, Regional Research
Institute for Human Services
Portland State University
Portland, Oregon

'Deputy Medical Director,

Bridgewater State Hospital
for the Criminally Insane,
Assistant Psychologist,
McLean Hospital

Belmont, Massachusetts



As2 Grant Hilliard III, Ed.D.*

Mary C. Howell, M.D., Ph.D.

Teh-wei Hu, Ph.D.

James Alan Levine

Richard J. Light, Ph.D.

John M. Love, Ph.D.

Christine Pratt Marston

Keith McClellan

William J. Meyer, ph.D.
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Dean, School of Education, San
Francisco State University
San Francisco, California

Chief of Pediatrics

Charles Drew Family Life Center,

Dorchester, Massachusetts

Professor of Economics,
Center for Research on

Human Resources

Pennsylvania State University
State Line, Pennsylvania

Research Associate

Center for Research on Women
Wellesley College

Wellesley, Massachusetts

Professor of Education,

Harvard Graduate School

of Education

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Director, Research Department,
High/Scope Educational
Research Foundation

Ypsilanti, Michigan

Consultant, Project on Women
and Mental Health

School of Social work
University of Washington
Seattle, Washington

Associate Director,
United Labor Agency, Inc.
Cleveland, Ohio

Professor of Psychology,
Director of Developmental
Psychology Training Program,
Syracuse University
Syracuse, New York
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John H. Niemeyer

Daniel M. Ogilvie, Ph.D.

Elizabeth Prescott

Mary Potter Rowe, Ph.D.

Richard Roy Rowe, Ph.D.

Nancy Ewing Travis

Harmon Lamb Walker*

James Clayton Young, Ed.D.*

376

Lecturer, Lesley College:
Problems and Issues in Day

Care; Consultant, Texas

Office of Child Development,
Southeast Educational Conference
Concord, Massachusetts

Chairman of the Board,
Day Care and Child Development.

‘Council of America

New York, New York

Associate Professor of Psychology
and Department Chairman
Livingston College,

Rutgers University

New Brunswick, New Jersey

Faculty - Pacific Oaks College
Pasadena, California

Special Assistant to the
President and Chancellor for
Women and Work
Massachusetts Institute of
Technology

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Vice President, American
Institutes for Research (AIR)
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Director, Child cCare Training
Project, Seuthern Regional
Educational Board

Atlanta, Georgia

Director, Seattle-King
County Head Start Program
Seattle, Washington

Executive Director
Association for Childhood
Education International
Washington, D.C.

€00



APPENDIX B:

B-1

B=-2

SELECTED CORRESPONDENCE OF THE BLACK TASK FORCE

Letter of Concern from Dr. Asa Hilliard
to Mr. Allen N. Smith and Dr. Jane Stallings
March 1976

Position Statement: Black Advisory Board Members
July 1976

Preliminary Report and Recommendations of the
NDCS Black Task Force
December 1976

377

401




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

iweisco Stale University

19 HCUQWATY »WENUE @ SAN fPALZIICC, C2LUFCANIY, 94102

HMarch 1§, 1375

Mr. 2llan Y. 3Smith -

Office of Child Deve.s.oonent : F” n n e

P.0.Dox 1182 : » i Ao .

Washington, D.C. 20013 T, . | s g
\;‘- § ; . i ' l"

Dr. James Stallings AN S R

Stanford Research Institute

l'znlo Fsrx, CA, S402S

Dear Mr. Smith and Dr. Stallings: . ' .

In keepln with yoﬁr request in the letter from Dr. Stallings dated hercn 12,

I am responding, with comments, to the report of Field Tezting of Ins‘ru“ents

fc  the liaticnal Cay Care Cost-iffects Study by Stanford Research Tnstitute,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the docuxment :ﬁd o offer the follow

1mr observations,

I note from your document that you are in the second pnase of a three chase
project and that at the conclusion of the third phase there is the intent to
produce "the relationship of measureé chanzes in child behavior and the policy
variables,.." 1In your letter to me you requested that I nmzke observations
about the appropriateness of the child variables which were selected for your
sample, and that I commcnt on the measurement selection and, if aa:royr1a~e,
that I recomnend other measuras to be considered. I have r01" through the
docuzent quite csrefully and £ind that I have comments both of a2 gemaral and
& specific nature. Plecase bear with ze as I apn*oaﬂn the general comments
first for the task whichn I have been asked.to periform is cast in such a way
that criticat con;lderaulons regarding the whole assgssment process could be
overlooked, .

