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PREFRACE

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

A study such as this is dependent on many people.

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

to the directors who granted us permission to visit in their

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

could not have been carried out.

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

methods and procedures. Sybil Kritchevsky, Cynthia Milich,

ii




me——

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

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

are unbelievable. She participated as an observer, carried

the brunt of the data processing, supervised the endless

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

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

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

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

doors.

Pasadena, California Elizabeth Prescott
Elizabeth Jones
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

Introduction

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

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

fective in altering the child-rearing environment provided by

the day care center.

Background of the Problem

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

problem faced by families in which the mother is not

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

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

tant to learn more about the multiple dimensions which create




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

provide care and education for young children.

Functions of Day Care in
American culture

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

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

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

The majority of American women currently exercise this

right of choice by working before marriage, but withdrawing

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

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

ble such choices for women.

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

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

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

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




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

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

war industries. The wartime objective of releasing womanpower

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

ey




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

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

themselves nursery schools- and some appeal to parental con-

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

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

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

Conditions fostering the establishment of public and




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

sessment of the funct1ons of day care.

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

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

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

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

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

often associated with retarded development in children

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

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

with parents. The available evidence supports the generali-

zation that day care does not produce the deleterious effects

often associated with residential care; the day care child

maintains his relationship with his parents despite the long

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

ities provided by the nursery.

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

particular environméntal alteration apparently need to be

tied to detailed information about the nature of the inter-

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

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

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

Organization of Day Care Centers

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

non-prbfit centers is correspondingly reduced.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

nutrition, to a much broader concern for the emotional and

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

In order to facilitate this attitude, the Department

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1. They must be mature responsible adults.

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

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




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

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

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

prograz - which reflect current nursery school philosophy.
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Professional Influeances oun Day Care

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

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

a sense of performing a distinctive and valued ac-

tivity. A potential profession cannot develop

when there is no work basis for cultivating a

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

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

ty, is fragmented by organizational differences and by the

widely varying backgrounds of its personnel. The persons

proféssionally concerned with day care services, as policy

) s i

makers, licensing staff, administrators and teachers, repre-

sent several disciplines. Social work has taken the initia-

+ m——

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

| well as children should determine practices.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC




But social workers themselves rarely administer or

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

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

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

between social work standards for home-center relationships

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

the basis of their long service. Nevertheless, opportuhities

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

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

els have greatly increased in recent years. The majority of

Califérnia teachers and directors surveyéd had taken some




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

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

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

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

cat1on to those 1n need of one.

Significance of tne Study -

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

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

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

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

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

day care.




There is no clear evidence that day care as such is

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

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

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

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

- tive of actual program quality.

While we have some understanding of the developmental

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

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

great diversity in characteristics of day care centers, it is

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

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

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

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

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

Under what circumstances, we have asked, does group day

care provide an adequate child-rearing environment? - Yhile

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

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

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

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

best complemnent home care.




In summary, the present study is designed to:

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

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

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

support certain aspects of the child-rearing environment pro-

vided in day care centers.




CHAPTER 1I

THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

An environment has been described as 'the sum of the
external conditions and factors potentially capable of influ-
encing an organism" (English, 1958, p. 182). - In order to
evaluate the child-rearing environment provided by group day
care we obviously could not begin to examine all of the con-
ditions potentially capable of jnfluencing the children. Out
of necessity we had to develop some basis for a selection of
measﬁrable dimensions from all those which we night have ex-
amined. Since our basic concern was for the healthy develop-
ment of children during the preschool years, our conceptuali-
zation of growth during this period became central to all
choices of variables. From children's needs we moved to as-
pects of daf care program, especially the behavior of teach-
ers, and to a specification of the behavior which we would
observé. At this point we were faced with selecting factors
which might best explain or predict this behavior. wWe de-
cidéd to look not only at some of the personal chazacteris-
tics of fhe t<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>