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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Tnere nas been increasing interest ovoth at a
tiueoretical and at a practical level in tie concept of
continuity oetween nome and careygiving site ror young
children., Some researcners (Belsky, 1980; Cocihran «
Brassaru, 1979; Long, Peters, & Gardugque, 1in press;
Wanuersman, 198l1; Yawkey & Bakawa-Bvenson, 1975) nave
vegun to look at continuity on a theoretical level.

Tne question of continuity on an applied level has been
tne interest orf others (Ewlen, Donognue, & LaForge,
1971; Howes, Goluenberg, Golub, Lee, & Olenick, 1984;
Powell, 1978; Walsh &« Deitchman, 1980; Winkelstein,
1981) . Continuity can be uefineu as "an uninterrupted
cohnection...continuation witnout essential change"
(Wevster's 9tn Uew Collegiate Dictionary, 1983). Tne
common elements tinat exist in both the home and toe
uaycCare provide tine connections petween tne
environments, It 1s necessary, taen, to iuentity tae
areas where there are siallarities and differences,
These areas could include: pnysical settinyg, cuilaren's
accivicies, and pbellefs and oenavior of parents ainu
careylivers., Areas OL continuity can e enhanceu 1n
oruer Lo assist in the transition between tne two
settings. Discontinuities can 1lnuicate areas where one

environmaent caa couwgdenient tne other to meet most



appropriately tne needs ox tue ueveloping caila,
Daycare coulu oe used as an "extension oif tine fauilly
setting, complewenting tue role ang runction or tiae
aouwe", as Bartolome sugygestea (196l, p».2064).

This study will first exauine the relation wvetwveen
pellielfs and venavior anu seconu, will 1look at parent
anu caregiver oeliers aopout each otner anud tune cnild,
Wnat similarities and difierences exist vetween tuae two
groups? Is congruence in velierfs related to the type
oL Care, tine parent's relationship with tihe caregiver,
and tine composition of tne cnila's ramily? It is
suggesteud tnat congruence 1in belieis between parent
and careygiver cail provide a rrameworis Lor developiny
continuity petween the nome and uaycare setting. or
bellefs to be congruous, they must oe "in agyreauaent,
harmony, or correspondence" (Weoster's 9tn New
Collegyiate Dictionary, 1983). 1In a daycare context,
ootn the communication between parent and caregiver and
tae involvement of tne parent in thne prograa can help
tnein develop similar oveliefs awout tne cnila; Long,
Peters, anu Garuugue (in press) descrioeu tnis

interaction:



As parent anu caregiver exchange inrormation aoout
tne child, tneir Knowleuge oi the cnilu oecomes
iore similar. Since velieis avout tne cnilu are
reflecteud 1in tne auults' vehaviors, parents ana
caregivers wno snare tne saile conceptions oif tne
child may act more siwmilarly toward the canild than

two adults wno perceive tue cihild udiifferently.

Bronfenorenner (197Y9) derfined the ecoloyy o©oi huaan
development as tne stuuy of "environuental
interconnections and their impact on tae forces
directly aifecting psychological yrowtn"(p.8) . He
suygesteu tnat a process of mutual accomuodation takes
place between tie person and tune envirohment tinroughout
thhe life span, Tnis concept of accommouation can be
consiuerea as itollowing tne Piagetian (1954) notion ot
tne evolving child, who is actively involved in tae
environment. Human ecoloyy, however, goes rurther to
give attention to the woiological, psycholougical,
social, and environiental ractors tihat atfect
development., Bronrenprenner (1977) imagyilned thiat tine
ecoloyical environment could ve representea as a
"nestea arrangement" (see Figure 1). In his
conceptualization or the ecosysten, tie wlcrosystem 1s
tite core. It contains the relationship vetween tiie
person and ihis or her ilmmediate environment, or in tihis

case, wetween tne child and tne family. Next is tae



mesosysten wuich is "tne inter-relation amony major
settings containing tne developing person at a
particular point in Ois or ner life"™ (Bronfenbrenner,
1977, p.515), or for exauple, between tne nome anua the
daycare. The exosystem, wiilcn 1s tne tairu layer,
refers to ractor:s tnat arrect tie individual but are
outside oL the iummediate settings. Sowe exanples oL
exosystem ractors would be yovernment education
policies, public organizations, aind social networks.
The outerwmost layer is the wmacrosysteuw, wiich contains
tne values and beliefs of inaividuals or society. Tne
inacrosystem 1s the meaning given to tne social
networks, roles, and activities or the three previous
levels, The ecosystem model nas its roots in otuaer
areas of tne human sciences.Issues Oi tie wicro aid
wesosystens nave oeen studied 1in developnental
JSycnoloyy; exosysten cLaccors are the focus of
socloloyy or social gsycholoyy; and tue macrosystem
audresses similar topics as socilal antnropoloyy.
Bronrenorenner's approacn 1is to tade all oif tnese
systewms 1nto consiueration when looking at huwan
aevelopuent.

Bronfenbrenner (1977) also suggested appllcations
Lor ecolcgical tueory in researcn. He felt that
research methods in developuental psycnologyy have leit
one caugint vetween a "rock anu a soit place", where

"the rock is rigor and the soit place is relevance"



(pel8). In order ior researcn to pe relevantc, 1t nust
ve ecologically valia., Thils would involve recoruing
enuuring change or naturally occuring benaviors in life
situations to whicn tney were wmeant to apply. It woulu
ve luportant to ve aware of all or tne sources oc
influence on pehavior, using tne ecosystem mouel., Scarr
(Lu85) suggestea tinat sociocultural, developmental,
etiholoyical, genetic, and neurooniological taeoriles need
not compete witin eacn otner., She proposed using a
mwouel witin "nested 'trutns'" to descriwve tne diiferent
levels of analysis. oScarr felt that these "nierarcinical
wouels or nested tneories can account more rfully for
the wenhavioral punenomenon" (p.501).

Previous researci nas tendeu to i1solate speciiic
factors rfor study, ratner than ifocussing oh tie child's
life as a whole. Belsky and Steinberg (1Y78) reviewed
tie ecrfects oif waycare on the child's development,

They iound that, ior wmost cunildren, 1intellectual
development was not enhanced or haapered Ly attenuing
udaycare, aud tihe daycare environment was founa to oe
venericial ror cnildren froin high-risg nomes, Daycare
aliu not narm the attacnment between tne motuner anu
cnild, Reyaruluy social uevelopment, researcn showeu
tnat daycare children interact more with tneir peers,
woth positively anu neyatively, than nome-reareu

cniludren,



Belsky (1980) went on to look at directions ror
gaycare research in the ruture. He suyggested ti:at a
wajor limitation of previous research 1nto the eifects
Of uaycare oh cnild uevelopment was tnat tae
conclusions drawn may nave been prograan specliic,
ratner taan generalizavle. For ezample, most research
had peen wone 1n nign guality university or
researcn-sponsored daycare rather tnan communicy
gaycares or ramily daycare homes., Belsky proposed tnat
ruture researcn auopt Bronfenbrenner's ecological
Lramework. A relevant example 0f sucn an approacn woulu
ve Belsky and Steinpverg's (1978) sugyestion to study
the lmpact 0L uaycare and caregyilvers on parents'
atctitudes anu behavior toward their children, Beiore
such complex 1ssues can be studled, aowever, 1t is
important to determine the belieis of parents and
careyivers regarding tne cnild, Following tnat, tuere
cain be a comparison of the two mesosystems: tue bellefs
Of parents and nome caregivers and the peliefs oL
parents anu centre caregivers., Peters and Kontos (1985)
suggyested using the term "continuity" for between
suvsysten analysis , or in this case, between the noume
anu tiile vaycare, Tihe term "congrulty" can be used Lor
across system level analysis. The current stuay
exaulnea botnh beliers, which are part or tiae
macrosysten, and the inter-relation vetween home and

daycare, wnlci 1s at tne mesosystem level.



Clarke-Stewart (1Y82) suggesteu tnat continuity
petwWween nome and daycare can pe considereu on a
continuum Lrowm 1ln-nome care to rawlly uaycare to centre
care. Sale (1luys4) rLelt that tne aavaintages oL rLawily
daycare were »oti that it oiLrered a unigue nome-like
environment anu tuat it could we rlexivle to rfamily
neeus, Fawlly daycare also proviaes tnhe opportunity
ror "uworizontal uiriusion" (Sale, 1976, p.62). That
i1s, parents are more likely to be awle to replicate tiae
learning environment of a positive uaycare home because
Orf similar elewents, life-styles, anu values. liore
continuity, tnerefore, may be possiovle between home and
raunily uaycare, but there are problews ot
accountability, lack oif eqguipment, and less time spent
ol calld-ceiitred activities, Daycare centres are more
aiscontinuous wvecause Oi rewer simllarities to homes,
out they have better trained starf and proviue a more
intellectually stimulating environment than rawaily
daycares, Clarke-Stewart outline i tine differences among
the settings: motners provide security ana social
skills; daycare nomes aud variety ana sociallzation;
anu daycare centres emphasize independence,
intellectual uevelopment, and peer interaction.

One way of developing a nome-like setting in a
uaycare centre 1is tnrough parent involvement. By

participating in the centre, parents are awnle to see



their cnildren at play and with peers, and they cai
vecoile more familiar witnh tne uaycare environient. Tney
nave tihe opportunity to learn nevw cnilu-rearing skills,
anu tne caregiver can learn uore about the cnild oy
watcnilnyg the parent-cnild interaction. Anotner
advantage oif parent involvewment 15 tnat it allows
parents to weet each otner anud form friendsnips or
support-relationships. In otner worus, a small
investiient ot time helps the parents ifeel that tine
daycare is a "fawily centre".

'ne rirst step towards ueveloping continuity is
communication. ost parents and careylvers comunicate
witia each otner for only a brieif period of time at tne
beyinning and end or each uay (Powell, 1978;
Winkelstein, 1Y8l; Z2igler & Turner, 1Y82). Tnese
social exchanges nelp, nowever, to puild a foundation
for developing mwore meaningiful communication, Contact
is also important to tne parent's seli-concept, woth
providing personal recognition and enhancing
satisraction with tne daycare (Winkelstein, 198l). A
supportive environment also can help parents learn more
avout cnild care anud rfeel more competent (Cocnran &
Bracsarau, 1979). 1Ia nis study of daycare centres,
Powell (1978, p.687) iound that:" For parents,
Jerceptions of tine daycare centre as a child-rearing
inrformation resource, communication, satistfaction,

attitudes towarus ulscussing cnild-rearing values, and



attitudes towaru uilscussing ramily inforwmation pecome
more positive as Lrequency ilncreases.”.

Parents anu caredgivers cain sihare 1niormation avoout
tne cnild in oruer to uevelop a deeper unuerstanuing oL
the child in tine uliferent contexts, Long, Peters, and
Garduyue (in press) see the cnilg's pehavior as part of
a "feedback loop" between tne parents' otelietfs and
venavior. Parents or careglvers way modiry tuelr
beliers or behavior because of their opservations or
interactions. They suggested tnat "congruence oetween
tue pelieis of parents and caregivers is relevant to
continuity between home and child care to tune extent

tnat belieis reflect behavior"(p.31).