General Concerns

The jod of evaluzting "instruments" must procced from a variety of perspactiives,
Instruments do not stand in isolation from a variety of influent*al centextual
forces, It is indead unfortunste that we have tzaded to treat "instruments"’

as if they were totally self-containaed and werz separated in space and tire
atl

fnom‘dsers énd couditicns, The following observations will jliustrate the

pointT
\
l, The Error of "Caiversalitv” ) .
To use the iInstruments waich are descriled in a nationwide assessment
is to orecsed as if all chilésea, communities, progframs and child
care nrovidcrs are basically 2lire, and et we know quite well from

observation and from the raxearch that no twc programs are alirze in
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3.

5 Allen N. S@ ‘ )
Pr. Jares Stallings v -2- . M;rcn 18, 1s76

goals or operaticn, e also Inow that the many cultural 5rouss, escn
carrying their own language, style, world view and values, and that
these coiiponents are roflected in any assessment process in such a
way as to confound data colleccted from standardized instruments,
Every single child variable wihich has been selected and dascribed
beginning on Page 6 takes on a uaique meaning in any given cultural
context. ilowhere in the document is there reflected a sensitivity

to this variability, ) ’

"Instruments” are Pused With thie Users.

It cannot be ignored that the person adrinistering the"instrument"

or interpreting data from the instrument is in actual fact a variable
in the data collection process., That person is a variable, first,
because the subjecfs of assessmant are effective differentially by
differcnt observers when they give their responses and, in the second
instance, the observer is a variable in that observers from a common
culture bring to the assessizent.situation preconceptions and values
which structure their responses independently of the behavior of the
subject. Given this fact, raw data in theiselves have iittle meaning.
Some improveament in the situation can he rained only if the rerson
making the observation, and the conditions under which the observatiens
have baen nade are described systematically and in depth equal to the

kind of assessment being performad on the subjects. To be specific,

for example, we know that the ethnic background of observers influzances
both client response and observar interpretation, . There is no evidence
that the "instruments” take into account such variables as ethnic back-
ground, age, sex, value orientation, self-concept, etc., of the observer.
To continue without this is to reépeat the gross errors of all previous
large scale assessments involving cross-cultural populations of obsepre
vars and subjécts. I cannot emohasize too stronclv the Fac:t that wve

have ce itration whcre observars are lulled.in isving
that any test or observation svztes can oolied to :
on-tne assumption 'that the observation is a "standard procedure."” -

Zeaninzful Assesswent Must Tie Prosrammatic Goals to the Child Care i'rocess

It éppears from the document that the final outcome of the field testing
of the instrument will be to davelop a standard battery to be administered

in the same way to all populations across the nation., It should te clear
to even the casual observer that child care prosrars differ wwicely in tern
of programmatic goals and in terms of the design and implemantation of the.
process of care jitself, Keaninpful evaluation then s really a rmatter of
comparing a child's growth before and after a program of services has been
dalivered but this nust be done in terms of the goals wnich were stated,
To fail to tzke this in to account is to assess’ a given prosram for roals
which it does not seek and to fail to assess a given program for joals
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;hzcn may be indicated as ['s pr;l ity. To my Ancwlaedra there
exists no set of national goals for day care. The very act of
hEVLlOplnF a standsrd battery to as sess day care progrem fl

in the face of reality. :

- .

Incomnlete and Inadequate Review of Relevant Scholarship

I took careful note of the references which were cited and listed
and was disapgpointed to discover that even though your letter in-
dicates that the assessment is dasigned Tor znd directzd toward
primarily low income Black and Vhite families and middle incore
Black and ¥hite familics, there was no reference indicating that
significant mlﬂorlny scholarqn*a had been utilized., In my opinion

