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) Family Day Care
Taking in children
Day after day
One threw up last night
R But today she's 0.K.

Or 30 said her father
When he dropped her off
There'll be no one to get her
Till at least six o'clock

There's family and laundry
But the children are here
And their needs are pressing
There's one who's in tears

Loving and giving
,3 Growing and pain
Not one u1ay passes
Thut's ever the same

Playiang in sand piles
Building with blocks

Reading them stories
Watching the clocks

A home is a castle
To husbands and kings
But my home is day care
2 With toys and odd things

Alone with the children
Patience a test

But somehow this day care
Is what T like best!

April Mansfield
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CHAPTER 1
IRTRODUCTION

The Need For Child Care

There is no question that a need exists for more
child care. The 1981 Los Angeles "Crystal Stairs County Wide
Needs Assessment Report (1981)" indicated that only 41% of
the children needing care, in the Los Angeles area, can be
serviced by licensed child care. In 1984 the National
Commission on Working Women reported that an estimated seven
million children under age 13 were taking care of themselves
while theil: parents worked.

The California Department of Social Services 1985
report indicated that:

Currently, California has approximately
250 licensed infant care centers with a capacity of
approximately 5,000 infants. There are 500,000
children, an unknown number of whom are infants,
being cared for in excess of 39,000 licensed family
duy care homes and child care centers.

There is an increasing number of mothers
entering the work force throughout the country who
have children younger than two years old. This
influx to the work force has created a need for
more and more infant care services ...the economy
has madelit necessary for both mothers and fathers
to work.

2

According to a recent pnewspaper article there are
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more than twice as many working women today a: there were in
1970 and more than half of the women with infants under one
year old have jobs outside the home.
Tﬂe Child Care Information Service in Pasadena

(1985-86 Fact Sheet) stated thet 88% of the families who
requested child care referrals were seeking care because they
were working and "about-one third of the families who were
looking for child care are headed by single parents,
cverwhelmingly women. "3

The demand for affordable child care far exceeds

the supply. This demand is causing Family Day Care

to become‘amare professional, visible and
accountable.

Family Day Care's Contribution

The largest percentage (40.2%) of children in.child
care, especially infants, are cared for in Family Day Care
Homes. An estimated 5 million children were cared for in
Family Day Care Homes in 1984, Centers are responsible for
caring for 14.8% or an estimated 1.5 million of the children
5

who are in child care.

The Child Care Information Service in Pasadena

reported that families with infants preferred Family Day
Care.6
Although Family Day Care Providers take care of

more children than centers do, centers have tended to be the

focus of early childhood education. Most states have laws

-
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requiring the training of individuals working in child care
centers, but have no such regulations regarding Family Day

Care Providers. G. G. Morgan indicated in Alternatives for

Regulation of Family Day Care Homes for Children that s*ate

licensiag has in many ways gotten in the way of reaching
providers that could have been helped with needed services.
Family Day Care has a dubious reputatinsn, at best.

Glickman and Springer in Who Cares for the Children said:

There 1is ample documentation of the really
bad ones. Family Day Care in some cases is barely
custodial, as in the documented case of a woman who
by herself cared for 47 children each day. The
basic problem, of course, is that once *he mothers
leave each morming_there is no supervision of the
day care provider.7

In 1978 Family Day Care was described by Philip
Robins and Samuel Weiner in Child Care and Public Policy

in the following manner:

Such family day care centers may or may not
be registered through a local agency: the caregiver
1s ordinarily not a certified professional or
trained paraprofessional. Again, some training may
be given to the caregiver 2o upgrade the quality of
health, cognitive development, or child protection
that the visiting child receives,,6 but the care
remains essentially nonprofessional.8

Is this still true today? The Community Family Day

Care Project Report (Sale and Torres, 1972-73) provided

insights into why women go into Family Day Care and why they
stay. Are the same people going into Family Day Care today?

Since the early 1970's there have been numerous

”
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revisions in laws concerning'Family Day Care providers.
Family Day Care Federations have been formed. In 1979 the
.

first Western Regional Family Day Care Conference was held in

Los Angeles, California.

Training For Family Day Care Providers

Many different ways of organizing and training
Family Day Cafe professionals have been tried in the 1last
fifteen years. Some have been very successful and some have
not. Funding for this training has come from Federal, State
and private sectors. Regardless of the funding source,
training has still affected only a small minority of the
largest group of child care providers inm the‘United States.

The Child Development Associate (CﬁA) Assessment
System in Washington D.C. has set up a credentialing program

for Family Day Care providers. According to the CDA Training

Models manual:

The composition of the caregiver population
is chaanging. Traditionally, Family Day Care
Providers have come from the ranks of the very
young or an older group of women who may have had
limited education and finances. There appears to
be a new trend emerging. Successful career women,
who have dropped out of the marketplace to have
their own children late in 1ife, are opting to stay
home with their own children and take in others.
These women are well educated and mstivated to
seek out training to learn new skills.

Is this really true? A;e we seeing the begining of

the new "Family Day Care Professional”™? Who are the "Family



- 2‘)\*"-’4).;': o ’ S

Day Care Professionals" today? Are they Professionals?

Are projects such as the Child Care Initiative
Project10 and CDA Training making this a poséibility?

Family Day Care is an important community resource
and has the potential of alleviating much of the public
problem of lack of child care, particularly for infants and
toddlers.

If projects to impfove the quality, quantity and
professional status of Family Day Care are to continue to be
funded, there is a need to know who the Family Day Care
Professionals are, so their needs can be met. Knowledge of
why people become Family Day Care Providers, the length of
time that the majority of people stay in Family Day Care,
and whether training and networking help them coatinue in
their jobs, would be be useful to kmow for the funding of

these and other similar projects.

Research Hypothesis

Ky hypothesis 1is that the majority of people who
do Family Day Care do not continue in their job for more than
five years and that those who have continued or have gone on
to do other things for Family Day Care, such as training,
belong to professional organizations, have had training in
Family Day Care and/or have Family Day Care support groups.

To test this hypothesis requires that two groups

of providers be surveyed: Those who are presently providing



care and those who are no longer providing care.

A comparison of the educational background of the
two groups would be iaportant, taking a particular look at
specialized training in Early Childhood Education and Family
Day Care Management,

Other areas of comparison that would be helpful to
look at include: possible networking areas such as
professional organizations and those whom the providers find
to talk to about their jobs; occupational background of both
groups; where they have gone to if they have left or if they
are thinking of leaving Family Day Care; the age of the
individuals and whether they have children of their own; and
the ethnic group of the providers answering the questionnaire
in order to determine if the study represents a cross

cultural section.

1 Califorpnia Department of Social Services, Notice of
Proposed Changes In Regulations of the [Califormia] State

Department of Social Services (1985) »p.1 .

2 "Caring For Children", San Pedro, California,News Pilot
Wednesday, August 13, 1986 p.A3 .

3 Pasadena Child Care Informatiom Service, Child Care
Information Service Fact Sheet (1985-86).

4 National Association for the Rducation of Young Children
Preliminary Program, (1985 Annual Conference), p.23.

3 Facts provided by the National Commission on Working Women,
Child Care Fact Sheet, (Washington D.C., 1984).

6 Pasadena Child Care Information Service, Child Care
Informatiop Service Fact Sheet (1985-86).

La
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7 Beatrice Glickman and Nesha Springer, Who Cares for the
Baby? (New York: Schocken Books, 1978) p.69.

8 Philip Robins and Samuel Weiner,Child Care and Public
Folicy {(Massachusetts: Exington Books,1978) p.19.

9 Council for Early Childhood Professional Recognition,
Family Day Care Training Models (Washington D.C. 1985) p.i.

10 The California Child Care Initiative Project is a
cooperative effort of both private and public funds to
recruit, train and maintain quality Family Day Care
Professionals.




CHAPTER 2
WHAT IS FANILY DAY CARE ?

Family Day Care is bgst defined as a small child
care business that takes place in an individual home.

The definition of Family Day Care varies from State
to State and the number of children that an individual can
take care of varies also. Only a few states still have: no

licensing laws for Family Day Carae.

Licensing

California licenses a combination of the facility and
the provider. If either changes then the license 1is no
longer valid. ©Each member of the household over 18 must be
fingerprinted, get a negative TB test result statement, sign
a8 criminal record statement that 1lists any crimes and
punishment of convictions i; which the fine was over $50.00,
and £111 out a "Child Abuse Index Check" that checks whether
an 1individual has ever been accused of child abuse or
molestation,

An orientation meeting for those persons

interested in becoming licensed Family Day Care Providers is

e,
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given once at month at various 1locations. Licensing
requirements, home safety and how to fill out the forms are
the topics discussed by the D;partment of Social Services at
these meeting.

Other speakers from the local Resource and
Referrals and the Child Care Food Programs are also allowed
to speak at these meetings. The Resource and Referrals
(R&R's) are funded by the California state Department of
Education and exist throughout California to serve
designated areas. The resources available through these
agencies vary widely. Some of the Resource and Referrals
simply give referrals to parents who call in, and that is the
extent of their service, Others have toy loan libraries
from which centers and Family Day Care Providers may check
ocut toys; . A few of the R&R's have delivery trucks that
bring these toys out to the home. Some of the other services
available through certsin R&R's, depending on the' funding,
include workshops, Family Day Care Management classes,
traioing materials, counselors for providers to call,
newsletters, and substitutes for Family Day Care Providers
who need some time ﬁo get out for various reasons.

Tha Food Programs are available to all licensed
Family Day Care Providers in California. They are available
through umbrella sponsors which get their funding from both
the state and federal levels. The program is funded through

educational funds and, as such, requires no wminimum income



requirements for participants, Providers are required to
serve mesls that contain ali four of the food groups and £ill
out some minimal paper work to get reimbursed for feeding the
children a maximum of two meals and one snack (or two snacks

and one meal) per day.

California Licensing Regulations

Anyone who takes care of children from more than
one other family other than relatives is.required by law in
California to get a license. There are two types of licenses
available to Family Day Care Providers in Califormnia, a

regular license and a Large Farily Day Care License,

Regular Family Day Care License

This is a license to care for a maximum of six
children, three of whom can be infants (infant is defined as
a child under two years of age),or an individual can instead
choose to care for four infants alone. The provider's own
children are counted im this group of six or four only when

they are home.

Large Family Day Care License

This 1s a license to care for a maximum of twelve
children, The provider must have a full time assistant in
order to obtain this license and is also subject to local

city and fire marshal regulations. Although an attempt has

10
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been made by California Senate Bill Number 163 (1983) to make
these regulations somewhat more uniform, the cities vary
widely in their regulations and required fees. The fire
marshal requirements differ widely from city to city, and no
matter what decisions are made in one city, that is not
considéred a precedent for other cities to follow. Needless
to say in some cities it has been almost impossible to get a
Large Family Day Care License for just these reasons.

The regulations in California for the regular and
large license require that the home of the provider be clean
and orderly, free from clutter. Safety measures wmust be
taken to protect the welfare of the children. These safety
measures Iinclude: covering exposed wall sockets; gating
stairways; fencing and locking off all %odies of water that
cannot be removed; placing knives up and out of the way, not
in drawers that are accessible to young children; placing all
medicines, poisons and cleaning solutioms in a high cupboard
and/or locked up.

Age-appropriate and safe toys must be available for
the children's uge. A fenced outside play area is required
unless the provider states that she/he will always stay out
with the children while they are playing. Although it 1is
possible in this way to get a license without a fenced yard,
it is not recoumended. The flexibility of this requirement

does make it possible for persons living in apartments to

11



care for children.

A Family Day Care Home 1is required to have a smoke
detector and a fire extinguisher. A Large Family Day Care
Home is required to have both, and in addition must also have
a fire alarm and doors that require "no special knowledge™ to
open.

There are no requirements concerning the education
or training of the Family Day Care Providers seeking a
regular license, but those who wish to obtain a large license
must either have been in business for more than one year or

have a minimum of twelve early childhood education units.

Function

The furnction of a Familv Day Care Provider is more
than just a babysitter, as Jrne Sale and Yolanda Torres so

aptly stated in I'm Not Just A Baby Sitter (Sale and Torres;

1971). The primary job of a Family Day Care Provider is to
care for the children that are in her charge, but she/he is
also in daily contact with the parents, communicating on the
progress and well being of the children involved, Many first
time parents rely on the provider for help in such areas as
feeding, diapering, toilet training, school readiness aad
discipline,

In addition to counseling parents and caring for

children, which involves play activities, group hygiene and

12
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meal preparation, a Family Day Care Provider is running a
small business according to Federal tax laws. As the owner

and operator of a small business a Family Day Care Provider

is required to keep income and expense statements and file a
Schedule C Income Tax Form each year. She/he is subject to
quarterly taxes, Social Security tax and state tax. Large
Family Day Care Homes are subject to city taxes also.

If the Provider employs an individual to help
either full or part time, she/he is required to obtain anm
eaployer I.D. number and pay half of the worker's Social
Security Tax, Workmen's Compensation and file withholding

taxes with the government.

Family Day Care As A Small Business

The Federal Smull Business Administration defines a
small business as having an anaual income of $1 million
dollars or 1less. Ninecvy~five per cent of all business
interests 1in the Uni;:ed States are considered to be small
business proprietors.1

"Research and statistics show that nine out of ten
businesses fail within the first five years."2

In 1980 the turnover rate ot Family Day Care
Providers was over 42% per year. The turnover rate of other

occupations averages around 20%.3

The five points that make up the necessary

13



ingredients for properly operating a business, according to
luanne Blagrove, are as follow:

1. Knowledge and understanding of the business in which the
proprietor is engaged.

2. Knowledge of the business legal laws, and rules and
regulations of the local, state and federal government.

3. Skill that involve the principles and practices 1in
accounting, finance, taxation and insurance.

4. A working usage of the sciences of psychology, sociology
and human behavior.

5. Skills in management and marketing.4

In addition to these skills a Family Day Care
Provider must also be a good cook, housekeeper, diplomat and
have a good working knowledge of child development,

Obviously not all Family Day Care Providers possess
all of these skills, but all of them would be beneficial for
the provider to have. The number of these skills that each
provider possesses could definitely influence how successful
she/he might be in her/his business.

"The education level of entrepreneurs has been
steadily rising for years."S Most experts on small business
agree, however, that there is a need for specialized training
for small business firms that takes into account those
special problems that arise for a small entrepreneur,

’If coupled with licensing requirements, such’
training would raise the low standards for this
sector of the economy.... and could well succeed
in the twin highly desirable objectives of
deterring marginal entrants and dimproving

efficiency gnd survival chances of those who do
open shops.

14
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Many community colleges in California and
Washington have begun to offering "Family Day Care
Management”" as a course most o5ften listed under Early
Childhood Education. Whether courses such as these are
successful in their attempt to train and retain more Family

Day Care "Professionals” remains to be seen.

Burnout

Much has been written about the stress that can
lead to burmout in the educational field (especially Early
Childhood Education). The same can be said of small business
burnout, or wipeout as the case may be. A Family Day Care
Prcvider can face the the stress that both of these jobs can
possess, The high turnover in all of these fields 1is
indicative of this.

