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- The Influence of Daycare on Social péhavigrs Towards ‘Peers and Adults
Neal W. Finkelstein and Kathryn Wilson
. Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center
quivefsity of North Carolina at Chapel H{ll
Increasingly researchers have recognized the need to examine the effects
of preschool intervention prégrams on social development rather than relying
solely on standardized measufes of cognitive development to ?vaiuate>their pro-
grams (Arderson and Messick, 19?4). With regard to social behavior systematic
daycare has two distinctive features. These features were the basis for the
éuestions addrgssed_by this study. First, a child in daycare is introduced to
an extended peer group earlier than would otherwise typically happen. aﬂe wanted
to know if early and continuous experience with peers would influence the devel-
opment behaviors towardsApeers. Second, a ghild\tﬁ-daycare has the opportunity
to develop long-term relationships with adults outside the home. There{ore, we
were cu;ious to determine whether this expetienc? affectgd the way chi;d;en be-
have towdr&g adults who were not their regular caretakers.

Ligtle is known about the effects of daycare intervention programs for dis-
advantaéed‘éhildren on their behaviors towards peers. Studies involving children
f;om a more general population provide equibocal re;ults. In one study, kinder-
garteners who previously attended nursery school were rated lower on a scale con-
cerning adjustment to peer relations than children who had no prior school
experience (Brown & Hunt, 1961). In another stuﬁy children whith prior daycare
experience were‘rated more aggressive towards peers than a group of home-reared

s . youngsters (Schwarz, Strickland & Krolick, 1974). However, other data indicated
that there was no difference in the amount of.aggression among kindergarten

children with either 0, 1, or 2 years of previous nursery school experience (Réph,

\.
Thomas, Chess & Korn, 1968).

Data on peer interactions of toddlers are also inconsistent. Ricciuti (1974)
reported that daycare-attending toddlers were more willing to interact with

unfamiliar children than were home reared children. However, Doyle (1975) found"

3

.




-2 s

daycare-attending toddlers were less likely to initiate interactions .than
..

were their home-reared peers. N
Recent findings indicate that daycare attendance {is ass;ciated with less
apprehensive interactions with adults other than the parent (Kagan, Kearslév‘&\
Zelazo, 1976). However, such intetactigﬁs are more often of negative quality,
involbing less cooperation and more aggression (Raph et al., 1968, Schwarz et al.,
. 1974). '
~ . N ’
In general it appears that daycare attendance is associated with an enhanced
tendency to e*plore novel social environments, but may also be asgociatedeigh
more aggréssive behaviors towards peers and adults., The present ‘study attempted
to examine the effects of daycare on social behaviors by observing daycare-atteﬁding
" and home-reared children when introduced to a novel social setting in which there

'

were both an unfamiliar peer and adulﬁ.

Method

Subjects

Twenty-four 26 month old children, each accogpanied by a familiar caretaker,

Y

participated in this study. Twelve children;'s girls and 7 boys;'wete a randomly
drawn sample of the-general population’recruited from county birth'records. These
children were the general population sample. Nine of these children were reared
at home‘and three were in full-time daycare. The other 12 children, 5 girls and
7 boys, participated in a daycare intervention project (see Ramey, 1977). These
children were the experimental group (HRE), Children from the general population
and experimentaligroups were paired with each other solgly on the basis of age
.and then brought together to be observed. v \

The general populction children were accompanied by.their mothers and the
experimental children were accompanied by their daycare.teachet. Tﬁus, the children

were accompanicd by the person they were customarily with during the time of day

the observation took place. This was done in order not to significantly alter

: , 4
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the children's-daily routines.

. Proced‘re -
The children and th;zf‘caretdkeré weré brought tuv an vbservation room
* that was furnished yith two chairs for the caretakers;on opposite sides of the
room. The adults were aékgu not to initiate interactions with the children or
to direct the play of the'toddlers. However, adults were free to converse with
each othgr or to :espond to any initiations by the children. Generally the:.
adults‘temainéd passive observers, occasionally chatting with eacn other.

| Each observation was divided into three 7 minute trials which differed
in"thp number of toys provided. In onme trial; no toys were provided to the
children. ~I_n another trial there was only one toy, a rubber ball. During the
remaining trial, 5 toys were bropght into the.room. In addition té ;he rubber
bali, there were (1) a xylophone, (2) a small doll house with toy people ané
furniture, (3) ; pull toy animal, and (4) a car that could be taken apart and put
together like a puzzle. The crder of trials was determined by a Latin Square
design. T;ys were always placed midway between the children at.the start of a

trial. The sessions were videotaped and later scored by two observers, each

assigned to code the behavior of one child.