- this cast serious doubt on the ouality of the review of literature,

To be 5 pec1;1c, Dr, Wade Nodlas of the Westside Cormunity “eata

Health Center is probably the forszost scholar on Black self-concept
in the country tday. ilot oaly has Dr. Noblés developed and published
1nportant theoretical and practical for mulations, he also has provided
important critiques of exis ting literature on the assessmant of self-
coacept of Black children bv Vhite researchers. Dr, lobles among,
other Black psychologists, is nat ona;;" xnown and rcqp°cted hv the
eatire establishment of Blac& Ps;cholo ists. Even though he is in

the Bay Area, and I believe may even have worked at Stanford at one
tine, hnis work is totally overlosked, Slﬁllarly, the scminal work by
Gloria Johason Powell which is reported in Carl Senna's book, The
Fallacy of I.Q., was totally ignorad, and yetr Dr., Powellls research

has indicatad clearly the difficulties of upproacﬁing the r2asurement
of Black self-concept in standard fasrion. Furtner, the most recent
res2arch by Manuel Ramirez, III and Alfredo Castenada which is report-
ed in their book, Cultural Senmocracy: BlCOPTlt ve Develoomeat in Edu-
cation, has been totally igrored and yet tnis is a major scholarly
coatribution from persons commetent to nold a ninorifv perspective,
They are also in our home state, in addition to the abov0, I would
highly recommand considaration of the book by Pater Schraes aad Diane
D1v0ky entitled, The Hvth of the Hyneractive Child. Such consider-
ations as are pregcnted thera are particulariv s3rmaine to the study
uncerway. . In 1976, in the face of ail the nistorical bluaders in
minority asses snont it would be unfovrgivable .that a study cealineg in
larce measure with Black populations would be conducted with no atten-
tion 'to the scholarshlp which has emerged in the last few vears from

a Black perspective, I hasten to add that this is not simply a rmatter
of cquity or fair play. It is a ratter of adequacy and scholarshlo.

Confused Goals, Research or Assessmon

I have observed earlier that the inszruments apoear to have been devel-
oped .without any rzcognitica of variety in Day Care sites, Without
attention to thé¢ operational coalo, and rot simply the potential or
theoretical goals, what is the zasis for the selection froa among the
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var‘gty of instruments? There is a real dzagsr here that what s
tended to be an assessment of effcets will, be faet, ke fisuing e
ditlon rasearch. Quite naturally, research is an asneet of the fi
testing of instruments., " This is as it should be, lowever, the sel
from among field tested instruments regsuires a Further sten, That
is to insure coneruence betwezn the instrument selected end the pro— am
and noals which are offered and pursued. Howhere In the Hocu::nt is thare
a suggestion that such is to be the case. Zvery suceesticn seens to
pol1t to the use of a universal aattery,wﬁlcn nares sense only if theve
is UanePaal programming,

I'n sure it is clear by now that I have funadmental roservatjons about the entira

process of the asseasment and not simnly reservations about small pinces of the

operation. If the Office of Child Development is interested, truly, in assessing

~the er‘ec;lveuess of programs then two ‘u“dunenual guldellnea seern 1maerat‘¢e.

LA .

1. The assessnent instrument or processes must be content valid

: with respect to the program beiaps offered, and .

2, No assessment should be done for variables which are not
clearlj a part of the duSlF1'OI 2 given Day Care opsration,
that is to say, diagnosis in areas where it is clear that
no prescriptions are available, constitutes an Invasion of
privacy and a neaningless exercise, Tor example, there is
no need to diagnose for nutrition if there is no intent to
feed, .

Particular Observations

1. Variable Selection 'eakness T D

On pagie 6 of the document it was indicated that the variables which were
" selected for examination ware the result of the literature search

and the recommendation of consultants., Althourh the process of variable
selection was not fully explicated, it appeared that the final result
ccmes down to a patter of consensus across a variety of groups.. I can't
help but wonder if, by Day Cere Cen;e“ baols, the sare variables would
b2 selected as important,

2. Variable Definition as Poorlv Dafined Constructs

Each of the child variables indicated is treated in the same wav. There
is a very short description of the varizble, then there is a vary lone
description of the variable as indic2ted in the literature. The problem
here is that it is not clesr that a censtruct such as "dependencv” means
the same thing across researchers, such as Nussen, Sigsel, and Beller,

Similarlv, there's no discussion of a nrecise link between the constructs

named and the assessiaent instruments d~s1.1ed to sssess the consirucsT,
Therefore, 'for pages 6 throujh 27 variables are listed but there is no
precxs-o1 in the definition of the variable,
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Inadaquate Reliabilitv fo= Staagdardized Instr-uroats