Burnout is defined as failing, wearing-out or
becoming exhausted by making7excessive demands on
energy, strength or resources

If a role is well defined and clearly understood,
an individual will generally feel comfortable im filling that
role. Conversely when the role is ill defined a practitioner
may feel discomfort and loss of control leading to burnout.8

Clearly when a person decides to enter into Family
Day Care with the idea that she/he is just going to take care

of children she/he will finl that she/he did not define

their role broadly enough. As has already been discussed the

15
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Family Day Care Provider must possess a broad range of skills
from bookkeeping to diplomacy and can easily get caught in a
r.le that does "make excessive demands on energy, strength
and resources."? Without some trainming or experience of all
that is involved in being a Family Day Care Provider there is
a good chance of being completely overwnelmed before there is
any clarification of the job role.

It is for these reasons that it is important to
look at the relationship that the provider has established
with the paresnts, including payment problems and personal

relationships,

Income is another area that can affect a person's
attitude and morale within her/his job and with his or her
self concapt, and contribute to burnout .0

Lov pay, lack of benefits and stressful working
conditions are the major reasons child iire
providers leave their jobs in such high numbers

Salaries for Family Day Care Providers are
determined by the number of children the individual takes
care of; the amount of hours she/he chooses to work and a
fee that is determined by both the individual and the free
market. Providers rarely demand sick pay or paid vacations.
They do have some choice, however, as to their operating
hours.

Another very important factor to consider in a

discussion of burnout in the Family Day Care Provider would

16
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be the family.

When a family 1is supportive, understanding and
caring an educatorlis better able to cope with the
demaads of the job
If this is true for the educator who is working
outside of the home ic¢ is even more importanut for the
individual who is working in the home. Sharing of timé,
space and possessions .with the provider's own children and
husband/wife can be a real challenge, If the family is not
supportive of the efforts of the provider there i.s little

chance that the provider will be successful,

1 Senmacvor William Proxmire, Can Small Business Survive?
Herry Regeacy Company (Chicago, Il1l., 1964).

e

Luanne C. Blagrove, Untold Facts About the Small Business

the Small

Game. Blagrove Publications (Manchester, Conn. 1980) p.22.
1

3 National Commission on Working Women, Child Care Fact
Sheet (Washington D.C. 1986).

4 Blagrove, op.cit.p.23.

3 Stanworth, Ava Westrip, David Watkins and John Lewils,
Perspectives on a Decade of Small Business Research, Gower
publishing (Great Britain, 1982) p.111.

6 Blagrove, op.cit, p. 23,

7 Hall, R.C.W., E.R. Gardener, S.K. Stickney, and B.

Pfefferbaum, "The Professional Burnout Syndrome" Psychiatric
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CHAPTER 3
PROCESS

Sample

Family Day Care Providers in California are
protected from harassment under the privacy act. Only the
names and phone gumbers can be given out by a State spoamscred
child care referral agency. Only three names are given at
one time, and these names can only be given to prospective
parents who can give the zip code area they are seeking care
in. This procedure definitely presented a problem when it
came to fipding a sample of of Family Day Care Providers. In

locating a sample, I used the following contacts:

Questionnaire

A written questionnaire was constructed, tried on
two individuals, and revised. The final questionnailre
consisted of four pages prirted back to back on two pieces
of paper, There were 29 multiple choice questions and two
written response questions, (APPENDIX A-1) A discussion of
the types of questions and why they were included canm be
found on page 6. A letter of introduction was attached to

the front of the questionnaire (APPENDIX A-2).
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Fifth Western Regional Conference

Two hundred questionnaires were handed out at the
Fifth Western Region Family Day Care Conference. The
Population represented in this sample were from Idaho,
California, Oregon, Arizona, Colorado, Texas, Hawaii, New
Mexico, Washington, and Wyoming. There were three other
surveys being taken at this time, each offering a drawing for
a prize as an incentive to f1i1l out their questionnaires.
This project offered no prizes. The questionnaires were
distributed by approaching Family Day Care Providers,
identifiable by their name tags. The project was explained
to each individual and they were asked to fill out and
return the completed questionnaire to a basket placed on a
table near the entrance of the resource sharing room.

Providers. in one of the workshops at the conference
vere asked to fill out the questionnaires at the beginning of
that workshop.

A random sample of Providers were asked, when
returning the completed questionnaires, 1f they knew anyone
who was no longer in Family Day Care that they could give a
questionnaire to. If they responded positively to this
question they were givenm an extra questionnaire and a self-
addressed stamped envelope (SASE) to return the

questionnaire.
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Eighty four questionnaires were returned at the
conference and seven more of the conference questionnaires
were returned by mail. This represeats 48%Z of the returned
questionnaires. Because the return was so high from this
professionally active source it is possible that it has

influencad the results of this survey.

Qther Sources:

Santa Monica: The Santa Monica Child Care Referral
agency, "Connections for Childrea", consented to mailing 100
envelopes to former providers. They addressed and mailed the
stamped envelopes, which they requested already be sealed and
filled with questionnaire, cover letter, explanation insert
(APPENDIX %4-3) and a SASE. Nineteen of these questionnaires
were returned filled out and 13 envelopes vwvere returuned
with no forwarding address.

An attempt: Another Resource and Referral Agency
was contacted and asked to seand one hundred letters at random
to anyone. This agency declined as the envelopes were already
prepared and sealed, and they felt that they needed to add
their own letter of explanation before they could send the
questionnaire out.

Pasadena: The Pasadena Child Care Referral Service

was then contacted. They consented to send one hundred
letters at random to their Family Day Care Providers, The

explanation insert used in this letter is in Appendix A-4.
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Thirty-six of these questionnaires were returned completed

and seven letters were returned with no forwarding address.

San Francisco: The San Fraancisco Child Care

Referral Service was coantacted and they said they would sz '

ten letters to providers. The insert in that letter 1is on

Appendix A-5. Two providers responded from the San Francisco

Area.
Telephone: Fourteen people wvere interviewed by
telephone, Theilr names and numbers obtained through a

Family Day Care Training course and through a two year old
locally (South Bay Los Angeles) published child care resource

book called Child Care and Community Directory (Angel

Marchiono, 1984). All of those contacted on the phone were

willing to answer the gquestions over the phone either at the

initial time or at a later scheduled call back time.
Commercial directory: Another twenty people from

the Child Care Community Directory were contacted by phone

and asked if they would £ill out a questionnaire that would
be sent to them. They were contacted iu this manner because
the directory had oaly the nearest cross streets and the
telephone number listed., The providers had to be contacted
by phone in orier to obtain their address. Two people
declined and one asked for five questionnaires ; another
asked for two. These were sent with the insert in APPENDIX

A-6. Twenty four questionnaires were sent out in all.
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Although the providers were willing to give out their
addresses for the questionnaire; only three of these
questionnaires were returned.

Personal contacts: Five letters were handed out
to individuals where personal contact had been made. Taree
were asked to fill them out and hand them back immediately.
Two were given self addressed stamped envelopes to return
them in. Only the three that were filled out immediately
were returned.

Washington State Thirty-two letters were seat to

addresses listed in the King County Washington State Family

Day Care Directory. The letter sent with these is listed on
APPENDIX A-7. As with the other questionnaires sent by mail
a self addressed stamped envelope was enclosed. Thirteen of

these questionnaires were returned.

A table of sources can be found on the following

page.

Return Rate

470 questionnaires were given out and there were
182 questionnaires returned from this variety of sources.
This represented a 39% return on the questionnaires,

768 (138) of those responding to the questionnaire
are presently providing care. 247 (44) of those responding

to the questionnaire are no longer providing care.
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The following table shows the source, contect dste, the number of
questicansires distributed to each source and the number of questionnaire
that were returned fros each scurce. The percentage represented hers is
the quotient of the anamder of gquestionnsires returned by source, divided
by the total of returned guestionnaires (182),

Ramber Nunber Pexcent of the Total
SOURCR /Comtact Data Dstxibgted  Returaned Samples Returmed
FIFTE WESTERN REGIONAL FAMILY 185 92 51%

DAY CARE CONFERENCE
San Diego/ April 1986

CONNECTIONS FOR CHILDREN 100 19 102
RESOURCE AND REFERRAL
Santa Monica/ May 1986

THE CHILD CARE INFORMATION 100 33 18%
SERVICE
Pasadena/June 1986
LONG BEACH CITY COLLEGE i4 14 8%

CLASS LIST/June 1986

CHILDCARE CONNECTION 10 2 12

RESQURCE AND REFERRAL
San Francisco/June 1986

"CHILDCARE & COMMUNITY 246 6 3%
SERVICE DIRECTORY™
Torrance/June~ July 1986

WASHINGION STATE 1986 a2 i3 7%
REFERRAL ROSTER,

FAMILY DAY CARE aSsocC.
Ling County/July 1986

PERSONAL CONTACTS, b 3 2%
Los Angeles County/
April - July 1986

TOTALS 470 182 - 1002
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O:ganizat10g of report

Except where otherwise ncted the data have been
placed in tables within the text for easy reference. Each

table is divided into three groups:

All Providers: meaning everyone who answered the survey

Former Providers: meaning those providers who were no
longer caring for children at the time that they
were surveyed,

Present Providers: meaning those providers who were
still providing care at the time of the survey.

Where there was a significant difference between
the "former”™ and "present”™ providers a Chi Square Table is
included within the text. If a Chi Square Table is not shown
then the difference between the groups was found to be
statistically insignificant.

The percentages within the text for "All" Providers
are determined by dividing by the total number of
respondents to the survey (182). When there is only one
percentage listed, unless otherwise noted, the percentage has
been determined using all of the respondents' answers.

The percentages of "Former™ providers are
determined by dividing by the total number of providers who
were no longer providing care that responded to the survey
(44).

The percentages for "Present" providers are

determined by dividing by the total number of providers who
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responded to the survey who were still providing care at the
time of the survey (138).

Multiple choice questions will add up to more than
1002 as the respondents were asked to check more tham one
answver on the multiple choice questions whean they were

applicable.

The responses to the final questions: "What
things have been (were) hard for you as a provider?™ and
"What were the benefits?" are listed in APPENDIX B-~2 and B-3.
Since the providers were asked to write in these answers,they
could not be analyzed in the same manner as the rest‘of the
questions on the questionnaire, Written responses are,

however, discussed within the text.
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CHAPTER 4
WHO DID NOT ANSWER THE SURVEY?

Privacy
As was mentioned in Chapter 3, Family Day Care

Providers are protected in California uamder the Privacy Act.
When this survey was sent out through the
Pasadena Resource and Referral there was one woman who called
up and left a message about the survey. Because it was
indicated that the woman spoke Spanish rather than English, I
had someone who was more fluent in that language call her
back. She wanted to know who had given out her name! She
felt it was an ‘nvasion of privacy and that the questionnaire
was too personal and was cevtainly no one else's business.
The person who had returned the call assured her that the
survey was only for educational purposes and if she felt
uncomfortable about it to feel free to dump it it the trash.
I am not sure that I would have gone quite that far, but
this incident certainly poianted out the reason why one of the
Resource and Referral agencies had refused to send my
questionnaires out without their own letter of explanation
enclosed.
Sdme people find questionnaires to be both
frightening and invasive. This group of people do not answer

questionnaires.
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During one of the phone conversations I had with a
provider listed in the "Child Care Community Service Guide"
about answering the questionnaire, I was turned dcwn. I
asked the provider if she would tell me why she was turning
me down, since it would be necessary for me to write about
that.

She told me, "I feel that it is none of your
business,"

1 thanked her for- her answer and her time. I
considered her answer for a long time and am still unsﬁre if
her answer meant that it was none of my business to ask the
question or that the questions that might be asked on the
questionnaire were none of my businesé.

During a later phone conversation with someone else
from the "Child Care C-mmunity Service Guide™ I was turn~d
down again, I asked the individual why they were declining
and she told me that it was because of the day. Another day,
another time, maybe she would be willing, "but not today".

I could really understand this feeling. Some days

I will answer cuestionnaires while other days I will not.

Enjoyment

It is naturally very difficult to talk about the
individuals thet do not answer a questionnaire because they
have not answered any of the questions that everyone else has

answered. The last question on the questionnaire however
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indicates that everyone who answered the questionnai.e,
"enjoys" Family Day Care at least sometimes. 91% of those
surveyed said enjoyed Family Day Care. 8% said they enjoyed
it "sometimes” and no one said they did not enjoy it.

We can assume that some of those who did not answer
the survey did not enjoy Family Day Care since it is an

occcupation for which not everyone is suited for,

Painful memories

—

I ha;e a8 very good friend who moved to Hawaii and
had an unlicensed Family Day Care Home there. She worked as
a Family Day Care Provider for two years out of economic
necessity. Her services were highly sought after and the
parents truly appreciated her, but she hated the job. She
does not even like to speak about it; she said it brings
tears to her ev.s.

She did not have any training in early chiidhood
education nor had she ever rumn her own business. She did not
know what to do with the kids and she did not know how to
handle parents who did not pay her on time. She did not
collect payment for sick days or unexcused absences. She
would often not allow a new child to come because the space
was already full only to find multiple absences by the
children enrolled significantly brought down her income.

She was not licensed, she did not belong to the

food program nor did she have contact with others in her
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situation. She had no one to support her ti.rough her
difficulties,

She had always worked outside the home and did not
enjoy staying home., She felt isolated and trapped.

I gave her a questionnaire to fill out and she did
not return it. It was a painful memory for her. She weni
into the job out of economic necessity and found herself
overwhelmed with problems she did not anticipate and had no
one to talk to about these problems.

My friend is probably not alone. There may be many
people who become Family Day Care Providers not knowing what
is involved.

Several individuals were contacted who were not
licensed, but only one is known to have filled out the

questionpasire and returned it.

Unlicensed Providers
An unlicensed provider must live with the fear of
being reported. This factor makes it difficult to locate and

get input from this large group of individuals.

Length of Day Care

The average hours per day a Family Day Care Provider
provides care, not including hours of preparation, is 11,
Many providers I am sure were simply too busy to answer the

questionnaires.
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Length of guestionnaire

Another factor to consider is the fact that this
was a written questionnaire that was four pages long. Only
one per cent of those who answered the questionnaire had less
that an eighth grade education. Both of the individuals Qho
answered the questionnaire were contacted by mail. I do
wonder howéver if the fact that the questionnaire was rather
extensive, limited those angwering the survey to those who

are familiar with multiple choice tests.,

Summary
Bad memories, bad day, bad timing, bad feelings,

lack of time and literacy in the English language are
certainly all factors jinvolved in the reason why 288 of
those who were surveyed did not answer the questionnaire.

Hypothesizing wi:y providers did not answer the
questionnaire can help ug <now a little bit more about who
those individuals who did not answer the questionnaire.

Those ipdividuals who answered the questionnaire
were found to be more highly educated and more highly
motivated for personal growth in their business as is
indicated by their participation in educational classes and
workshops that help them in their jobs and by their
participation in 1local Family Day Care Associations. (See
Chapter 8).

The individuals who did not answered may be poorly
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educated in multiple choice tests, English may not be their
primary language, or they could just be so involved in their
work that they did not have time to answer the survey.'

It is difficult to speculate, but within that group
of individuals there must have been those who did not like
being Family Day Care Providers,

The turnover rate of Family Day Care Providers is
over 47% (National Council On Working Women). If Family Day
Care were really such a wonderful job as this survey would
seem to indicate, why is the turnover so high?

Maybe the;e are many like my friend who were 1ill
prepared to become Family Day Care Providers and have such
bad memories that they do not even want to remember the
experience,

Those who did not answer the survey are an unknown
group of people. The findings of this survey cannot be
generalized to all Family Day Care Providers. The
Individuals who responded. to the survey may not be a
representative sample of the Family Day Care population as a

whole.
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CHAPTER 5

WHO ANSWERED THE SURVEY?

