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Day care¢ has been emerging as a pational sociai
and educational issue since the mid-1960's. This can
be attributed to an increased awareness of the crucial
early years of a child's 1ife and the growing need for
éhild care. The director of the day care cénter is
the person who is ultimately responsible for the func-

tioning of the day care center. Since directors of
e

- day care centers .are administrators, they necessarily

work with many people-fstaff, parents, and children.
Therefore, they are in a position to exhibit Machiavel-
lian characteristics in their relationships wi%h people.

Machiavellianism is a; attribute that can be
defined as an orientation~todérd manipulating other
pééple.-

‘ ‘The problem investigated was: Do directors of
proprietary day care centers have & higher Machiavel-
lianisﬁ score than directors of nonprofit, day care
centers?’ Because proprietary d§y care centers operate
for a‘profat, therefore, a parﬁ'of the businessﬁworld,
it was hypothesized that tﬁéi&;@irectors would have a
higher Machiayellianism score than directors of non-
lprofit day care centers.‘

The populatioq for the study consisted of the 94
directors of the 101 licensed“day care centers in St.

Louis City and St. Louis County. Each director was

mailed three items on May 9, 1974: (1) an explanatory

. 1
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cover letter, (2) the Mach IV Scale, and (3) the Day

Care Center and Personnel Data Sheet. Fifty-seven
-« were returned in usable forﬁ which was a 61 percent re-.
/// : turn. - |
Y . .
/’ Since the investigation included an exploratory
aspect re1at1ve to a 11tt1e researched population, demd-
graph*c 1nformat10n was supplled through the research
~procedure. The results 1nd1cated that nonprofit cen-
ters were more l;kely t% be located in the city as op-
- posed to the county and-.offer day care only in 'their
» program. Proprietary centers of fered day care plus
other program opticns such as after school care or a

half-day nursery school program. Directors of non-

profdt centers had attained more education than direc-

Ve

- tors of proprietary centers.
- - ’ ‘ The Machiavellianism score for directors of
/ ‘ proprietary day qare centers was hlgher than for non-

profit day care center direckors. The difference was
. statistically significant at the .05 level.  Thus,
the hypothesis in the study was supported.

"The study also sought to investiéate the con-
tribution of each 1ndependent var1ab1e to the dependent
variable, the MaChJS§br&q The full model with all the
variables 1nc1uded accqunted for 63.8 percent of th\
total variance in the Mach’scores which was not found

to be statistically sigrificant. A significant
\ )




, 3
proportion of the total variance in the Mach“scores e

was accounted for by two variables: knowledge of

Vf

whether,the director directs more than one center and

?

(LN

knowledge of type of center——nonprofit or proprietary
N
The former variable was found to account for 6.9 per-

cent of the total variance in the Mach scores.

-

The most significant result of the study was °

the second variable, knowledge of whether the center

o, . " ‘ 1
) is operated on a nonprofit or proprietary basis. That

variable was found to account for 7.3 percent of the
total variance in the Mach score.
, This strongly suggested that the Machiavellian-

ismcof directors of proprietary day care centers ex-

ceeds that of directors of nonprofit day care centers

~ and?that the variance in Mach scores -is due to knowledge

of%the type of center, his necessarily suggests tnat
Maéhiavellian characteristics such as manipulating
ot@er peo 1¢ and usings/other people to one's advantage

| . would be more common among proprietary day care center
directors _ /f \ .0
/
ﬁ' '{ | '
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Chapter I

- Introduction

]

Backgrouﬁd
Day caré“programs have been emerging as a
national issue since the mid-1960's. It certainly
is one of the social and educational issues of the
seventies. Although day care has b;en in existence
for many years, several ?eceﬂt.developMents séem to
have, prompted the breseht concern. They may be clas-
sified as economic, social, political, and educétional.
Economicall&, it has begbme nece{gary for the
spouse ‘in maﬁy Yower- and middle—income families to
supplement the jprimary wage earner in order to attain

a comfortable leVNi.Pf living. Due to changing social
beliefs concérping.divorce and an increase in the * ”
number of parénts without partners, maqy females who
are the head of'the household are in the 1ébor force *
(Keyserling, 3972).

Pressure for welfare rg}orm has been another

contributing economic and social factor. In recent

years, people who live at the poverty level have becomé '

-

increasingly articulate about changes they feel ;hpuld K

‘
be made. There are many single-parent familigs o ’
. ‘ / N N a!

.
1 , -
.
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welfare, If these parents are tp be tralned for new
Jobs, they need child care services. .
. AN .
, Equal opportunity, as promoted by the women's @

> .
11beration movement, has demanded quality care for the

children of women who wi;n to work. Minority groups -
, in the United. States have demanded care for their : \
children, which would enable the parente to work.
Ecenomic and political®factors Have eegzed to '
dramatically/increase the numner of women in the iabor ¢
force. The Westinghouse Learning Corporation -and
Weetat.Research, Inc., in a survey prepared for The ~
Office ‘of Economic Opportunity (1971), reported that the
total number of workin% mothers has more than doubled
since 1950. Projections for 1980 suggest there will ’
be in the work force at-least 5.3 million motheﬂ% w1th
1 - .chlldren under the age of 5--a 43 percent iné&ease be-
tween 1970 ahd 1980. In 1970 the U.S. Office of Child 4
Development reported that about 60 percent~of.the )
childrenaan the United States have mothers who work

L]

and who are, therefore, away -from the home a‘signdfi—
A2 \ ' cant part of éﬁi day. ' e
] 'Educationally, a new interest’in child developi
ment has enhanced the concexn for day dare. In the ’.
past 20 years research relative to the phy51cal inted-~

1(\\u¢]. u\z\l aiid emotional dewelonnent of tne

young child has expanded considerably,- Recently. there g
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~ ment/Day Care Workshop established by the Office of

v b}

| 3
has been strong concern with how the younguchild
learns. In the early 1960's, two major works,

J. McVicker Hunt's Intelligence and Experience (1961)

and Benjamin Bloom's Stability and Change in Human \>
Characteristics (1964) suggested that a child's in-

telligenge could be enhanced, markedly in the early s
. . e

years. Since researchihas indicated that children
"from birth to age 5—are capable of learning a great
deal more than previously.thought, it i's up to edu-

cators to create environments in which children can

" be challenged, yet feel wanted and secure (LaCrosse,

1971), > o .
. - i - “f

.Meeting ‘the needs of children is paramo€§§

-
to the whole issue of day care. The Child Develop-

@

-~

Child Developm9qﬁ in the UTS’ Department of- Health,

_Education, and Welfare waé,charged with the responsi- -
bility of developing guidelineé for day care programs
which could be used throughout the country. Tée Wo}k:
shop began ﬁifh the assumptiopn that the ﬁrimary objeé—.

N— -
tive of day care was "to meet the needs of children

for experiences which will foster their development

iﬁ'“

" as human béings" (LaCrosse, 1971). They-considered

the=folloying elements of "prime concern in the grb%th

and development of children: health and nutrition, !g,f

security, freedom, structure, understanding,

- LRSI 1 )]
. J

.
“
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developmeptal differences, and the need for challenge.

hAlthough recently. day care centers for young

childre rha.ve 1ncreased rapidly throughout the Unlted
ngge;;/the need is st111 great. lefeﬁgat source's
revealed varying statistics. n

- Griffin (1973) expressed a need for 3,000 to &
4,000 new day care facilities a month, for some 3.5 |
million parents with small children. |

The Westinghouse Learning Corporation ehd

Westat Research, Inc. cited the following statistics

(1971): ) ’

i

Children under age 6 with . ;
working mothers 3,800,000

Children in day care facilities 1,300,000

¢ Children aged 6 to 14 with H

working mothers " 8,500,000
Children- in before and/or /’ .
after school care . 233,000

In addition, their survey stated 358,000 low- and ,,/f77
moderate-income working mothers were very dissatisfied
with theif present arrangements for child care. An

estimated three-quarters of a million low-~ and moderate-

income mothers were not working because of the lack of

satisfactory child care. . \

The national need for day care has been re-
! .
! .
'flected dramaticalily.in the St. Louis metropolitan

l'area in a report prepared by the Health and Welfare -

" Council of Metropolitan St. Louis for The Child'Day Care

" ’

e
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. Association (1973) in which estimates were made of. »
the number of children who;currently were most in

. ' need of adequate day cefe/kacilities. The Child Day

Care Association is the d#y care planning agency for B

St. L?uis County, St oPis City, and St. Charles
. County. ‘

) v * N 3
For St. Louigy City as a whole, the estimated °

number of chlldTen whose family head or heads were in

the labor force was approxlmately 40 percent of all

an estimated 90 percént would be avaiiing themselves »
. ,‘ . . {
of day care facilities, if)iﬁ weren't for the lack of

1

%

the children under 6 yeagg of.age. Of that percentage, ;i
County the need estimated |

facilities. In St. Louis

K}

.| B . ¢
was approximately 28 percent of thdtotal possible.

Of that percentage, an estimated 89 pe t are in

. . need of day care faeilities: For echool-age ildren,

" ages 6 to 13,>5é percent of a1l children need chi

care in St. Louis and 40 percent in St Louls County.

“The report did not indicate the extent to Wthh thlS
need exceeded avallable day care services.

Federal government agencies and most states
recognize three types of day care: (1) the day care
center (operated- either as a separate insﬁitution'or

N

“as part of another entity such as a factory, hosp1ta1
[

scho?i, church, etc.), (2) a group day care home, and

(3)’a family day Lare home (Griffin, 1973). .None of
. : , - Ny

!
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* these includes what are c mmonly called nursery schools"
or preschools, which are/gsually operated on a half-
day basis and emphasaze/fhe child's development of
skills. | ‘ '

‘ Three of the major differences between nursery
school and da& care were delineated by Pizzo in Opera-

\ Ser

tional leflcultles of Group Day Care (1972) '

1. Day care's iessential role is that of supple-
mental family? Nursery schools need not
have the same aspirations. .

2. Day care ‘means a long unbroken dey for staff
and chllﬁren. Nursery school does not.

v | 3. T intdractions’ pf ‘day care parents are

,-

fraught/ with spedial problems,nursenf“

schoolq don't experlence. . - -

The dlfferencesEserve to 1ntenS1fy the demands made

on the day care center directors, as they function
in the areas of dminiefration,‘education, and human

-~

relatigg -

A ' Significance of fthe Study

In view |of the increased awareness of the .
crucial early years of a child's life-and the grow-
ing need* for child care, the desire to insist require,
and demand tha day care programs be of quality, became

|

i

|

’ |

|

|

|

1

|

|

i

|

|

|
apparent. The Child Welfare League of America . (197?)