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Thnis cnapter 1s divided into two parts: (a) a
discusslon oL some Oi the theoretical aspects of
beliefs, and (o) a review oL literature relateu to the

beliefs of parents and caregivers,

Kerlinger (1984) deifined attitudes as "enduring
anu organized structures oif social beliefs tnat
predispose 1inaiviauals to think, feel, perceive, and
penave selectively toward referents or 'cognitive
objects' or oelietfs."(p.5). A belief can be defined as
a "proposition with a subjective truth value or
credipility attached to it" (Bower &« Hilgaru, 1981,
P.423) . The application of these terms is often
confused, s0 Fishoein and Ajzen (1975) suggested how
tney could be used:

The concept "attitude" snoulu pe used only when

there is strong evidence that the measure employed

places the person on a pipolar airfective
almension, Wnen the measure places tne indiviaual
on & dimension oL subjective probawility relating
an object to an attribute, tie lavel "ovelief"

should ve applied. (p.l13)

10



Two types or velieis were proposed by Fisnbein and
Ajzen (1975): descriptive ana intferential. Descriptive
veliefs are based on perceptions. Tne veridicality oL
a belief, therefore, 1s dependent on tne accuracy ot
thhe perceptual process., This process, as described by
Travers (19862), involves using expectancy to relate
mewory to perception. Ii tie observation 1s consistent
with the expectation, the inrormation is recognized ana
qulckly processed. Ii an unexpected event occurs,
however, tne person must engadge in a trial and error
process in order to make sense oif tne information. This
could result either in the formation of a new ovelier or
in tne acaptation of an existing one. wsaliency orf the
Cues 1s important oecause any missing iniormation will
be filled in, wulcn woulu aifrfect tine accuracy OL tiae
perception u. tnus, the truth of the belief.

Inferential beliefs are oased on descriptive
welieifs, but they also involve tihe use of tne
individual's pricr experience., According to Fishbein
ana Ajzen (1975), tne factors tnat arfect tne forwation
OL inferential beliefs are both evaluative consistency
and probabilistic consistency. 1In evaluating the
information frowm the environment, tine person tends to
look for consistency between tne aifferent
characteristics., Tne inferences tnat the inaividual

develops will depend on previous experiences and

11



descriptive belieis., For example, based on past
experience, a teacher might have come to expect that,
if a cnild is qguiet, she is also shy. If this teacher
frequently observed a particular cnild playing alone,
the teacher might tnen form the descriptive veliei:

"Phis is a quiet cnild.", and then the inierential

belier: "Tnis is a shy child," Tnese beliefs may or
may not pbe congruent witn those neld by tne cnilad's
parents, Tne cnild might exhibit diifrferent behaviors
in the nome environment, or those pehaviors miygnt pe
perceived differently by parents and teacners, <Tney
may have diifferent int~nrential beliefs about tne
concept of shyness, pased on previous experience, or
different descriptive beliefs about what constitutes
gquiet behavior,

Probabllistic consistency refers to the expectancy
either that one event will follow anotiher or that, it
one cnaracteristic is seen, it can be expected tnat the
other characteristic will follow. To reifer to tne
previous example, the teacher might expect tunat, 1t
tnis child were quiet and shy in daycare, the child
woulu probably oe nesitant about going on tfield trips.
If the teacher discussed this with the parents, tney
could provide auditional information aoout tne child.
Perhaps only new environments induce snhyness, and, once
settled, the cnild becomes guite outgoing. If tnis is

the case, the parents could orfer suggestions for the

12



initial field trips so that thne child's first

experiences were more familiar,

A belief statement can obe examined using the
stimulus-response (S-R) model of learning theory
(Fisnbein & Ajzen, 1975). Tne object of the belief is
the stimulus, anu the object or concept related to tne
belier 1s tue response. One object can have many
beliers associated with it, anu one Dbellei can have
nany objects. Fishbein used Hull's haoit-family
hierarcny configuration to explain the development oL
belief systems (see Figure 2).

Accorauing to Hull (1937), the fractional
anticipatory goal reaction is "the physical basis ot
expectation, of intent, of purpose, and 0oL yulding
ideas"™ (p.ld). It provides a stimulus, and responses
are conditioned to the stimulus. Tnen, in a novel
situation, if one member of the hierarcny is
reinforced, all of the other members of the family are
likely to be elicited. 1In this context, a hapnit-family
involves many beliefs tnat are related to ain object
(the goal) ., Within this belief system, there is a
hierarcny arranged in preferential order, anu responses
to tne object of tne belief will occur in tnis order,
depending on the strength of tihe pbelief. Tne strengtin

of the pbelief 1is based on the reinforcement history ot

13



tiie response. 'Ine salience or tne cues wnile rforming
potii the concepts, and tne other perceptual ractors
discussed earlier, will affect tue oelief strength,
Conaitions for learning, such as tne number of times
the concepts nave been associated, presented, anu
reinrorced lusSt also oe consiuereu. Fishobein and Ajzen
suyggested botn that the sallent oelileifs form a
hierarchy and tnat tney are tne primary determinants ot
tiie person's attitude. ‘'hese are the beliefs tnat will
ve evokeu when an object (stimulus) 1s presented. The
person may also nave non-salient belietfs existing 1in
long term memory, out these will not pbe as significant
in deternining attitudes.

In parent and caregiver relations, it woula De
important for tnem to understand each others' nilerarchy
0oL salient pelieis. For example, referring to Figure
2, 1i the parents anu caregiver all nelu tue pellets
listed for intfants, out "nurturing" was the strongest
oellerf ifor the parents, ana "intellectual stimulation"
was tne strongest beliei for tihe caregiver, there woula
ve a lack of congruity in their hierarcnies oi belietfs,
This could lead to conflict in tneir goals anu
exXpectations or it could suggest a way ror tne

environients to complement each otner.,

Sigel (1985) described a pelief as "tue cognitive

representation or reality" (p.357). 4 belief can be

14
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seen as part or a cognitive process, wediating the

efrfects orf a stimulus on a response (object of
belief-belief-venavior). According to G.A, Liller
(1962) , we may not be aware 0i cognitive processes., He
stateda that "it is the result of tninking, not the
process of thinking, tnat appears spontaneously in
consciousness" (p.56). lWe try to galin access to tne
processes ana results of thinking by using
introspection. Tne accuracy of tne introspection,
however, will uepend on the saliency of the stimuli and
tne likelihood that they are tne occasion tor tine
responses that occured., Nisbett and Wilson (1977) felt
that factors such as context, time, and the wmechanics
OL judgement can all nave a great eirect on reporting,
Ajzen and Fisnoein (1977) iuentified rour elements
to consider when looking at the relationsnip oetween
attitudes and behavior: action, target, context, and
time. They tfounu that the most sallient factors were
target anad action. In examining now beliefs relate to
benavior, it is nelpful to refer to Berndt's (1981)
"[lodel of tne relation between social cognition and
social behavior"™. “This model is based on an earlier
mouel developed by Ajzen and Fishbein (1973) winici
dealt witn "Attitudinal and normative variaonles as
predictors oL speciiic behaviors". Berndt expandaed on
thnis model oy auding the component "personal normative

belier" anu tinen applied the model to Kohlberg's (1975)



16
stage tneory (see Figure 3). Fisnpoeln ana Ajzen

(1LY75) dia not includue the component, "personal
normative belietf", in tneir recent presentation or tunis
conceptual rramework, althouyh Fisnbein did include it
in his original formula in 1967. They stated that
thelir reason cfor excluding it from tne more recent
versions was that empirical researcn nad round that
tnis component was really another measure or vehavioral
intention., Berndt, however, felt that it was important
from a developmental perspective to include thnis
component. He used Kohlberyg's stage theory to explain
how a person would change tne weight or a component
vaseda on nis or her level of moral development., For
exaumple, a person who was at tne conventional level
inight give most weight to social normative veliefs,
This is an important consideration in view of
Gilligan's (1982) aiscussion of tne levels or moral
development for women., It has been suggested that most
women are at the conventional level because of their
emphasis on the social environment in making moral
judgements, Ir this is the case, thnis would pe a
particularly significant component to consider in the
relationship between careygivers and parents, lost
contact in aaycare is between remale caregivers anu
mothers. Ii voth were placing most o the weight on
the component social normative pelietfs, thney would be

llost concerned avbout how others perceived them, about



tne expectations of otners anua about society as a
winole. For exauple, a mother mignt be iniluencea Dy
the pbeliefs of otners in ner reference group on issues
such as working motners and tne awmount of time tnat she
spends witn ner cihila, and she may be concerneud avout
how she 1is perceived by tne caregiver,

This rormula coulua be exawmlnea 1in the context of
Gilligan's concept of moral development. Gilligan felt
tnat tnere was a "need to represent in the mapping ot
uevelopment a nonhilerarcnical image of human
connection" (p.211). 1In order to develop this
connection, the caregiver can begin Ly understanding
the belieis tnat tihne parents nave about their chila,
Consider, for example, a situation where botn parents
WOrk but they have the personal normative belief tnat
children should be cared for in a home-like setting, In
geveloping their social normative velieis aoout chila
care, tney are influenced by thelr friends, who stress
tne importance orf trained caregivers and a stimulating
environment., The parents' social normative belief takes
on a yreater weignt than their personal norumative
belier, and they decide to place tneir child in a
daycare centre, The teacher in the daycare coulu help
thie parents increase the consistency bpetween thelr
soclial and personal veliefs., The teacher could point
out tnat daycare staii, because of their tralning in

early childhood education, realize tne importance of

17



providing nurturance as well as intellectual
stimulation, Ratiher than seeing Bernut's Lformula as a
progression, pernaps, at aifferent times one component
is given more weignt tihan anotiher ovecause of
circumstances, Fisnpein and Ajzen ifounu tnpat toe
welghting of components varies "witih tne Kkind of
behavior that 1s being predicted, with the conditions
unuer which the wvehavior is periformed, and with thne
person wiao 1is to periorm tine pehavior" (p.303).

The motivation to coumply witih a belief can e
considered in tune context of theories of motivation,
For example, for socilal normative beliefs, an 1important
Lactor to consider would be atffiliation motivation.
lMarlowe anu Gregen (1969) deiineu atffiliation
motivation as "concern over establishing, maintaining,
or restoring positive affective relations with otners"
(pe0612) . They suggested tnat level of coniorilty is a
function oif atfrifiliation motivation and tne social
support tnat is available. There tenus to be a negative
relationsnip between achievement and contforumity, but
this relationship vecomes positive 1f coniornity is
necessary in order to succeed. Acfter their review ot
researcn in this area, they concludeu tihat a simple or
general relationship vetween coniormity and acnievement
could not be presented.

lotivation can also aifect personal normative

veliefs. An example of this is the phenomenon of "rear
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Of success", a concept originally ueveloped by liorner

(1972) . she found that acnievement-oriented women felt
a conilict petween tneir sex-stereotyped lmage ana
developiny or expressing their avilities, Tnis results
in women becoming "anxlous aoout acnieving success
because tney expect negative consequences" (p.l159).
This coulu be a contfounding factor for a motner wnho was
feeling conilict over wnetner sne should put her cnild
in daycare or stay at home., Sne may have tne peliet
tnat she is coumpetent in her field but because of fear
Of success may expect unpleasant consequehces, such as
tihat her chila will be unhappy in daycare. Tae
caregyiver could support tnis parent vy nelping ner see
the positive aspects of ner child's experience in
daycare.