Insert Table 1 here

The Behavior categoyies are defined in detail in Tgble 1. The categories
can be conceptually grouped into 3 major classes. The first class, which con-
cerned interactions with peers, included:

(1) Vocalizations to the peer

(2) Active atgempts tojihitiate interaction

(3) Passive attempts to initiate interaction

(4) Negative attempts to initiate interaction

(5) Lead interactive play 5




:

'~ Results

(6)‘Partic1§ate in.interactive play
The second class of behaviors concerned iﬂteractions with the adults and iﬂcluded:

(7) Away from tﬁe familiar caretiker ' )

(8) Interact with the familiar caretaker . .

(9) Proximity to the stranger

(16) Interact with the stranger -

The first two classes concerned exploration of the social envigoﬂﬁent, whereas
the'thira concerned exploratioﬁ qf the nonsocial environment and included only
the category of solitary play. . N

Priar to the start of actual coding,_the observers practiced until they
teaghed a consensus on the definitions of the categorieﬂ. ‘Inter-obsetyet agézemeﬁt
was assessed b;rrescoring 10 of the tapes. A 5'pinute ségment was‘raﬁdomly selected
.from the tape.and each child's Behévior‘in that &egment was‘scoreq by both

\ .
observers. The median percent agreement across all categories was 85%.

The variables derived from the categories were separately analyzed as a 2
"(groups) X 3 (rrials) design. Membership in either the experimental or general
population group was a between groups factor. The trials factor was a repeated

measures factor and had 3 levels, no tgys,.l toy or 5 toys. In order to avoid

:naking assumptions regarding the variance covariance matrices necessary for

repeated measures ANOVA's, an approach was taken which employed MANOVA procedures

i o

(McCell & Appelbaum, 1973). Unless otherwise stated the level of significance

for all tests was .05.

Social Explorftions

Interactions with peers. The data gnalyseé failed to reveal aﬁy differences
-~ ’ ¥ ¢
in the peer behavior of the experimental and general population children.

.Generally, the behavior of the children towards each other could be described. as

friendly. Instances of aggression were extremely rare, occurring less than once

per trial on the average. The only type of aggression obse:ved consisted of

.. 6




taking toys from each other. Hitting was never observed. Interestingly, there

was a-significant effect of the number of toys on the frequency of active

initiations of peer interaction.

Insert Figure 1 here

As can be seen in Figure 1, 'there wete‘more active and positive attempts
to initiate interactions when there were either no toys or only one toy present
than when there were 5 toys present. - It was also the case that taking toys was
more frequent in the 1 toy trial than in the 5 toy trial. Howevér, ;he“freauency-

.of taking'toys was low, andpositive forms of interaction were much more prevalent

than negative forms in all trials.

Interactions with -adults. The analygés of variables concerning interaction

and proximity to the adults suggested a greater willingness of experimental

>

children to explore the adult component of the novel social environment.

1)

Insert Figure 2 here

-

Figure 2 shows the percent of time spent 1nteraéting with familiar

- caretakers. Experimental children spent less time interacting with the familiar

caretaker than- general population children and the difference was significant.

——

Insert Figure 3 here

Figure 3 shows that in general, experimental children spent more

“time away from their familiar caretakers. That is, they spent more time in the

7
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middle of the room or on -the stranger's\sidg of the room. In fact, experimental

children spent more than half of the time away from the familiar caretaker.

A

Insert Figure 4 here

-

Comparing the groups on the measure of time spgnt on the stra‘r{ger's side of

A —

the room (See Figure 4) revealed that. the e)xperimental children spent more time near

the stranger“than did genmeral population’ children. The level of signifitance was .06,

-

.

&
Insert Figure 5 here

.

.

The group difference in the more direct measure of intéraéting with the
. o .
stranger is shown on Figure 5. Note that the tiirection of difference is the
same as for the measure of proximity to the stranger. Experimental children
1ntetactedv.m6te with the st;anger than the general population chi?.d-z'en;'but the
difference was not Feliable. ) - . .

In sdm, experimental Vchi'ldten were more likely to venture from their care-
taker's vicini.ty and to be near the stranger than were general population children.

In contrast, general population children were more likely 't:o be near their tare-

taker and interact with her than experimental children.

Insert Fiéure 6 here

~ [

)

. The' analysis of ‘time spent playing alone suggesced that children in the
intervention program were more willing to explore the pléy materials than were
general population children. - -

] : .