1

N has stated that day care services are inadequate by
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almost any-measure. Not-only must new facilities be
éreated to meet the existing and growing demand, but
'childreq and their families'require services of a
,) . higher_quali@y than those they are presently receiving.
” In 1970, to determine priority needs in early °
childhood research, the Office of Child Development
¥ formilated the Interagency Panel on Early Childhood
) Research and Development. One of the designated areas
. for inveséig;tion‘and research was day care and its
services, including qualifications and characteristics
of spaff_ahéﬂ more specifically, staff supervision
(Grotberg, Searcy & Sowder, 1972).
Good staff supervision aﬁd relations are ex-

~

tremely important. 1In Cost and Quality Issues for

Operators (Pizzo, 1972) the statement was made that
in day care,vmore than in most other human services
programs, the quality.of the results achieved is de-
pehdent on the qgalit&, behavior, and happiness of
the people involved--staff, children, and parents.
The director of the day care center ig the:person
who 1is ultimately responsible for the center's results.
Griffin (1973; stated that the physical plant, the
amount of equipment, and the size of the backing are
meaningless as compared'to the peréén’who directs the
) . ‘ center. Since directors of day care centers are ad-

ministrators, the& are in a position to exhibit

o

ERIC S TE Y




Machiavellian charécterist;cs in their relationships
with people-~-specifically parents, children, and staff
members. ( ' ’
’ . </
Machiavellianism is an attribute that can be -~

\
defined as an orientation toﬁard manipulating other
people (Chrigtie, 1970). The measure attempts to
quantify a personks general strategy for dealing with
other people, especially the degree to which he feels
other people are manipulable in interpersonal situa-
tions. {

Machiavelli's main purpose wa%'tm'analyze
what practices had brought political Success in fhe
past, and’to deduce from them what principles ought
to be followed for political reasons in the present
(Jay, 1968). )

Thig” study may be viewed as an attempt to
discover knowledge of the management of day care cen-
ters in Machiavelli terms. It is based on séme,of
Machiavell;}s methods; that of taking a current issue

-

and examining-it in light of experience and observa-

t

, tion. Q;ke Machiavelli who saw the successes and

. -

failures’of the states stemming directly from the
qualities of the leader, the author sees the succesées
and failures éf a day care center directly related to
the director.-

In light of the growing need for quality day
@
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care, the "state of the’ art" relat{;e to day care, and
the significance of the day care center director, an
expioratory study off%he St. Louis area day care- cen-

ters and their directors becomés relevant. . .
i N “;J\ \\

Statement of the Problém

The problem investigated was: Do directors of
proprietary day care centers have a highér Machiavel-
lianism score than directors of nonprofit day care
‘\ centers?

Throughout the literature concerninéi?g; cares.,
frequent references were made to‘the significant rolg,
of the director. However, there apﬁeared to be a lack
of research perteining to the spé&ific population of
day care center directors.. ¥

Day care centers typically are classifigd ac-
cording to their basis of operation--nonprofit or pro-
prietafy. The primary objective for the existence of
the centér evolves around this variaﬁle, It is specu-
—iated'that%? different type of peréon would be attracted
to the directorship of a nonprofit center than to a-
proprietary center. The Machiavellianism of that per-
: son 1s seen as one perhaps very basic gifference. Be-

cause proprietary day caré centers operate for a profit

and are, therefore, a part of the business world, it

is hypothesized that these directors will have a higher

& v
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‘Machiavellianism score than the directors of nonprofit

day care centers. T '

Therefore, tﬁe significance of.éhe grobléﬁ -
lies in the‘foundatioh for future rgéeafch éupplied
by the knowledge of the center's.basls of operation
cotipled with the diréctor'sxMachiéveliianism; specific-'
ally %n-terms of the future growth of nonprofit or pro-

gy

prietary centers and the type of people employed as

directors.
Statement of Hypothesis o J e
Theé hypothesis for this study’was: WLe direc- .
. ‘ *
tors of proprietary day care centers will have a N

highé} Machiawellianism score than the directors of

+

nonprofit day care centers.

Definition of Terms

Day care center: A specially designed or adapted
facility for the care, during part of the 24-hour
day, of groups of 12 or more children.

Day care'facility: The buiiding or dwelling, including
its outdoor play area, in which a day care‘progrém
is offered.

Day care progfﬁﬁ: The activities involved in caring
for and pfotec;ing a child who is away from his

home for some part of the day.

I3
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‘ ' Day care service: A,céhﬁrehensive service, provided
by a professional team that represents the fig?ds .
of social work, health, and education, for day h
. '_dare children and their parents.
Director: The person who coordinates the overall
program and who is responsiﬁie for administration .
of the day care service. The term "operator"
~ofz?n is usea interchangeably with directorf
‘ Family day care home: A ﬁrivate dwelling in which an
individual (generally a mother herself) cares
% = ‘ for children other than her own,{either as an

individual enterprise ("independgpt day care -

home") or as part of a community day care servagg.o

-

A

A family day care home kna.y serve no more than six
children, including the family day care mother's
owntchildren. . ‘ - T

Group day care home: A private dwelliné for the care
of as many as 12 children. The group day care
home is: suitable for children who need before- and

éftgr—échool care and who do not require a great

dea;.of individual care.

x Infant: :Geﬁerally, a child from birth to the age of
18-24sménths.
Machiavellianism: An amoral manipulative attitude -
Loward othcf individuals, combined with a cynical “'*j
'view of men's motives and of their character

(Guterman, 1970).

v,
.“141
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Nonprofit day care: Day caregprofidéd by churchés, - b :
) . R § v .
philanthropies, health and welfare and other .,

goverﬁment agencies without the intention -of

making a profit.

Preschool child: Generally, a child from the age ﬁu' g
3 to 6 years. . ~
Propriétgry day care: Day care provided, by priv&te:
individuals or business enterprises, as‘a_profit:
makiné activity. |
Toddler: A child who can walk unaided, but who is
not’ yet mature en uéﬁ for group experiences, "; o }
f the usual index in detérmin-

Toilet training is

ing when a "toddler" becomes a "preschool child."

w

»

Scope and leltatlons of the Study ) G

The scope of the study was limited to the 4
population of directors of licensed day care centeﬁf’
in St. Louis City and St. Louis County. Excludeg from J"//
the study were directors of nonlicensed ceﬁters.' The
majdr thrust of the; study was to seek'inform;tion?per-
taining to Machiavel%ianism as it related to the direc-
tors of the two types of day care centers, nohprofit, .; N

and proprietary. The study also included an explora-

. tory aspect in that demographic information about a’

little-researched population was supplied.
The 5tudy was limited to the point of view of

-,

8
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tge<§irectors, with no effo;@ made to correlate their
point of vieWwvwith those of their subordinates. The

stﬁdy did not seek ‘to provide a comprehensive repre-
N

sentation of the administrative functions of day care
'centér directors; as MachiaVellianism was seen as the
underiying trait present regardless of administrative

styles.

The extent toewhich generalizations can be

‘ o
made to directors of nonprofit and proprietary day

café_centers outside the St. Louis metropolitan area

wili depgnd on the degree of similarity between other
b,

day care centers and those in the St. Louis area.

N




Chapter II

Review of Related Literature
R 3

Throughvthe years, much has been writtehéin«
‘the area of early. childhood education However,wthe
magority of the literature related to day care has‘
appeared only recently. Consequently, research con-
cerning directors of day care centers was sparse.
The literature was exanined?in an attempt toldiscbier -
knowledge and informatién relative to the area of éay
care in general .and day care personnel in particular.,
Therefore, the three d{;1810n§/0f the present chagter
were designed to provide a perspective of -day ca}e
and iés reoccurring nature by presenting a historical o

overview; to discern ‘the reQEted research; and to

view the responsibilities of day care center‘directors.

—
Historical Overview of Day Care

"Day care centers, in some form or other, have
. ) ;

been in existence for over 100 years. The concept of
day care has been known as a sensitive berqmeter of

national crises; 1l.e., wars, depression (Fein & Clarke-

¥ e
-

. Stewart, 1973). The first day care center in the

-rr*

United States was established in 1854 in New York City
© -

14 .

tptuA




~ ’

-/

! .r 15
for chlldren of working mothers who could prQV1de no:
other care for them (Ruderman, 1968) It was intended

as a c%aritable service '‘to the poor and frequently

helpless immigrant women. At.ﬁhat time’, the purposes
. v o

were primarily cus;odialﬁ ; ‘
In the 1880's and 1890's the settiemenE.housél
moyemernt arose'in response to the needs of‘s?eatshop
toilers;-unwed7mothers, and ohe helpless. ?hey became
clearinghouses of social’service; child care being one
of the prgvisions made.necessary as a resu;t-of women
working. | . ) ‘ ‘
Although day care centers-of the mid- and late-
nineteenth centurf ﬁ're most concerned with the pllgh$
of abandoned and ﬁ@%lected chlldren, habits and skflls
were not ignored. ' To say the centers offered only .
custodlal care would be unfair, however, thélr tone '
was sober and grim (Fein & Clarke-Stewart; 1973).
During World War I and World War IT there ex-
isted a sub:SEntial nnmber of day care programs beéause
women had to join the work forde.. Fein and Clarke- s
Stewart (1973) have sugzested day care eXperlenced
) booms, not only because of the 1ncreased number of
“yt’hers in the labor marlget, bu{: also to'create jobs
for unemployed teachers, nurses, and social workers.

World War, II gave the child care movement

ma jor boost. The Lanham Act made funds available for ;5

. R ) ey (
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¢ in‘strategio War'industries. By 19&h there

. ‘operatlon in Lhe‘Unlted States about 90 programs pro- 5
L . . widing some sort of Chlld care (Rowe, 1922) S
& The, perlod follow1ng World War II was charac—

4

ter1zed by the glorlflcatlon_pf the famlly and the'

P

home. Men returned to~the1r jobs in factorles ard .

) "offices, and women returned %o ‘their home duties.' Day

_Care no longer was seen as a national need or priority; J/

consequently, child care programs shr1ve1ed

Durlng the 1960's and the first four years of

the American public. Two major worksg J. McVicken

Hunt's Intelligence and Experjience and Benjamin Bioom's

Stability-and Change in Human Characteristics, hé.ve\'

) influenqu the day care movement. (Because both autﬁprs
have suggested that careful intervention in the early
years could greatly enhance a young chlld'éulnﬁelll— \
gence, the creation of a day care center env1ronment.
becoﬁgs crucial to quality da& care. . S

In addition to theaeﬁueationah concern, home-

making as,a career has beeh ouestioned"by the women's

L liberation movement. It now is common for women to

v

. look outside the homé\for fulfillment.” Ruderman (1968)
" has written_that 100 years after the beginning of day
N care there is no reason to assume the'majority'of

-
*

HELRAIAR

~

“the 1970's, day care agaln réceived the attentlon of . ¢

& -~




positive supplement to family relationships Mattick

reasons for day care today, the vision is highly un-

-~
(o
working women are destitute, troubled, or inadegdate.
- Pr.esen+ views of day care have been reflected

+

by Evans, Shub, and Weinstein (1971) who stated that

day care is'not'now“a necessary evily it can be a

and Perkins (;973) have asserted that whatever the

S

cely to be restricted to mere cdstodiai care. Be- °

I . T VY )

cause of the increas1ng awareness of the crucial early

years of a chiid's 1ife and the growing need for child

care due to an increase in the numbe:r of women working,

¢

day care is once again an issue of public interest.