To get a general ideas of the Family Day Care
Professionals who answered this survey, the information from
the questionnaire that pertains to their personal
characteristics will be discussed here. The areas of
discussion will include educational background, age, sex,
children of own, ethnic background and how they felt about
being a Family Day Care Provider.

Seventy-six per cent (138) of those responding to
the questionnaire were providing care at the time of the
survey. Twenty~four per cent (44) of those responding to the

survey were no longer providing care.
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Educational Background

What was the highest grade you completed in school?

Answver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Less than 8 years 2 2 0
1% 1%
8 - 12 years 46 _ 35 11
25% 25% 25%
13 - 16 years 95 78 17
52% 57% 39%
over 16 years 33 19 - 14
18% 147 322

Those who answered the survey appear to be more
educated than the general public. The U.S. Bureau of Census
(1981;)1 indicates that 7.8% of the general public complete
one to seven years of school. Only 1% of those answering the
survey indicated that they completed less than eight years of
school, The same Census (1984)2 indicates that 57.4Z of %he
general public completed 8 - 12 years of school. Those
answering the survey indicated that only 25% of them
completed 8 ~ 12 years of schooling. The U.S. Bureau of
Census 1984 report indicates that among all races, male and
female, the percent of the population that completed 1-3
years of college is only 15.82.3 52% of those surveyed
indicated that they had had 1 to 3 years of college.

Comparing the data from these two sources clearly
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indicate that Family Day Care Professionals in this sample

have more eduéation than that of the general public.

p
Di1 you earn a degree?
Answver All Present Former
- Providers Providers Providers
Yes 66 51 15
36% 37% 347
. No 108 81 27
- 592 592 61%
) Of the 66 individuals who earned a degree
(percentages here are determined by comparing only the group
that answered yes to the above question,):
]
Ansver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Specialized 13 13 0
Certificate, i.e., 20% 25%
! E.C.E, business,
Technical School
Associate Arts ' "9 25 4
Degree 4% 49% 27%
]
Bacnelor of 24 20 4
Arts or Science 36% 39% 27%
Degree
Master of 12 9 3
’ Arts or Science 19% 187 20%
Degree
Doctorate 6 3 )
Degree 9% 6% 20%
/ = —
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An equal percentage (192)4 of both the Family Day
Care Professionals who answered this survey and the general
public had completed more tham four years of college.

When we look at the break down of degrees earned
by the 19 of those who completed four or more years of

college, we find:

Degree Earmed FDC Survey 1980 Census
Bachelors 55.8 % 76.3%
Masters 26.5% 21.27%
Doctorate 17.6% 2.4%

We can see that although the same percentage of
Family Day Care Professionals finish four or more years of
college as the general public, those Family Day Care
Professionals whokfinished clearly have earned higher degrees
than the general public has.

In June Sale's Project "Open the Door..." (1972)
she indicated that the level of educational attainment at
that time was higher than the 'folklore' surrounding FDC
might suggest. In her project for Family Day Care
Providers, 64% of the partiéipants had completed 8 through 12
years of school. 20% completed one to three years of
college., 10% had earned a B.A. degree or better. In this
project report June Sale cites a previous study of Family Day

5

Care Providers by Mary Keyserling that shows a lower degree

of educational attainmert than was found in Sale's project
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participants,
The following table compares June Sale's Project
participants, the participants in this survey and the

educational attainment of the general public,

Study/ year

Sale/ Mansfield/ U.S.Bureau of
1972 1986 Census/1984
Years Completed Percent of Percent of Percent of
In School FDC Providers FDC Providers General Public
8 - 12 67% 25% 57%
13 - 16 20% 52% 15.8%
College Degree 10% 197 19%

(B.A. or higher)

Although educational attainment is certainly not an
accurate test of whather a provider will be successful in
Family Day Care, the data would certainly seem to indicate
that the "...composition of the caregiver population is
changing,“6 as the Council for Early Childhood ‘Recognition

has suggested.,

37



AREC

What is vour age?

Answer All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

20 ~ 29 years 27 19 8
. 14% 143% 182

30 - 39 years 76 60 16
42% 447 367

40 - 49 years 44 32 12
‘ 247 23% 27%

50 -~ 59 years 26 21 5
14Z% 15% 11%

60 and over 9 6 3
5% 4% 72

Féurteen percent of those who were surveyed were
between twenty and twenty-nine. Five percent were sixty and
older. Clearly the majority (79%Z) of the those surveyed were
between 30 and 59 years old. If we look at the makeup of the
general population we find that only 50.9% of the population

over 20 years old is between 30 and 59 years old.7

Age Respondents to General Population8
Survey
20 - 29 years 14% 25.7%
30 ~ 39 years 42% 22 %
40 ~ 49 years 243 15.3%
50 - 59 years 147 13.62
60 and over 5% 23.6%
38




Almost half of the respondents to the survey are
between the ages of 30 and 39 years old, even though the
largest portion of the general population is between 20 and
30 years of age. Most women by the time they are 30 years of
age have had some experience out in the job market. The
experience Qf the providers who answered this survey will be
discussed in Chapter 6. Over half of the providers in this
survey were Dbetween the ages of 30 and 50 and had children
of their own (discussed in the next section). "Children of

own"

was listed only second to "wanted to stay home" when the
respondents were asked why they became Family Day Care
Providers. These facts would certainly seem to support what
the Council for Early Childhood Education say s about Family
Day Care Providers:
There appears to be an emerging trend.
Successful woman who have dropped out of the market
place to have their own children late in life, are
opting to stay, home with their own children and
take in others.
Gender
Ninety-seven percent of those surveyed were females
and there were 3% males. Of those men that were found to do
Family Day Care (5 in all) three of them are known to do
Family Day Care as a joint business with their wives. This
question was not asked on the survey. The three men that are

known to do Family Day Care with their wives were contacted

personally. There is nothing to indicate that the other two
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do or do not do Family Day Care with their wives.

Family Day Care 1s definitely dominated by females
and I am sure this has been traditionally true. No evidence
was found to indicate how many men have previously gone into

Family Day Care.

Ethnic Background

More persons (16Z) failed to fill in the blank
indicated for their "Ethnic Background" or gave an unusable
answer to this question than any other question on the-
survey, The answer most often indicatgd that was not usable
was "American" and there were a few that stated that they had
"none", It is interesting that this question was found to
be either the most objectionable or least understandable of
all of the questions asked.

Of those responding to tihe survey the percentages
of those indicating their ethnic bdackground (percentage
figured out of 155) are as folloﬁs:

75% White
13% Black
6% Hispanic

3% Asian (including Pacific Islander)
2% Native American

Children of QOwn

Ninety-one percent of those persons answering the
survey had children of their own. Eight percent had no

children and 1% failed to state.
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The number of children per provider of this and the
Prescott, Milich (1975) study of Family Day Care Providers

is listed in the following table:

“Number of children Percentage of total Percentage

Responding to this Participatins

question in 1975 study
No children 8% : 17
One child 15% 12%
Two or three 65% 63%
Four or five 102 21%
Five through eight 22 3%

The mean number of children is 2.24 per provider
and the mode is 2. The population as a whole has a an
average of 1.84 children in families that have children,l0
Although there is no startling difference between these two
numbers it still would seem to indicate that the Family Day

Care Providers do have more children than the general public.

Personal Enjoyment

Do you or did you enjoy being a Family Day care Provider?

Answer All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

Yes 166 129 37
91% 93% B47

Sometimes 14 8 6
8% 6% 14%

No : 0 0 0
0% 0% 0%

Failed to 2 1 1
state 17 1% 2%
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Of the 138 persons who indicated that they were
still ian Family Day Care, 17 (13%Z) stated that they would
stay "forever” when asked how long they plan to stay in
Family Day Care.

When asked if they enjoyed being a Family Day Care
Provider 91% of all of those who answered said "yes". Only
8% said "sometimes™ and no one said "no".

When asxed to list those things that were hard for
them as a provider, though, personal issues were listed 62
times. The issues that were listed included stress, lack of
personal time, isolation, low professional status, not being
able to call in sick, noise, no breaks and no medical
insurance. When asked to 1list the benefits of being a Family
Day Care Provider persornal issues were listed only 33 times.
These included self fulfillment, increased self esteem,
personal gratification, personal growth and independence,

One provider wrote that they felt being a Family
Day Care Provider was a "Worthwhile, enjoyable job of

importance.”

1 U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, The
National Data Book Guide To Sources, Statistical
Abstract (U.S.A. 1986), 106th Edition.p.133.

2 U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, p.l34.

3 U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, p.134,
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4 U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, p.133.

> p.s. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, p.158.

6 Council for Early Childhood Education, Family Day
Care Training Models (Washington D. C., 1985), p. 1i.

7

U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, p.26.
8 u.s. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census, p.26.
7 Council for Early Childhood Education, p.i.

% Elizabeth Prescott and Cynthia Milich, School's Qut!

Family Day Care For The School Age Chiid (Pasadena,
Califorqia 1975), p.7.

10 U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Census,Current

— T ————

Population Reports, Series P-20 No.398, Household and
Family Characteristics (Washington D.C.,March 1984),

p.19.
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CHAPTER 9
> VHERE DO FANILY DAY CARE PROVIDERS COME FROM ?
WHERE DO THERY GO TO?
The discussion of where Family Day Care Providers
? come from will begin with a why.
¥hy Did They Start?
; Why did you decide to become a Family Day Care Provider?
Answver - All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
3 Wanted to stay home 111 86 25
61% 622 57%
Children o< own 110 80 30
60% 58% 68%
3 Love working with 109 85 24
children 60% 627 54%
Needed the money 91 69 22
50% 50% 50%
2 Did not like former job 22 17 5
12% 122 1272
Took care of neighbors' 16 10 6
children anyway 9z 7% 14%
3 Friends talked me into it 14 9 5
’ 8% 73 127
Other 39 28 11
21% 20% 25%
/
44




A Y

The primary reasons given for becoming a Family

Day Care Provider (respondents could select more thaan one

answer) wvere:

602 wanted to stay home with own children
60% love of childre.
502 the need for mcney

Similar reasons for entering Family Day Care were

found in School's Qut (Prescott, 1975) except‘that "love of
children" was not one of the selection options in that study.
If we compare the group of former providers with
the group of providers who were still providing care at the
time of the survey, we find the groups to be quite similar.
If we take a look at the two reasons, "Took care of neighbors'
children anyway”™ and "Friends talked me into it" we find that
a lavger percentage of the former providers chose these
answers, Fourteen percent of those presently employed in
Family Day Care aand 26% of those who are ano longer
providing care just "fell™ into their jobs by someune's
talking them into it, or taking care of their neighbors’
children anyway. If we compare the groups statistically,
though, there appears to be no significant differeace. It
would be interesting to look at this more cl-:ely in a future
study to--see if the reasons why providers go into Family Day
Care hgve an effect on how long they stay and how successful

o

they are.
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What Did They Do Before?

What was your job before becoming 8 Family Day Care Provider?

Answver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Office worker 59 40 19
32% 263 43%
Teacher 33 26 7
182 19% 16%
Retail 18 17 1
10% 122 23
Homemaker 15 10 5
8% 7% 113
Health Profession 14 14 0
82 10% 0%
Mother 10 7 3
5% 5% 7%
Student 9 7 2
5% 5% 5%
Service ;) 3 3
3z 2% 7%
Factory Worker 2 2 0
12 17 0%
Recreation 2 1 1
1% 1% 2z

There. were 14 other responses that did not fit into
any of the categories 1listed 4in this tabdle. These
occupations along with a further definition of office worker,
teacher, retail, health profession, and service are listed in
Appendix B-1.

The  largest percentage of Family Day Care
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Providers, 43% of‘the Former and 293 of those presently
employed, came from office jobds. These jobs vary widely in
the type of duties they entailed, ranging from clerks to
secretaries and bookkeepers, administrative assistants to
office managers. Many of these jobs may be considered
professional jobs while others carry with them a low
professional standing and salary to match,

It is .nteresting to note that more of the
respondents came from office Jobs than any other occupation,
but they were also the largest group to leave Family Day
Care,

Eighteen percent of all of the providers that
answered the survey were teachers. Those listed as teachers
included three teacher's aides, five elementary teachers, a
Family Day Care Instructor, a bank teller trainer and 14
preschool teachers,

It is not very surprising that there wouild be so
many preschool teachers, as the work load is smaller and the
pay scale is higher for a Family Day Care Provider than it is

for a Preschool Teacher in the geographical areas that were

surveyed. In School's Out (Prescott 1975) 6% of the

providers surveyed used to be Nursery School Teachers but
found the pay, as such, too low and the job not rewarding

enough.
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Thirteen per;ent of those responding to the survey
were mothers and/or homemakers previous to becoming Family
Day Care Providers. In School's Qut!, (Prescott, 1975) 47%
of those answering vhe survey felt that they got their most
adequate training to be a Family Da~ lare Provider by having
experience as a parent.

If parenting were the only skill that need exist
for one to become a Family Day Care Provider, then I think
that there would be more that just 13% of those who become
providers who are "mothers"™ or "homemakers”, Certainly these
are important skills and not to be taken lightly, but to be a
Family Day Care Provider entails much more than being able to
change diapers, keep a house clean, prepare meals, and juggle
schedules. However many "homemakers”™ and "mothers" are not
financially obligated to seek work, which could explain why
there are less persons with this background than might have
been expected, but for whatever reason most of the Family Day
Care Providers who answered this survey were not "homebodies"
in their former occupation.

Other significant background areas included the
Health Care Profession (8Z), none of whom had left Family Day
Care at the time of the survey, and Retail (10%) which
included two iastructor type jobs and six managerial type

jobs.
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How Long Do They Stay?

How many years have you been or were you a Family Day Care
Provider?

All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

Average number of years 7.1 7.04 7.1
The median year is 5 5 5
The mode year is 3 3 3

Although the average number of years that the
respondents to this survey were in Family Day Care was seven
years, this mean was skewed by six persons who had been in

Family Day Care for over 20 years. One person had been

providiag care for 40 years and another for 30 years. Three
Years seems to be the funning point for many providers.
After this point there 1is a decline in the number of
providers who continue on in Family Day Care.
In Prescott, Milich (1975) the peak was between three
and five years.
Sixty percent of the respondents stated that they

went into Family Day Care because they wanted to stay honme
with their own children. It takes three to five years before
vne's own children go to either preschool or elementary
school. The provider would then be free to give up Family

Day Care.
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How Much Longer?

How many more years do you taink you will coatinue
in Family Day Care? The average number of years given in

response to this question was 5.2,

Twenty-one percent said they did not know and 15% wrote
"forever". Twelve percent wrote five years and 122 wrote
ten years and three persons (2%) actually wrote 25 years.

When asked what they would do if they left Family
Day Care 46% of thcée who were still in Family Day Care felt
that they will conmtinue to work inm Family Day Care until they
retire. Only 8% would like to go back to their former jobs
and 427 of them would like to get a new job when they leave

Family Day Care. Five percent failed to state.

Why Do They Go?

If you are no longer providing care what was your reason
for leaving?