In Chapter 3. the report dealswith a comparisca of nmeasures. &cccriing
to Hunnellew, accewtable reliability for res=srcn instruzents should
gpproacn .95.Irnor‘no internal consistency. Siqures znd loorlny at the
test re-test or interrater reliability, as micht be exnected, reliabiliy
in }=1°ral terd& to be from low to virtuaily ron-exintent, Uonel°r,
there is a fundanmental flgaw in the presentation of the data. Once
agaia the implicit assurption of universality geriaits one to ignore
kﬂown fac;s about any assessnedt instrument. A rmajor kao'm fact is
that thera is differentisl validity and rnli=bilit" to rost Instru-
nents. This is partlcularly 80 for different ethn'c roups, Once
arain, since the na;or portion of the tarpet ﬂoﬁu;«tzon involwve

Black chiléren it would be inexcusable to utilize reportad reli-
apility coefficients without r2perting those coefficiants Separately
for Black children, 'ngllar-V, in wicr 0oF the fact that the obhserver
or adminiztrator of instruments are Luo-n From orevious resesrch to

be variebles in the as S58SImERt Dprocess, some systematic w“ay of expres-
sing a re11a0111ty codfficient modified by the ethnicity of the obser-
ver is required. Yithout ninirum religbiiity, it is virtually imssos-
sible to zain validity. Anyone coﬁoucting an assesswent prowram uhich
Surports to measurc the cost effcets wixt Jﬂmbrpnous hnr“llnble, low
validity instrurent carries a major resronsid: lity for communication
ebout the defects of the assessnent process, There is certainly an
ethical ouestion involved here,

.

Absence of Validitv Data on Classroon uﬁv‘“or";nt and Instructional

rractice
—_—

On page S1 it is stated that "in tlhis sTudy quality of care defined
as those classroom enviroaments ang instrueticnal practices that pro-
mote the normal growth and da avelopment of chiliren." I certainly
accept this observatlon nowever, nowhere In the docurent is there
any allusjon to any llterature wnich ties aspects of classroom envi-
ronments or instructional practicas teo changes in chilédren, "While
we can be certain this is the csse, for assess:ient pursoses being
certain is not edounh, it must be demonstrated. In Chapter 4 it is
clear that it is very easy to utilize any one of a variety of obser-
vation instruments to describe clessroom operaTion, %hat is not
clear, hodever, is how the inforrmation about classroom operation,
which is to be collected, will be utilized in =he deterﬁlna ion of
cost effects. The cOnClLd11 ! perasgraph on pag=2 194 is very interest-
Iing for the absence of any me ntion of the tie Zetwezen observation of
classroom performance and pupil outcores. In chort, what is to e
done with the data from the observation? It is undarstood that this
is a field test of instrumants and that the sp~~1f1c research dasian
is not described, towever, a desinn is implied in the vary selection
of instruments. hnat will these De used for? To give an example of

[ ™
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w“hat happens in a highly sophisticated articulation of the connection
bet:cen observed process variablas and public outeanes, I refer wou
to Dave 3erliner, Ray Rist and ¥illiam Tikunoff's study at far Vest
Laeboratory for Educational Research concerning the teachinp varisbies
associated with the presence or absence of pupil cains,

5. Jtem 3iIas Discussion Linited to Wdarrow Statistical eaning

The discussion of Item Bias on page 118 and in Appendix C-Page 5 it
aprears that the total discussion of Item Bias hinges upon statistiecal
item analysis. iiuch more data is nceded i{n order to demonstrate the
absence of bias in both the statisticsl and 'in the broader sense. To
desonstrate statistically that the shape of the curve for anv two
.froups is equivalent is not in itself sufficient to demonstrate the
absence even of statisticsl oias. : )

t. Recommended Variables and the Absence of Theoretical'Inte:rity

An examination of the variadles listed in Table 17 indicates an abssnca

of an articulated, philosopiical, tneoretical, and socio-cultural fite-rite
. to the measures being proposed. Particularly notevorthy in this re-ard

is the fact that such variables as depsndency, autonomv, amrression, selsf-

controi, social involvement, etc., main their meaning only in a civen

social context. The effect of a national assessment is to dissect an:

separate from a socio-cultural context variables which by that act «ili

lose their meaning., T

=

Conclusion
—=eslsion

i've expressed my concerns in the stronnest way possible. I do this not out of
ant nejative feeling for SRI or even because of any theoretical disarrzenment