An'eight-step pianning medel for the develop-
ment of,éhiid éare services was presented by Gold
(1972). R:tionale for the model was founded on the
belief that there is a genuine need for expanding child
care services; and tnat day care, by'being flexible and
providing alternatives, must be responsive to consumer‘
needs. The eight steps were: 1) definition of the
planning task, 2)”search for solution, 3) evaluation
and selection of alternative solution®, 4) consensus,
5) audit,:é) program implementétion, 7) authorization,.
and 8) proposal development. . '

Information and statistics relative to'the two

types of day care, nonprofit and proprietary, have been
cited in the Day Care Suyvey, 1970-71. Sixty percent

“ .
"
v
PN | -
LR ;"q ‘) "7 7 «
5 . "4 - .
,
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a

of all the day care centers were‘gxpprietary, and -
. proprietary centers cared for ébogtjhélf of the chil-
‘ gren enrolled igjcenters. Among the various nonprofit
!organizations, churches provided the gfeatest amount p
! of facilitics--about eighteen perceré.
) Data compiled frog\visits to 431 day care

| centers in 90 cities (Keyserling, 1972), indicated that

| proprietary centers served primarily the middle class,
S
}and'children from one-parent homes headed by working i>

\mothers were a small minority. The quality or day care

_Wservices had littie to do with the rates charged. Less
than on,percént of the proprietary centers met fgderal
interaéency standards as to the ratio of adults tc chil-
dren, space, and the components of being an educational,
developmental experience. Nonprofit centers largely .
enrolled chdldren fram low-incgme famiiles, and chil-
dren from cnc-parent homes were given top priority. On
the whole, the nonpéofit centers presented a more en-
couraging picture; Nearl& a tenth of the nonprolit

'cenigrs visited as a result of Keyserling's study were
regarded as. "superior.” Qualifications of the direc-

-

tors of nonpquit centers ‘were far,higher than those of

1
directogs of proprietary centers. *

LY
Prescott and Jones with Kritchevsky (1972)
found “that proprietary centers were more likely to be

small in size, keep;cgildren ungrouped by age, have
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directors who participate in teaching, have men present,

!

and offer morning-only nursesy ﬁéhool experieﬁce to
. some children in addition to full day care.
lHostilitx'between public and private centers,
an issue commen in day care, surfaceﬁ in an "Adminis-
tration of Child Care Centers" course offered at the
University of Michigan (Axelrod & Tragér, 1972). Sev-
eral private directors cxpressed the idea that public
centers had more adequate funds, and claimed that, to
achleve economy and excellénce, co@petition was neces-
sary. Public center directors who had been voicing
their own finanggal problems gqmpl?ined that private
direétors were inté{ested in moneyi not children.
Subsequently, the researchers reporﬁeé that all the
directorg shared précticﬁlfpuégestions for more eco-
Aomical operations. a o ES;;?~51C"

\

\

Related Studies in Early Childhood Educatio

There appeared tc bve a lack of .research re-

1

lated specifically to the directors of day care cen-

ters. Theréfore, studies coﬁéerned with day care in
g;neral,fas well as those with issues related to early
childhood education, have been éiteé._.

A study of the professional preparation of
directors of day care centers (Wiliard, 1973) indicated .

that day care center directors need skill and'ability

in the ‘fields of administration, education, and human

' e
=

[

-~
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relations. The'purpose of the study was to determine
the roles, role expectations, need-dispositions, and
personality traits for day care center directors and,
using the Getzels and Guba social systems theory, to

codify that information into desired skills and compe-

tencies. The need to train present and potential
directors was recognized. Willard (1973) suggested
that day care center directors spend large amounts of
time working with adults and that this time was in-
creasing at a persistent rate.

Directors of day care centers have bggn found
to support humanist values. Diamond (1974) surveyed
50 directors of California Sfate Children's Centers
for the éurpose of gathering data on their opinions of

what constitutes & healthy, emo%ionaI climate in a ,

child care center. They.agreed overwhelmingly that a

center should be awplaée-ﬁhére ciiildren can work and
play with both older and younger children, express their
feelings freely, and work closely with teachers in an
environment that is challenging and allows them to take
some‘éhanceg. The impo}t%nt question of whether a
center should be a home substitute or a home suppiément
dlso was examined. The directors felt-strongly that

the center should be a supplement, but also‘have some

of the characterigtics of & home. |

Characteristics of the day care center director

have been found to be indicative of the gquality of the

SR
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center. A Study of Child Care, 1970-71 by Abt Associ-

ates, described in a report prepared ﬁy the Massa-
chusetts Early Education Project (1972), reported that
the successful programs had "warm, resourcsful, over-

worked, energetic directors." The study suggested
‘ ~
t&gt the director set the tone for the operation of

thé center. It further stated:

An optimistic, caring, responsive, firm director,
able to gather resources for tne center and ¢
meet the complex and chenging needs of children,
families, and staff, may pe essential to the
success of the child care center. Good direction
of a child care center seems to require manage-
ment skills (fiscal planning, budgeting, resource.
mobilization, and allocation), the =hility to
delegate authority and responsibility, a sensi-
tivity to the .dilemmas of individuals and organi-
?ationi, and the capacity to work very hard.

p. 55

Staff-child ratios were found to be key indi-
cators of the "warmth" of the day care center. Centers
with low staff-child ratios (1:3, 1:5) appeared to he

"warmer" than centers with higher ratios. No torrela-

tion was found between formal educational qualifica-

tions of the staff and "waimth" of the center.
'Leadership style was found to be an important
veriable in the climate of a day care center.’ In one

of the most extensive studies in day care, reported

in Day Care as a Child-Rearing Environment by Prescott
and Jones with kritchevsky (1972), it was hypcthesized
that there would be differences among day care environ-

ments that weré'related to staff mttitudes,’

S|
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characteristics, and structural variables. Evidence

““was dresented that indicated the director's leader-

ship style of high warmth with situational authority
was ﬁredictive of fpeacher pefformance which was high
in ehcoggagement, low in restrictioﬁ, high in creative
lessons, and sensitive in teacher manner. At the
othef extreme, a leadership style_of low warmth with
arbltrary authority was predictive of teacher behavior
low in encouragement, high in restriction, and high in
lesso%s which emphasized rules of social living and
formal skills. Variables such as age, previous ex-
perience, and formal education proved of little im- .
portance in predicting day care programs. The amount

)

of snec*a1 tra*n*ng of the dlrectors hed some effect.

.on Drogra. but was not as pronounced as wag the ef-

fect-of the teachers' training. ~

’

Several studies have been conducted witﬁ teach-

ers in day care centers. Jambor (1973) investigated
the instructional, maternal, and therapeutic role bpe-

havior of day care and nursery school teachers. No

-

fferences were found, petween day care

“~

and nursery hool teachers in their emphasis toward

specific role models or, during-ghe same time of day,
in theid behgwi 9 The s@gdyialso congluded that voung- |

LIS -~
er teachers distributed interactions most evenly among

v

role models and that teachers who majored in earl

7
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childhood education didn't emphasize role models any

differently than those teachers who majored in an un-
related area. ’ \\

Highly valued traits for effective teaching or
care-giving in a day care setting were emotional wérmth,.
uﬂaerstanding, seﬂsitivity, responsiveness, flexibil- |
ity, and a willingness to.become involved actively
with children, according to Fein and Clélke-Stewart

1973). Day care administrators could make it easier

(
for teachers to function effectively "by providing:

-well-organized and suitably equipped physical settings,

by grouping children in small numbers, perhaps hetero-
geneously, and by offering teachers a pefsonal choice
whenever possible" (p. 241).

Time and opportunity to learn about the struc;
Tture, goals, and practices of day caré seemed to te a
persicstent provlem for teachers in day care centérs{
Stent's (1965) study concluded that one of the effec-

tive ways in which a teacher in a day care pregram
N

;might continue her €ducation and 1lmprove her skills

was to participate in an inservice course. The teach-
ers perceived gn-the-Job help with immediate problems
as being the most important facet of 1nservice educaQ
ticn.

Certain objective personality tests and per-

sonal information have been found to supply appropriate




data for the séleetion‘of day care personnel. Using
the personnei of three day care centers in Metropolitan
St. Paul, Speer &1966) developed 15 scales which were
used in addition to the Minnesota Teache@‘Attitude In-
ventory and the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality In-
ventory. The objeétives were to determine whether
"objective kinds of information existed that specified
day care workers who are judged by thei; supervisors
as effective and to explore whether such information
might be useful in the selection of prospective day
care workers. One specific conclusion stated that
women whb are less than 55 years of age and whc are
from higher-incdmeAhomes, or women who reveal them-
selﬁgs on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality In-
ventory @&s very much like the statistically average
person, are likely to be perceived by their supervisors
as rel%tively effective in their jobs.
: | Research on the results of day care experi-
ences o? children were .reviewed by Caldwell {1972).
Intelleétually, studies indicated thét children are

A

not harmed by experiences in a day care environment

and that!mahy children, benefit significantly from such
éxposuret Research pelkaining to the social and emo-
tipnal'/ velopment suggested that ipfants who had
extensﬂye contacts with other people tended to develop

attachment to more people than infants who had been

/ . .
°

IRER PN




25
isolated. Infants in a day care environment did tend
to have a higher rate of respiratory illnesses. In
L)

terms of the effect on parents, studies indicated that

more of a positive maternal attachment was fostered

e

%

-

LY

. ~andirectly.
‘ Significant personality factors hgye been-
found to be related to day caré experience. Haskel
- (1952) compared the personalities of children with
anq‘without day care experience. The persénality fac-"
tors measurgd were: external ‘security, inéernal secu-
‘rity, acceptance, agequacy, sexual adjugfment, reality,
imégination§ authority, and overall adjustment. De-
tails of the study were not available.
Related to the day care issue, but somewhat
less directly, is that research which empioys d;rec-
“7~ tors and teachers of mursery schools. ,ériedberg's
(19641 study.assessed how nursery school teachers,
directors, and early childhood education students
view teaching in the nursery school. There was agree-
ment between the three groups relative to the high de-
greé of satisfaction derived from working in a nursery.
school and to the important contrlbutlon nursew& school
makes to the total growth of the child. The/glrectors
emphasized special persoﬁal interests in éé;h'related
fields gs psychology and the creative arts.
The professional self-image of preschool

teéchers has been found to be related to educational

1
A aga{\:ss, A \
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attainment rather than to other attitudes and behavioré
that are usually concomitants of professionalism -klﬁﬁ
(Handler, 1970). It was suggestedbthat the development
of a professional self-image occurs early in the pio—»:
cess of professionalizat162: Another conclusion in- )
Yicated that preschool ﬁeaghers ggesent a unique set
of circumstanceSR;n the impetus for professional}sm.
This occupationai group provides confirmation of\thé
importance of shar;d values and norms as an ess¢ntial
prerequisite for professionalism.