Former Family Day Care Providers Only

Ansver Number Percent
Tired of staying home 12 27%
Insurance prices 10 23%
¥ear and tear on house 10 23%
Family burned out 9 20%
Burned out 9 20%
Got a new job 7 16%
Medical reasons 7 16%
Children of own 5 11%
Tired of parents 5 11%
Retired 4 9%
Went back to former job 3 7%
Tired of -hildren 2 5%
Other 23 132
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"Wanted to stay home™ was the reason given most
often under reasons for becoming a Family Day Care Provider.
"Tired of staying home," was chosen most often im the list of
why the former providers left Family Day Care.

This reason, insurance prices, wear and tear on the
house, family burnout ahd personal burnout all had between a

20 and 30% response answer.,

Where Did They Go?

If you are no longer providing care what is your present job?

Accountant Artist Barmaid
Childbirthing Community Sarvice Childcare proyram director
Customer Service Dental Secretary Government Food Program

Disabled House Cleaner Family Day Care Councilor
(4)Homemaker (3) Mother Owner/ Director preschool
Proofreader (3) Secretary Owner, Typing business
Partner/Retail Real Estate Resource and Referral
Retail Sales (2) Student Elementary Teacher
Teacher CDA Trainer Family Day Care Teachur
PTA Volunteer Preschool Teacher

Seven of the former providers went back into being
a mother and/or a homemaker.

Thirteen of the former providers went into some
sort of child care program or other prograam that reaches
children although not necessarily directly working with
children., These occupations {include childbirthing,
elementary teacher, preschool teacher, preschool director,
community service, government food program. CDA Trainer, PTA
volunteer, Child Care Resource and Referral Specialist,

Family Day Care Councilo., a teacher and a Family Day Care
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Instructor.

Three of the former providers own their own
business or have a partmership, Two of them are presently
going back to school,

Only one listed herself as disabled, although I
have heard several providers tell me that they had to stop
taking care of children for a while when they strained their
backs. A Family Day Care Provider does do a lot of bending
and lifting and they are rarely taught the proper way of
1ifting a child or heavy bag until they have already injured
their back. Although only one person in this survey listed
her/himself as "disabled" this does not mean that this was
the only person who was injured as a Family Day Care
Provider.

Because Family Day Care Providers are se¢lf employed
they rarely have medical coverzge unless they carry it
through their spouse and they can oanly collect State
Disability Insurance if they have shown a profit on their
Schedule C Income tax form and have paid ianto State
Disability Insurance, This can be a problem for someone who
has put in ten to twenty years in service as a Family Day
Care Provider and who is suddenly disabled by his/her job,
especially if he/she lives in a state that does not have
state disability. What can he/she do? What action can
he/she take? This is definitely something tnat Family Day

Care Providers need to look into through their associations.
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CHAPTER 7
HOW DID THEY RUN THEIR PROGRAMS?

Hours

Family Day Care Providers set up their own
programs. They must decide on the number of hours and days
they are willing to work, the activities that they will
offer, whether they will take holidays and/oxr vacations. All
of these things must be negotiated with the parents of the

children for whom they provide care.

How many hours per day do (did) you work?

Average:
All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
11 hours 11.6 hours 9 hours

June Sale in her study of Family Day Care Providers?!

found Family Day Care Providers worked an average of 10 hours
per day. The providers who answered the survey that was
conducted in May through July of this year (1986) indicated
that they worked an average of 11 hours per day. Those who
vere no longer providing care worked an average of 9 hours
per day, and thoss who were still providing care worked and

average of 11.6 hours per day. One provider indicated that
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she provided child care only four hours per day, four
indicated that they provided care for 16 hours a day and one
indicated that she provided care 24 hours per day.

By looking at the average hours of care provided we
get some indication of the extensive hours that are involved
in being a Family Day Care Provider, The hours, however, do
not take into account any activity preparatioﬁ time, house
cleaning time, yard and toy maintenance time, shopping time,
and/or bookkeeping time. Many providers find the time to do
these activities during nap time, or by having someone cone
in part time, but the majority do most of these activities in
addition to the hours that they put in each day.

When asked to write down the factors that were hard
as a Family Day Dare Provider, 25 respondents wrote that the
hours were too long and five said tha2y had no breaks. Lack
of time to do chores and lack of time to keep records were

also listed as factors that were difficult for the provider«,

Days

The respondents, as a whole, averaged 4.8 days per
week of work; those who were no longer providing care
averaged 4.3 hours per week; and those who were still
providing care averaged 5 days per week. Nine providers
cared for children 7 days a week. But the majority cared for
children 5 days per week.

Two of the providers said that working weekends was
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very hard for them and that they tried to avoid it, but still

ended up doing it occasionally.

Children In Care

What are (were) the ages of the children provided for in
your Family Day Care Home?

Ansver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Toddlers 158 120 38
87% 87% 86%
Infaats 142 | 107 35
78% 78% 80%
Preschool Age 139 109 30
76% 78% . 68%
School Age 81 65 16
45% 47% 36%
Special 25 19 6
Needs 14% 14% 14%

Seventy-eight percent of the providers cared for
infants, 84%Z cared for toddlers, 76% provided care for pre-
schoolers 5% provided care for school age children, and 14%
indicated that they cared for special needs children.

Family Day Care provides an environment very
similar to the families of the 19th and early twentieth
century. Family Day Care 1is like a large family and has
children of different ages.

Some providers care for only infants, Some care
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only for toddlers while others specialize in preschool or
scgool age children. Every Family Day Care Home is
different, but most often the children come from all age
groupings very much like a family. Two of the providers
wrote that their Family Day Care was like their extended
family, but other providers wrote that the mixed age grouping
vas very difficult for them.

It is interesting to note here that when asked to
list the benefits and hardships of being a Family Day Care
Provider, children were listed 124 times under benefics.
"Love of children", "watching children grow", "Being with

children™ and "visits from graduates™ were the issues listed

most often,

Fees and Payment Policies

Although it is common practice in preschools to
charge material and/or registration fees, only 152 of the
Family Day Care Providers who answered this survey collected

registration and/or material fees.

Do (Did) you charge a registration or material fee?

Ansver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Yes 27 23 4
18% 20% 11%
No 126 a5 31
82% 80% 89%
56
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The fee range charged by providers ian 1971 ("I'm
ﬁoc Just A Babysitter™, by June Sale and Yolanda Torres) was
from $7 to $22.50 per week for full time care. The fee range
charged by the providers surveyed this year (1986) was from
$35 to $120 per week for full time care. The mean fee was
$64 with a standard deviatioa of 15.9.

While 31 providers wrote down .that the money that
they made in their Family Day Care was a benefit, five wrote
that the money‘that they made was not good, mostly because it
was inconsistent. Absences and vacations that are not paid
for by the parents can leave a provider with a much lower
salary than anticipated. This can be especially difficult
for the provider who is‘dependent on Family Day Care income
for his/her livelihord,

The fee varies bdoth by location and by how much a
provider is willing to charge parents., Those providers at
the low end of the fee range were providing care for 5, 10
and even 15 years., Those who charged $120 a week for full
time care, are no longer providing care,

Fees' charged by providers are decided by the
provider, but the parents must also agree to pay that price.
Providers can price themselves out of the market by charging
too high a fee, but another problem that providers often have
is raising their fee to match the inflationary market.
Several respondents listed this problem specifically as being

a difficult factor as a Family Day Care Provider. This
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difficulty could stem both from compassion for the parents

of the children in their care and from lack of assertiveness

on the provider's part.

Compassion and lack of assertiveness can also
interfere with collection of payment. Thirty-two percent of
those surveyed indicated that they had had problems with
payment collection. Nineteen persons listed collectién of
late payments as being one of the "hard™ parts of being =
provider, Many of those who indicated that they had problems
with payments also indicated that they no louger had problems
with payment when thev changed the collection of fees from

the end of the week or month, to the beginning of the week or

month.
When was payment collected?
Answver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Beginning of 81 - 57 24
each week 45% 41% 55%
End of 67 54 13
each week 37% 39% 30%
Beginning of 28 24 4
each month 15% 17% 93
Varies 14 13 1
8% 9% 2%
End of 13 9 4
each month 7% : 7% 9%
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Forty-five percent of those surveyed indicated
that they collect their payments at the beginning of each
week, and 153 indicated that they collected payments at the
beginning of each month.

Thirty-seven percent of those providers who
answered the survey collected payments at the end of each
week, 8% varied the payment collection and only 7% collected

their payments at the end of each month.

Do (Did) you ever have problems with payment?

Ansver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Yes 58 44 14
322 32% 32%
No 98 73 25
54% 53% 57%
Failed to 26 ' 21 S
State 14% 15% 11%
Yacations

Vacations can be difficult both for Family Day (lare
Providers and the families for whom they provide care. One
Family Day Care Provider who answered the survey over the
phone indicated that she had taken a vacation in her second
year of providing care and that she felt that many of her
children left, because she took four days off. She indicated

that she had not given them much notice, but she was also

afraid to take any more vacations, so she has not had a
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vacation in 12 years.

)
Another provider, however, hands out calendars at
the beginning of each year and has all of the holidays and
. vacation days for which she will not be providing care marked
clearly for the parents to read. The parents have pleaty of
time to prepare for this provider's absence and have never
y given her any trouble about her time off.
Do (Did) you take vacations? -
Ansver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Yes 153 118 35
84% 86% 77%
No 27 23 4
) 15% 132 9%
Failed to 2 2 0
State 1% 1% 0%
.
If yes were they paid vacations?
O0f the 153 who responded "yes" to "Do you take a vacation?":
\ Answer All Present Forumer
Providers Providers Providers
Yes 27 23 4
18% 20% 11%
) No 126 95 31
82% 807 89%

The majority, 84%Z of those providers surveyed,

indicated that they did take vacations, but unlike paid
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employees, only 18% of those. who took vacations had paid
vacations,

Only one provider wrote that planning his/her own
vacation time was a benefit, while eight providers listed
planning of their own vacatious as a "hard" factor for a
Family Day Care Provider.

Again, because this is a business that is run by
the provider, negotiation of paid vacations 1is between the
provider and the parents. Assertiveness and a clear written
policy are the main factors that make a paid vacation or

holiday possible for a Family Day Care Provider,

Other Business Aspects

Business aspects were listed most frequently (102
times) under those things that were "hard" for the
respondents as Family Day Care Providers. Those items that
they listed include "hours too long", "organizatioa"™, "record
keeping", "income taxes", "policies and procedures",
"insurance prices" and "not enmough money”.

Business aspects that were listed as benefits
included "money", "being own boss"™ and "income tax
advantages". See Appendix B-2 for a complete list,

Another area that can cause L. uvlems involves not
being able to £fill all of the vacancies. This can be
aggravating for the novice as well as the experienced Family

Day Care Provider because of the obvious loss of income.
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Although most providers find that once they get established
they have a waitiang list rather than vacancies, this ig not
true for all providers. One provider that I spoke with over
the phone had been in business for ten years and she was not
having any trouble with vacancies until recently. Was she no
longer providing adequate care? DPid all of her friends and
acquaintances have older children that no longer needed care?
She felt that her neighborhood had deteriorated over the
years and that was why she was having trouble filling up her
vacancies., Of course all of this is purely speculation and
there is no way to prove one way or the other what happened,
We can see from the following answers to the gquestion about
vacancies that the majority of providers who answered the
survey, "former"™ and "present",‘were not troubled with

chronic vacancies.

Do you often have vacancies?

Aaswer All | Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

Yes 42 35 7
23% 25% . 16%

No 136 101 35
75% 73% 80%

Failed to A 2 2
State 2% 2% 4%
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Activities

Over B80Z of those who were surveyed indicated that
they had story time, outside riding toys, puzzles, crayclas,
songs and manipulative toys for the children in their care.
A complete list of these activities can be found in TABLE C-1.

Between 70Z and 77% have painting, take walks, have
water play activities, outside climbing apparatus and swings
for the children,

Seventy-three percent indicated that they let the
children watch T.V., but most of them wrote on the survey
that they only let the children watch "Sesame Street" and
"Mister Rogers Neighborhood",

Sixty-two percent indicated that they did academics
with t.e children and the same number indicated that they had
sand play for the children,.

Fifty-six percent of those who were surveyed
indicated that they took field trips with the children, which
was really surprising because there are liability and
insurance problems when the children are takea out of the
Family Day Care homes.

The providers who answered this survey parti so2d
in a wide range of activities with the children. They are
not "babysitters"; thay are child care professionals and take
their job seriously,

One provider told me over the phone that she hated

to be called a babysitter and the last time a parent
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introduced her as one she said, "Excuse me, but I don't ever
recall sitting on your baby". Other providers told me at
when they someone calls them a "babysitter" that they correct
them by saying that they are professional licensed Family Day
Care Providers. The wide range of activities offered by the
majority of providers ia this éurvey demonstrates that the
providers aren't just sitting, but actively participating in

the development of the children for whom they care.

PARENT INVOLVEMENT:

When asked what relationship they had with the
parents, 97% of the Family Day Care Providers responding to
the survey said that they talked with the parents often.
One hundred percent of the former providers indicated that

they talked with the parents often.

What relationship do (did) you have with the parents?

Answer All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Talked with 177 133 44
them often. 97% 967 100%
They asked for 145 111 34
your advise or 80% 80% 77%
help.
You have planned 62 49 13
activities that 34% 367 30%
involve the parents.
Parents are 32 21 44
a problem 18% 153 25%
64
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June Sale in her book, Open The Door, See The

People (1972) indicated that Family Day Care providers spent
an average of one hour a day counseling parents. Some
providers indicated that they spent as long as three hours
with a parent when she/he was having problems.

New parents, in particular, rely on Family Day Care
Providers to help ﬁhem through teething, waking up in the
night, feeding problems, bottles, pacifiers, potty training
and many other events that affect both parent and child as a
child develops.

The evidence presented by Robert Bookman in Family

Day Care Associations (1976) indicated that Family Day Care

Providers are "...indigenous community worker, influencing
the children's frmilies and other families in the community.
Through daily coatact, these mothers develop relationships
with working mothers whom social agencies have often found

hard to reach or help."

The evidence collected in this survey clearly
indicated that there is still a great deal of involvement
with the parents. Eighty percent of the respondents
indicated that the parents asked for their advice or help.
Thirty~-four percent of those responding to the survey
indicated that they actually had planned activities that
involve the pareats.

Oniy 18% of the respondents said that the "parents
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were a problem” and even then, most of them wrote in
"sometimes™, "some parents" or "one parent”. It is
interesting to note, however, that when asked to list those
things that are (were) hard as a provider and those benefits
of being a provider, 60 of the comments about parents were
complaints while there were only 38 comments listed under
benefits involving the parents.

The 1issues that the providers most frequently.
listed as "hard" about parents included, "problem parents",
"uninterested parents"™, and parents "bringing ill childrea",
"paiing late"” and picking up children late"”.

Those issues that involved parents that were listed
as benefits included "helping", "providing a service"”, and
"counseling” pérants. These could possibly bde listed under
personal issues, as they do involve rewards through helping
other persons.

Parents were however listed under "benefits" as new
"friends". Other issues that were listed included "praise
from parents”, "shared joy of development","appreciation from
parents” and "kind and cooperative" parents.

Parents are not always easy to deal with as is
shown by the frequency with which these Family Day Care
Providers listed parents as a hardship in Family Day Care. A
strong relationship with the parents is important to the

success of any child care provider.
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"To achieve individually appropriate programs for
young <children, early childhood teachers must work in
partnership with families and communicate regularly with
children's parents."z

Family Day Care Providers talk frequently with
parents. They are often called upon to be counselor and
child care experts by the parents.