with tne procedures which have been advanced. ¥y primary concern is that jnfor-
mation once developed is never innocent. It becomes even less innocent when it
Dears a stamp of respectability which easily comes as a consequence of the ideari-~
Fication of instruments or studies witn prestimious resedrch institutes or malor
foveranent agencies. Knowing this, all of us bear a heavy resconsibility te nursue
r:s3:3rch onlv in the most competent, accurate, and careful fashion, The histors
of snaliow rusearch and negative consenquences in public policy is so widesnread
and fresh tint consequences must be anticipated at every ncint in the develoruen:
of invormition. There is no point wnere we can be casual about what we do. 1 am
Well awarz that often in the course of the exercise of our professional skills «<e
may be called upon by lay constituencies :o deliver things which we know profes-
sjonallv to be difficult and, in some caszs, e¢ven imnossible to deliver. If, at. .
any time, we reach that point, the choice of naths for us is clear.

in the present instance, I make the followine Summary conclusions,
1. Assessment jnstruments rust be valid and =elisble.

2. Tne validity and reliability must b2 dezronstrated seperately for ecach
cultural froup beine asseszed.

3. Aszessment must be ralevant to prorram ovjcctives which are most fre-
.
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4, lio assessment should arocsed without invoiving Black populstions, or
other ninority populations, without refersnce to an intenral utili-
7ation of the perspectives of those who_possess dezonstrited sophisti-~
cation and understznding of those £Touns.  SRI cap make a major contri-
bution by coming out strongly in favor of those few things which we
inow to be productive and,. just as importantly, by taking 3 clear rosi-
tion on that large number of things which we mow to be truly specula-

-tive, TFor the children, it's a mattep of 1ife and death,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond,

e
PRI
%

Sincerely
?

. . " ’67
. - » e
¢ C&_‘/
AGH:eh ' Asa G. Hilliard, jean
School of Education
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The National Day care Study

The National Day care Study (NDCS) is an effort to
determine what the most efficient day care arrangements for
children are. This study will attempt to provide answers to
questions which have national implications as their basis.

The analysis and interpretation of data from the NDCS will
assist the National Office of child Development to establish
federal regulations on day care policies governing staff/child
ratio, professionalism of the staff and size of center
enrollment,

Black members of the National Advisory Group (NAG)
strongly take the position that the entire research effort
ought to proceed with extreme caution. Research in day care
is in the embryonic stage and <! ould be explored thoroughly
to insure that the consequences do not reflect negatively on
black children. The most recent history of social science
research in Head Start should serve as a warning light at
each juncture,

This position is supporteg by the fact that the
social and political ramifications of such a study have as
their logical end point, unintentionally or otherwise,
conceivable damage and/or setbacks to black children and
black day care staf: members.

Research conducted by Bee and Associates raised
several salient issues common to intervention-oriented
research; for example, the interpretation of data between
sccial classes and judgments made about minority children's
performance on certain cognitive tasks. These issues can
serve as a referent in relation to the efforts of the
NDCS.
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In particular, 60 percent of the sample population
is black and these children represént different SES groups.
Questions of the following nature need to be given serious
consideration in the research program: (1) Will an analysis
and an interpretation of the data obtained show differences
between social classes? (2) To what extent will minority
day care staff members be put in jeopardy concerning their
professionalism with respect to credentials or the lack of
them? (3) Are there safeguards built in that will forewarn
various (reading) audiences of the extent to which value
judgments may have entered into the selection of variables
and the coding of observed behavior which could be obscured
because the information reported is embedded within a
quantitative format?

The thesis being offered here is that "objectivity"”
is being superimposed on a subjective value base and that a
meaningful examination of the research.program would indicate
a reflection on these values.

Further concern would be that valune judgments were
involved in the categorization of certain variables.

The above points suggest that the assessment system
is limiting in terms of outcome measures and bears no
relationship to center goals. This type of assessment is a
weakness that characterizes most programs for young children.
The assessment of child outcomes is frequently determined on
the basis of expediency and convenience, instead of gearing
assessment procedures to relevant program objectives. The
assessment system must concern itself with the selection of
instruments that will yield reliable and valid measurements.
To avoid the pitfalls of past research programs, Abt Associ-
ates must not only be sensitive to the concerns of the black
constituents but to take the position that research in the
area of day care needs to be done slowly and cautiously and
in the most sophisticated manner.
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Abt Associates has initiated an effort to get
input from black professionals. However, we see this as a

first step.