A mouel like Berndt's provides a Lraimework for
looking at the relationship pbetween beliefs anu
benavior, It has been considered in this section more
as a conceptual way of presenting all of tne factors
involved in relating pbeliefs to behavior than as a
precise mathematical instrument for empirical research.
The relationshilp between beliefs and benhavior is
complex, out, perhaps by examining all of the
components, their weights, and motivation, it is
possible to make some predictions.

Sigel (1985) uirfferentiated wetween types oL

belieifs in nis research on beliefs anu pehavior. A



gloval belieif states a weliei 1in "wihat". An exauple
would be: "children learn tiarouygh parental
ouifications of tne environment"(p.356). A peliet
about a strategy ior action, aowever, clearly states
"now". An example Of tinis Kind of velief would be tne
statement tnat "children learn through negative
reedback or positive ifeedback" (p.352). Sigel reporteu
that nis data supported the idea that "the oveliefs
apout '"how' result in linkages to behavior, and tne
belieifs in 'what' in conjunction shoulu predict an
individual's behavior" (p.356). He suggested several
variables tnat coulud influence tne link between pelietfs
and pbehavior: attitudes, values, intentions, cognitive
operations, and cognitive controls. The best predictor
0L a person's benhavior, nowever, was tne intention to
act,

Ajzen ana Fishbein (1973) also found that tne
highest correlation was between pehavioral intentions
and opehavior., Fishoein ana Ajzen (1975) defined
behavioral intention as "the person's subjective
probapility that he will perform the behavior in
guestion" (p.l2). For example, tne parents might have
the behavioral intention to pick their child up early
Lrom uaycare, vased on their belief in the 1lmportance
OL spending time with their child., The caregiver could

reinforce tne parents ror rollowing through on their
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intention anua could support tnem oy helping tue cnild

in the transition rLrom daycare to home,

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) identified two main
areas to consiuer wien looking at changing oeliefs:
communication anu participation. Boti thie communication
vetween thne caregiver aind parent and tihe participation
oL the parent in the daycare program can helg them
unuerstand each otners' beliers about tihne cnila., The
enpnasis would be on tne exchange or information.
Teachers may Lave more expertise in child development
and activities for cnildren, but parents also nave a

tremendous amount or knowledge about the child,



In looking at beliefs about parents, it may oe
important to consider what emphasis the caregiver
places on communication witi tne parent. viager (19680)
studled teacners in a scnool setting, guestioning
teachers wno had a hign or low ireyuehcy OLf
parent/teacher interaction. The nign frequency
teachers nada a greater sense of comfort about meeting
parents' expectations. An unexpected fLinding was tnat
tiie low frequency group rfelt more supported by parents,
llager speculated that this was because these teachers
may nave presumed support tnat was unwarranted; the
high frequency group may have nhad a iore realistic
appraisal.

Winkelstein (198l1) studied parent satisraction
with stafi/parent communication. Parent and caregiver
interaction was ooserved, and the communication was
divided into three categories, She found that the
highest percentage of interaction for all centres was
for social comuunication, followed by decision-iaking,
and, finally, iniformational communication. These
results are consistent with Powell's (1976) and Zigyler
ana Turner's (1982) research. Powell ifound tnat most
interaction vetween staff and parents occurred at the
transition time Of eitner dropping oif or picking up

tue child and consisted of oriei excnanges, Zigler
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Lurner stuaied 50 children in one university centre
tiiat encouraged parent participation. For a period of
70 consecutive aays, the tiwe that parents spent in the
centre at pick up/drop orf, conierences, observations,
anu meetings was recorded., Zigler and Turner rouhd tinat
the average time was 7.4 uminutes/day, out they
cautioned that this figure was affected botn by some
parents not coming in at all and by a nursing motner
wio stayed ror long periods of time. Overall, parents
spent very little time in tne centre, particularly
parents wnose children were older than toddlers.
Caregivers may interpret the lack of parent
involvement in daycare as a lack of concern for tne
child, In their extensive survey Of early cailauhood
starf, Kontos, Ralkes, and Woods (1983) ifound that the
caregivers had "negative perceptions orf tne
childrearing practices of their center parents compared
to their criteria for good parenting" (p.55). The
appraisal of centre parents, however, was more positive
than "most American parents today". Tne
parent/caregiver relationship seemed to improve the
negative attitudes held by stafi. The authors notx",
nowever, that tne data did not indicate whetner tne
staff perceptions were Dased on unrealistic
expectations for parenting or on the periormance OL
tneir own centre parents. In analyzing tneir results,

they found tnat staif with more experience and training
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had more positive attitudes towards parents, They
suggested that future research should consider wiaether
starf expectations oi chilarearing behavior are
realistic, and the eiffect of stafif attitudes on their
benavior witn parents and cnilaren,

Winkelstein (1981) and Powell (1978) botn
recomimended tnat staff development include
communication skills, The staff tnhat Winkelstein
interviewed felt that social communication providea a
basis for future decision-making discussions. For the
parents in ner study, the brief exchanges helped tuen

feel more comfortable in tne daycare setting. If the

relationsnip is to go beyond this point, nowever, staff

need specific training in interpersonal communication.
Yawkey and Bakawa-EBvenson (1975) advocated encouraging
tne development of a triaad consisting oi child care
professional-parent-cinild. This triad is important in
maintaining the parents' belief that they are an
inteyral part of the child-rearing process. In his
discussion of tne macrosystem, Belsky (1980) wondered
wihether the primary care of children wvas becoming tne
role of the daycare, with the nome acting as a

supplenent. He felt tnat parents nave obeen "pushed out
Of tne educational process" in schools and questioned

whether this woulu happen in daycare.
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Parent's oeliers aoout careylivers are often
associated with their beliefs about daycare. [Holnar
(1982) studied tne reasons why parents chose diiferent
chilu care arrangements, and she found that parents wio
were looking for a substitute home environuent were
more likely to choose fawmily waycare, Thne ifactors that
were lmportant to these parents were the caregiver's
gualities, such as warmth and nurturance; daily contact
with the caregiver about the child; and sharing ideas
about child-rearing. Parents wino chose daycare centres
were more concerned with tne child's learning skills,
and they rated nighly the importance oi having a
setting and activities designed for children., She
concluded that these differences in reasons for parents
cnoosing child care arrangements supported the concept
of needing a variety of options ifor child care.

Emlen, Donoghue, and LaForge (1971) studied the
relationship between working mothers and daycare home
caregivers in order to explore the issue of continuity
oL care, They chose this direction for tneir research
because tney felt that 1t was both tne parent ana
caregiver attitudes and the behavior that deteriined
tne cnila's experiences. Emlen et al were interested
in comparing mother's and caregiver's perceptions of
the formation, maintenance, and termination of their

daycare arrangement. Tney found a nign level of



satisfaction in botn yroups and concludea tunat family
aaycare was a "natural daycare resource", In this
report, as in Zmlen and Watson's (1971) study on
matcnmaking in neighbornoou daycare, a comiunity
development approach to supporting daycare was
aavocated. Both studies emphasized the importance of
the "aaycare neighbor"™ wnho often acted as a watchmaker
in bringing caregivers and mothers together, Wanuerswan
(1981) suygested that mothers and caregivers may
"pbalance their characteristics anu form a satisfactory
stavle relationship" (p.95). For exauple, young mothers
may seek older more experienced caregivers, To apply
this to a daycare centre, it would be important to
ensure a palanced team Of caregivers, Powell (1978)
felt that parents anad caregivers could reduce the
possibility of role conilict with each other by
ensuring clear role deifinition. This would allow them
to develop ways of complementing each other's functions

in meeting tne cnila's needs.

Tne beliefs of parents and caregivers about the
socialization of the cnild may e generally in
agyreement, but their behavior towards tine cnild may e
quite different. 1In a recent study by Howes,
Goldenbery, Golub, Lee, and Olenick (1984), a
significant dififierence was found in auult responses to

the cnilad's demands. Teachers wvere more likely to
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participate with the child or ignore tne child, and

parents were nore likely to refuse the child ana engage
in confrontations. The autnors suggested tnat
alscontinuity between home and school between tane ages
OL elgnteen wontns and tnree years may result in
uncooperative behavior because tne cnildren must
function in two different learning environments at a
time when "the negotiation of compliance appears to be
a developmental concern" (p.l8).

Parents and caregivers may also differ in the
goals and expectations that they have for tne child, A
1981 study Hess, Price, Dickson, and Conroy ifound that
both yroups valued independence and placed nore
importance on social skills than academic., Teachers
placed greater emphasis on independence, however, winile
mothers emphasized social skills, In tneir
interactions witn children, teachers tended to be more
flexible, gave explanations, made indirect requests,
and encouraged child-initiation. Thney believed in
learning tarough play, and they were more liKely to
join in play. lHothers were more direct, demanding, and
task-oriented. They engaged in more "social chatting",
however, witn the child participating on a more equal
basis,

Tizard (1982) ifound discontinuity in adult's
cognitive demands in a stuay of homes and nursery

scnools., fTeachers had a higher proportion of cognitive



demanas, but motners had a nigner nourly rate. In taeir
verbal interactions, teachers rejuested description
and interpretation, while motners eumphasized recall and
motive, It was also found that more demands were leit
unanswered at scnool tnan at home. Tizard suggested
that tnis was because of tne children's social distance
from thne teacher and lack of interest in tne topic .
This 1is consistent with Hess's finding, cited earlier,
tilat wothers use more "social chatting".

The content of teacher training has been a concern
of Winetsky (1978) in her researci into tne benhavioral
expectations of parents and teacners. She investiygated
the emphasis that tne parents and teacners placed on
encouraging seli-uirection or coniormity in cinilaren,
in relation to role, social class, ana ethnicity. The
teacher's preference Lor using tne method ot
seli-ulrection was not aifected by tneir social class
or etanicity. Winetsky found, nowever, tnat altnough
middle class parents also chnose seli-uirecticn, working
class and non-Anglo parents chose conrormity. This
discontinuity could lead to aifficulties for the child,
elther at nome or at school. Winetsky suggested that
teacner training colleges should both consiuer tne
importance of continuity and provide otner wodes oL
training in audition to methods that emphasize
self-direction in cnildren., lloore (1580) looked at tae

assoclation between tne parent's race/etunicity and
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education, and type Oof care chosen., iOOre round tnat
parents cnose cnild care as a supplement to tneir own
cnild-reariny. For example, parents frow an ethnic
group mignt send their cnild to daycare in oruer to
learn the language ana customs of tne dominant culture.
In order to provide wmore efiective support, teacners
neea to learn how to respond to the diliffering needs oL
parents.