Parents sometimes take advantage of Family Day Care
Providers if the provider does not knmow how to prevent
this., Many parents however do appreciate their Family Day
Care Providers very much and show their appreciationm both
through verbal communication and/or material gifts.

Most often a Family Day Care Provider is a parent's
first (other than an occasional home babysitter) contact with
ch’ld care in the community., Family Day Care Providers have
to deal with separation issues. The separation of the parent
from the child can be as hard on the parent as it is on the
child, sometimes even worse. In addition to this separation
anxiety, parents must complete health and personal history
forms, and bring adequate clothing (and in some cases food)
for their child. Completion of health and personal history
forms, prompt payment of child care fees, picking up children
on time and what to do with ill children are major issues
that both the Family Day Care Provider and the parents must
adequately deal with in order for the day care program to be

successful.
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Centers most often have written policies that
include these issues. Family Day Care Providers téday
frequently have similar written policies. This is an aspect
of professionalism that is being taught in many Family Day
Care Courses today.

This 1is an important issue because it.not only is
helpful to Family Day Care Providers in preventing them from
being exploited, but it is also good for the parents to

begin to learn the responsibilities of parenting.

1 June Sale, Community Family Day Care Proiject Final
Report, Pasadena, Ca., Pacific Oaks College (1973).

2 "Position Statement on Developmentally
Appropriate Practice in Early Childhood Programs
Serving Children Birth Through Age 8" , "Relations
Between Home and Program" , Young Children, National
Association of Education of Young Children,
Washington D.C. (September 1986) p. 15 .
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CHAPTER 8
OUTSIDE INFLUENCES

Department of Social Services:

One of the first introductions that most providers
have to Family Day Care, unless they have worked with another
provider or worked as an unlicensed provider, is the
Department of Social Service orientation meeting.

This survey asked the question:

Do you feel that the orientation meeting given by the

Department of Social Services adequately prepared you for the
job?

Ansver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

Yes 69 49 20
38% 36% 45%

No 93 74 19
512 54% 43%

Failed to 20 15 5
state 11% 11% 11%

One provider who indicated a "yes”

answer wrote
along with this, "This is not the purpose. It 1is meant to
explain licensing regulations." Another individual who also

responded with a "yes" answer added, "But it's not their job
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to teach a person to take care of children."

This 1is true; the Department of Social Service
meeting 4is to explain the forms and the licensing process.
They are not there to teach child development; income tax and
bookkeeping requirements are not part of the orientation;
parent contracts, payments and policy making are never
discussed; and what to do about problems with parents and/or
children (other than suspected abuse) 1is not presented. How
could they be? The orientation meeting 1is only one to two
hours in length! And yet 45Z of the providers who are no
longer providing care and 36% of tﬁose who are still
providing care indicated that they felt that the orientation
meeting given by the Department of Social Services adequately
prepared them for the job.

The second part of the question pertained to the
512 of the providers who indicated that they did not feel
that the orientation meeting adequately prepared them for the
job. It asks "If no, what did they leave out?" .

One respondent wrote, "Nothing could!"™ another
wrote, "There is no way that you can be adequately prepared
for the job - you either do it or you can't, I did however
pick up good tips from other providers." This is an
interesting statement because this person first implies that
there is no way to learn to be a Family Day Care Provider,
but then she goes on to say that she did learn from other

providers, Other providers wrote that the meeting
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was "cold and impersonal” and "vague". They wrote that they
"Just filled out forms," that the meeting "Just barely
covered the basics,” and that "they (Department of Social
Services) tried to discourage you."

Six respondents wrote that the orientation meeting
given by the Department of Social Services 1left out "A
lot.", Sixteen felt that."Everything" wvas left out,

Fifﬁeen regspondents wrote that the business aspects
"were left out, four of then listing specifically record
keeping and tax 1information and several mentioned
specifically marketing ski’ls.

All of the statements that were about what was
left out of the oriectation meetings were topics that are
important for a Family Day Care Provider t know, but it is
not the job of the Department of Social Services to teach
providers how to runm their program, Their funding, staff
size and Job definition do not allow them to be Family Day
Care Trainers. They are licensing evaluators and have a
difficult and strenuous case load just doing their job.

So where can these skills be learned and topics
discussed? Some discussion of what classes the Family Day
Care providers have taken and where they network will be

discussed in the next chapter (With Whom Did They Talk?).
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Insurance

Insurance has become a major issue out in the last
two years. Previous to this a Family Day Care Provider could
get insurance for a low yearly fee of $60 to $120 in
California. As of January 1st, 1985 Family Day Care
Providers were required to carry liability insurance or have
an affidavit signed by the parents stating that they are
aware that the provider does not carry the required liability
insurance,

May 1985 brought a sudden cancellation of most
Family Day Care Providers' insurance policies, followed.by a
new company offering a reduced coverage of Family Day Care
Insurance at a rate of $450 to $1300 per year.

The California Federation of Family Day Care
sued the insurance company for the unprovoked cancellation of
all of the policies by one insurance company. They won the
battle, received a settlement and those providers who were
canceled were able to pick up the rest of the time they had
left on that original ilasurance policy at their original
rate, Other than those few who picked up that short period
at @& reduced rate, everyone else must pay a minimum of $450
for a small home license and double that for a large home
license. There is no discount for a person who watches fewer’
ﬁhildren or only works a few days a week.

The high price of insurance in California 1s an issue

that 1is of concern to the group (Imnsurance for Child Care)
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that is trying to anite all of the child care providers
(center and home based) to séek some solution to the problem.

The Family Day Care Association in Washington took
a monumental step toward solving their problem with
insurance by attempting the formation of their own insurance

company.

Are (were) you able to afford Family Day Care Insurance?

Answer All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Yes 91 69 22
S0% 50% 50%
No 86 64 22
47% 467 50
Failed to 5 5 0
state : 3% 43 8y 4

Fifty percent of all of the providers who answered
this survey stated that they were unable to afford the
required insurance., What this means is something that still
remains to be seen. Are they working without iusurance? How
many persons do not go into Family Day Care because of the
insurance prices? These are some areas that need more
exploration,

Eleven respondents when asked to list those things
that were "hard"™ for them as providers listed insurance
prices and one provider wrote that it was hard having "no

insurance..." because it was stressful realizing the
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ramifications this might have.

Income Taxes

The need to keep accurate records of income and
expenses has already been discussed. Family Day Care

Providers are also required to file a Schedule C Income Tax

Form just like everyone else who owns their own business.

Are you aware of the Income Tax benefits for Family Day Care
Providers?

Answver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

Yes 151 117 34
83% 85% - 77%

No 19 10 9
10% 7% 20%

Failed to 12 11 i
state 7% 8% 22

Family Day Care Providers have many tax advantages
over those who work outside their home. Even though the
"office in the home"™ was essentially eliminsted in 1978 there
is a special exception listed just for Family Day Care

Providers. Tax deductions for the Family Day Care Provider

are of both the depreciable and non depreciable type. Tax
law is even complicated for a tax consultant, so it is really
surprising to find 83% of those who answered this survey felt
that they were aware of the income tax benefits available for

Family Day Care Providers.
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Although the majority of Providers felt that they
knew about the tax benefits for a Family Day Care Provider, I
question whether they are aware of all of the possible
deductions,

It would have been interesting to know if the
respdndents to this survey prepared their own imcome taxes or

had a tax preparer do them for them.

Employees

Family Day Care Providers usually work alone, but
providers who have a large license must have an employee
(although this can be a relative and not have the same
requirements) who is minimum of 14 years old.

| To have an employee one nust first file for a
employer number,. Then one must file quarterly taxes,
withhold income taxes, Social Security and pay a share of the
Social Security Tax for those employees who make more than
$50 per quarter of esach year. In California, an employer -
must also withhold and pay a portion of the State Disability
Insuraance (SDI).

Even if a Family Day Care Provider is taking care
of only six children she/he is required to have an emergency
back up in case of an illness or an emergencyY. The number of
this person is to be listed on the emergency form that is to

be posted in each Family Day Care home.
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Do (Did) you have a substitute to take over when needed?

Answer All Present Former

Providers - Providers Providers
Yes 97 77 20
53% 56% 47%
No 30 21 9
163 15% 21%
Sometimes 53 39 14 |
29 28 33%

When asked if they had a substitute to take over
when needed 53% said "yes"™, 29% said " sometimes and 16% said
"no", A study in 1975 indicated that between 13 and 15% of
the providers in the study had no onme to take over as a

fubstitute for them when they needed someone. The data from

this most recent survey would seem to indicate that the
percentage of providers who are unable to find substitute
care is still approximately the same.

Finding &8 reliable substitute 1is hard and

demonstrated by the fact that 45% of the respondents said
they had a substitute only "sometimes"™ or not at all,

Some persons have someone come in every afternoon
so they can go out for a few hours. Family Day Care
Providers in California are only allowed by law to be away
from their home 20% of the time. Now whether that 1is 20% of
the day, week or year 1s definitely interpreted differently
by each licensing evaluator.

The isolation and stress (listed in Appendix B-2)
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that a Family Day Care Provider feels can be lessened by
having someone come in for 30 minute to an hour a day.2
Identifying and solving problems of stress and
burnout 1is A step toward professionalism and a benefit to the
providers, the children in their care, the parents of the

children and the commanity as a whole.

1 Elizabeth Prescott and Cynthia Milich Sclool's Qut!
T"amily Day Care For The School Age Child Pasadensa,
Jalifornia (1975) p. 20. '

2 Cooperative Extension, Division of Agricultaral
Sciences University of California Leaflet 21313
"Information for Family Day Care Providers, Coping
Creatively: Handling Stress.”
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CHAPTER 9
SUPPORT GROUPS AND OTHER RESOURCES

When asked the question, "With whom did you talk
about Family Day Care?" the respondents to this survey chose

the following categories in order of frequency:

Family 80%
Friends 73%
Parents 662
Other Family Day Care Providers 64 %
Neighbors 49%
Preschool Teachers 38%
Others 142

Only 4% listed "No cne”.

Although only 56% of the respondents indicated that
they talked to the parents about Family Day Care, 97% of the
respondents indicated in another question about their
relationship with the parents, that they talked with the
parents "often". This would seem * ndicate that 34% of the
respondents spoke to the parents about something other than
their Family Day Care. What they spoke to the parents about
can only be speculatién, but it would not be a professional
busineés practi:ce to talk with the clients about the
problems that occur an the course of working a job, uﬁless it
relates directly to the client who in this case would be the

pareat and the child,
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This survey would seem to indicate, though, that
Family Day Care Providers tsalk to a lot of people about their
job. But where do they get their support? As was already
discussed in Chapter 6, Fﬁmily Day Care Providers counsel
parents a great deal of the time. They also spend an average
of 11 hours a day working in an environment in which they
interact with mostly either children and barents, both of
whom are their clientele.

"Family" was chosen most often as the persons to
whom the respondents talked about Family Day Care. This is
certainly understandable as they may be some of the only
other contacts a Family Day Care Provider has im the course
of the dey. As was discuésed in Chaptes 2 lack of support
by the family is 4n important factor that can lead to burnoué
in the teaching profession. A Family Day Care Provider
gives time and atfention to the growth of many little
growing human beingu each day, just like a teacher in a
school, but it's done within the home. It would be even
more imporiant to the Family Day Care Provider to have the
cooperation of his/her family as they all have to share the
same space.

Most providers also have the job as a Mom ( and in
3% of the cases, Cad) and/or spouse to perform in addition to
ruaning their full time Family Day Care Houme,

Communication within the Family Day Care Home
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family is essential for everyone involved, but still they are
family. Family wmembers all have their own interests, and
Family Day Care Business may be a subject that family members
get tired of hearing about,

So who does a Family Day Care provider talk with
who 1s not part of his/her business or their family?
Seventy-~three percent say they talk with their friends, 64%
talk with other providers, 49% talk with their neighbors and
38% said they talk with preschool teachers. A few wrote in "
To anyone I can!” 1Is this where they get their support?

Do Family Day Care Providers get support anywhere
else? Where do they get their support to start with? How do
they keep from burning out?

To answer. tiese questions it is necessary to look
at the t-r¢ different groups that responded to the survey,
former providers and those providers who are presently
providing care. Were there any areas of difference between

these two groups?

Professional Organizations

Overall 74% of the respondents belonged to one or
wrte of the professional organizations listed above. Fifty-
nine percent of the respondents belonged to their local
Family Day Care Association, 35% belonged to their state
organization, 163 belonged to the National Association for

the Education of Young Children and 10%Z belonged to their
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State Association for the Educatlon of Young Children.

Do you belong to any of these professional organizations?

Answer All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Local Chapter of the 108 94 14
Family Day Care Association 59% 64% 25%
State Family Day Care 64 51 13
Association 35% 37% ’ 30
Natlonal Association of 30 23 7
Family Day Care Providers 16% 17% 16%
National Association for the 25 16 9
¥£ducation of Young Children 14% 12% : 202
State Association for the 18 9 : 9
Education of Young Children 102 7% 20%

When asked 1if they do or did belong to any
professional organizations 64% of those still providing care
said that they belongerd to their local Family Day Care
Association, while only 25% of the former providers indicated
that they had belonged to their local association. Comparing

these two groups statistically we find:
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Did the providers belong to their local
Family Day Care Association?

Yes No Total

Present 94 43 137
82.2% 54,.8%

Former 14 29 43
25.5% 17.2%

Total 108 72 180

X% (1) = 17.22, P < .005

This would indicated that the groups are significantly
different with a 99.5% degree of accuracy.

What does this mesan? Do the Local Family Day Care

Associations make the difference between the success and
failure of a Family Day Care Provider? 1It's possible.

It could also indicate just a high degree of
involvement of those who responded to the survey in the
local associations. This may be Jjust a matter of who
answered the survey., Forty- eight percent of the survey
respondents were convention participants who tend to be more
professionally active.

Another possibility is thet since the mandatory
requirement of Family Day Care insurance went into effect
less than two years ago, there have been discounts offered to
Family Day Cére Providers who belong to a Family Day Care

Associations. So perhaps this sample simply indicates that
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more persons who are in day care now belong to local
associations because they get a discount on their insurance.
To look further into this question we need to kiiow how
frequently the providers attended the meetings of these
associations,

If the difference between these two groups in the
last two questions indicates that the local associations
promote the retention of Family Day Care Providers, then the
reason for this is more than likely the support and
networking that goes on at these local associations. Another
number that supports this theory is the 64% (overall) who
indicated that they talked with other Family Day Care

Providers about their Family Day Care.

Have you attended any of the classes presented by your local
Family Day Care Association?

Answver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

Yes ' 97 84 13
53% 613% 30%

No 75 47 28
41% 34% 64%

Failed to 10 7 3
State 5% 5% 7%

This question asked if the providers (former and
present) had attended any classes presented by their local

family day care association. The word "classes™ 1is perhaps
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not the best term since many local associations have
"meetings" or workshops™, but regardless of the term 68% of
those respondents who were still providing care, while oaly
43% of those who are no longer providing care, indicated that
they had attended these "classes". If we again compare these
two groups we will see that there is a difference between

them.

Did they attend any classes presented by their local
Family Day Care Association?

Yes No Total
Present 94 42 136
86.8% 49,2%
Former 19 22 41
26.2% 14,83
Total 113 64 177

x% (1) = 7.017, P < .01

Again this shows a significant degree of difference
between the former providers and those who were providing
care at the time of the survey. This would seem to indicate
that there 1s a higher degree of involvement in local Family
Day Care Associations by those who were still providing care.