Figure 6 shovs‘ an apparent Groups’x Trials interaction. This result

indicated that only experimental childran increased in solitai’y play when 5 toys

8 .. ‘
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. were pto\rided in comparison to -the b toys or 1 toy trials. Further, the

C e

. experimental group spent more time in solitary play than did the general
population children in the Sn toy trial. - °

Discussion : '

%

, . v ~ i
Although it is tenuous to make a case far no difference findings, it is
sti],l,,n::tewo'rthy that the disad\_raptaged children attending high quality daycare
_ . were similar to their more advantaged home-reared age mates in peer interaction

~ behaviors. Typically, the peer play was frendly and characterized by a willing-

ness to share toys as well as activities. Often we observed games in which
L - e, % .

_ the children would engage in the s;me actiw}ity. For instance, one child would
follow the other child running or crawling a{ound the room, or between the legs of

. the adulw's .chairs. Aggressive behavior was extremely rare, and was no more
. i 5

prevalent q\mn'g experimental than general population chi]'.dren. The literature
concerning daycare effects on aggressive behavior is already equivocal. Our

results support a reasonable hypothesis which has already been offered by
y Btonfe’nbrenner. Belsky and Steinberg (19?6). . That is, daycare programs are
; ; p .

likely to achieve ﬁhe values héld by their staff and consumers. Thus, to somg' ‘
i o

7 .

~ extent program effects may be i)rogram-specific. Programs which'stress sociél
v - ,

development-objectises are likely to achieve different results f.rom_\programs less
. M . “

’

concerned with gsocial outcomes.

.

It was interesting to observe that when play materials were limited, attempts
to initiate peer interactions were;more frequent. Under these circuh;“atanceé the
children ixight have sngaged more in competiftive behavior such as taking toys away
froxp' each other, or the children mi\:ght have shc;wn morevcoopéxafive behavior such

as giving or sharing toys with each othé‘r._ Our data showed that both kinds of

- .
- " interactions were more likely when 1 toy was present as compared to § toys. How=-'

.

ever, positive attempts to initiate interactions such as sharing were more

.

@ W -
frequent than negative attempts to initiate interactions such as taking toys

. | 9 | “
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6 avay.ftom‘thé peer. Talﬁng ‘toys-occurred less than once per trial on thé : ¢
average, even in the 1 toy~ triall. Thus.A, at 26 months children d(:, in fact,
readily sha“re plaything§ with peers and sharing appears éensitgve. to changes 1n’ i
the number of playthings availaﬁle’? 'l‘h;_ children more often shared toys when the
resources were few and thus the need to share was greater. o -

Previously, Ramey, Finkelstein & 0'Brien (1976) reported that there
was an Incréase in peer and teacher —child interact;l.ona when toys weré temporarily

Q = ’ . . o
removed fr®m an 1nﬁans nursery. This finding was interpreted as indicating that

s

'

. j.nfaa.q trea\toys and people as gltgmative sources of stimulation and are
unable to integrate tc:ys and adults in their play. The‘results from this study
axze consistent with the conclusion that toys and- pébple are alt;e;native: for the
foddlef. However, it appears that by age 2 children éan j.ntegrate l‘:oysv and peers
in their play, but they do so ptim;rily when necessitated by limited play
materials (as in the 1 toy trial). ) N .
The major difference b%tween the .epxperimenta},and general population c{tildren
was qi.n their behavig;rs towards the adults. The expei'imental children were more
) llkely to be iﬁ proximity to and interact with the unfamiliar adult fthan gene‘i'a}
population children. The general‘ ;opulation children were more inclined td interact .
witﬁ their catetéker and wére less likély to even venture away from her than were

experimental children, The data are consistent with the findings of Ricuitti

(1974) and Kagan, Kearsley & Zelazo (1976) that daycare chil&ren are less

- appréhensive‘ about interactions with adults other than the parent. The group.

. differences in re'éction to‘a novel social situation were also reflected, to a
1imited extent, in exploration of the nonsocial environment. Experimental chi‘1¢rén

spent more time in solitafy play with the toys- than did the general population

children when 5 toys were present. -
I . \
Bronson (1972) suggests that the basis for wariqeas of strangers in t!’le first

~

"year of life is a combination of incongruence of the visual mage'of the stranger and -

10 t
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" the unpredictability of the“ﬁtrénger'a behavior. The, child might eSpecially R

o be concerned about hia/her ability'to control the atranger'é behev;ior in a i
. “ " = % - & - ¢
. reoponae-con'tingent fashion. A possible explanation for our results concerning -

. » * ) ,’
0 aocial ex'ploration is suggested by Bronson. Experimental children are provided

» .
- . / '
& @ I with frequent opportunities to intensivelx interact with a vayiety of adults,

L gt ot

—

namely their teachera. The children might learm that there is indeed a good deal

of conaiatency in the behavior of adults toward them, eepecially in regard to

3.

respornding contingently. Our own obaervational reséarc¢h in' the ciassroom indicates