To insure that there is ongoing communication,

we offer the following recommendations:

1.

That black advisory members review all
preliminary reports from the NDCS before
they become final;

That black advisory members of both the NDCS
and NDCHS work together as a task force for
input and review of the National Day Care
Study's report;

That Abt Associates arrange for the task
force to attend an interim meeting to review
the reports before final publication;

That preliminary reports be disseminated to
task force members several weeks prior to
an interim meeting;

That the task force be invited to all
advisory board meetings and interim meetings;

That Abt Associates employ a minority senior

research analyst;

That Abt and SRI place stronger emphasis on observ-
ing and analyzing the experiences, both cognitive

and social-emotional, that children encounter in the
centers and day care homes. Further, that the rela-
tionships between the independent variables and these
profiles of experiences be carefully analyzed and
given as much weight in recommendations to

policy makers as the corresponding relationships

with test scores;

That a careful preliminary direct-observation study
on a representative sample of day care homes be
carried out before Phase II of the NDCH study

is begun. .All aspects of the research contem-
plated in Phase II should be tried out in this
pilot study and the data analyzed, reviewed

and understood before Phase II is initiated.

412
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MEMOERANDUM

TO: All Interested Participants in the

National Day Care Studies (Center and
Home)
FROM: The Black Task Force
: Preliminary Report and Recommend;tions
DATE: 21 December 1976 '
Overview

The National Day Care Study was developed by

Abt Associates Inc. and SRI under contract with OCD. The
original contract design called for an advisory panel of
consultants, which included only one black during Phase I.
Later, out of a sensitivity and recognition that the study had
a populatlon of 67% black, Abt moved to expa

ting on the advisory panel. During the month
of July 1976, the advisory panel convened and it was quickly
recognlzed by the expanded black advisory panéel that there
were major implications related to both research and policy
that were not addressed in the research design. After days of
discussion in small groups with the contractors in July 1976
recommendations were made and a Black Task Force report was
issued highlighting some of the concerns of the black members
of the advisory panel. A second meeting was called in December
of 1976 to convene the black members of the National Advisory
Panel. The purpose of the meeting was to ascertain how far
Abt and SRI had moved in implementing the recommendations
of the Black Task Force at the July meeting and to determine
what further recommendations might be made.

Although the Black Task Force thought most of the
recommendations from the July 1976 meeting had been implemented,
there still were some recommendations that had not been imple-
mented. It must be emphasized that the priority issue for the
Black Task Force is policy implications of the National Day
Care Center Study. However, prior to any consideration of
such policy issues our immediate concern involv/es basic research
related issues that will generate and ensure gualitative and
unimpeachable research design. Once these matters have been
resolved than the policy issues will become top priority.

Unless the highest standards of gquality control were exercised
in the data collection process the resulting information would
provide a weak and misleading basis on which to base policy.

National Ihg Care Study

bt Associates Inc. © 55 Wheeler Street s Cambridg ~ ™~

617 4927100 Richard Ruopp Project Direct
or the Department of Health Education and Weifare '°lec Smith

fment ® Government Project Dfficer: Allen N. Smnh
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For example, two of the most important recommendations concern
the training of black and white observers in the coding of
behaviors of black and white children and of black and white
caregivers, and the training of black and white examiners in
testing black and white children. The Black .Task Force

was deeply concerned with the possibility that black and

white observers and testers might diverge considerably in
their perceptions and evaluation of the behavior of children
both in classrooms and in testing situations, unless specific
precautions were taken to ensure that this did not happen.

In the meeting of December 1976 it was found that
in line with the Black Task Force anticipations there was
considerable evidence of wide discrepancies in the coding of
behaviors of black and white children and in black and white
caregivers by black and white observers, and there was also
suspicion that a similar discrepancy might be found with respect
to the test data. The significance of these preliminary findings
pose a most serious threat to the validity of the entire research
effort because unless the observation and test data are
reliable there remains no empirical basis for policy. These
findings, although admittedly preliminary and in need of
further analysis, illustrate the need for the Black Task
Force to play a larger role with respect to the Center Day
Care Study and to exercise much closer and more frequent
monitoring of the data analysis and preparation of the reports.
This requirement is reinforced by the fact that the contractors
are now in the final stages of the research and simultaneously
in the early stages of a related research project, the Family
Day Care Home Study. The Black Task Force feels that this
second study would benefit greatly from early input into its
design and instrumentation so that some of the errors made in
the course of the Center Day Care Study are not repeated.