In Horner's (1977) researcn into values 1in
uaycare, ne asked parents botn to rank-order the three
gualities tnat they felt were most and least important
in their children and to estimate a similar list for
daycare starf. They were given a list of twelve
gualities, wnich contained characteristics sucn as
consideration, seli-control, and curiosity. Tne
purpose oi this study was both to confirm Elardo and
Caluwell's (1973) researcn into values in early
education and to ezamine value dissonance, He
concludeu tihat value uissonance was not associated with
parent aissatisiaction in daycare. He suggested that
this was pecause parents anu careygivers varied only
sligntly in tneir preference ror one characteristic
over anotner, anu also because tne qualities were ones
tiiat were yenerally held to be aesirable by society.

Walsh anu Deitcnman (l1980) compared parent and
teacner evaluations orf the cnild, The purpose Of their

study was to investigyate tne role orf parents in
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evaluating nursery schools ana daycare prograis,.

Parents anu caregivers responded to guestionnaires at
tne beginning anu enud oL the year. The two yroups were
asked to rate the cnild on tane freguency and quality of
social competencies such as socilalization and
independence. Walsh and Deitchman found that tnere was
low inter-rater reliability between parents and
caregivers, In their discussion of the results, they
suggested several reasons for the differences.
Caregivers usually compare tne chilu to peers, but
parents, lacking this normative group, tend to compare
tne cnild to sinblings or ideals of oehavior. Parents
may also have less accurate observation skills compared
withh teachers. It nmust also pe considered that the
ratings may not be unreliapble. The child may benave
difrerently at home and daycare pecause oOf ulfferences

in environment, expectations, and reinforcement.

The literature review examineu both the
theoretical aspects of beliefs and tne beliefs held by
parents and caregivers. The section on beliefs
considerea (a) tne formation of peliers, (b) tne
factors atfecting the strength of beliefs, (¢) the
relationship vetween beliefs and behavior, and (d) the
primary mnetnods of changing beliefs, Factors that
arfect learning, such as perception, memory, anu

reinforcement, were found to be significant



determinants of tne formation and strength or bellefs.,
In tne relationsnip vetween wpeliefs and benavior, the
best predictor of a person's pehavior was tne intention
toc act. Tlie belieis, tnen, may be more closely related
to the person's benavior if tney are action-oriented
anu specific., To cnange pelietfs, tne rfocus snould be on
communication ana participation.,

In the review of literature related to caregivers
and parents, 1t was round that caregiver pbeliefs awvout
parents vere aiifected by training, experience, and
amount oi time spent with parents, Parents' oeliefs
about caregivers were assoclated witih thelr reasons ior
chivosingy daycare, such as wihether or not they were
looking primarily for a substitute nome or an
educational setting., ‘The pelieis that pareants and
careyivers have about cinild-rearing wmay be similar, but
tney may create a uifferent nierarcny Lor the
importance oi some oeliefs over otners., And even when
their goals and expectations are tne same, their
behavior towards the child may not be, A closer look at
tile beliefs orf parents and careyivers about tihe child
15 neeued to provide a starting point for developing

consistent goals, expectations, and benavior,
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The present stuay examineu, iirst, aspects oi the
communication between parents and caregivers, ‘Tune
purpose of this researcn area was to discover the
nature and rreguency of tneir interaction, Tune
interaction between home caregivers and parents was
compared with centre caregivers and parents, In
exploring the relationsnip between the parent and
careyiver, the composition of tne rfamily was also
considered.

The study went on to examine tne obeliefs of
parents anu caregivers apout the child, The purpose for
this area of researci was to identiiy the specific
areas wnere siwmilarities or diiferences occur., BelietLs
apout potn the child's cnaracteristics anu tne
activities and routines in the caregiving site were
examined, As well, the amount of consistency oetween
home caregivers and parents was compared witn the

consistency between centre caregivers and parents,
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CHAPTER 3

HETHOD

The study was part of a larger researcn project,
the Victoria Daycare Researcn Project whicn was under
the joint direction of Dr. Alan Pence, School of Child

Care, University of Victoria, and Dr. Hillel Goelman,
Facualty of bducation, University of British Columbia
(Pence, A. & Goelman, He.,1982). The guestionnaires used
were extensive, and, thnerefore, only selected items
relateua to beliefs will be considered in the current
study. The original questions for the large project as
well as the specific guestions for this study are

contained in Appendix 1.

Three types of child care arrangements were
involved in this study: (a) licensed centre day care
(CDC), (b) licensed family day care (LFDC), and (c)
unlicensed family day care (UFDC). Tane choice of these
groups was based on information from the Day Care
Information Office, liinistry of Human Resources (1981,
1984) anu surveys of enrollment patterns in Victoria
which indicated that the majority of children attend
family day care, rather than centre based care.
Unlicensed and licensed ifamily day care were included

both because there is a high use of unlicensed nomes
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and because there 1s controversy over tine auequacy Of
tnis latter type of care.

The liinistry oL Human Resources providea lists ot
daycare centres and licensed iamily daycare nomes,
Unlicensed family uaycare caregivers were ifound eitner
tnrough their own daycare aavertisements or tiarough
lists provided by the liinistry orf unlicensed "approved"
nomes, Centre supervisors and caregivers vere
contactea, and, 1f tney wished to participate, a letter
with information about the study was handed out to tne
parents of tne cinildren in tneir care, Tne following
criteria were used to select parents who agreed to
participate: (a) age of child 2.5 to 5 years; (b)
eldest or only cnild; (c¢) full-time daycare (25
hours/week); (d) rfull-time employment for single
parents (30 aours/week); and (e) rfull-time employment
or rfull-time employment and full-time student for two
parent families. In addition steps were taken to
assure tne following: (a) enrollment in present care
setting for six months; (b) equal number of single and
two parent families; and (c) equal numbers of poys and
giris., The single parents involved were all single
mothers, There were 126 triads of
parent-cnild-caregiver involved in the Victoria Daycare
Project: 54 CDC, 39 LFDC, and 33 UFDC (Goelwan, H. &
Pence, A., 1965). In the current study, tne LFDC and

UFDC groups were combined to produce 72 triaus in
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fawily daycare (FDC). Tnis was done in order to produce

two major groups for comparison: nome-pased and

centre-ovased,

.!a:gcj i l S

A guestionnaire was administered separately wootn
to tihe parents and to tihe careyivers., The Juestions
were pased on Bronienbrenner's (1977) ecosystean levels
descrivcea earlier, for example: (a) wicrosysten:
cnila's activities; (b) mesosystem: relationship
between parent and caregiver; (c) exosystem: factors ot
emnployuent related to daycare use; ana (d) macrosysteu.
.uilu-rearing beliefs, Iany of the items were
developed anu piloted for tne Victoria Daycare Project,
but some parts were auapted iLrom neasures useu Oy
otners (Emlen, Donognue, & Clarkson, 1972; Joanson,
1977, 1978; Lero,198l; and Powell, 1977). Several
different guestion formats were used: Likert-type,
yes/no, true/talse, and open-ended., The interviews
were auministered in either the interviewee's home or
worikplace, and the interview took approximately 70
minutes to administer. The guestions tnat were chosen
for tnis study were concerned with the relationship
between the parent and caregiver, and taeir oveliefs
about tne cnild., These questions used Likert-type oOr

true/ialse responses,
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The Victoria Day Care Research Project used
aifferent types of measures to provide the data-base,
Interviews were conducted witih the parents and
caregyivers, and developmental outcome measures and
observations in the daycare environment were used wita
the children., The current study was only concerned with
the responses to a selected subgroup of questions from
the structured interviews, llothers were interviewed in
all cases in order to compare single and two parent
families., An efifort was made to match interviewers who
were motners witnh parents and interviewers who were
trained in daycare with caregivers, The interviews

were conducted at the beginning oif the study.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS ARND DISCUSSIOHN

The results and discussion section is aivided into
two parts: (a) oelieis about parents ana careyivers,
and (b) belietfs aoout the cnild. The results and

discussion rfor eacn part will be presented separately,

followeu by a yeneral auiscussion.

The responses to four caregiver questions, taken
from a larger set of 17 Juestions, were analyzed (see
Appendix). These guestions were cnosen because taey
were specifically concerned with communication and
continuity of care oetween parent and caregiver. In
this study, the data were treated as ordinal because
tine guestion rormat used a 7-point Likert-type scale.
Aritnmetic operations were, tnerefore, not considered
to be possinle (Siegel, 1956). In order to compare
centre anu home caregyivers, percentages were computed
because tney provided a method or standardizing ror
size, The data ror the two groups are provideud in Table
X

The results indicate that in daycare centres, thne

caregiver 1s more lixely to see tne parent only at
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transition times (75.5% CDC versus 56.3% FDC). Tinere

L)

was hignh agreement in botih groups that tney would tell
the parent ifi there was a problem (96.3% CDC and 94,.4%
FDC) . Lore of thne caregivers in homes, howvever,
believed that parents always asked about tne cnild's
day (74.6% FDC versus 58.,5% CDC)., leitner group
emphasizead trying to do things in tne same way as the
motiner, but tne nome caregivers were more likely to ao
S0 than tne centre caregivers (57.1% FDC versus 30.7%
CDL)

The chi-sguare test of independence was also
computed, with the level of significance set at .05.
There were some problems, however, with applying tais
test. Tnhne chi-sguare test requires that "fewer than 20
per cent of tne cells have an expected freguency of
less than 5, and no cell should have an expected
fregquency oi less thnan 1" (Siegel, 1956, p.l1l78). It was
found tnat for two of tne guestions (#l and #3) wore
than 20 per cent of tne cells had an expected rLreguency
of less tnan 5. Siegel recommended tihat in this
instance, cateyories can be comvined. Tne categories
for "aygyree" and "disagree" had already oeen collapsed,
nowever, so it was not possible to combine taem
further. Tne Yates Correction for continuity could not
be applieu pecause tne contingency table was larger
than 2x2, Hinkle, Wiersma, and Yurs (1979) telt tihnat

tnis would result in a loss of power and the "tendency



to retain tihe null hypothesis wnen in fact it is cfalse"

(pe348) .

The results oif the chi-syuare test indicated that
there were gignificant differences wvetween CDC
caregivers ana FDC caregivers concerning transition
times (p=.04), It should be noted, nowever, that in
this instance more than 20 per cent oif tine cells nad
less than 5. Thnere was a warginal uifrference oetween
the two groups ror tie guestion oi "try to uwo things
the saume as thne parent” (p=.08). Wo signiiicant
ulrferences were found for tne remaining guestions,
These results support tne percentage figures, but must
be viewed with caution in the instances where toe

assumptions oif chi-square were violated.

The rour parent questions relating to beliefs
about tne caregiver were drawn from a larger set of 13
guestions (see Appendix). The responses to these
guestions were recordued as true or ifalse., Because the
focus of the analysis was on comparing tne responses,
percentagyes were used. These Juestions were canosen
because they looked at tne content anua initiation of
communication. The data ifor CDC and FDC parents are
given in Table 2.