Some day care staff has been found to be dis-
posed %0 condemn child behaviors which were either:un-
impo?tant and w?olly natural in view of - some expérts
in child.development, and prepared to insist on un- .
realistic standards for the children under their care
(Toole, 1972). Also, the study suggestéd that day
c;re:staff might be reflecting social class orién;a—
tien to child rearing--in low-income areas staff and’
pgrents might,belfronrgimilar backgrounds; therefore,
¢loser to each othe?’s\Viewpoints than those of the '
authorities. |

Research pertaining to Machiavellianism in -

children and. how it is related to their parents and

‘peacherﬁ was;meager, but certainly relevant to the

study. Macqiavellianism is, an attribdte that can be

! vl . . o ) ,
defined as &an orientation toward !manipulating other.

s
Y
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people (Christie, 1970). The measure attempts to quan-
tify a person's general strategy.for dealing with other
people, especially the' degree to which he feelg_other
people are manipulable in interpersonal situationsi
A study conducted by Nachamie (1976)\é§bstructeg;,
and validated an instrument to measure Machia;ellianiséf‘
~ in children. The conclusion indicated thdat Machiavel-
lianism can be measured in preadolescen%s and thét ‘the
qhildrén'ﬁ scale, kﬁowg aé the Kiddie Mach, was a valid
predictor of manipulative behavior. . . ,
It has béen found that children with high MacM}-«
| avellianism scores were more successful academically '
and socially; used manipulative strategies more fre-
quﬁntly and effectively, and had greater control over

the impression they made on other people than did the.

children with low Machiavellianism scores (Brazinsky,

. | 1967).

Machiavellianism of parents and their children
has also been studied. After steflying the Machiavel-

| . lianism of 48 pairs of fifth grade children, it was
conpiuded Fhat the parents' scores on tﬁo’Machiavel-

- lianism instruments, the Mach IV and Mach V, were un- N

related to their children's Maéhiavellianism score

(Brazinsky, 1967). It was found that parental Machia-
veflianism scores were negatively correlated with

_ their children's manipulative behavior in two independent
/ |

LI I
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experiments designed by Dien (1972). The study was
comprised of U4 and 5 year olds and eandqpted in Jaban .
and the.U, S A
T g7 14
A study to determlné'lx Machiavellianism and/
authorltarian power orientations differed 51gn1f1sé tly

b

among teacher aspirants divided by choice of teaching

¥ \“\d \Vr‘

specialty was executed by Metze (1968). Conclusions
revealed statistically significant differences relative
to Machiavellianism. Intemmediate teacher aspirants
had the highest Machiavellianism score followed by

spec1al 1nterest aspirants and secondarmvasplrants

‘Prlmary teacher asp1ran§§yhad thé lowes%fﬂéchlavel-

}

“lianism scores. ‘.

A

Responsibilities of Day Care Center Directors

A

_ Evans, Shub, and Weinstein (1971) divided the
respensibilities of day care center directors into two
categories: Program Development Responsibilities and
Ongoing Responsibi}ities._ Under the former were policy-
making decisions, site location, hiring and firing,
funding and budget, and recruiting. Supervision and
training, authority, staff meetings, and publi fela-
tions respdpsibilities were under the latfer. The

%

three aforementiened auﬁhor§ emphasize the fact they

don't enaorse any day care program, and day care pro-

-~

grams which. functlon solely to provide baby sitting .

services for working parents are unacceptable. They
[
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educational experience that addresses Qhe needs of
children's social .psycholégical, intellectual, &and
~

physical growth and development.

an important organization in the development of day

care, staéed that the director of a day care center

between the board and the staff. According to the.

“‘a— R

s

A

censider good day care to be an effectLVeﬁ‘pd%ntlve

L
e

The Chlld Welfare League of Amerlca (1969),

%ld develop and administer the total program, carry

responsibility for its opergﬁion, and act as a liaison

4

League the specific responsibilities are:

to support, facilitate, and improve the
service within the policies established by
the board; ,

. ) v , s

to bring before the board the information

that will assist it in formulating sound poli-
cies; and to make recommendations.for cHanges
and improvements in accordance with community
needs;

to work closely with%dffigersfgnd members of
the board, attend board meetings, and parti-
cipate in the work of appropriate committeesd®

to provide leadershlp in planning and evaluat-
ihg the services, in organizing, and in stdff-
lng: v .

to select, employ; supervise, évdluate, and,

when necessary, dismiss profess1onal, clerlcal,,
and maintenance staff; 3 !

to integrate,the various compongnts of the
service by providing for and keéping open
the lines of communication among staff and

by defining clearly the allocation of a thorlty

within the agency; N

29 f ;'s‘f" NG
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Ty to provide a program of staff develapment;
3 ‘
+ 8. to assist in preparatlon of the budget, to
expend funds within the approved budget, and
to provide adequate accountablllty for. such
expendlture Qf funds; . .
q ¢
. a 9. to see that good agency relat*onshlps are
‘ " established with parents, with community ‘ .
agencies, and with the community at large

L3

. 10. to 1nterﬁret the service to ithe community;

11. to participate in or aid & development of
’ research. (p. 94)

Interestingly engugh, the duties of the ‘director |
of a day -care center varied only slightly in 1942. A ‘o \!
R * . . i i
- o report of the Child Care Committee of.the State Defense f?]
: ' Council (1942) indicated that the director was the chief 1
¢ -~ .. eXxecutive responsible for administration of a Child o .%
- . ~ ¥ * i
Care Center. The director's specific duties were: <y |
L] R . 1
1. management and operation of the center }
\ C
2. employing and discharging staff members, .
\_\ agsigning staff duties, supervising the work |
S t of.the staff - \ |
. : ) |
’\\\ '3. development with the staff of the program ' |
v ~ ) |
of the center : |
L, budget preparation and- control, purchasing . ‘X §
of food and,other routine expenditures sub- |
, ject to budget allocatlons, and approval of- j
blllS - . . |
5. menu planning’ -
6. carrying out. of thé health program under the
- supervision of the phys1C1an .
/QR 7. ’‘induction of volunteers and development of L»

training courses

8. interpretation to the community of recognized
'stasdards of child care, maintenance of good
\ * putMic relations, and getting publilcity

ERIC | 10849 Y




9. keeping of records//nd preparation of reportg -

-

10. collectlon of fees . "

. ]

1l. . holding of staff meetlngs for discussion of
. plans ané& policies and for case conferences
{ aimed at promoting better understanding of
‘ andiv1dual children

“12n malntenance of a close working relatlonship ~Vf11f
with parents and fosterlng of parents' ac- 4
tivities. (pp.-59-60) “

Consistent thgoughout thg literature that de-
lineated the responéibilifieg of directors of day care
centers was the necessitynfég-the director to work,
cooperate,. supervise, and interact with 2 vafiety of
different peopié.' A review of the spebific féspons*=
bilities served to\?erlfy the s1gn1f1cance of the role‘
of ‘the director. o S ] ‘ o -

| The breceding éxéminat%é% of thé history of day
care, the search of related research, a;d the inventory’

of director responsibilities were meané/Zo clarify

’available information pertaining to day care and sup-

~ : * _//

port the need for the present investigation of the

Machiavellianism of the directors of day care centers.

N




Chapter IIT

Procedures

The purpose of the research was to study the

R

4 St. Louis area day care centers and their directors. .
Inasmuch as the study sought %6 inveetigate the Machi-
avellianism of the directors of day'care centers
operated on two diéferent bases, it seemed appropriate
to employ two groups of respondents, namely: directors
of nonprofit day care centers and'directers of pro-

¢ prietary day care centers. The problem was: Do
d;rectors of proprietary day care cenfers have a higher
Machiavellian}éﬁ score-.than directers of noriprofit day-
£ care centers? \Tﬁe purpose of the present chapter is

£0 deflne the populatlon, explain’ the data- gatéerlng

Q-\J “\ct? -
instrumgnts and procedures, and descr16e~the research

design?
-
: .
Subjects + -
- s The_populatlon ‘for the study consisted of .all

©

the dlrectors f licensed day care Ccenters in St.

- *  Louis City and St. Louis County. The most recent in-
+ formation bertaining to the addresses of the centers

and names of the directors was obtaihad from The Child

\\ Day Care Association and the Missouri Department of
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centers in the state of Misso

.The population incl a /total of 94 directors

/

profit directors who dif t L40.day care centers and

57.proprietary direatg;s—who direct 61 day care centers.

Data-Gathering Instruments

The two instruments used in the study were ~the
Bay Care Center and Personnel Data Sheet and the Mach
IV scale. ‘ . ’,

The Day Care Cepter and Personnel Data Sheet,(
which the investigator developed, gathered basic demo-
graphic information for the purpose of corfelétion with
the Mach score. The data sheet consisted of five. ques-
tions pertaining to the day care center and seven ques-
tions pertaining to the director. \

The Mach IV scale was selected,becaﬁse it
measured Machiavellianism succinctl& and pecausé it
- was designed for maki;g group comparisons. It attempts
.to quantify ; person's general strategy for dealing
with peéple, es;;cially the degree to whicﬁ he feels
éther peoplé'are manipulable in interpersonal situa-
‘tions (Christie & Geis, 1970).

Originally 71 items were dragx'f;om‘the writ-

ings of Machiavelli, The Prince and The Discourses.

They were conceived as falling into thﬁee substantive

-

WIWE!




areas: (1) the nature of interpersonal tactics,

(2) views of human nature, and‘(3) abstract or gener-
alized morality. 'An item analysis revealed that about
60 of these correlated at the .05 level with a total
Mach score based on the sum of all items. The ten
highest related items of those worded in the Machiavel-
lian direction were selected for the Mach IV scale
along with the ten highest related items worded in

the opposite direction. The counterbalanciﬁg was de-
igned to minimize the effects of indiscriminant agree-
ment or disagreement. | ~

. The 20-item Mach IV scale was given in a stand-
ard six-category Likert format: agree strongly being
scored T, no answer 4, and disagree stroné?y 1. A
constant score of 20 was added to make the‘neutral

*

score 100. Therefore, the lowest possible Machiavel-

"~ lian score was 40 and the highest 160. The average

%tem-test correlation for the items on the Mach IV
scale was .38.  Split-half reliabilities determined
averaged .79. ‘

The cover letter, the Day Care Center and Per-
sonnel Data Sheet, and the Mach IV scale used in the

study are in Appendix A. \

Data-Gathering rrocedures

- Each day care center director was mailed three

~

items: (1) an explanatory cover letter, (2) the Mach
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assigned to the day care center appeared in the lower

IV scale, and‘(3) the Day Care Center and Personnel

Data Sheet. The questionnaires were mailed to.all

directdrs on May 9, 1974. Enclosed with each mailing

was a stamped, addressed, return envelope for the

convenience of the respondents. ’

To increase the probability :of the return ©f

f
”%Qe questionnaires, the cover letter was co-signed by .

tH% investigator's doctoral-committee chairman. Also,

measures were taxen to assure the respondent of ancnym-

~—

ity. The-investigator's adiress was used as the re-

turn address on the return envelope. A ccde number
S~ K4

- ¢
left corner of the return envelope for calculation pur-
LS
poses and was immediately destroyed upon reccliving the
.

returned questionnaires. In addition, an offer to

share the results of the study was mede to interested

~

respondents. . r‘
1

-

Return of completed questionneires- began within
two da and continued for approximately ihree weeks.
- .oy LY

Follow-up telephone calls were made to those directors

Q.

-

whose questionnaires were not returned by the state
3 Lo .
deadline.

Because of the apparently constant changing
status of the population, it became necessary €O up-
date much of the information and remail several enve-

1
lopes after they were returned to the sender-because

of incorrect information. ) o .

o
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These follow-up procedures produced good re-
ults. The total length of time ‘nvolved in collect-

ing the data was approximately six weeks. Of the ol

questionnaires sent to the day care center directors,

57 were returned in usable form which was a 61 percent

/

return. T

I

s

The following summary of responses from re-

-

pondents further elucidaztes -n;ormat‘on oerua*n*n

n

O their bacxground and to the day care center for

ct

which they are responsible. Table 1 indicates the nuc-
ber of directors who returned questionnaires according

To the type of day care center.