When asked if they attended any of the meetings of

any of the professjonal organizations listed on page 52, 40%

~of the respondents indicated that they attended the meetings

"regularly", 28% said "sometimes", and 7% said "once". That
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means that 75% of the respondents have attended at least one

meeting of a professional organization to which they belong.

Only 25% of the respondents indicated that they had never

been to one of these meetings.

Have you ever attended any of their

Answer

Regularly

Sometimes

Never

Once

(professional organizations) meetings?

All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
66 56 14
36% 41% 2337
47 38 9
26% 28% 20%
42 27 15
23% 34% 34%
12 9 3
7% 7% 7%

If we compare the frequency of attendance of the former

and current providers we get the following table:

How often did they attend professional organization meetings?

Regularly Sometimes Never Occasionally Total
Present 56 38 27 9 130
51.4% 36.62 32.7 11.4%
Former 10 9 15 ' 3 37
14.6% 10,43 9.3 2.6
Total 66 47 42 12 167

x? (3) = 7.599, P >.01
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This indicates that there was no significant
difference betveen the former providers and those who were
presently providing care at the time of the survey regarding
the attendance at meeting of these professional organizations
other than the Jocal Family Day Care Association as was
mentioned in the previous two questions.

When asked if they attended any conferences for
these organizations 49% overall answered "yes". Fifty«five
percent of the presently employed Family Day Care Providers

answered "

yes" while only 30% of the former providers
answered vyes., Although these groups may appear to be.
significantly different, 46% of the sample was collected at
the Western Regional Family Day Care Convention., This would
make the samplé biased for this question and will be

therefore eliminated from discussion.

Food Programs

Another area where Family Day Care Providers can
get together with other Family Day Care Providers and share
ideas and increase t¢heir- éwn resources is at the workshops
vcffered through the Sftate and Federal Sponsored Food
Prograams.

Participation in the food programs is optional.
Although no question of whether they belonged to a food
program was asked, the following question was asked of the

respondents:



Have you attended any workshops through one of the food
program umbrella sponsors?

Answver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers

Yes 97 84 13
53% 61% 30%

No 75 47 28
41% 34% 64%

Failed to 10 7 3
stete 5% 5% 7%

-

A positive response to this question would indicate

b that a respondent did or had belonged to a food program, bat

8 negative response does not indicate that they do not balong

to the food program. A Family Day Care Provider can belong

E to the food program and not participate in any of the
workshops that are offered b} the program.

Sixty-two percent of the respondents indicated that

4 they had attended one or more of these worksh&ps. Sixty~

eight percent of the providers still providing care and 43%

of the former providers indicated that they had attended one

# or more of these workshops. Comparison of these two groups

using the Chi Square is indicated in the following table:
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Did the providers attend workshops presented by
the food programs?

Yes No Total

Present 84 47 131
73.9%2 57.1%

Former 13 28 41
23.1% 17.8%

Total 97 75 172

X% (1) = 13.337, P > .005

Comparing the two groups (former and presently
employed Family Day Care Providers) in this question
indicates a significant degree of difference bde_ween these
groups,

What causes this difference caused from? 4Are the
food programs more available to the providers who are now
providing care or do these food programs work as a catalyst
to keep providers interested, informed and linked up with
other Family Day Care Providers?

In addition to the workshops that the food program
offers they have a representative come to the home every
three months. This representative comes to observe meals
being served in the home to make sure that the meal program

that is being claimed is really being served, and frequently
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this food program representative also brings new activities
to the préviders that can be done with the children. They
are one of the only contacts that Family Day Care Providers
have with the outside world other than the parents and the
children, who, as was mentioned before, are the clientele.

It would appear that the food programs in addition
to providing a food education program for the children while
providing good meals, does in some way also support the
Family Day Care Provider, Whether this support is because of
the gathering of Family Day Care Providers, the sharing of
information or tha personal visits that are made to the homes
is quite indeterminarle, but interesting to look at none the

less.

College Level Training Courses

The last area where the chi svuare showed any
difference statistically between the former and presently
employed providers who answered this survey was included in
the question which asked if the providers had aivtended any
clesses through their local college that they feit helped
them in their Family Day Care. Their answers are .n the

table as follows:



I Answver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Child Development*® 84 70 14
462 512 32%
» Family Day Care Management¥¥* 57 49 8
31% 36% 18%
Art for Children 45 36 9
25% 26% 20%
» Music for Children*** 43 64 7
247 26% 16%
Curriculun 38 31 7
21% 22% 16%
3 Administration 30 26 4
16% 167 92
Other 32 25 7
182 18% 16%
> None 56 32 15
33% 25% 343

* X2 (1) = 4.176, P> .05
3 % .gz (1) = 4,18 , P> .05

#xx X2 (1) = 12.41 , P> .005
(Complete Tables can be found in Appendix D)

The three areas where the chi square indicated a

significant difference between the former and presently

employed Family Day Care Providers were in Child Development,
Family Day Care Management, and Music for Children.

Family Day Care Management is a relatively new
class in many areas, although it has been offered in Long

Beach for ten years., The availability of this class could
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possibly explain this difference between the former providers
and those who were still offering care at the time of the
sirvey. ‘

Another possibility as was discussed in Chapter 2
(Family Day Care As Small Business) is that the Family Day
Care Management classes are teaching the five points of
properly operating a business according to Luanne Blagrovel

and may thereby be "...raising the low standards for this

sector of the economy, and could well (be) succeed(ing) in

"the twin highly desirable objective of deterring marginal

entrants and improving efficiency and survival of those who
do open up shops (Family Day Care Homes)."2

Child Development was another course where a
significant difference between fcrmer and presently employed
providers was indicated, Knowledge of chiid development

within a program dealing with children is essential. Young

Children magazine in July of 1986 contained an article called

"Professionalization of Early Childhood Educators™. In this
article the second characteristic for a professiornal listed
is "mastery of theoretical knowledge". Whether taking a
class in child development constitutes mastery is certainly a
debatable point, but it does show a high level of interest
and growth for Family Day Care Provides im an area that is

most important for the development of thelr programs.
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Why are there more providers who were still
providing care who had takenm Child Development? Again this
can only be speculation, but it is possible that Child
Development classes help Family Day Care Providers understand
what they are dealing with and therefore make it easier to
cope with, and continue in, their Jjob. Another possibility
is that the providers who are caring for children today are
different from the formgr providers in that they are
striving to be more professional through acquisition of
knowledge in their field.

The class that turned out to be the most
significantly different was music for children, What could
be the explanation for this? Perhaps music is an essential
part of 8 successful Family Da§ Care eanvironment. Perhaps
this (along with the oth:r two classes above) is only another
indicator of what has already been established as a group
that has a higher educational attainment than that of the
general public (Chapter 4). Music itself may not be the key
to understanding the difference in these two groups, but the
fact that the providers who were still providing care were
involved in developing more activities to do with their
children may be another indication that they are striving to

become more knowledgeable and/or professional.
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puEIishing (Great Britain 1982) pe.l111l

livanne cC. Blagrove {Untold Facts About the Small Business Game
Blagrove Publications (Manchester Cban. ) p. 22

2 Stanworth, Ava Westrip, David Watkins and John Lewis
Perspectives on a Decade of Small Business Research, Gower
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CHAPTER 11
SUMMARY

My hypothesis that Family Day Care Providers do not
continue in their jobs for more than five years unless they
have had training in Family Day Care and/or support through
associations seems to have held up fairly well. '

Although the average length of time the providers
in this survey were in Family Day Care was over seven years,
as I disqussed in Chapter 6, the sample that answered this.
survey had six persons who had been in Family Day Care for
over 20 years, These persons certainly raised the average
above vhat would be expected. The mode year was three,
however, and I believe this to be a more true figure of how
long most providers spend in Family Day "are. Three to five
years were the peak years in several tormer studies and T
would be willing to conclude that this is the normal length
of time providers spend in the business.

Comparing the providers who were still providing
care to those who were no longer providing care was very
interesting. What was surprising was how little difference
there was except ia certain prime areas of importance.

Comparing these groups definitely held up the
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hypothesis that training and connection with pvrofessional

organizations that lend support have a positive effect in the
retention of Family Day Care Providers.

Forty percent of the Family Day Care Providers
indicated a great deal of job satisfaction by stating that
they wotld like to continue in their jobs for ten years or
more. None of the providers who answered the survey disliked
Family Day Care. Regardless of this enthusxésm, Family Day

Care is not for everyone,

Conclusions

Family Day Care Management classes appear to serve
the dual purpose of screening out marginal entrants and
helping those who would otherwise bde overwhelmed by the job
to enter the job with their eyes open. Local Family Day Care
Associations and the Food Programs both appear to support the
Family Day Care Providers in a way that seems to help retain
them in Family Day Care. Just how or why this is so cannot
be stated for sure, but having someone to talk to, to lend
support through the difficult times can be important in any
job. Family Day Care Providers are usually alone in their
jobs as has been discussed. The data from this survey seems
to make a strong case that support of these organizations
and Early Childhood Education Classes such as Family Day Care
Management are vital to the survival of a Family Day Care
Provider.

Keeping Family Day Care Providers satisfied in
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their jobs is important to help improve both the quantity and
quality of care for the children within our country. Family
Day Care, although it is probably one of the oldest
professions, remains, to this day, a low status job. One
often hears, "Anyone can babysit!"™ This is not true. Many of
the children that Family Day Care Providers take care of
spend more waking hours with them than they do with their
parents. Children are our most precious resource and the
quality of care that the children of this country receive
should be of primary concern for everyone.

Almost three times as many children are cared for
in Family Day Care Homes than in centers in this country. So

much attention is focused on the quality of care in these

centers and the educational background of the "teachers" in
-hese centers. Why have the Family Day Care Providers been
forgotten? Do they want‘it that way?

I have talked with a few providers who resent ever
having to get a license., They see this as a total invasion
in their life. But the majority of providers that I have
come 1in contact with have a real desire to raise the

professional status of Family Day Care not only for

themselves, but for the children in their care.

Comments

Does professionalism in Family Day Care imply that

every Family Day Care Home must be run the same way? Of
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course not. One of the best qualities of Family Day Care is
that it 1is an individual business. Professionalism does,
thovgh, require a certain amount of educational attainment.
The nroviders who answered this survey demonstrated that they
have achieved higher educational attain, :at than that of the
general public. This in itself does not make a professional.

As was discussed in Chapter 1, the Child
Development Association (CDA) stated that there is a new
category of emerging Family Day Care Providers who are
profassional women opting to stay home with their own
children,

‘The data in this study certainly support this
theory of a new emerging professional. The need for
recognition of these professionals is one of the reasons that
CDA is now offering a CDA Credential to Family Day Care
Providers who prove themselves competent. This in itself is
a big step towards professionalism. But how long will they
stay?

Regardless of whether Family Day Care Providers are
or were professionals 1it's importanmt to keep in mind that
there are millions of persons doing Family Day Care in this
country. These persouns are influencidé the future of this
country through the children that they care for. The
turnover rate of Family Day Care Providers is very high as

was already discussed in this paper. New prcviders start

97



every day. New providers ar well as established providers
deserve recognition for the job they are doing. Local
organizations and training are vital to support and recognize
these individuals, |

There is no question that there is a need for child
care. Many solutions to this problem have been suggested,
Funding of projects to recruit and train Family Day Care
Providers have been successful evern with limited funding.
Family Day Care is like an extended family and perhaps this
is why it has been so often errlooked. But it is just for
this reason that it's the child care of preference for most
parents seeking child care for their children,

This survey has shown that there are competent and
involved Family Day Care Professionals within the community.
If this group was just a select sample and not a true sample,
then it is important that the others be reached. If this was
8 true representational cross section of Family Day Care
Providers then they have been greatly under appreciated and
unrecognized. Which ever sample this study represents what
is important is that support for Family Day Care Providers
needs to continue.

Junior college classes in Family Day Care
Management along with other Early Childhood Education Classes
should be available at minimal cost for every person
interested in or already caring for children in their home.

Support of programs to recruit and train Family Day
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Care Providers should be part of private industry, local,
state and federal funding.

Food programs should continue to be funded as they
not only educate young children in proper nutrition byt also
help retain Family Day Care Providers in their jobs.

But most importantly Family Day Care Providers need
to coantinue to organize themselves not only through 1local
organizaﬁions where they can get support but also through
state and federal organizations so that they can have the
political voice that they have been missing for so long.

Family Day Care has come a long way, but it still
has 8 long way to go. Professionalization of Family Day Care
Providers? Is it important? Is it even an issue? I think

S0.
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CHAPTER 11
PERSONAL NOTES

The Survey

My goal from the begining of my research has been
to raise the professional status of Family Day Care
Providers by making TYamily Dav Care visible as a wvaluable
childcare/business resource within the community,

I felt to do this, I needed to make more visible
the Family Day Care Providers themselves, There is some
information on who Family Day Care Providers were 15 years
ago, but as a Family Day Care Provider myself I began to
wonder who the other people were who were doing Family Day
Care today. |

During my course work at Pacific QOaks I had the
opportunity to visit five Family Day Care Homes in which the
providers were all of different cultural backgrounds, Each
had her/his own way of incorporating their culture within
their day care, but these were not the differences that I saw
in them regarding job satisfaction and the care that they
vere giving. The differences appeared to be more related to
the length of time that they had been in Family Day Care, why

they went into Family Day Care, their degree of business
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skills and child rearing skills and if they had any
networking support within their commﬁnity.

Keeping these differences in mind, deciding on the
questions to ask was difficult. The first questionnaire I
made up, although similar in content to my final
questionnaire, had a very poor format. I gave it to a friend
to fill out, and although she said that it was, "fine," it
really took her quite a while to fill it out. The
questionnaire in that form was really difficult to follow.

I have another friend who does medical research and

he gave me a book called Basic Biostatistics in Medicine and

Epidemiology by Rimm, Harts, Kalbfleisch, Anderson and

Hoffmann. This book had a chapter in it on how to make up a
questionnaire. In addition to giving me this book as a
references he sut down and discussed my questionnaire with
me.

I was able to take the questionnaire that I had
already writtenm and rearrange it to fit the better format.
As 1t turmed out I was vary pleased. The letter in the
front, with my name, address and an explanation of the
project, was detachable so that it could be kept by the
person filling out the survey if they wanted, or it could be
changed by me without destroying the questionnaire if the
introduction letter was not appropriate for any group thst

might be surveyed,



I took the questionnaire to the printers and had
them prinmt 500 copies of the questionnaire and 300 copies of
the introduction letter. After I took the survey to the
printer I began to think that if I mada the paper an off-
white sort of tan color it would se* the black print off very
nicely. I ordered the paper color over the phone, so I ended
up with a different color than I had intended, a sort of
goldenrod. The color caused some confusion at the convention
that I went to in San Diego because another questionnaire
that was being collected was of a similar color. Although
the color is not what I would have liknd, It really did turn
out to be am easy color to locate.

Collecting the data for this survey was not any
eagy task. When I went to the Fifth Western Regional Family
Day Care Conference in San Diego, I quite honestly thought
that the conference was a State Conference. Western Regional
meant ten Western States! My questionnaires had questions
that pertained to Family Day Care Organizations that said,
"Do you or did you belong to any of thrse professional
organizations?

( )California Federation of FDC Associations

( )Local chapter of Family Day Care Association

( )National Association of FDC providers

( )California Association for the Education of Young Children
( )National Association for the Education of Young Children

( )Connections for Children”.