The results of tine Juestions relating to the

content of communication indicate that neithner group
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felt strongly aoout giving specitfic instructions or
asiking the careyiver for auvice., 'ne FDC parents were
mwore likely to agree with giving instructions (44.9%
FDC versus 22.8% CDC). These finulngs are yuite
uliferent from Powell's (1978) results. When ne asiked
CbC parents wnetnher or not the careyiver should be
given specific instructions, ne found taat 51.3%
agyreed, The uifferences could be attributed to tie use
0of a true/ralse measure for this guestion; Powell's
useu a 5-point scale., Only one tnird of eaci group
agyreed that they often asxed the caregiver rfor auvice
avout tne cnild; Powell, nowever, reported that 59.9%
of parents perceived daycare as a child-rearing
information resource., Altnougn the current results
indicate tnat parents often do not want aavice, they
apparently welcome information avbout child care.

Tne tnird and ifourth guestions were cnosen because
they correspond somewhat with the tiiira ana tourtih
caregiver questions., The parents were asked wnetner or
not the careyiver would tell them if tnere was a
proolei, ana the parents' responses closely wmatcnea
those of the caregivers. ilost parents did not feel that
tney needed to ask the caregivers in oruer to receive
feeaback (8l1.5% CDC and 84.7% FDC). This 1is in contrast
to the caregiver data regarding parents asking about
tne cinild's day. This coula indicate tnat, although FDC

caregivers are more accessible, CDC caregivers do
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initiate wiat tae parents consider to ve auveguate

cominunicacion,

Tne cni-sguare test oL two lndependent samples was
also computed for thnese guestions. The level of
sigynificance was set at .05. Yates Correction for
continuity was perrormed on all items. The results
indicated a significant difierence between CDC and FDC
parents regaraing "speciric instructions" (p=.008).
Significant ditfferences were not founa ror the
rewaining tnree guestions., These results conifirm the

finuings obtaineu throuygh tne use oi percentages,

The parents also responded to three guestions botin
about theilr relationship witn the caregiver and about
thieir frequency oi communication (see Appendlx). For
these items, wilch used a Likert-type scale,
percentages were computed ror one and two parent nomes
in FDC ana CDC (see Table 3). One parent families in
centres wvere tine least likely to have kKnown the
caregiver at tne outset (96.4% compared to
approximately 77% ror the other three groups). In CDC,
tihie interaction is nore likely to remain on a business
level than to develop into a social relationship.
Altaouyh the ifigures for one and two parent ifamilies

were similar, tne highest level for discussion oi other



matters was by single parents in FDC, Wnen tiis ifigure
is combineud witn tne percentage of parents who formed a
friendship witn the caregiver, the result is in sharp
contrast to CDC (77.8% FDC versus 42,.,8% CDC).

The majority of parents in all four groups
respondeu tnat they talked with tune caregiver other
than just saying "anello" or "goou-bye". Once again, the
one and two parent families were guite similar, but
there was a difierence between CDC anu FDC., CDC parents
were more likKely to communicate occasionally
(approximately 30% CDC to 18% FDC), while FDC parents
were more likely to communicate orten (approzximately
65% CDC to 75% FDC). These figures are similar to
Powell's f£inding that 70.8% oL parents nave rreguent
discussions at transition times, Powell, however,

"freguent" as

gqualified his guestion by deiining
"weekly or more otften".

The chi-square test of independeince was also
computea, with tne level of significance set at .05, It
was Lound that the results for the guestions violated
an assumption of chi-square, because in all cases more
than 20 per cent of tihe cells had an expected Lrequency
of less than 5. The categories could not be comoined in
a meaningful way, and Yates Correction for continuity
could not be applied. The cni-square test, tiherefore,
was not consiaereua to be appropriate for these

guestions.
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The results indicate that more of tne FDC parents

and caregivers try to develop continuity between home
anud daycare, and tnat tine FDC parents exercise greater
control over the care of their children. They are more
likely to give specific instructions concerning care,
and wore or tneir caregivers try to be consistent with
tihe wother's child-rearing methods; the specific
instructions may woe an important factor in the
expression of velleis., Applyiny Sigel's (1985) theory,
the 1nstructions would be the "action component",
descrioing "how" the parent wanted her child-rearing
belieifs carrieu out. These strategies would provide a
link between beliefs and behavior.

The FDC careygivers appear to be more accessible to
parents., In a daycare centre, thne transition times are
very busy, witn most parents dropping off or picking up
their cnildren at tne same time. Thne CDC careglvers may
be busy witnh children or other parents, and tane parent
way not be able to wait to ask about the child's day.
For this reason, daycare centres orten use formal
measures such as bulletin boards or notes to proviue
feedback to parents,., This could partially explain the
hign percentage of parents in CDC who felt that they
received Leedback from caregivers witnout asking. CDC

and FDC parents and caregivers do not hesitate to talk
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avout proolews, but 1t 1s tne dally ezcnang” CrL

inrormation about tne child's cnaracteristics,
activities, anu routines that is necessary for

gaeveloping continuity.

Parents and caregivers respondea to three sets of
Juestions regarding tneir oelieis aovout the child; (a)
characteristics, (L) activities, anu (c) routines (see
Appendlx). Percentages were computed to allow for
comparisons between the groups, because tne guestions
nad used a 7=-point Likert-type scale whicih was
considered to ve at an ordinal level in this study.
This measure was followea by a Wilcoxin matched-pairs
signed-ranks test, chosen because the study used a
related sample, with the teacher and parent rating toe
same cnild., The Wilcoxin indicates tne magnitude of the
difference in scores for matched-pairs (Sieyel, 15506).
Tne uirection of the difiference could not be predicted,

SO a two-tailed region oif rejection was used., The level

oL significance was set at .05,

The results for percentages are provided in Tawle
4, witn the results ifor the Wilcoxin following in Table
&

5. In their responses, tihe parents tenuded to rate tne

cnild significantly nigher tnan dia the caregiver ior



. . i ) , _ 45
votn positive anud negative cnaracteristics. [or

example, parents in FDC rated tine child higher for tne
negyative characteristics "bossy" and "loud". The
gualities oi obeing "energetic", "active", ana
"talkative", wnhicn coula be positive expressions ot
these characteristics, were rated higner by both groups
of parents,

There was a uifrference oetween FDC and CDC in tne
ciiaracteristic, "aifificulty snharing", althougn, within
these groups, there was agreement, lore parents in FDC
agreed with the statement (40.3% FDC versus 20.4% CDC),
and more careyivers in CDC disagyreed that the child aad
difficulty sharing tnan in FDC (59.3% CDC versus
43 ,1%5FDC). Significant differences were also found for
the characteristic "dependence". Caregivers in CDC were
less likely than those in FDC to agree that the cnild
was dependent (24.1% CDC versus 43.1% FDC). Parents in
FDC rated tneir cnildren as less dependent than their
caregivers (23.6%), but CDC parents rated tneir
children as very low in this cnaracteristic (Y.3%).

Parents ana caregivers in CDC were more similar in
thelr responses to guestions about fine motor and yross
imotor skills. Parents in FDC rated tne children
siynificantly higher in these cnaracteristics taan
caregivers., In gross motor skills, the caregivers in
the two groups were significantly different in tneir

responses (79.6% CDC versus 59.7% FDC), wanile the



parents wvere similar (83.3% CDC and 88.,7% FDC). There
was a marginal dicfierence vectween parents ana
caregivers in CDC Lor <i.¢ uwotor skills (61.1%
caregivers versus 70.4% parents), but a robust,
slynificant difference in FDC (54.9% caregivers versus

g4,7% parents).

)] scussion

These results way provide inrformation about the
content or the communication between parents and
caregivers., Botn groups show consistency between
parents and caregivers in the areas of ease with
strangers, obedience, even-temperament, sharing, and
orientation towaru other cnildren. These
characteristics would be expressed in the child's
relationships with others. Conversations apout the

cnild's uay mignt centre around these ualities,

3

particularly if tne focus was on whetner the cnila haa
any problems that way. Parents and caregivers in CDC
show greater agreement in the areas of f£ine motor and
gross motor skills. This could be either because the
parents or caregivers introduce these topics into
conversation more or because the children nave iore
opportunites to engage in these activities in CDC, The
low figures for FDC caregivers may inuicate that they
do not have as many opportunities to observe tne

chhiilaren in tnese activities.
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The results i7clicate that ilndependence 1is

emphasizeu wore at CDC than at FDC, as suggested by
Clarke-Stewart (1982). The differences between tne
parents' and caregivers' assessment of this
ciharacteristic could be attriouted to tne cinild's
behavior in the two environments. Walsh & Deitchman
(1980) suygested that children may develop
"differential response patterns" because of
experiencing dirferent expectations and reinforcement
Lrom parents and caregivers. Parents may also evaluate
the cnilu difrerently from the caregivers because of
the lack of a normative group for comparison (Walsh &
Deitchman, 1980). The differences between parents anua
caregivers 1in the characteristics energetic, active,
and talkative may have been because the careglvers nave
more experience in comparing the child with peers.
Walsn and Deitchman (1980) and Yawkey and
Bakawa-Evenson (1975) both suggested training parents
in observation skills in order to improve tneir
understanding of child development. The lower rating
given ror the characteristics bossy and loud by daycare
parents may have been due to feedback from CDC
caregivers about normative behavior.

Overall, tnere were fewer differences between
parents and caregivers in CDC than in FDC, This could
indicate that, although the interaction between parent

and caregiver in CDC is less frequent and more



business-like, the content of the communication may
proviae more accurate information apout the child. The
CDC caregiver nas more training in observation and more

children for comparison, which may help in developing a

clear picture of the child,

Parents anua caregivers were asked to rate tne
Lrequency oi several activities in daycare, The results
indicate more agreement oetween parents and caregivers
than in the area oif characteristics discussed
previously, anu the differences were less pronouliceds
The results in percentages are provided in Tawnle 6,
with the Wilcoxin results following in Table 7. The
most noticeable aifference was between the types of
care., The CDC had a 20-45% greater irequency ror
availability of storytime, music, art, words and
numbers, puzzles, and drama than FDC, Parents in FDC
reported a higher ifrequency of storytime, words and
nunbers, and puzzles than their caregivers, The CDC
parents also thougnt that their children were given the
opportunity to participate in words anu nuuwers unore
frequently than did their caregivers, Tne diifferences
between CDC parents and caregivers in the items words
and numoers, puzzles, and drama were partly the result
of "don't know" responses in the parent group. For

these questions, there were, respectively, 15, 13, and
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13 "don't know" responses from the sauaple of 54. A
hign number of "don't know" responses also occurred in
FDC for storytime (18), music (15), words and numbers
(18) , puzzles (10), and drama (15), from the sample of
72, For tine CDC group, the diiferences 1in percentages
for tnhe items art and outdoors were minimal, but tney
were computed as signiriicant by the Wilcoxin. This may
be an artifact of tnis test, anad it may have resulted
because there were a great many ties between parents