In the light of these concerns theBlack Task Force
has outlined a schedule of activities that it will need
to undertake with respect to both the National Day Care
center study and the Family Day Care Home Study. All
activities and recommendations arrived at by the Black Task
Force group at the December 1975 meeting are attached.

Preliminary Report: Role of the Task Force, Critical Dates,
Procedural Recommendations

This is a preliminary report. A more thorough
definition of the role of the Black Task Force will be forth-
coming.
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1. Overall Role of Black Task Force

The role of the Black Task Force is to act as a bridge
between the current studies - National Day Care Study and
National Home Day Care Study. Their job is to review,
monitor, make recommendations, and develop position
statements on all activities of both studies and their
spin-off studies to and with all contracting groups
involved; '

2. 1In addition to the schedule supplied by the Abt staff, we
have put critical dates that we foresee to respond and
meet the needs of our imput and your contractual compliance;

Review Draft of Phase II Report énd comment
Receive and review the following materials from SRI:
- Phase II Report on instrumentation for the Center Study

- Design and propose instrumentation for the Home Study
Meeting in Palo Alto the week of January 23 (Monday -
Wednesday, January 24-26) with SRI staff. Comment on
materials sent the 1st of the month and review the
training videotapes/audiotapes and have explicated
the whole training process.

February -
- Review draft of Public Phase II Report (Second Annual Report)
March -

- Proposed meeting of Black Task Force
- Meeting with all consultants on the projects

3. Prior to each meeting of the Black Task Force copies of
synthesized reports should be mailed two weeks in advance
to members of the task force to enable the participants
to review and develoo recommendations, also have input
into Agenda formation;

4. The Black Task Force will request outside consultant help

whenever necessary to effectively develop recommendations
to the contractors;

5. The Black Task Force recommends that during the interim
senior black staff from Abt serve as liaison between the
task force and contracting groups. Interpreting information
to the contracting groups and serving as executive secretary
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for the Black Task Force will be duties of this person;

The Black Task Force recommends that the group be enlarged
to include Dr. Asa Hilliardand black economists;

Make available the State-of-the-Art papers to the members
of the Black Task Force as a resource;

The Black Task Force recommends that ample time be allowed
for high quality consulting to take place, using all the
skills and abilities available on the task force. Travel
time, preparation time, and actual work time on site
should be taken into consideration.

AN
Analytic Recommendations

1.

The Black Task Force must review all data collection
instruments involving black subjects before they are
finalized, including those for the infant study and all
other spin-off research projects.

The family home study must be a descriptive study only
and must not attempt to attribute test outcomes to care-
giver behavior. The black task force should review all
plans and instruments with SRI before they are finalized.

The final round of testing and observations {(both child-
and adult-focus) should systematically measure and report
simultaneously on adjacent charts and narratives of the
effect of the race of tester or observer.

The Black Task Force should be empowered to design and
carry out a special mini-study to analyze the race of
observer effect data. Findings must be included in the
body of all reports, indicating the extent of race of
observer effect and the limitations of the test scores
and observation profiles. These results are to appear
adjacent to results which are reported on testing, be-
havioral observations, etc.

A chapter within the final report must be prepared by the
Black Task Force giving our interpretation and analysis

of the entire National Day Care Study, particularly
dealing with the outcome variables and including alterna-
tive criteria for quality day care from black perspectives.
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Rather than the term "professionalism" reports must use
the term "formal education" since this more accurately
describes what the data reflect. When and if the term
"professionalism" is used, it refers to a cluster of
specific skills and functions and not simply a description
of certificates.

The findings of all analyses concerning differences between
black and white children and black and white caregivers
must be made available as soon as possible to the Black
Task Force. The Black Task Force will exercise the right
to recommend which of these data should be maintained,
which of these data should be destroyed, and how the data

should be published in reports concerning the Center Day
Care Study.
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