You can imagine I had quite a few peop.e ask me if

they were even supposed to fill it out as they were from
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another state. I assured them I only wanted to know if they

belonged to their state organization so several o) them
crossed out California and wrote in their state. These
organizations that I picked not only eliminated other states
but also two other California State Family Day Care
Associations were not included. I really did not know that
there were so many, and I did not make up the questionnaire
with the knowledge that f would be giving it to people from
another state.

When I sent the questionnaires to King County,
Washington, I lined out the word California and wrote in the
word Washington in it's place.

After I collected the questionnaire at the
conventién I was more convinced than ever that I needed to
try to find sgme way to contact the Family'Day Care Providers

who do not get out of the house; also I wanted to find more

former Family Day Care Providers. I had found a few at tae

convention and I had found several providers who said they
knew a former Family Day Care Provider. I gave them extra
questionnaires and stamped return envelcpes for the
questionnaires.

I approachced one Resource and Referral about
sending out the letter to former providers and they consented
to do this for me. I had them stuffed and stamped, but they
had to put tne address on it. When I agked if they would

send any more to regular providers, they suggested that I try
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another area as their area had been saturated with surveys
lately.

The only way you can get letters sent through a
Resource and Referral is to know someone, or have some sort
of state project. Since I was doing this for my own research:
I was very fortunate to find anyone to cooperate with me in
getting out my questionnaire. But both Connections for
Children in Santa Monica and The Child Care Information
Service in Pasadena sent the letters out for me.

I found the mailing to be somewhat of a
disappointment., I sent out so many questionnaires and I got
so few back. It was at this time that I decided to try to do
some of the interviews over the phone.

I did a few telephone interviews of some pecple
whose names I acquired from Junior College instructor and
some whom 1 found listed in a local commercial directory.
These phone calls varied in length by as long as 45 minutes.
There were some providers that would just answer the
questions, but then there were others who seemed to be very
starved for someone to listen to them and they would continue
to talk even when we ran out of questions.

This 1isolation is something that does not come out
in statistics. The =zxcivement that I heard from Family Day
Care Providers because I was taking an interest in who they

were, cannot be measured with a chi square.
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I do not méan to imply that everyone that I mét was
thrilled that I had taken an interest in them. As I have
already discussed in the chapter on "Who Did Not Answer The
Survey", there were some individuals who felt that my
interest was an ianvasion of privacy. But the majority of
providers that I had personal contact with seemed very
excited and interested in the prospect of raising their

professional status as seen by the general sublic.

The Questions

Most of the questions I asked had limited answers,
although some had multiple answers. These were definitely
the easiest to look at sta:istically, The questions that I
had them 1list anything took more time to analyze. In the
case of question "If yes (Are you presently providing care
in your home?), how many years do you think you will continue
to work?", I had hoped to get an estimate as to how soon a
provider would discontinue his/her work in family Day Care.
The way the question was worded made it unclear as to if the
number of years that was listed included those years that had
already be put into them or just those future years that are
presently planned. This lack of clarity made it an
impossible ri1estion to look at.

I also asked if they had children, and if so hcw
old were they. I got a clear picture as to how many children

these individuals had, but the ages that were listed were
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usually what their chiluren were now. A better question
would have been to ask which age group their children were
when they began and perhaps even ended their Family Day Care.

I asked the providers to write their foramer
occupation instead of providing a multiple choice question,
as I wanted a clear picture of where the Family Day Care
Providers came from. I also asked what they would do when
and if they left'Family Day Care, or what their present
occupation was if they had already left. It was difficult to
look at this data for just this reason, but I am satisfied
yith the vay that I handled this question because I did get a
clearer picture of the Family Day Care Providers than if I
had had them pick among predetermined categories.

I might have received a better response on the
question of ethnicity if I had made it a multiple choice, but
I was really just curious what would be written in there.
The two responses that were most striking were the two who
listed "none" under their ethnicity. My guess is that that
two individuals are white and have no idea that that is their
ethni_ity. This is a sad comment on our culture as a whole,
not on Family Day Care Providers themselves.

Another wmistake that I made on the gquestionnaire
was ia not numbering the questions. This would have been
helpful when I was trying to correlate the data.

If T had included a question about the number of

children that the provider cared for I could have determined
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his/her potential salary. I wish I had also included a
question on where the providers lived when they cared for
children. The lowest fee for a full time child per week was
$30 and the highest was $120., Because of my present job
working in a Resource and Referral I am aware that the prices
vary by community. I have no way of showing this in my
survey because I did not ask that question. I had tried to
make the questions as impersonal as possible so that the
providers would not be frightened by them and not fill out
the questionnaire. I believe this worked to a certain
extent, but I do feel that including both of the questions
that I have mentioned would have given more insight into the
Family Day Care.

The space that I gave them to write in on the back
wvas helpful both for them and me, but again much harder to

look at and impossible to look at statistically.

The Statistics

Although I have looked statistically at several of
the questions on this survey, I want to be clear that I do
not feel Family Day Care Providers can/ or should be reduced
to mere figures. The differences that the chi square pointed
out are interesting to look out, but it canm only be
speculation as to what they prove, if anything at all.

What I feel is more important in what was found in

this questionnaire is that there are a lot of individuals
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that are interested in professionalism in Family Day Care.
Some are working in their own home to improve the care that
they are giving. Others are working outside their home to
raise the level of consciousness in the government and public
sector so that it will become known what Family Day Care

is, and what it could be.

Research

There has not been a lot written ou Family Day Care
providers. Given their vast numbers this is a little bit
surprising, but then they are not easy to locate. I
personally found it a very difficult task just locating
Family Day Care Providers.

They are alone. They have been quiet. But they
have the potential to raise up their professional status by
standing up and being counted. The number of providers whu
belong to professional organizations who answered this survey
leads me to believe that they are united if not in space, at
least in the goal of raising the professional status of the
Family Day Care Provider,

I've talked with many Family Day Care Providers
since 1 completed this survey. I am presently working for
Children's Home Society of California at its Resouvurce and
Referral in Long Beach on the California Child Care
Initiative Project. I mention this job because it has

brought me in close contact with the workings of the local
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city government, e.g., City Councils, Commissions,
Consortiums, Zoning and Planning Departments, Building and
Safety Departments, Fire Departments and the Department of
Socizl Services. It is from this contact that I have begun
to see what raising the professional status of Family Day
Care entails., 1It's a bottom floor job from this standpoint.
Most of what I do in my job in contact with these people is
education as to "what" a Family Day Care Provider is. They
have no idea! They do not even know what the job entails, the
effort that is put into it, or the fact that there are an
estimated 5.5 million children in the United States that are
cared for in Family Day Care Homes!

The data that I gathered on these providers
indicated that that there are those who are well train:.d and
competent in their job as a Family Day Care Provider. If this
the criterion by which we judge a professional, then Family
Day Care Prowiders have definitely taken a step in that
direction. But even if Family Day Care Providers do educate
themselves, join professional organizations, improve the
quality of care that they give both the childrenm and the
parents, the goal of professionalism will only be partially
reached. Education of the public and the government is an
equally important facet to the attainment of

professionalization for the Family Day Care Provider.
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Licensing

Reading most of the information that I could find
on Family Day Care, though dated, implied that there were
still a many of conflicting views as to whether Family Day
Care Providers need to be licensed. Before I began this
survey I would have denied that this was any longer an issue.
Today persons doing unlicensed child care in California can
be fined up to $250 per day if they fail to apply for a
license. They cannot purchase liabilify insurance to protect
themselves. They are not allowed to take certain income tax
deductions available only to licensed providers. Who would
still be doing unlicensed care?

There are apparently many persons who are. Very
few persons who were unlicensed filled out my questiopnaire.
Why? I am sure they were afraid. Unlicensed providers live
with the fear of getting caught, while at the same time
resenting the interference from the governemnt into what they
feel is their own business.

Of course there are those providers who are
unlicensed and simply do not know that they are running a

business and are required to have a license. It has been my

experience through this survey to find most unlicensed
providers remained unlicensed simply because they did not
want to go through the "hassle" that they perceive licensing

to be.

110

1:6



Writing

The making of a questionnaire, the process of
collection, the interaction with Family Day Care Providers,
and entering the data into the computer to analyze and count
were all very time consuming. The writing of up of the
findings has definitely been the most time consuming of all.
It took a lot of directed effort to even get the time to sit
down and write, and then it really seems the more I wrote,
the more that led to. Having never written eanything this
long before I had no idea how much time it took. If I had
been told by someone at the begining of this paper that it
would take me seven months to complete I would have thought
them to be a little bit crazy. Now I see the seven months as
8 remarkable accomplishment, and I have a lot more

appreciation for any sort of research.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A -~ ]

Y
at
Check those ansvers that apply to you,
Multiple choice guestions may have more than one snswer,
3 1.¥hy did you decide to become s Family Day Care Provider?
{ )Children of own { )Love working with children
( )¥Wanted to stay home ( )Did sot like former job
{ )Needed the money ( )Friends talked me into it

)JTook care of neighbors children anyvay

( )Other (please specify)

J . 2.¥hat vas your job before becoming s Family Day Care Provider?

3.Hov many years have you bees or vere you a FDC provider?

4.Ate you preseatly providiag care ia yowr home? ( )Yes ( )No

3 If yes, hov sany years do you think you wvwill contipue to work in FDC?
If you leave FDC what do you plan on doing?
{ )Rotire
{ )Go back to previous job
( )Get & nev job (specify)
> If gg then vhat is your present job?
What vas you greason for leaving Family Day Care?
2 )Burned out ( )Medical reasons
)Jlnsurance prices { )Tired of staying home
i ;Ttrsd of children ( )¥ent Back to former job
Got 3 nav job ( )Tired of parents
) ( )Retired { )Family bdburned out
{ )Children of own { )¥esr and tear on house
{ )Other (specify)
S5.Ara (were) you adle to afford FDC insuranmce ? ( )Yes ( )No
6.Do (did) yom have s subatitute to take over when nesded?
’ { )Yasn { )JNo { )Sometimes
7.Do you fasl that the orieatation meeting givem by the Department of
Social Services adequately preparad yor for the job?
( es ( )No
’ If no what did they leave out?
’
117

)




3 APPENDIX A - 1

g.Are you asware of Iscome Tax bemefits for Family Day Care Providers?

( )Yes { )No
9.Have you attended any training courses through your local college cthat
) have halped you im yosr family day carve?
( )Child Development
( )Family Day Care Management
( )JArt For Children
( )Music For Children
{ YAdministration
‘ { )Curriculum
? { )Nonme

{ )YOother (specify)

10.0ave ;ea attsaded any workshops through one of the: food program smbrella

sponsors
( )Yes ( )No

11.Bave you atteaded sany classes provided by your 1nocal Fasmily Day Care

Associstion?
( )Yes ( )No

- 12.¥hst is the highest grade that you cospletad im school?
( )less than 8 ( )13 - 16 '
()8 ~-12 { ) over 16
) 13.D4d you earn 8 degrea? ( )Yes ( YNo

If Yes check appropriate degree and list Major Field of study.

{ JAA ( )MS
§ ;BA ( )BS
BS ( YPhD_

14.Do (did) yom belong to any of these professional orgsanizations?

( )Califorania Fedsration of FDC Associations

{ )Local chapter of Family Day Care Associstion

( )National Association of FDC providers

2 ;California Association for the Education of Young Children
Nationsl Associatios for the Education of Young Children

( )Connection for Children

Save yos attended aay of their meetings?

( )Never ( )Sometimes
{ )Once { ) Regularly

Have yom attended amy of their comferences? { YYes ( )No
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15.With whos do (d1d) you talk sbout Family Day Care?

( )Family ( )Friends

{ )Neighbors { )Parents

( )Parents { )Preschool Teachers
{ )No One ( )YOther FDC providers

{ )Others (plesse specify)

16.How many hours per day do (did) you work?

17.Hov many days per week do (did) you work?

18.What are (wers) the ages of the childrea provided for im your FDC?
{ )YInfants { )School Age
{ )Toddlers { )Special Needs Childres
( )Preschool Age
19.Do (did) yom oftem have vacancies? ( )Yes INo
20.¥What are (were) the fees you charged for full time per week? $
21.¥hen is (vas) the paymest collected?

{ )Begining of each week { JEnd of each veek
{ )Begining of each mosth ( YEnd of each month

22.D¢ (Did) yom ever have prodlems with psymemts? ( )Yes ( )No
23.Do (Did) you take vacations? ( )Yes { )No

1f yes were they Paid Vacations? ( )Yes { )No
24.Do (Did) you charge s registration or material fee?! ( )Yes ( )No
25.4hat activities do (did) yem do with the childrea?

( )Sand Play ( )¥ater Play ( )Story time

( )Songs ( )Games { YCircle tinme

{ )walks { )Field trips ( )Crayolas

é )Marking pens { )Painting ( )Manipulative toys
YAcademics { )TV { )Climbing apparatus

{ )Swings ( )Puzzles ( )Cutside riding toys

( )Other {(specify)

26.What relationship do (d1d) yon have with the parents?
{ )Talked with them often.

( )They ask for your advise or help.
{ }YYou have planned activities that i{nvolve the parents.

{ )Parents are a problem.
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27.De you have childres of your own? ( )Yes { )No

If yes wvhat are their ages?

28.What is your age? Ethaic group? Sex ( )M

29.Do you or did you enjoy beiag a FDC Provider?
{ )Yes { )No ( )Sometimes

30,What things have beenr {were) hard for you as a provider?

31.¥hat are (vore) ths bomefits?

Thansk you for yvour help!t!!
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APPENDIX A - 2

My name is April Mapsfield. I am a Family Day Care Provider. I
am presently working on my Masters Project at Pacific Oaks College in

Pasadena.

1 feel that Fs=ily Day Care Providers are an importaant resource
and I want to find out those conditions that make it possidble for people to
stay in Family Day Care and those pressures that lead providers to
discontinus their Family Day Care.

The following is a questionnaire. that should help to provide some
ansvers to these questions. It is hoped that this thesis will lead to 8
better understanding of Family Day Care Professionals. The information
from this questionnaire will bde available upon request, although each
provider will remsin anomymous.

Thank you for your participation!
April Mansfield

32345 Searaven Dr.
Rancis Palos Verdes, Ca. 90274

(213) 541-4499
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APPENDIX A-3

As a former Family Day care Professional, you are a very important
part of this study.
This {s your chance to tell others what it was like to work im FDC. -
Please fill omt this Questiosmaire todsy! A self addressed, stamped
envelope is included. VYou cam mail the completed questioanaire by placing
it in your mail bow and the postman will take it away when he next returns.
Your hélp is very important to the success of this project!

Thank you for your participatioa!
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APPENDIX A-4

This is a study of former and presently employed Family Day Care
Professionals. You ars & very important part of this study!

This is your chance to tell others what it was like to vork is FDC.
Please fill oat this questionnsire anmd mail it back today! A self

addressed, stamped envelope 1s iacluded. Just mail the completed
questionnaire back by placing it in your mail box.

Your help is very important to the success of thia project!

Th.ak you for your participation!
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APPENDIX A-5

This is a study of former and presently employed Family Day Care
Professionals. You are a very important part of this study!

You are one of only tem family day care providers who are baing asked to
£411 out this questionnaire in the San Francisco Area, so you can see how
important you arze!l!!