anu caregivers.,

The differences between CDC and FDC could be
partly attributed to the ages of the children in the
two groups. The age of child for this study was 2.5 to
5 years, with more of the younger chilaren in FDC,
Holnar (1982) reported tnat parents seekling a
substitute home environment were more likely to choose
FDC, while parents who were more interested in
activities availapnle chose CDC, Parents oi younger
children may be more likely to want a home-like
setting. There is quite hignh congruence petween parents
anud caregivers in eacn of the groups, so0 perhaps the
parents have found tine type oOf care that they
preferred. This supports iHolnar's (1982) suggestion
that it is important to provide different kinds of

child care.
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The "don't unow" responses from CDC and FDC
parents indicate areas where more discussion 1is needed
between parents and caregivers, These activities were
availanle at least "once in a while" in the settings,
and, yet, parents did not seem to Le avare 0L theilr
occurrence., Topics that parents seenmed most familiar
with were art, guiet time, and outdoors. Art projects
provide a tangible topic for discussion; parents may be
informed of guiet time as it relates to the child's
end-oi—-the-day temperament; and outdoor activities
could be discussed in relation to the weather. 1In
order for parents to nave a full understanaing oif tine
child's day, however, parents and caregivers need to
initiate discussions about otner activities. Tnis could
also help parents learn more about child development.
As Sale (1978) suygested, there is tihe possibility for
"horizontal difficion" between daycare and nome.
Parents can learn more about tneir chilad's interests
and capapilities, and they can fina out which
activities are developmentally appropriate in order to
offer them at home. Caregivers can also learn more from

parents about the child's speciific interests or new

accomplisnments,

Parents (caregivers) were asked whetner or not

tney felt that the caregivers (parents) agreed with
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them concerning routines. Over 70% in each of the four
groups inuicated agreement for all of tne itewms. The
results in percentage form are contained in Table 8;
the results of the VWilcoxin are in Table 9. There was
less congruence petween parents and caregivers in CDC
than FDC, In FDC, the parent and caregiver figures
correspond closely witn each other except in the area
of activities allowed. For this item, the percentage
figures look quite similar, so the finding of
significant difiference by the Wilcoxin may have been
due to the number of "don't know" responses.

In CDC there were significant differences between
parents and caregivers in the areas of napping,
discipline, and activities allowed. Comparing tine
percentage figures, there was a significant difference
between parents and careyivers in activities not

allowed (71.1% caregivers versus 89.8% parents). This
o e

was not computed as significant oy the Wilcoxin because

the ranks Lor parents less than teachers were almost

equal to the ranks for parents greater than teachers,

The higher congruence between parents and
caregivers in FDC could be due to tne greater
flexibility of FDC., Sale (1964) felt that FDC could be
more adaptable to family needs. In CDC, the routines
must e scheduled to meet poth the differing needs oL

the children anu the staffiing requirements, For
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example, parents in CDC rated their ayreement witn the
caregiver on napping as lower than diu tine caregilvers,
These results were consistent with MHager's (1580)
£inding that teachers who had a low frequency ot
interaction with parents felt more supported Dy tiaem.
The results incicate that, although parents and
caregivers in CDC are generally in agreement about
routines, they may not have discussed tnem in detail.
This coulu obe because of aifferences detween the two
environments. In FDC, the caregiver is more likely to
be able to replicate the home environment. Also,
previous results indicated both that FDC parents gave
specific instructions more often and that more of their
caregivers tried to be consistent with the mother. The
instructions would probably be mostly concerned with
routines, resulting in greater congruence in tinis area.
Parents anu caregivers in FDC may feel more comfortable
discussing routines than characteristics or activities,
and the cnild's characteristics could be a sensitive
area of uliscussion between two nmothers, particularly if
thie parent felt tnat there was criticism of her child.
As well, the activities occur in the caregiver's home,
s0 the mother may ve reluctant to interiere., Emlen,
bonoghue, anua LaForge (1971) suggested ooth tnat
mothers and caregivers may not be aware oL each otiher's
attitudes in some areas and that this may contribute to

the success of their arrangement by allowing them to
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avoiu conilict. In CDC, parents wmay see the daycare as

a Sseparate environment with its own rules and routines,
and tne parents may try to avoid role conilict by not
giving speciiic ianstructions to careyivers., It may oe
easier ror CDC caregivers and parents to discuss tae
chila's cnaracteristics and activities oecause oL the

professional context oi tine relationship.
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CHAPTER 5

GEIERAL DISCUSSION ALlD INPLICATIOLS

The results inuicate thnat there is more ireguent
communication petween parents anua caregivers in FDC
than in CDC ana that tney are more likely to form a
social relationship. The FDC uiscussions appear to
centre around routines, the cnila's socialization, and
matters that are unrelated to child care. In CDC, the
caregiver seems to provide information about the
child's activities and characteristics in connection
with each other, sucn as art and fine motor skills. The
cnild's interaction with peers is also discussed in
CDC, although it 1s possible that the feedback may
centre around wairficulties with the chila., There was a
very high percentage for communication aoout problems,
out there was a relatively low figure for overall
interaction, wnicn could mean tnat CDC caregivers tenu
to initiate discussions in relation to problems witn
tne child. Thnere was congruence in beliefs between
parents and caregivers in many areas, however,
indicating tnat their interactions could be considered
as "quality tine".

The amount of time tnat parents spend in the
centre may be related to the exosystem factors ot
enployuent and commuting. Zigler and Turner (1982)

found that parents with more time available spent niore



time 1n tihne centre., In order to inCrease participation,
parents may oe able to negotiate flexible schedules
with their emnployers. For exaiple, the parent mignt be
able to take a shorter lunch hour once or twice a week
in order to provide time to spenu in tne daycare. Tnis
example illustrates the inter-relationship oi tne
different levels 1in the ecosysten. Altnougn the current
study examined tne influence of tne macrosysterm
(oelietfs) on the mesosystem (home and daycare), the
importance of the exosystem cannot be overlookeu. These
systems, in turn, all influence tne microsysten, wihich
can pe observeu as the child's benavior in daycare,
Future research could examine tne specific links
between beliefs and behavior. According to Sigel
(1985), an important link is the "action component" in
the belief. Rather than pnrasing a statement as a
belief in "what", such as "(Tne cinild) 1is active.", the
statement should be phrased as a belief in "now". An
example of tnis would pbe "(The child) would ratiner ride
a bike than do art.". Sigel (1965) and Fishbein and
Ajzen (1975) ooth found tnat intentions were the pest
predictors of behavior. In this instance, a statement
phrased as a velief would be "It is important for the
parent and caregiver to communicate witi each otner
about the cnild.". an intention statement would be "I
try to keep tihe careyiver informed of tne cnild's home

activities.". In establishing the connection between
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beliers anu behavior, speciiicity is important. Parents
ana caregivers could ifocus on developing their skills
in observation and communication in relation to
specific child ocehaviors, rather than discussing global
beliefs. The CDC caregivers need both to recognize tne
importance of tunis exchange and to arrange for at least
one caregiver to be availawle to talk to parents at
transition times. Part of tie problem in communication
may oe the lack of a consistent caregiver in CDC,., The
caregiver that tihe parent has the opportunity to talk
to may not have been involved with the child that day,
and it is important potn to ensure tuat staff can
communicate witn eacn other and to plan shifts so tﬁat
all careyivers can interact regularly with parents.,

It appears axiomatic that daycare can provide a
valuable support system for parents (Cochran &
Brassard, 1579). Social communication proviues a basis
for furtner discussion, anud it may also facilitate
recognizing the "parent as a person" (Winkelstein,
1981l) . This may be particularly important for single
parents as tney may experience ilsolation because of the
demands of their role and they may need someone to
discuss child-rearing and otier matters. These iueas
are further supported by tne current ifinding that tne
hignest level for discussion oif other matters was by

single parents in FDC, The percentage for ceatre care
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was the lowest or tihe four groups, possibly indicating
an area rfor improvenent in communication in CDC,

The CDC caregiver must be aware oif the needs of a
large number of children and their parents, and they
may feel unable to provide the time anu energy to meet
their demands,., Careful stafi planning and program
scheduling could alleviate some oif tihe difificulties.
Training in communication skills could nelp staff make
better use of the time available. The caregiver can
learn bpbothh how to communicate effectively and when to
provide information or referral.

In FDC, researcners (Emlen, Donoghue, & LaForge,
1971; sale, 1984; Wandersman, 1981) have stressed tne
need for supportive services for caregivers. Emlen gt
al and Sale yuestioned tine effectiveness of licencing
and regulations for monitoring tie quality of care.
Emlen et al recommended establishing neignborhood
networks oL caregivers. Sale preferred tie use of
self-nelp yroups for caregivers ratner than organized
networks. She was concerned that agency involvement
could lead to over-regulation. Wandersman auvocated
encouraging appropriate role models for caregivers and
participation in training workshops. FDC could benefit,
perhaps, irom the establishment of an informal
satellite system, connecting a number of family
daycares with a neighborhooa daycare centre. The FDC

caregivers coulu participate in CDC staff workshops,



borrow eguilpment from the centres, anu bring the
cniluren for visits. The interaction of caregivers
could leaa to a greater understandaing of the auvantages
of each type of care.

In summary, FDC ana CDC both provide essential
services to working families. In order to improve tnoe
ability to wmeet the needs oif the families, it 1is
recommended tnat parents and caregivers recognize thne
importance or tneir interaction. In developing
continuity between nome and daycare, tne eaphasis
should pe on the excnange of speciliic iniormation
regaraing their beliefs about the child . The two
settings can be different and yet still complement each
otner, but the parent and caregiver need to communicate
in order to help tne child to adapt to living in two

environments,
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The main limitation in tnis stuay was tie
Likert-type scale used in tine guestions tnat were
selected, The data was considered to be at an ordinal
level, and this liwited the kind oi statistics that
could be used. The chi-square test was computed for tae
juestions regarding parent and caregiver belieis about
eacn otner., It was round, however, tnat in many cases
tne requirements for tnis test were violated (Siegel,
1956) . That is, more tnan 20 per cent of the cells haa
an expected ifreguency of less than 5, and also the
expected freguency in a cell was sometimes less than
one., The Wilcoxin matched-pairs signed-ranks test was
chosen for the 5uéstions pertaining to beliefs about

ne child, but, again, some problems were encountered.
Witin this test, ties between the two groups are
disregarded, anu the direction of difference between
the groups is given., If there are a great many ties ana
only a few extreme differences, theretfore, a résult
could pe computed as significant when, in fact, -the
groups show ihigh agreement. Another difficulty with
using tinis test for this study was that the Wilcoxin
compared all 7 points on the scale including tne "aon't
know" responses for tne two groups, althougn tue‘uata
for percentages was collapsed into the taree categories

of agyree, uisagree, and neither/nor. Tnis led to tae
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Wilcoxin providing some uifferent results than were

tound tunrough the use o0r percentages.