Teble 1

Yumber of Respondents According to Type

of Day Care Center ~
/
. < 2
N Number
- Type of Day Number . Returned Tercentage
Care Center Malled . Usable Forms Retumed
’ - Nonprofit 37 30 . . 81%
Proprietary 57 27 . L7g
Totals ; QL . 57 ' 612 » ¢
°
’ Returns were fairly well distributed accors

in uo the two types of centers. Information supplied
ye I

. WAS su”icientWy renresentative of each type of day

»

O

ERIC - S e

-

s . .
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care center to give the researcher confidence in the
N.used. -
It was interesting to note thaf circumstances
made it‘?ﬁpossible for some respondents to return the
, questionnaire. Three day care centers were without a
J director temporarily. Two directors were ho§pit§i%zed

4 Yor a considerable duration and two day care centers

closed about the time of the mailing. In addition to

’ x

these circumstances, nine directors chose not to com-
pleté the gquestionnaire. OF the‘l6 reasons supplied
for not returming the questionnaires, 3 were from non-
profit centers and 13 were from prpprietary centers.
Therefore, the possible population was reduced to 78,

. and, with a return of 57, a 73 percent return was
secured. .

:ab%sfz indicates the freduencies or meaﬁs for
each item fro& the Dgy Care Center and Personnel Data
Sheet concer%dng.théﬁggy care center according to the
type of day care center.

. Table 3 indicates the frequencigs or means for
each item from the Day Care Center and Personnel Data
Sheet concerning the director according to the type of
day care center. |

In conclusion, the table indicated that direc-*
tors of nonprofit day care centers were a little older

. than directors of prgprietary day care centers, had &
>

A

e
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Table 2
Frequencies and Means for Items from the
Day Care Center and Personnel Data -
Sheet Concerning the Day

.Care Center .

Frequency of Régponse

’ Specific Item Concerning
/ the Day Care Center : Nonprofit Proprietary
/ Basis of Operation 30 27
Proprietary- ’ ;:
Director and Owner 17
Director only 10
y Mean total number of
children enrolled in
day care ‘center - 68 50
e Location.of day care center i
city  * .19 3
County N 11 24
Program ﬁ!ﬁi
. 3
Day care only 21 7
T
Day care plus other
program options 9 - 20
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Table 3
Frequencies and Means for Items from ‘?
the Day Care Center and Personnel - N

Data Sheet Concerning the

-
‘ ’ Director
N o s Frequency of Response
. Specific Item Concerning
the Director Nonprofit Proprietary
Sex :
Male 3 : 3
Female 27 : 24
Age . . . ‘
« 30 years or under 7 9
’ * 31-40 years 7 6
“141-50 years ' 10 5
» - 51 + years 6 7
o ' Mean total number of years -
.. of work in the area of
©. . day care 8.8 9.7
Mean total number of years
as a director of a day . .
care center L 6.7
Level of educational
. attainment
g High School diploma 0 L
/ Some college or .
// - associate degree 6 8
, Undergraduate degree 6 6
/ Graduate work ‘ 5 L
/ Graduate degree . 13 5
Degree in Early Child- .
f hood Education 8 5
. \ ¢ - .
Directing more than ' - <
oneﬁpenter 3 i 0
/ ¢ !
N | .
;‘\/j). - B x . ’
P @
Q . )

[,
-t
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few less years of experience in the area of day care

..
5
~r

N o and as a; dlrector, and had more formal education.

) Nonprofit day care centers enrolled more chlldren

stban proprietary day Care centers and were located
in the city more frequently. Nonprpfit day care cen-
ter programs offered day caré only while proprietary
day care centers offered day care plus other program

' options.

Research Design

The research design allowed for maximum in-

ference relative to the purpose of the study. The =~ °
‘ .

statistical procedures were divided into two general
areas: summary statistrcs and inferential statistics. .
The summary statistics were preparatory for the in-
ferential stat1st1cs. Summary statistics for the cbn-

tinuous data included means and standard déVlatLDnS. N

Continuous data were: _ é?

"1. total number of _ chlldren enrolled in the day

care center
H . w v o ;\

2. total number of years cf pprk in,the are@%g i
of day care ~W

3. total numberLof years as” a dlrector of a
day care center . ST

T~

4, Machlavelllanlsm scores ™~
Summayry statistics for the categorical data consisted
of totaling the frequencies in each category for both

the nonprofit and,proprietary groups. Categorical

data were:

ERIC S

‘ -
I Iy T O
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1. type of day care‘cénter, nonprofit ,or pro;
. prietary. .

2. 1if proprietary, dlrector and owner or
director only

3. location of day care center; city or county

L, day care only or day icare plus_ other program

options ; "
sex of director R o
) age 'of director _ ' ,

educational attainment of director

o N O W

Early Childhood Education degree or:not
of director ’ "

Q. director of more than ne center or not

quered%“ 1 statistics inc d the t test,

fchi-squafe, and multiple regression. from
ﬁhe_g test and chi-s arg_weré used to ‘make inferences
concerning the population and'théir Mach scores. Mul-
tiple ?egressién was/ used to determine thelcontribution
of each indepénden?fvariable, both continuous and cate-
gorical, to the deﬁendent variable, the Mach score.

Thus, the research design allowed for in{erence as to .
the effect each daniable had on the Mach score for both
the nonprofit an& proprletarx)gropps.

N "\\v




Chapter IV

Presentatioh and Analysis of ata

e . , l. *
The nature of the investigation was to study -

theist: Louils area day care centers and their direc-
tors. It was hypoéhesiged that the directors of pro-
prietary day care génters would have a highe; Machia-~
vellianism score than the directors of nonprofit day
care centers. |
. The popuiation for the study was the directors .

of all iicensed day care centers in St; Louis City and
St. Louis County. Each of the 94 directors was mailed

the Day Care Center and Personnel Data Sheet and the

Mach IV instrument, along with an explanatory cover.

tletter and an addressed, stampqugégﬁgrn envelope. A

usable return of 57, which was 61 percent, was received.
For the purpose of making inferences cdncerﬁing the
populdtion and their Mach scores, statistical tests

used were the t and chi-square tests. The multiple

regression approach was used to determine the contri-

bution of each independent variable, both continuous
and categorical, to the dependent variable; the Mach
score. Information pertinent to the study and an

-

J
Yo
u\
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analy$is of the data are inecluded in this chapter. ‘ \

Since the in&eétigatioh\includeé an exploratory- .
aspect relative to a‘little~rese;rcheq populatfjh,
demographi% informa%ion apout the specific‘popu,ation
of dirgctors of day care centers was éﬁbpliéd. ‘The in--
formation was gathered via phe.Day»Cére Cente%_and Per-

sonnel Data Sheet. In order to compare the means of the

continuous‘variables for the nonprofit and propriéta
groups, the t test was used. The results of the é.test
arerresented in Table A4, B '
Although, on the’}hree cohtinubus variable] mea-
sufed, there was not a statistically significant di}fer- ¢
ence between the nonprofit .ang propfietany day. care
cgnters, an overview of day care ceﬁters and their direc-
tors in’St. Louis City and Stbvﬁgiis Coﬁéty was presented.‘
Nonprofit day care centgrs had mo¥e children ‘enrolled

than proprietary centers. Directorﬁ’of proprietary day

care centers had worked the- area Qf day care longer

and had served in the c ‘gity of director 1onge} than
had directors of-nonpréfit day™eare genters.

. The null hypo esis tested in the study was:
The directors of proprietary day care centers willknot

have a higher Machiavelllianism score than directors of

nonprofit day care centers. The t test was used to,

compare the means of the Machiavellianism score for the

directors of nonprofit day care centé}s and the direﬁtors

4
]
of propriétary day care centers. The results are pre- )
sented in Table 5.

IR R ER I /
\ . .
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Table 4
S .
Means, Standard Deviations, and Significance’| ° A P
Between Means for the Continuous
* " . 14 t\’ ’ "
Variables for the Nonprofit !,
4

and Proprietary Groups *

. a A
%4 ~
T . B

Ay . - (>
= ) o Mean R
¢ —- : Standard t

™ VaF¥iable Nonprof'it Proprietary Deviation Value

Total number - . )

of children . -

enrolled in

the day care . ! ‘

center ‘ 68 50 9.68 1.87

Total number

of years in .
the area of = . "
day care 8.8 9.7 2.00 0.43

Total number -

of years as

a director N * ' *

of a day care AT , . ;
center ' L 6.7 - 1.69 1.43 e

—~ ’.

af = 55 fof all t values
PN -

k\v_‘ : - The directors of proprietary day care centers

. ]

had a higher Machiavellianism score than did the
directors of nomprofit day care centers. The t test
indicated thdt the difference was statistically sig-
-nificant at the .05 ievel. The%efore; the nq;l hypoth-
esis for theQ;pvestigation was rejected. This suggests
that there was a,significaqt-!biationship bet?een the

_\ - ’ .’

4“
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v , fable 5
Means, Standaré Deviation, and Significance
Between Means for tH‘rMachlavelllanlsm ’”
| Score for the. Ynﬁiroflt and ‘ ot

° Proprletary Groups

- Mean -
o b Standard t -
Variable Nonprofit Proprietary Deviation Value

Machiavellian- . - :
_ism Score 73.1 79.9 3.24 2.09*

. &

/:gi_‘_;ss.'..‘kﬂ,~
R | <05 L .

“Note. Machiavellianism scoring is explained .

il Chapter ‘III,.p. 34.

\\' : director's Machiavellianism and tpe basis of the day

T care center's operation, nonprofit or proprietary.
A Further demographic information wéé gathered 1
'frod the Day Care Center and Personnei Data Sheet.

. ~ The frequenc1es of the categorical varlables for the

| l nonproflt and proprietary groups were compared by the
chi-square test. .The results of the chl-square tests ;

are in Table 6. :

‘ ‘ Tﬁreé:categoficel variables were found, to have ]

. ' . statistically significant differences at the .05

;“ ~ level. This suggests that the basis of the day care

O Sy

W
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center's operatioﬁ,(ponprofit'br proprietary, is indica-

tive of the location, the program, and the director's
education. Nonprofit éenters are more likeiy to be
located in the city and offer day care only‘in their
program. Proprietary d;y care centers tend to offer
d§y‘cére plus other program options such as after school |

care, infant care, etc. Directors of nonprofit.centers

"had more education than directors of proprietary cen-

ters.

Although the remaining categorical variables
were not found to have statistically significant dif-
ferences, information concerning the day care centérs

and their directors in St. Louis City and County was

*- suppl¥ed., There appeared to be the same number of

2

males as directors of proprietary day care centers as

of nonprofit centers. The frequencies indicated that
the age of the directors of %hg two types of centers

was very similar and more nonprofit directors had a
degree in Early Childhood Education than did prop;ietary
directors.

The multiple regression approach wa§ used to
test f?r significant relationships betweeir the indé-
pendent.variables; categorical or continuous, and their
corresponding depeﬁdent variable. The proportion of
the total variance in the dependent‘variaﬁle‘accqunted

for by each independent variable also was -calculated,

°

*




b S0 ¢

so as to determlne the effect each riable had on

the Mach score.