Please fill ost this questionnaire today! A self addressed, stamped
envelope is included. Just mail the completed questionnaire back by
placing it ia your mail box. .

Your help is very important to the success of this project!
Thank You for your participation!
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APPENDIX A-6

-

This is the questionnaire that I spoke to you on the phone about

This is a study of former and preseatly employed Family Day Care
Professionals. You are a very important part of this study!

This is your chapnce to tell others what it was like to work in FDGC.

Please fill out this guestionnaire today! A self addressed, stamped
envelope is included. Just mail the completed questionnaire back by
placing it in your =mail box.

Your help is very important to the success of this project!

Thank you for your help sad participation!
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APPENDIX B-1

3 This is a 1list of the occupations listed by the respondents
to the survey when asked about their former occupations.
Office workers who are presently providing care included:
? (2)Accountant Bank Courier
(2)Administrative Asst, (2)Bank teller
(3)Bookkeeper Bookkeeper's Asst
(2)Clerk Clothes Designer
Computer QOperator (2)Dental Assistant
3 Editor's Assistant Electronics technician
' Factory Packer Federal Government
Librarian's Assistant Letter Shop Worker
Post Office Medical Office Manager
Paralegal , Persoannel Supervisor
Trainer (7)Secretary
R Executive Secretary Legal Secretary
Telephone Operator Office worker
Office workers who are former providers included:
) Administrative Ass. Banl teller
College Administator Bookkeeper
Clerk Data Control
(2)Data Entry Dental Assistant
Dental Secretary Draftsman
Key Punch Operator Legal Secretary
(3§Secretary Typist
Office worker .
Teachers listed who are presently providing care include:
Aide (3)Elementary
Sewing Family Day Care
Bank Teller Trainer (13)Preschool or Centers
J Teachers listed who are former providers included:
Alde (2)Elementary
Handicap Adide Preschool
’
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Retail workers who are presently providing care inclue:

Area Supervisor Assistant Manager
Cash Register Instructor (Z%CIerk

Checkout Clerk (2)Fast Food Manager
Food Checker (2)Manager

(2)Sales Sales Instructor
Telephone Sales Tupperware

Retail workers who are former providers include:

Clerk

Health professionals who answered this survey include:

Hospital Lab Technician Medical Assistant
Department of Health Worker (6)Nurse

Phlebologist (2)Repiratory Therapist
Hospital Unit Clerk Hospital Unit Secretary

Sexvice jobs of those who are presently providing care

include:

Money Truck Driver Dry Cleaner Hairdresser

Service jobs of those who are former providers include:

Barmaid Boyscouts Hairdresser

1t

Those occupations listed as "other for those who are

presently providing care inlcude:

Live ~In Real Estate Loan Processor
Real Estate Broker (2)Center Director
Supervisor Data Control Owner of a Game Store

Those occupations listed as "other" for those who are former
providers of care include:

(2) Re;ired
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APPENDIX B-2

What wvas hard for the Family Day Care Providers?

The responses to these questions are listed as
accurately as could be determined. There is no attempt to
analyze them except to note the number of times a certain
response was recorded (number written om the left) and to
separate the questions into three groups: the total over all
will be listed first, then responses by those number who are
no longer providing care and finally by the number who were
presently providing care. They have also been listed in
categories in hopes of making them easier to look at.
(Number inside of the parencheses indicaies the total number

of responses under that category.)

Total Overall

What things have been (were) hard for you as a provider?

CHILDREN: (34)

4 problem children
3 mixed age groupings
3 ad justment period for the child

1 being up for children all of the time
6 attachment to children

1 teaching children to eat vecetables

1 babies all crying at once

1 child oriented house
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) 7 child abuse and neglect
1 finding activities and resource material
to keep children busy
i\ 5 getting children (getting started
and filling openings)
1 getting up early to meet crying children
. PARENTS: (70)
3 asking for paid holidays
2 divorced or divorcing parents
12 late pick-ups
4 lack of parenting skills by pareants
12 sick children (including communicable diseases)
3 8 parent contracts or assertiveness toward parents
2 talking with parents

(using newsletter has been more effective)
1 working with troubled families
1 hard time understanding why parent

does not want to see more of their child
1 telliug parents there is no roonm

for anymore children in day care

12 problem parents
9 lack of preparation time
2 uninterested parents
s
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BUSINESS: (102)

4
1
25

NN N n

w

11

ralsing rates
time for chores
too lcng hours
racations
setting strict limits
organization
payroll taxes
payment problems (having to ask for fee)
not enough money (inconsistant income)
being own boss
extra days (weekend work)
business aspects
polizies and procedures
record keeping
income taxes
lack of time to keep records
cancellations
hard to fill preschool spots,
limited to 4 children under the age of two
(definition of infant)
insurance prices

no insurance



) PERSONAL: (62)
6 no privacy
5 no breaks
2 1 single parent, evenings too tiring
10 -stress
1 no medical benefits
2 2 noise
1 back problem
7 getting 111 (still caring for children)
2 giving up day care because of personal illness
~ 6 isolation
6 low status
) 4 maintaining adult relationships
11 lack of time for self
OUTSIDE INFLUENCES: (18)
1 referral service
8 substitute or helper (reliable)
} 1 having to get a license
7 changing regulations (DSS problems)
1 fear of landlord
H
HOME: (77)
17 being at home all the time
(not able to get out, confinement)
! 35 family disrupted




ﬁ?
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35

i0

family disrupted
(jealousy, resentment,

keeping house clean
not having enough space

wvear and tear of house

aone
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APPENDIX B-2 (CONTINUED)

What thiags were hard for you as a provider?

Answers from those who are no longer providing care.....
"Isolation, work{ng as everything from director to
janitor each day. end of the day transition wes especially
hard: pareants wanted to visit, play area was in disarray, my
family wanted dinmner, etc., Day care children were tired and
wanted to go home, I was exhausted by 5:30 and still had a
meal to prepare, clean up the kitcken, help the kids with

homework, get the youngest bathed and ready for bed, etc."

CHILDREN: (7)

2 attachment to children
3 child abuse and neglect
1 getting children

(getting started and filling openings)

1 getting up early to meet crying children

PARENTS: (18)

5 late pick-~ups

2 lack of parenting skills by parents

5 sick chiidren (including communicable diseases)
1 parent contracts or assertiveness toward parents
3 problem parents

2 lack of preparation time
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BUSINESS:
1

7
3
4

PERSONAL:
4

(23)
raising rates
too long hours
vacations
payment problems (having to ask for fee)
not enough money (inconsistent)
record keeping
lack of time to keep records
cancellations

hard to £111 preschool spots,
limited to 3 or 4 children under the age of two.

insurance prices

(15)
no privacy
no breaks
stress
back problem
getting i1l (still cariag for children)

giving up day care because of personal illness

isolation
low status
maintaining adult relationships

lack of time for self
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OUTSIDE INFLUENCES: (4)
3 substitute or helper (reliable)

1 changing regulations (DSS problems)

HOME: (32)

6 being at home all the time
(not able to get out, confinement)
14 family disrupted
: (jealousy, resentment, children, husband)

5 keeping house clean
2 not having enough space
5 wear and tear of house
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APPENDIX B-2 (CONTINUED)

9 What things were hard for you as a provider?

Ansvers by those who were still prov .ding care....

'y CHILDREN: (27)
4 problem children
3 mixed age groupings
9 3 ad justment period for the child
1 being up for children all of the time
4 attachment to children
s 1 teaching children to eat vegetables
1 babies all crying at once
1 child oriented house
3 4 child abuse and neglect
1 finding activities and resource material
to keep children busy
4 getting children
(getting started and filling openings)
3 A
PARENTS: (52)
3 asking for paid holidays
» 2 divaorced or divorcing parents
7 late pick-~ups
2 lack of parenting skills by pareants
) 7 sick children {(including communicable diseaseé)
7 parent contracts or assertiveness toward parents
2 talking with parents
(using newsletter has been more effective)
4

136

) ‘ 14



AT

o

O

BUSINESS:
3
1

18

15

NOW N NN

working with troubled families

hard time understanding why parent does
not want to see more of their child

telling parents there 1s no room for anymore
children in day care

problem parents
lack of preparation time

uninterested parents

(72)
raising rates
time for chores
too long hours
vacations
setting strict limits
organization
payroll taxes
payment problems(having to ask for fee)
not enough money (inconsistent)
being own boss
extra days (weekend work)
business asgpects
policies and procedures
record keeping
income taxes
cancellations

hard to fill preschool spots,
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limited to 3 or 4 children under the age of two
) 6 insurance prices
1 no insurance
S PERSONAL: (45)
_ 2 no privacy
4 no breaks
3 i single parent, evenings too tiring
8 stress
1 no medical benefits
2 noise
6 getting'ill (still caring for children)
5 isolation
3 5 low status
3 maintaining adult relationships
8 lack of time for self
2 OUTSIDE INFLUENCES: (15)
1 referral service
6 substitute or helper (reliable)
? 1 having to get a license
6 changing regulations (DSS problems)
1 fear of landlord
é
4
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HOME: (45)

)

11 being at home all the time

(not able to get out, confinement)
21 family disrupted
(jealousy, resentment, children, husband)
3
5 keeping house clean

4 not having enough space

4 wear and tear of house
h )

4 none
b
’
y)
¥
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APPENDIX B-3

Answvers determined overall...

CHILDREN:(124)

16 being with children

6 taking care of babies

1 playinglwith children

4 happy children

2 hugs and kisses from children
26 love of (and from) child-.n
9 visits by graduates

3 academic accomplishments

2 trust
23 watching them grow

2 seeing progress

1 helping shape little human beings toward

peace

6 learning and thriving

1 laughing

1 helping

1 enthusiasm

1 worth

2 extended family

4 teaching

2 good, quality care
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PARENTS:
1
2

R W O

BUSINESS:
11
31

5

23
1

PERSONAL:
3
4
8

always give you a second chance
safe, loving nurturing environment
seeing joy

learning and experiencing through children

(23)

appreciation

good rapport

counseling

accomplishing goals (academic and work)
helping

praise from

provide service

shared joy of child development

kind and cooperative

(71)
income taxes
money

house work done during the week
(dinner on the table)

being own boss

plan own vacations

(33)
independence
self esteem

fulfillment
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1 immediate reward and joy

1 stress reduction

1 fun

3 personal growth

4 personal gratification

2 time outside (field t;ips)

1 not outdoor type-— love to cook
2 weight reducti?n

1 schedule free time

1 enjoyment

1 worthwhile enjoyable job of importance

FRIENDS (OUTSIDE INFLUENCES): (30)

2 Family day care association
1 other providers

1 R&R
15 Parents

1 support groups

7 children

3 new

HOME: (88)

26 staying home (two starting family)
53 staying home with own children
2 working with spouse as a co-provider
1 keep it running smoothly
142
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5 )

1 away from hustle out in the business world
b | 1 building strong family ties

1 warm loving atmosphere

2 small setting(more attention)
D 1 more personal
3
)
>
H
3
’
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APPENDIX B-3 (CONTINUED)

What were the benefits of being a FDC provider?

Ansvers from those who are no longer providing CBr€@iccoce

CHILDREN:

1
3

PARENTS:

1

1

1

BUSINESS:
1

(25)

being with children

taking care of babies

playing with children

happy children

love of (and from) children

visits by graduates

watching them grow

helping shape little human beings toward
love and peace

teaching

safe, loving nurturing environment

seeing joy

learning and experiencing through children

( 3)
good rapport
helping
praise from
(15)
income taxes
money
house work done during the week

(dinner on the table)
being own boss
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PERSONAL: (14)
1 self esteenm
3 fulfillment
1 fun
1 personal growth )
4 personal gratification
i time outside (field trips)
2 wveight reduction
1 worthwhile enjoyable job of importance
FRIENDS (OUTSIDE INFLUENCES): (11)
2 Family Day Care Association
5 Parents
4 Children
HOME: (20)
20 staying home with own children
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APPENDIX B-3

What were the benefits of being a FDC provider?
Ansvers from those who were still providing care.eecso

CHILDREN: (100)

15 being with children

3 taking care of babies

3 happy children

2 hugs and kisses from children
20 love of (asd from) children

6 visits by graduates

3 academic accomplishments

2 trust
19 watchiag them grow

2 seeing progress

1 helping shape little human beings towaru

love and peace

6 learning and thriving

1 laughing

1 helping

1 enthusiasm

1 wvorth

2 extended family

2 teaching

2 good, quality care

1 always give you a second chance
5 safe, loving nurturing environment
2 seeing joy
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PARENTS: (21)

2 appreciation

1 good rapport

1 counseling

1 accomplishing goals (academic and work)
5 helping

2 praise from

6 provide service

2 shared joy of child Aevelopment

1 kind and cooperative

BUSINESS: (56)

10 iacome taxes
22 money
4 house work done during the wee«
(dinner on the table)
19 being own boss
1 plan own vacations .

PERSONAL: (19)

3 independence

3 self esteenm

5 fulfillment

1 immediate reward and joy
1 stress reduction

2 personal growth

Pt

time outside (field trips)
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1 not outdoor type- love to cook
1 schedu.e free time
1 enjoyment

FRIENDS (OUTSIDE INFLUENCES): (15)

1 other providers
1 R&R

10 Parents
1 support groués
1 children
1 new

HOME: (69)

26 staying home (two starting f.mily)
33 staying home with own children

2 working with spouse as a co-provider

1 keep it running smoothly

1 away form hustle out in the business world
1 building strong family ties

1 warm loving atmosphere

3 small setting(more attention)

1 more personal
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APPENDIX C

What activities do (did) you do with the children?

Answer All Present Former
Providers Praoviders Providers

Story time 167 127 40
92% 922 91%

Outside Riding 163 129 34
Toys 90% 93% 77%
Puzzles 160 127 | 33
88% 023 75%

Crayolas 157 123 34
863% 89% 77%

Songs 155 120 | 35
852 87% 80%

‘Manipulatives 149 111 38
82% 30% 86%

Painting 141 109 , 32
77% 79% 737%

Walks 139 105 34
76 76 77

Water play 138 105 38
76 72 86

Climbing 134 104 30
Apparatus 747 75% 68
TV 133 107 32
73% 78% 59%

Swings 128 98 30
70% 712 68%
149
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Marking Pens 114 86 28
633 62% 647
Academics 113 89 24
627 64% 55%
What activities do (did) you do with the children?
(continued)
Ansver All Present Former
Providers Providers Providers
Sand play 113 81 32
6237 59% 73%
Circle time 105 82 23
58% 76% 52%
Filed trip 102 96 24
: 56% 70% 55%
Other 58 40 18
32% 25% 41%
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APPENDIX D
:
The three areas where the chi square indicated a
significant difference between the former and presently
) employed Family Day Care Providers were in:
Family Day Care Management
Did they attend a8 Family Day Care Management Course?
’ Yes No Total
Present 49 82 131
43.7% 87.3%
Former 8 32 40
? 13.3% 26.7%
Total 57 114 171
X2 (1) = 4.18 , P> .05
P -
Child Developmen.
Did they attend a class in Child Development?
? Yes No Total
Present 70 61 131
64.4% 66.6
) Former 14 26 40
19.7 20.4
Total 84 87 171
> X% (1) = 4,176, P> .05
}
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Music For Children

Did they attend a class in Music For Children?

Yes No Total

Present 70 61 131
64.4 66.7

Former 14 26 40
19,7 20.4%

Total 84 87 171

x% (1) = 12.41 , P> .005
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