In tne interviews, some standaru concerns
regarding the use or interview-data should ve
considered., For example, tie assumption was wade that
the responses reiflected the respondent's overall
belieifs anu were not atffected by personal factors or
environmental conditions ror the interviewer or
intervievee, The interviewer could iniluence thne
responses tinrough her amility to put the participant at
ease and invite open, honest responses. Interviewees
may be concernea about social desirapility or

confidentiality when responding,
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Type OLf care

Question Centre Home

Percentages (numpers)

l. See motner pilick up

disagree (1-3) 24,7 (13) 38.0 (27)

neither/nor (4) .0 (0) B.6 (4)

agree (5=7) 75.5 (40) 56.3 (40)
2. Do things saue

disagree (1-3) 34.7 (17) 21.4 (15)

neitner/nor (4) 28.6 (14) 21.4 (15)

agree (5-7) a6.7 (18) 57.1 (40)
3. Tell parent problen

disagree (1-3) 1.9 (1) 2.8 (2)

neitiner/nor (4) 1.9 (1) 2.8 (2)

agree (5-7) 96.3 (52) 94.4 (67)
4, Parent always asks

disagree (1-3) 30.2 (16) 16,9 (12)

neither/nor (4) 11l.3 (6) B«5 (56)

agree (5-=7) 58.5 (31) 14.6 (23)

Note. "Den't know" responses entered as missing cases,



Type or Care

Centre Homne

-e, "Don't know"

Specific instruct
True
False

Ask caregiver auvice
True
False

Caregiver tell problen
True
False

Little feedback

True
False

responses

Percentages (nunpers)

22,8 (12) 44,9 (31)
17.5 (42) 25.1 (38)
35.2 (19) 32.4 (23)
64.5 (35) 67.6 (44)
96.3 (52) 98,6 (70)
3.7 (4) 1.4 (1)
186.5 (1V) 15.3 (11)
8l.5 (44) 64.7 (61)

entered as missing cases,
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id

ole 3

2 parent 1 parent
Questions Centre Home Centre Home
Percentages (nunders)

Outset:

none
51 i:,'i'lt
nore
well

LNOWV S
pusiness
aiscuss
friend
Freqg, :
seldom

occas.
often

76.9(20)
7.7(2)
3.8(1)

11.5(3)

53.86(14)
42,3(11)
3.0(1)

3.6(1)
30.8(8)
65.4(17)

77.5(28)

11.1(4)
5.6(2)
5.6(2)

27.8(10)
50.0(10)
22,2(8)

5.6(2)
15.7(6)
77.8(28)

96.4(27) 77.56(28)

3.6(1) 8.3(3)
0(0) 5.6(2)
.0(0) 8.,3(3)

57.1(16) 22.2(8)
35,7(10) 63.9(23)
7.1(2) 13.9(5)

7.1(2) 84.3(3)
28.6(58) 15.4(7)
64.3(18) 72,2(20)
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Centre Home
Questions Teacner Parent Teacher Parent

4
e

Percentages (numbers)

Depenuent:

very

(1-3) 24,1(13) 5.3 (5) 43,1(31)
neitner

(4) 25.9(14) 44.,4(24) 29.,2(21)
opposite

(5=7) 50.0(27) 46.3(25) 27.8(20)

Basy we. Strangers:

very

(1~3) 46.3(25) 50.0(27) 53 .,5(38)
neitner

(4) 16.5(10) 20.4(11) 12,7(9)
opposite

{5=7) 35.2(19) 29,06116) 33.5(24)

Bossy:

very

(1-3) 40,7(22) 44.,4(24) 36.1(206)
neitier

(4) 38.,9(21) 37.0(20) 37 «5(27)
cpposite

(5-7) 20.4(11) 16.5(10) 26 .4(19)

Obedient:

very

(1-3) 50.,0(27) 46.3(25) 56.9(41)
neither

(4) 27.6(15) 38.9(21) 31.9(23)
upposite

(5-7) 22,2(12) 14.86(8) 1.1.518)

Bven-tempered:

very

(1-3) 55.,6(30) 55.6(30) 55:6(40)
neither

(4) 9.3(5) 18.5(10) 20.8(15)
opposite

(5=7) 35.2(19) 25,9(14) 23.6(17)

23.6(17)
29.2121)

47 .2(34)

52.,6(38)
20.8(15)

26 .4 (19)

56.9(41)
31.9(23)

11.1(0)

52.8(38)
33.3(24)

13.9(10)

56.9(4l)
13.9(10)

29.2(21)
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6. Diftficult snare:

very

{d1~=3) 31:5(17)
neither

(4) 2«3(5)
opposite

{5=7) 29,.,3L32)

7. Neat:

very

(1-3) 53.7(29)
neither

(4) 27 .8(15)

opposite
(5-7) 16.5(10)

6. Talkative:

very

(1-3) 66.7(36)
neitner

(4) 13.0(7)
opposite

(5=7) 20.,4(11)

9. Energetic:

very

(1-3) 4841(20)
neitner

(4) 29,6(16)

opposite
(5=7) 22,2(12)

10, Gross motor:

very

(1-3) 79.6(43)
neitiner

(4) 9:31(5)
opposite

(5=7) 11,1(6)

11. Fine wotor:

very

(1-3) 61l.1{33)
neitner

(&) 29:6(16)
opposite

(5=7) 9+3(5)

2064 (11)
25.5(14)

53.7(29)

36.9(21)
24,1(13)
37.0(20)

77.8(42)
11.1(6)

1l:116)

77.6(42)
13.0(7)

9.3(5)

83 «3(45)

C

13.0(7)

3.7(2)

70 .4 (38)
16.7(9)

13.0(7)

40 .,3(29)
16.7(12)

43.1(31)

383.9(28)
33.3(24)
27 .8 (20)

16.7(12)

20.8(15)

46,6(33)
33.3(24)

16.1(13

59.7(43)
19.4(14)

20.8(15)

54,9(39)
26+8(19)

186.3(13

18.1(13)

41.7(30)

‘."7 .2(3‘2)
26 .4 (19)

26 44(19)

19.2(57)

o

12.,5(9)

5.3(6)

70.5(51)
20.8(15)

8.3(0)

6B8.7(63)
7:0:(5)

4.21(3)

cd.7(61)
6e3(0)

6.9(5)
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12, Chilu oriented:

vVery

(1-3) 75.9(41)
neitner

(4) 18.5(10)
opposite

(5-7) 5.6(3)

13. Loud:

(1-3) 42.6(23)
neitner

(4) 25.9(14)
opposite

(5-7) 31.5(17)

14, Active, moving:

very

(1-3) 51 .9 (26)
neither

(<) 35:2(19)

opposite
(5=7) 13,0(7)

Note. "Don't know" responses entered as missing cases,

24.1(13)

11.14{6)

38.9(21)
51.9(26)

9.3(5)

74.1(40)
20,4 (11)
5.6(3)

64 .8 (406)
19.7(14)

15.5{11)

38.9(28)
26 .4(19)

34.,7(25)

54,2(39)
23:6(17)

2242416}

59.2(42)
22.5(16)

18.3(13)

77.1(54)
15.56(13)
443(3)
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Questions Centre Home
Humbers
1. Depenuent
PA 1t CA S 18
PA gt CA 21 43
ties 14 11
p= 28 JOD1* %%k
2, Basy witih strangers
PA lt CA 20 33
PA gt CA 21 29
ties 13 10
p= o718 %3
3. Bossy
PA 1t CA 22 39
PA gt Ca 16 16
ties 16 17
= « 206 D009 %R %%
4, Obedient
PA 1t CA 21 17
PA gt CA 28 37
p= + 21 k) 2%
5., Even—-tempered
PA 1t CA 21 26
PA gt CA 20 34
ties 13 12
p= 09 W21
6. Difficulty sharing
PA 1t CA 19 28
PA gt CA 23 32
ties 12 12
p= o «83
7. leat
PA 1t CA 14 29
PA gt CA 33 27
ties 7 16
o= «008***% «19
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e

10.

11,

12

13.

Talkative
Pa 1lt Ca 27
PA gt CA 14
ties 13
o= «03%%

13

Bnergetic

PA 1t CA 30
PA gt CA o
ties 16
p= L0002% % %%
Gross motor
PA 1lc CA 1.8
PA gt CA 16
ties 20
P 28

Fine motor

PA 1t CA 18
PA gt CA 16
ties 20
o= +0B8*

Cihila-oriented

PA lt Cu lb

PA \jt CA 2‘1’
ties 15
1.‘): cl‘g

Loud

PA lt CA 25

PA gt CA 1's
ties 14
= 08%

Active, noviag

PA 1t CA 29

PA gt CA 10

ties 15
L)= oUUl****

43
15
14
magelen gty

30

14

22
.UOUS:’:‘.‘:-):%:

JO02% %%

38

g

19
+0Q2%*»

37
20
14
16

39
18
15
s 000 S%kdeh

3.2
17
23
D Q2%%%

lbote., PA 1t CA is Parents less than caregivers.

¥ 05<p<. 10, **,<,05, ***p¢,01, ***%p<,001,
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Table ©

Centre

Questions

Teacners

Parents

Teacners

noe

Farencs

1. Storytime:

7
e

3.

41'.

ii‘ll; ) @QJ .
{1=3)

to weekly

(4)

to ually
{a=1)
lusic:

infreq,
(L1~3)

to weekly

(<)

to dailly
{5=7]
Art:

infreq.
{1=3}

to weekly

(4)
to daily
(5=7)

7o (4)
1.9(1)

90.7(49)

1.9(1)
11.1(06)

87.0(47)

5.0(3)
9.3(5)

35.2(46)

Quiet time:

infreq.

(1-3)

to weekly

(&)
to daily
{5=T7)

3«72}
«0(0)

96.3(52)

Percentages

«0(0)
6.3(3)

93.3(45)

.0(0)
«U(0)

100.0(54)

20.6(15)
12.5(9)

06.7(48)

15.3(11)
16.,1(13)

15,3(11)
23 .,6(17)

0l.1(44)

9.7(7)
4,2(3)

06.1(062)

(nunbers)

19.3(11)
21.1{12)

59,0(34)

13.8(9)
26.,2(17)

60.,0(39)
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5. Outdoors:

iu:req.
(1-3)

Lo weekly
(4) «0(0)
to dally
(5-7)

JU(0)

100,0(54)
6. Words & Humbers:

infreds;

(1-3) 20.4(11)

to weerkly

(4) T4 (4)

to wally

(5=7) 72.2(39)
7. Puzzless:

inired.

(1=3) 1.9(1)

to weekly

(4) 11.1(0)

to daily

(5-7) 67.0(47)
8. Drama:

infreq.