¢

The multiple regression apprQach is based on
& succession of models which consists of a mathematical
relationship between the independent variables and the
dependent variables. Tee models used to celculate the
s%gnif¢C4nc proportion of total varlance in the de-
15%Ment variable accounted for by each independent
variable are presented in Aprendix B.
The design prepared for the Mach score data
is in Appendix C. Each variable in the multiple re-
.gression equation represented one‘cf the variables of
the data. In cases where the t test and the chi-square
" test showed a significant difference between the non-
s

profit and proprletary groups on a particular variable,

the variable was subdivided 1nto_two separate vectors.

.-
-~

This has been referred to as "catego.ical" knowledge
(knowledge with fegérd to type of center, nonprofit
or proprietary) in Appendix C and in Table 7.

A summary of the statistics derived from thé
multipie regression approach is presented in Table 7.

For each F test the'purpose has been indicated, the

medel being compared specified, and the R square values,

probability, and F ratio giver.
‘ The full model, with all the variables included,

was found to account for 63.8 percent of the total
3
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variance in the Mach scores. While this was not found
o be significantly different at the .05 levil than
s

lged™ POt
at pro t1 hi 14 ted r 3
¢ proportion which could be accounted for by chance

ct
5

(the F-ratio was 1.1L with a corresponding probability

£o have signiiésant’differences at the .05 level by’

<

the chi—squére test, the location of the day care cen-
ter, xnowledge of day care program, and educational
level of the directors did not account for signifiicant
proportions of thg total vgriancé in the Jlach scores.

However, categorical knowledge of the location of

day care center,

0

ity or county, was found to account
for €.2 percent of the toﬁal variance; The F-ratio was
1.81 and corresponding probability level .157, which
weens the F-ratio obtained would be expected to result
by chance 15.7 percent of the time.

Categorical knowledge of the day care program,

day care only or day care plus other program options,

° ,
was- found to have an F-ratio of 0.65 with a correspond-

ing probability level of 0.529. Educational level was




.92
found to have an F-ratio of 1.43 with a probability

level «of 0.243, *

Other variables with an F-ratio whose probabil-

ity level<was below l25 put greater than .05 included
knowledge of the number of years as a girector of a

B day care center (F-ratio ; 1.70, probability level
C.197), k;owledée of the age of the dipé;tor (F-ratio = | v

AN

1.83, probability level = 0.155), ané/;gtegorical
knowledge of th;\g&mber of children ;nrolled in the
day care center (F-ratio = 1.85, probability level =
0.176). Although these variables were not significant
2t the .05 level, the probability”levels for their F-
ratios were low enough to be considered fbr’further
researéﬁ. &

Two variables were found by the multiple re-

gression approach to be significant at the .05 level

) N \
of probability. Knowledge of whether the director

heads more than one center was found to account for |
6.9 percent of fhe total variance found in the Mach

scores. The F-ratio was i.7o and- the .corresponding

probability level was 0.037. Although these results

might be of dubious value since they were based on a

total of three directors out of 57, that variable may

be of importa%ce for further investigaﬁion.

However, the most important and encouraging

result of the study wasvﬂﬁg';econd varighle, found to

‘ ' e fgY
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be significant at the .05 level of prﬁbability by the
multiple regression approach. Knowledge of whether
the center is operated on a nonprofit or proprietary
basis (item #19 in Table 7) was found to account for
7.3‘percent of the total variance in the'Mach scores.
Comparison with the restricted model resulted in an
F-ratio of ¥.,32 with ‘a corresponding probabiiity level
of 0.040, '

The results indicated that not only did the
f test disclose that the proprietary group had a sig-
nificantly higher Mach score than did the nonprofit
éroup, but through the multiple regression approach, .
knowledge of the type of cen%er accgunted for a sigﬁifi—
cant proportion of the togfl varliance in the Mach
scores. Thus, this variable seemed to be a_very rele-
. vant and highly potential variable to pursﬁ% in further
research of the relationship of Machiavellianism to
the directors of day care centers.

The present investigation has suggested
strongly that the Machiavellianism of directors of
proprietary day care centeri exceeds fhat of directors
of nonprofit day care centers. . This implies that pro-
prietary day care center directors would tend to ex-
hibit more Machiavellian characteristics in their in- LV

teraction with other people--staff members, parents,

and children, than directors of nonprofit day care
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centers. Cﬁér@cteristics considered Machiavellian
are tendencies fgward manipulating other people and
using other people to one's advantage. The immediate
exblanation is that since proprietary day care centers
operate for a profit, therefore, a part of thé\busi-
ness world, manipulating others for ecdnomiclsurvival
may be a significant factor in the operation of tqi
proprletary tenter. )‘

The s1gn1f1cant role of ,the director of a day

i
ca%e center has been discussed and emphasized pre- |

\

viously. Since the directors are administrators and X ,

in a position of leadership, it would necessarily fol-
low from the results of this study, that directors of
. »

proprietary day care centers would be more Machiavellian

in their relationships with staff members. Director-

“staff teams concern themselves with the obvious issues

associated with operating a day care center--goals,

philosophy, curriculum, etc.

In examination of the results of this investi-

gation, it is important to remember three things:

A\

(1) The, study was meant to be eiploratory "(2) Machi-

avelllanlsm g?s seen as the underlying tralt present

in day care center directors regardless of admihistra-

* A S
tive styles. (3) The study was limited to 'the point
of view of the directors, with no effort made t

correlate their poin} of view with those of their

. PRI
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subordinates. Consequently, it might be more appro-
priate to view the results as a first step in thea3
direction:of the much needed research in the fasg\.
growing area of day care and as providihg.the founda-
tion fSr further research speéifically utilizing the
baseline data provided by this study. Specifically,
future ;esearéh in day care could evolve arbund the

P natural classification of centers—-non;rgfit and pro-

" prietary in terms of thé quality of the admiqisti%tion,

the staff, and the ceqter'as a whole. Ag a result,

the number of nonprofit or proprietary day cpre cen-

ters that emerge may be ultimately affected.

\ '\;,w, -
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Chapter V

. ‘ [
Summary, Cohclusions, and Recommendations

rs
. + -

Summary \1

Since the mid-1960's day care progr;;s have
émerged as a national social and educational issue,
This has been attributed to an increased awareness of
the crucial early years ,of a child's 1ife and the
growing need for child care. 1In the pagt'twenty

year§ a new interest i child deveioppent has prompted e
much research nelative to the %ntellectual, social,

N v . i
emotional, and physical development of the young child.

o

Two major works in the early 1960's, J, McVicker Hunt's

Intelligence and Experience (1961) and Benjamin Blcom's .

Stability and Change in Humén‘Characteristics (1964)

influenced the day care movement by suggesting, by care-

Z!ful iﬁ%erxention, a child's intelligence could be en-

hanced mafkeély in'thé eéify years, -
.The need for ¢hild care nationally has been
studied extensively. It has beerf estimated that of
_the 3,800,000 children under age.6 with workiﬁg moth-
ers, pnly 1;306,000 afe in day care facilities (West-

oy -

- R - fal - S i Py - A~
nolae enriing Cerporation and wWestat Fisearch, k

—
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Inc., 1971). in the St. Louis metropolitan area,

estimates indicated, that approximately 90 percent of -

« children whose family head or heads were in the labor
l
|
|
.‘
|

»

force needed day care facilitiés.
~+  In light of the need for quazlfy day care and
the "state of the art" relative to day care, ex-
ploratory study of ;He‘st. Louis area day care cen-
ters and their directors was relevant. ;]
The director of'the day care center is the per-
son who is ultimately responsible for the functioning
of the day care cente?.‘\Singe directors of day care
centefs are administrators, they necessaril ‘work with -
‘many people--staff, childreﬁ, and parents. | Therefore,

they are in a position to exhibit Machiavellian charac-

a
»

teristic; in their relationships wit? people.
Machiavellianism is én attribute that can be
defined as an orientation toward manipulating other
people (Ch;istie, 1970). The measure aétemp£s to
quantify a person's general strategy for deéling with

!

QL/,other people, especially the degree to which he feels

other people are manipulable in interpersonal situa-

tions.

Problem
The probiem.investigated was: Do directors
of proprietary day care centers have a higher Machiavel-

lianism score than directors of nonprofit day care
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centers? Because proprietary day care centers'operats/

for a pyofit; tﬁerefore, a, part of the bus}ness @ofld, S &Q
N T it is hypothesized that their directors will have a

hlgher Machiavellianism score than directors of non-

proflt day care centers. The hypothes1s tested can be

stated, The directors of proprietary day care centers
will ‘'have a higher'Machiavellianism score than will

difeetors of nonprofit day care eenters.

7 v
Review of the Procedures " b

) T o i |
. The population. for the study consisted of the

dipectors,of licensed day care centerf€ in St. Louis
- »

Cik& ahd. St Louie County. 'fhere were 94 directors

who dlrect 101 day- care centers This population con-.

NG

§
s1sted of 37 nonprofit dlrectors who direct Mo-dayv
care centers and 57 proprletary directors who direct
61 ‘day care centers.

Data gatherlng 1nstruments con§1sted of thet
— ‘

Dax;Care Center and Personnel Data Sheet and the Mach

.
4

IV scale. The Day .Care Center and ‘Personnel Datar

‘ Sheet, developed b& the investigator, gathered basic ~ ¢
' ) b, s {

_. demographic infermation pertaining to the day care . r

‘ ' ‘

center and to thé director.
v

The Maeh IV scale consiéted of 20 items given -
4 . ' e

in a s®andard six-category Likert format. The scale

'y <

¢

14
. RS > . .
measured Machiavellignism succinctly, and was designed

. for making group comparisons.
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Each day ‘care center director was mailed three
items: (1) an explanatory cover, letter, (25 the Mach
IV scale, and (3) the Day Care Center and Personnel
Data Sheet. The questionnaires were mailed on May 9,
1974, along w%th a stamped, addressed, return envelope.

Of the 94 questionnaires sent to the day care center

directors, 57 were returned in usable form which was

a 61 percent return.

4

oot

WA

From an analysis of the data collected for
this/study several results were found.
Because the investigation included an explora-
tory aspect relatiye to a little-researched popula-
tion, demographié'information was supplied fhrough the

research procedures. The

ortinuous variables examined

according to type of cg onprofit or proprieta;y--
¢hildren enrolled in the

day care center, (2) total number ofgyears in the

-area ‘of day care, (3) ‘total nukber of years as.a di-

—

rector of a day care center, (L) Machiavellianism
scofej The Machi?velliaqism score for directors\of
proprietary day care centers was h}gher than that for
the nonprofit day,cére center directaqrs, and the' ré-
sults of a t test indicated that the difference was

significant at the .05 level. Thus, the hypothesis

in the study was suﬁported.