(1-3) 7.4(4)

to weekly

(4) 7 14.8(8)

to daily

{ 3~T7) 77.8(42)

Hote. "Don't know" responses entered as missing cases,

0(0)
.0(0)

100.0(54)

10.3(4)
16.3(4)
79.5(31)

9.6(4)
4.95(2)

85.4(35)

9.8(4)
1:2.2(5)

76.0(32)

5,6(4)
8.3(6)

86.1(62)

30.6(22)
25.0(18)

44,4(32)

40 .3(29)
2.8(2)

56 .9 (41)

2.8(2)

S5.0(4)

14.5(9)
27 .4 (17)

58.1(36)

21.1(12)

42,1(24)
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Questions Centre Home
Numbers
l.5torytime
PA gt Ca ) 35
ties 38 17
o= o712 .03*
2. liusic
PA 1t CA 13 22
PA gt CA A3 30
ties 26 20
= s34 w34
3.+ ALT
PA 1t Ca 0 27
PA gt Ca 13 24
ties 33 2L
P= 007* 039
4, Quiet time
PA 1t CA 4 12
PA gt Ca 4 15
ties 46 45
p= «D 8 42

5., Outdoors

PA 1t CA 10 B
ties 43 31
.L‘)= 002** 063

6. Words and nunbers

PA 1t CA 12 17
PA gt CA 30 46
ties 12 9
p= «003**%* «0001***%*
7. Puzzles
PA gt CA 20 36
ties 18 14

p= .06% IELEE



0. Drawma
PA 1t CA 11 26
PA gt CA aid 34
ties 10 10
p= 07%* o 40

Hote. PA 1t CA is Parents less tnan caregivers.

*,05¢p<.10. *%0<, 05, **%5¢, 01, **%%,<,001.
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Table 8

Centre Home

Questions Teacners Parents Teachers Parents

Percentages (numbersg)

l. Bating:

dise. (1-3) 10:6¢5) 10.6(5) 7.7(5) 5.7(4)

neither(4) 12.8(06) 8.5(4) 18..5(12) 5.7(4)

agree(5-7) 76.6(32) 60 .9(38) 73.58(48) 68.,06(62)
2. Foous served:

aise. (1-3) 11:X(86) 60.1(3) 56 (4) 10.117)

neitaer(4) B 74 2Z) Be2(4) 13.0(9) 1:2(5)

agree(5-7) 85.2(46) 85.7(42) €l.2(56) 82:0(57)

3. Happing:

dis, (1-3) 5.9(3) 17.0(9) 4.,2(3) 2.6(2)
neitner(4) 3.9(2) 3.5(2) 8.5(6) 9.717)
agree(5-7) 90.,2(46) 79.2(42) 67.3(62) ©87.5(63)

4, Discipline:

dis.(1-3) 15.4(8) 1.9(1) 4,3(3) 10.0(7)

neither(4) 7.7(4 13.0(2) 3.8(9) 7+1(5)

agree(5-7) 76.9(40) 94,2(49) 82.6(57) ©62.(58)
5. Dress:

Uais. (1-3) 17.0(5) 7.8(4) 4.3(3) 8.0(0)

neithner(4) 9.4 (9) 1357(¢7) 15:9(11 15.74(1L1)

agree(5-7) 73.6(39) 76.4(40) 79.7(55) 75.7(53)
6., Activities allowed:

dise. (1-3) 6.0(3) .0(0) 1.5(1) 5.6(4)

neither(4) 20.0(10) 8.2(4) 18.2{(12) 12.7(9)

agree(5-7) 74.0(37) 51.8(45) 80 «3(53) 8l.7(58)
7. Act., not allowed:

dise. (1-3) 11.1(5) 4,1(2) 3.1(2) 4.,5(3)

neitner(4) 17.8(08) 6.1(3) 21.9(14) 10.6(7)

agree(5=7) 71.1(32) 89.8(44) 75.0(48) 064,8(506)

wote. "Don't know" responses entered as missing cases,



Taple 9

Questions Centre Home
Nuinbers
1. Eating
PA 1t Ca 20 29
PA gt CA 22 17
ties 1.2 16
= « 30 92

2. Foods served

PA 1lc CA 15 20
BPa jt Ca lu o
ties 20 3]

L'= 029 .37

3. Liapping

PA 1t CA 22 21
PA gt Ca 14 4
ties 8 37
o= JO5*% 232

4, Discipline

PA 1t CA 10 29

PA gt CaA 24 23
ties 20 20
p= «009**% w22

5., Dress

PA 1t CA 19 38

PA gt CA 21 15
ties 14 19
L')= o68 .UC"

6. Activities alloweu

PA 1t CA il 0

PA gt Ca 26 13
ties 17 21
= L L005%%%

7. Activities not allowed

PA 1t Ca 159 34
PA gt CA 22 20
ties 13 16
o= .43 .20

lote. PA 1t CA 1s Parent less than caregiver.

*,05¢p< 10, *¥%5K,05, **%p¢,01, ***%,¢,001,



Micro | Meso | Exo | Mac

Microsystem: toe individual and nhis/her environment,
llesosysten: interaction of microsystems.
Exosystens external factors affecting the individual.

ilacrosysten: attitudes, beliefs, anu value systeus,

#T > 1. A representation of Bronfenbrenner's concept
oi the ecosystem.
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Object or the velier Related object or concept

v

R

Ui

cuudling

warmtn

infants —— need—————anurturingii:::::feeding
\\\\\ﬁoonqing
security

intellectual stim,

lgure 2. Analysis of a belief system using Hull's
(1537) habit-family hierarchy configuration.
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B~BI = ( aAbeh) W0 + SHB ( udc) W1 + PUB ( ic) W2

B = pehavior

BI = behavioral intention

Abeh = attitude toward performing the benavior

SHB = social normative bveliefs, weliefs about tne
expectations oi reference group members

Hc = motivation to comply withh the expectations oi
reference group members, or with personal normative
beliefs

PUB = personal norwmative beliefs

Wo,1,2, = enpirically determined weignts

Aben= perceived consequences of tine benavior for the
individual =z tae evaluation of those consegueinces

1981

(Bernat,

l. Pre-conventional: Abeh: self-interest; external
rewards ahd punishments

2. Conventional: SHB: conform to society; expectations
0L otuners

3. Post-conventional: PWB: own moral principles;
personal standards

Figure 3. Berndt's (1981) model of the relation between
social cognition and social behavior
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Using the 7-point scale pelow, 1inulcate now much you
agree or disagree with each of tne following

statements., If you don't know, please use thne nunber
won
U

Strongly disagree (1) Leither agree nor disagree (4)
Strongly agree (7)

a. The mother is very cooperative.

b. The mother is always interested in what I have to
say about ner cnild.

c. I like the way tne motner treats ner cnild,

U. She seems to have fun witin her ciailau,.

e. The mother and I keep on pretty good terms,

*f., I only see the mother wnen she leaves or picks up
her cnild. (1)

ge I often visit with this child or have him/her visit
witih me even wnen I am not caring for him/ner.

0., One reason I give day care for this mother is tnat
our children are friends,( This item was not
included in the CDC yuestions)

i, The motner and I handle the child in about tae same
way e

je Sne lets her cnild get away with too much.

ke The child seems to mind better witn me than for
nis/her motner.

*1, I try to do things for a child the way his/her
mother uoces.(2)

ite, I am stricter about rules tnan tine parent is.

n. I will probably keep in touch with the parent and
cnild even when our arrangement is OVeEr.

*o, If I were having a problem with this cnild, I would
tell the parent.(3)

p. The parent is punctual about picking up her child
or letting e know about changes in scaedule.

*q. The parent always asks me wnat has happened during
the day.(4)
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Decide whether each oi the following statements is
generally true or false in describing your belieis
about your caregiver. You may nase comments on any
statement where you ifeel your cnoicCe needs elaboration.

a.

e
Ce

If I give instructions tiat my chilu is only to
watch "Sesawme S5treet", I awm coniiaent that my
caregiver follows my instructions.

iy caregiver is stricter about rules than I amn.
ily caregiver has an easy-going manner towardus tne
cnildren.

liy caregiver devotes wmost of her time to doing
things witn my child while she is caring for
him/her.

I believe my caregiver ougit to be given specific
instructions as to what is wanted and expected in
providing care for my child,. (1)

I often asgk my caregiver advice on how to handle my
child. (2)

I feel tnat I receive good service from my
caregiver tfor the money I pay her,

HMy caregiver will probably keep in toucin with me
ana my cnild even when our arrangement nas ended.
If my careygiver didn't have young children of her
own, she probably wouldn't look after other
people's cnildren,

She is not the type to lose her temper with tne
children.,

She has a good understanding of what to expect of
cuiildren,

If sie were naving a problem with my child, I'm
sure sne would tell me without my asiking.(3)

I get little ifeedback from her unless I ask what
has happened during the day.(4)
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1. Communication at outset

At the beginning of your uay care arrangeneit, aow
well did you know your caregiver?

Hot at all (1)

Knew ner slightly (2)

Knew ner more than sligatly (3)

Knew her extremely well (4)
2. Coumunication now
llow tnat (the cnild) has been in his/her daycare
arrangenent for some time, how well have you got to
Know your caregiver?

Hot at all (1)

In a business way only--well enough to discuss our
daycare arrangement and matters related to it (2)

Well enough to discuss matters aobout eacin otuners'
families quite apart from our arrangement (3)

Consider ner to be a good friend (4)
3. Frequency of communication

How oriften do you and your caregiver talx togetner
other than saying just "Hello" ana "Goodbye"?

Hever (1)
Occasionally (2)
Often (3)

4, Single/ two parent
Are you part of a two parent family or 1is tuere

anotner adult in your household who shares parenting
and financial responsibilities with you?



Along tne 7-point scale listed velow indicate how you
would rate (the cnild) along eacua Of tae followiling
dimensions. The mid-point (4) of the scale would show
tuat tie chilu woes not tend towards eitner enu point.
If you won't know, please use the number "g".

1. Dependent on careygiver---Independent oL caregiver

2. At ease witi strangers---Is not at ease with
strangers

3. Bossy---Submissive

4, Obedient---Disobedient

5. Even-tempered-—--lioody, irritable

0. Finds sharing difficult---Snares easily
7. Heat, wmeticulous---ilessy, untidy

e TalKkative---Quiet

9, Likes enerygetic piysical activities—---Quiet
activities

10, Well-coordinated (gross motor)-—--2uuiri, coordinated
11, Well-coordinatea (iine motor)—---Poorly coordinateu
12, Preifers playing withh other children---Playing alone
13. Loud=--=Quiet

14, Always moving---Rather sedentary
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lHow orften does (the child) do the above activities
while in care? Indicate your answer by means of the
scale snown below.

llever (1) Infregquently (2) Once in a while (3) Almost
weekly (4) Weekly (5) Alwmost aaily (6) Daily (7)

1. Storytime

B2

. Husic anu listening activities

3. Arts and crafts

4, Quiet-time

5. Outdoor play

0. Word, letter, and number activities
7. Puzzles and games

g. Dramatic play
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How closely would you say tnat you and your careyiver
(parent) agree on tine following matters? Use tine
categories pelow to make your cnoice. I you don't
know, use tne numoer "6" to indicate your choice
(7-point scale).

Strongly disagree (1) UNeither ayree nor disagree (4)
Strongly agree (7)

1, Rules about eating

2, Types of Lond served

3. lapping

4, Discipline

5. Dress and grooming

0. Activities to be encouragea

7. Activities not allowed
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Surnames: Hanna Given Laues:

Place of Birtns_London, Ont.
Date of Birtns: July 0, 1950
Baucational Institutions Attenued, witn Dates of

Entering and Leaving:

Degrees, Diplouas, Btc., Awardeu, with Dates and Names

of Institutions:

Honors and Awards

Publications
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