.
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On the remaining three conéinuous variables,
.there did not prove to %e a statistically significant
difference between the nonprofit and proprietary day
care centers. However, an overview of the particular
population suggests that nonprofit centers tend to
have more children enrolled than do proprietary cen-
ters, directors of proprietary day care centers had
worked in the area of day care longer and had served
as directors longer than did the directors of non-
profit centers. ) 1

From an analysis of‘the categﬁrical variableé,
further demographic information was gatheréd accord-
ing to the basis of operation--nonprofit or proprjetary.
Categorical variables examined were: (1) 1océtiéﬁ'of
day care center, (2) day care oniy of ferings ér day
care plus other program optiohs, (3) sex of director,
(4) agé of director, (5) educational attainment of
diréétor, (6) degree in Early Childhood Education,
(7) directing more than one center. There was a sta-
tistically significant difference betw%en the non-
profit and proprietary groups on three of'the,abové
variébles: location of day care center, day care
o?ﬁy offerings or day care plus other program options,
and"educational attainment of the director. This re-
sult indicéted that nonprofit centers were more likely

to be locatéd in the city as oppoéed to the county,

\
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and offer day care only in their program. Proprietary

-centers offered day care plus other program options

ks

more frequently. Directors of nonprofit centers had

attained more education than had directors of pro-
prietary centers.

The study also sought to inveétigate the con-
tribution of each independent variabie to the depend-
ent variable, the Mach score. The full model with
all the variables included accounted for 63.8 percent
of the total variance in the Mach scores. This was
not found to be significantly different at the .05
level than that proportion which could be accounted
for by chance. -

A significant proportion of the total variance
in—the Macﬁ scores was accounted for by two variables:
(1) knowledgé of whether the director heads more than
one center, (2) knowledge of type of center--nonprofit
or proprietarj. The former variable was found to ac-
count for 6.9 percent of the total variance in the
Mach scores. Although these results might be of“dubi-

o
ous value, since they are based on a total of three

2

directors out of 57, thg%&variable may be of import-

ance in further investigétion.
. The most significant result of the study was
the secoﬁd variablé, knowledge of whether the.center
is operated on a nonprofit or ﬁroprietary basis, found

b4
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to be significantly different at the .05 ievel of

probability. Knowledge of whether the day care center
is operated on a nonprofit or proprietary basis was

found to account for 7.3 percent’of tne total variance

in the Mach scores.
ths result strongly suggested that the Machi-
- . - .

avellianism of directors of prcprietary day care cen-

ters exceeds that of directors of nonprofit day care

centers, and that the variance in Mach scores is due
to knowledge of the type of center. It would neces-
sarily follow that Machiavellian‘characteristics such
as manipulating other peoplée and using other people to
one's advantage would be more common among proprietary
day care center direcggrs. A concluSion derived from

this result would be that the staff, parents, and

children involved in a proprietary day care center

would tend to be manipulated and "used" more than

-

would those involved in a nonprofit center. Further

,research could pursue the question of how this af-

fects<the center itself.

| The investigator believes that the results of
this investigation have generally provided a basis for
further research in the rapidly growing area of day

care, and utilizing the information and results of thig

- study, a specific foumMation for further rese@ech.

l‘;’l 6)
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’,

Recommendations for Further Research

The results of this study suggest several\\k
problems that are worthy of further study and‘re-
search.

1. What relationship is there between the qual?ty
of th ay care center and the Machiavellian-
ism of ‘ghe director? |

2. How does the Machiavellianism of the staff

"members of a day cgre center correlate with
the Machiavellianism of the gay care ceﬁter
director?

3. What are the specific administrative styles
or leaderShip behavior of the directors of
day care centers?

4, Besides Machiavelliaﬁism, what other variables
differ between nonprofit and proprietary day

care centers?
@

Vo / ‘{
{.



At

Appendix A

64

A O o3
MRS ]
(R ,1

r




7612 Walinca Terrace
St. Louis, Missouri 63105
9 May 1974

Dear

As a professional in early childhood education you are aware of the
growing need for quality day care. From reading the literature there
appears to be a need for considerable study in this area. I am inter-
ested in describing administrative processes of day care center directors.
By responding to the two enclosed questionnaires you will be contributing
to the knowledge in developing quality day care.

All directors of day wcare centers in metropolitan St. Louis are being asked
to complete the two questionnaires. The Day Care Center and Personal Data
sheet will take less than five minutes and the Opinionnaire about fifteen
minutes. Please return these two items in the enclosed stamped envelope

by May 23. I will be happy to share the results of the study with directors
who are interested. Please make your request to me via a postcard.

The two questionnaires were designed to be completed and returned anony-
mously, however, each day care center has been assigned a code which appears
on the envelope. As soon as your questionnaires have been returned the
envelope. and the card with your code number will be destroyed. Day care
centers whose card has not been destroyed will be telephoned to suggest
their return.

~

In order for the study to be valid it is4important for every director to |
respond. I thank you in advance for assisting in what 1 see as a necessary
endeavor if we hope to improve early childhood education.

™ Y Sincerely,
@‘Cﬂﬂ/&z-
Suzi Nall
Enclosure . ¢ !
Safnt louis Univerq{ty Py

Advlm:Q‘ ‘:1"’ /)/ (A( ‘/

Dr. floseph Schaefer

/
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DAY CARE CENTER AND PERSONNEL DATA SHEET

Tl

The foilowing questions are concerned with specific Information about your day cure

center and your own background Please answer all the questions. Where choices are
indicated, check the correct box.

DAY CARE CENTER

1. The day care center is operated on a:
Non-profit basis .
/ Proprietary basis 5+ . . *
4 ~— “‘ .
2, 1f proprietary: ~
" I am the director and owner. e

I am the director (or serve in, that capacity) only.

N J
i\

3. " Total number of children enrolled in the day care center.

4. The day care center ig located in the:
City
County ,

5. The, center offers:
’ Day care only
Day care plus other program options (such as nursery school, infant care, etc.

DIRECTOR
l. Sex: 4
Male
Female
2. Age:
. 130 years or under
g 31-40 years
41~-50 years
R 51 + years
% 3. Total number of years of work in the area of day care.
4, - v Total number of years as a director of a day‘care center
5. Level of educational attainment: \\\\

High School diploma

Some college, or Associate Degree
Undergraduate degree /
Graduate work

Graduate degree

6. Degree in Early Childhood Education: ' - .
) Yes )
No !

b e

/. Presently director of more than one center:
Yes . /
No . t, : , .

N

r )

-0
-
~

SN Mav 1974 -




Listed below are a number of statements.
and there are no right or wrong answers.

items and agree with others.

I

Opinionnaire

Each represents a
You will probably
am interested in the extent

commonly held opinion
disagree with some
to which you agree or

disagree with such matters of opinion.

Read each statemgnt carefully,
disagree by circling the number
meanings are indicated below.

Then indicate the extent to
in front of each statement.

which you agree or
The numbers and their

If
If
If

If

If
1f

AY

First impressions are usually best in such matters.
disagree and the strength of your opinion, and then circle the
appropriate number in front of the statement.

if you agree or

4

you
you
you

you
you
you

agree strongly, circle +3

agree somewhat, circle +2

agree slightly, circle +1

disagree slightly, circle -1

disagree somewhat, circle -2

disagree strongly, circle -3

\ .
Read each statement, decide

Give your opinion on every statement.
£

1. Never tell anyone the real reason you did something unless it is useful to
do so.

+3 +2  +1 -1 -2 -3
2. The best way to handle people is to tell them what they want to hear.

+3 42 +1 -1 -2 -3
3. One shouid take action only when sure it is morally right.

+3 42 H -1 =2 -3 . :
4. Most puop*e are basically good and kind.

+3 42 41 -1 -2 -3 . /"
5. It is safest to assume that all people have a vicious <Creak and it will come

out when they are given 4 chance.

+3  +Z. +b -1. -2 -3 . v

6. Honesty is the best pollcy in all cases.
' +% +2 41 -1 -2 -3
7. There 4s no excuse for lyiﬁg to someone else. ¢
. +3  +2  +1 -1 -2 -3 ‘
. A

8. Generally speaking men won't work hard unless they're forced to do so.

+3  +2 -+l -1 -2 -3 .

FA . ) ‘ \
. & ’
, .
p Yoy H (‘7




10.

11.
12.

13,

14.

15.°

16.

17.

18.

19.

' 68

All in all, it is better to be humble anq hoant thag to be important and
dishonest.

+3 42 41 o1 -2 -3

. . v,

When you ask someone to do something for you, it is best to give the real

reason for wanting it rather than giving reasons which carry more weight.
‘ +3 42  +1 ' -1 =2 -3

Most people who get ahead in the world lead clean, moral lives. N
+3 42 41 -1 -2 -3

Anyone who completely trusts. anyone else is asking for trouble.
+3 42 +1 -1 -2 -3

The biggest difference between most criminals and other people is that the
criminals are stupid enough to get caught. " ‘
+3 42 +1 -1 -2 -3
.
Most men are brave. ‘
+3  #2 +1 -1 -2 -3

It is wise to flatter important people.
+3 42 41 -1 -2 -3

It is possible to be good in all respects.
+3 42 41 . -1 -2 -3

Barnum was wrong when he said that there's a sucker born every minute.
+3  +2  +1 F -1 =2 -3 ¥

It is hard to get ahead without cqtting'corners'here and there.
+3  +2  +1 -1 -2 -3

People suffering from incurable diseases should have the choice of .being
put painlessly to death.
+3  +2 +1 -1 -2 -3

Most men forget more easily the death of their father than the loss of
their property.

+3 +2 41 -1 -2 -3




Appendix B




.70

Models Used in the Multiple Regression Design

for the Mach Score Data

A -
Model 1 (the full model) can be represented by the

equation Yy = agU + apXp + azXz ... + dpsX)y, +
ay3Xy3 + E. 0 . 373 4t

Model 2 'asks the questlon Is RSQ2 for the full model

probably 0?7 This allowWs one to determine if the full

- model (Model 1), which contains all the variables, ac-
counts for a proportion of the total yariance of the

" Mach scores that is sufficiently dlfﬁgrent,from 0 to

be significant at the .05 level. For this we set

ap = a3 =aj = ... =ay3 = 0, resulting in the equa-

tion Y7 = agU + E.

Model 3 asks the question: Is significant curvi-
linearity present° For this determination we set

a38 = a . ; = 0, resulting in the equation
Yl = é + a.2X2 + . + a37X37 + BE.
Model 4 asks the question: Does knowledge of whether .

the director is head of one or more centers give us
additional information with regard to the Mach scores?
For this we set a36 = kq7 = 0, resultlng in the equatlon
Yy = agU + aoXs + a35X35 + E.

Model 5 asks the question: ‘Does knowledge ‘of whether
the director has a degree in Early Childhood Education
glve us additignal 1nformat10n w1th regard to the

Machi scores? For this we set a3l = agp = = 0, resulting
in the equation Yy = aoU + a2X2 + . i a33X33 + E.

Model 6 asks the question: Does categorical (nonproflt
vs. proprietary) knowledge of educational level give
us additional information with regard to the Mach
scores? For thlS we set:ap) = ape = a common weight
(ayl); apg =.ap7 =-a common welgg% (ay5); ang = apg =
a common weight (2u6); = a common welgh%
(ay7); a ='a co on ?ght (ayg). Substitut-
ing, we é%taln %heequatlon Y1 = aglU + apXo + ...
-+ ap3Xp3 + apnXon + apXog + al X26 + apgXo7 + a46X28

+ alpXpog + ang 30 + al7X30 + aq 31 + a48X32 + a)ugX 33

+ E. Collect ng -terms, we obtain Yy = + o X%
+ ap3X23 + a (A24 + Xog) + a) (X0 + X + a6 X?8 +
X29) + a47( 43 + Xg 25&48 X 2 + g 27 Lettlng

= X5 + 25’ X6 + 21 Xu6 = X + Xogs
X47 = X3o + X31, an X488 = X , we o tain he

. equation, Y7 = agU + aoXo + N ag QE + auuxuu +
als X45 + apeXye + a47X47 + a48X48 +

P

~

X
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Model 7 asks the question: Doecs knowledge of educa-
tional level give us additional information with re-
gard to the Mach score? For this we det a)y) = ays .

= apg8-= 0, resulting in the equation Y, = apU + a2X2
+ ... + ap3X03 + E.

Model 8 asks the question: Does categorical knowledge
of the number of years that a director has served as
director of a day care center give us additional in-
formation with regard to the Mach score? For this we
set app = ap3 = a common weight (apg). Substituting
into %Ee ful% equation (from Model 7), we obtain -

Y7 = agU + apXpo + ... + ap31Xoj + ajgXoo + a49X23 + E.
Collecting terms, we obtain Y] = 8 + apXo + ...

.t ano1Xoy + a49(X22 + X23) + E. Lettlng Xug = Xop

+ Xp1, we obtaly the equation Y7 = agU + apXo + ...
+ ap1Xpoy + ay hg + E.

Model 9 asks the question: Does knowledge of the
number of years that a director has served as director
of a day care center give us the additional information
with regard to the Mach score? Setting apg = 0, we
obtain the equation Yy = apglU + asXs + ... + an1Xpy + E.

Model 10 asks the question: Does categorical knowledge
of the number of years that a director has been in day
care give us additional information with regard to the
Mach scores? For this we let aj a§ = g common "
weight (agp). Substituting 1nto the TO11 equation
(from Model 9), we obtain Y7 = agU + apXo + ...

+ aq + agoXog + a50X2 + E. Collecting terms, we
obta n %1 = goU + apXs> + ... + a19X19 %.asoxso + E.

Model 11 asks the question: Does knowledge of the
/her -of years that a director has been in the field
of"day care give us additional 1nformation withTegard
to the Mach scores? Letting ago = O, we obtain the

equation Y = aplU + apXs + ... + a19X19 + E.

Model 12 asks the question: Does knowledge of the ages
of the directors give us additional information with !
regard to the. Mach scores? Letting ajg = apglU + apXo
+'eea + ?15X15 + E.

Model 13 asks the questlon Does knowledge of the
sexes of the directors give-cus additional 1nformat10n
with regard to the Mach scores? Letting a 14 = a.l5

we obtain the equation Yl = agl + agXo + ... + a13X13
+ Ee-

L3




- Y1 = agU + apX2 + ees + a5X5 + a53X53
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Model 14 asks ‘the question: Does categorical knowledge
of whether the day care center offers day care gnly or
offers day care plus additional facilities give us addi-
tional information with regard to the Mach scores? For
this we let ajpo = a1l = a common ‘weight (agy; ajp = a13 =

a common weight (asp). Substituting, we obtain Y; = agU +
apXo + ... + agXg * a51X10 + a51X11 + a52X13 + E. Col—
lecting terms, btain Y3 = agU + apX3> + L.. + agX

a5) (X10 + X11) + a.52(X12’ + X313) + E. Letting X51 = 10 +
X33 and X5p = X32 + X33, we obtain the equatlon %1

a2X2 + ... + agXg + a51X51 + agpXgo + E.

Model 15 asks the question: Does knowledge of whether
the day care center offers day care only or day care

plus additional facilities glve us additional information
with regard to the Mach scores? Letting agy = agp = 0.

we -obtain the equation Y1 =‘agU + a2X2 + .7. agXg HE

Model 16 asks the question: Does categorical know ledge
of whether the day care center is located in the city
or the county give us additional information with re-
gard~o0 the Mach score? For this we let ag =
common weight (a53); ag = ag = a common welght a ) &
Substituting into the full equatlon (f;om Model 1;% we
obtain Yl = agU + apX2 + ... + agXs + ag 7 + ag)Xg +
a5iXg + E. Collecting terms, we obtain ; é
apX2 b + a5X5 + ag3(Xg.+ X7) + a54(X8 + X + E.
Letting X53 = Xg + X7 and X = 2 We obtain
a54X54 + E.

Model 17 asks the question: Does knowledge of whether
the day care center is located in.the city or county
give us additional: information with regard to the Mach
scores? Letting ag 4 = 0,"We ob tain the equation
Y7 = agU + apXp + 7. a5;5 + E.

)

Model 18 asks the question: Does .categoyrical knowledge
of .the number of chilMren enrolled ip the day care
center give us additional information with regard to
the Mach scores? For this we let ay = ag = a common
weight (asg). Substituting into the full equatjion
(from Model 17), we obtain Y3 = agU + apXp + a3zX3 +
a55X4 + a55X5 + E. Collectlng terms, we obtainh :
Y1 = apU + apXp + agX3 + %E 5(Xy +X5) + E. Letting

e

X55 = X) + X5, we obtain equation Yy = agU + .
22X + a3X3 + agpX55 + E. | '

Model 19 asks tune question: Does knowledge of the

number of children enrolled in the day care center give

us additional information with reggrd to the Mach

scores? Letting agg = O, we obtain the equation

Yy = apl + a2X2 + a3X3 + E. - )/ /

) : . ~
)
L £
> L3 '

= aoU +;3

w
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Model 20 asks the question: Does knowledge @f the
type of center (nonprofit vs. proprietary) give us
additional information with regard to the Mach scores?
Letting a~ = a3 = a common weight {asg), we obtain
from the full equation (that of'Mode§ 19) Y1 = agU &+

ageXo + agpX3 + E. Collecting terms and letting
X5 =-%o F X3, we obtain the equation Y, = agU +,
a56X56 + E. ) I e

©
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Multiple Regression Design for the Mach Score Data

Let Y7 represent a vector with 57 eléments,fwhich are ‘
the Mach scores for each day care center director.

Let U represent a unit vector with 57 elements.

Let X2 represent . a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
1f thé element represents membershlp in the nonprofit

- group, O otherwise.

!

v

* Let X3 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a1

if thé element represents membership in the proprietary
group, O otherwise.

Let XYy represent a vector with 57 elements, whose
elements are the number .of chlldren for.the nonprofit
centers, O otherwide. .

-

Let X5 represent a vector with 57 elements, whose
elements are the number of children in the proprietary
centers, O otherwise. ,
14t X6 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a nonproflt center 1n the
city, O otherw1se ~

, ot .
Let X7 represent a ‘vector with 57 elements, with é 1
if the element represents a proprietary center in the

city, O 'otherwise. . °y y

.Let Xgyrepresent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1

if the element represents a nonprofit center 40 the
county, O otherwise, L .
' A

Let Xq represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if ®he element represents a proprletary center in the
county, 0 otherw1se . , .
Let X30 represent’a vector with ©7 elements, with a 1

if the element represents a nonprofit center that

offers day care only, O otherw1se Yo .

‘Let™Xqy represent,a vector: w1t2 g? elements, with a 1 RN
if the element represents a proprietary center that.:- -
offers day care only, O otherw1se ~7 T

Let X35 represent & vector Qlth 57 elements,- with a 1
if the element represents a: “nonprofit center ‘that )
offeys day care and other faCllltleS, O otherwise. L
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Let X33 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a proprietary center that
offers day care -and other fac111t1es, O otherwise.

£

a

Let Xjl4 represent a vector with' 57 elements, with a 1
. 1f the element represents a male director, O otherwise.

Let X15 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a female director, O otherwise.

Let. X16 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a director who isf 30 years of
age or younger, O otherwise.

Let x17 represent a vector with 57 elements, w1th al

if the element represents a director who is 31- ho’

yeaxrs of age, O otherwise.

R

Let X;8 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1

if the element represents a director who is 41-50 years .
of age, O otherwise. ///
Let Xyg represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the”element represents a director who is 51 years
of age or older, O otherwise.

. ~\ N :

Let Xpop represent a vector with 57 elements, whose

, €lements are the number of years a director of a non-
profit center has spent in the field of day care, 0
otherwise.

Let Xo7 represent a vector with 57 elements, whose
elements are the numbersof years'a director of a pro-
prietary center has spent in the fleld of day care,_
0 otherw1se. »

Let Xpp represent a vector with 57 elements, whose
elements are the npmber of years a director of a non-
" profit center has spent as director of a day care

, center, O otherwise.

Let Xp3 represent a vector with 57 elements’ whose ele-
ments are the number of years a director of a proprietary
center has spent as director of a day carer-center, O
otherwise. .
Let Xo) represent a vector with(57 elements, with a

1 if %he element represents a director of a nonprofit -
center with a high school diploma, O otherwise.

]
S
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Let Xo5 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a director of a proprietary
center with a high school diploma, O otherwise.

Let Xog represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a director of a nonprofit
center with some college or an associate degree, O
otherwise. ’ g

!

Let Xo7 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a director of a proprietary

center with some college or an associate degree, O
otherwise,

Let Xo8 represént a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a director of a nonnrofit

‘center with an undergraddate.degree, O otherwise.

Let X29 represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represehts a director of a proprietary
center with an undergraduate degree, 0 otherwise.

Let Xzp represent-a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if the element represents a director of a nonprofit
center who has done some graduate work, O otherwise.

Let X37“represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if theé element represents a director of a proprietary
center who has done some graduate work, O otherwise.

Let X3p represent a vector with 57 elemeénts, with a 1
if the element represents a director of a nonprofit

center who has a graduate de%gee, O otherwise.
Let Xxj.repr sent a vectbr’with 57 elements, with a 1
if 'the element represents a director of a proprietary

center who has’'a graduate degree, O otherwise.

[N

‘Let X3y representla'vectbr with 57 elements, with a 1

if the element represents a director who has a degree
in Early Childhood Education, O otherwise.

Let Xzt represent a vector#with 57 elements, with a 1
if thé element represents a director who has no ®egree
in Early Chilghood Education, O otherwise..

Let X36~represent}a vectoéﬁbith 57 elements, with a 1
if thé clement represents a subject who is director of*
more than onc day care center, O otherwisc.

b
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Let X

only one day care center, O otherwise.

Let X38 represent a vector
elements are the square of

Let X3 % represent a vector
elements are the square of

Let X represent a vector
eléments are the square of

Let Xy represent a vector
elemen%s are the square of

Let X4p represent a vector
elements are the square of

Let Xug represent a vector
elements are the square of

‘Let E represent & vector with 57 elements, whose ele-

with 57 elements,
vector Xu.

with 57 elements,
vector X5;

with 57 elements,
vector Xoq.

with 57 elements,
vector Xoj.

with 57 elements,
vector Xpo.

with 57 elements,
vector X23.

ments represent the error values.

represent a vector with 57 elements, with a 1
if thé element represents a subject who is director of

whosé
—

~
whose
&
whos
whose

whose

whose

Let ao through aug represent cgefficients of the

respectlve VeCtor

fote: " Vectors X 8 through X)o are designed to test
ge continuous varlables of the data

‘whether. t

can best be represented by a curv111near
’rather than a ligear equation.

a7
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