~ that is the case for these experimental children. Data presented by Finkelstein,

o s

Dent & Gallacher (1975)..indicateci that toddlers in the- intervention program ‘spent

e

31% of their waking time interac't.‘.ng with teachers and ‘teachers ?esponded ‘contin-

. gently to 45% of the ‘behavior children directed toward them. ’Therefore; experi:
- % /
mental children might have a generalized ex~.ctagcy for competence , or "effectam;e

. i AN
in White's (1959) terms, about interactions with unfamiliar adults and might be‘ -

- y a B ) e
less wary about them. 1 : . I , » -

“In conblusion,' our data suggest that the‘tognLtive benefits of participation
. . ) S
in preschool intervention programs do not necessarily come? the e@ense of {

that daycare may, in fact, enhance the child's ability to interact with unfamiliar

. v

t. -the child's, ability to interact positively with adults anﬁ peers. We have found - . j
= adulta. 'l'his nay provide children who have had daycare experience with an important l

, . ' |
 advantage when they enter public school. ) ; . |

-



. References . - B = A

Anderson, S., & Messick, s. Social competency in young children., Developmental

) Paxéhologz 1974, lO 282- 293v ¢ Y ¢

- e o0

Btonfenbrenner, u., Belaky, E S., & Steinberg, L.. Day care in.context: * An ¥
Z}ecological))erspective on resgarch and public policy. A teview prepared, i

for the’()‘ffire of the Assistent Secretary for Planning and Educatior; i\ kL
‘ * Department of Health Education and Helfare., December, 1976. -

_~Bronoon, G.W. Infants reactions to unfamiliar persons ‘and novel objects.

P H’onographe of The SOciety_for Research in Child Developmnt. 1972 37, -

(Serial No. 148). \ . o, .
Brown, A.W., & Hunt, R.G.\ Relations between nursery ‘school attendance and
; S x ) . g
teachers' ratings of some aspécts of children's adjustment in kiwmdergorten.

- Child Development, 1961, 32, 585-596. .

= B . . ¥ . :
Doyle, A. ''Infant development.in day care. Developmental Psychology, 1975, 11,
\- e - " . 5
. 6554656, -\ - . o e :
. ™
Finkels::ein, N. lv'. 5 Dent. c. H. ! Gallacher, K. The bebavior of preachool children

- in a.day care setting: An ecological approach. Paper preae’)ed at th

Annual National Aeoociation for the Education of Ygung Children Conference, 9

-* . & . s

Dallas Texas, November, 1975.., o . .
Kagan. J., Kearsley, R.B., & Zelazo, P. The effecte of infant daycare on
. \ysychological development. . Paper presented at the American'Aseociation
for the. Advancement of Science Meeting, Boeton, 1976. . ,
HcCall R, B'., & Appelbaum, H I. Bias .in whe analysisiof repeated-measures

( . .

designs. Some alternative ‘app,tdaches. Child Development, 1973,. 44, 1.01-.!.15.

Raqey, C. T. Program character/tstics of the Carolina Abecedarian Pro}ect».
)

In C.T: Ramey (Chair), Intellectual, peycholinguiatic and‘ oocial

.consequences of eatly interventio E A longitudinal ana‘lyais. °

- \ o . .

" Syniposium pteaented at the biennial meeting of the So?:ie;y for Research
« & . Y

and Child Development, Nev Orleans, March, 1977. ,',‘ 1

o

W 12 T
¢ L v e : 5




.
Ramey, C.T., Finkelstein, N.W., & O'Brien, C. Toys and infant behavior in the

fipst year of life. Joucnal of Genetic Psychology, 1976, 129, 341-342,

Raph, J.B., Thomas, A., Chess, ., & Korn, S.J. lhe inttuene 0 nurserv school

on social interactions. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 1968, 38,

144-152, .
\
‘ Ricciuti, H.N. Fear and the development of social attachments in the first year

of 1ife. In M. Lewis & L. Rosenblum (Eds.), The origins of human behavior:

Fear. New York: Wiley, 1974,
Schwarz, J.C., Strickland, R.G., & Krolick, G. Infant day care: Effects at

. preschool age. Developmental Psychology, 1974, 10, 502-506.

White, R.W. Motivation reconsidered: The concept of competence. Psychological

" - Review, 1959, 66, 297-333,

by




1.

2.

5.

1.

Table 1 (con't.) < g

-

w Definitions of Behavior Categories

Vocilinttonl to peer - Vocalize while looking ;'t the peer.

Active attempts to initiate p;er interaction - This category included the \
following categories: .

a. Show: Hold a toy out towards the peer out of reach while looking at’ the peer.

b. Give: Extend a toy to the peer within easy reach while:looking at the peer.
c. Touch: Deliberate physical contact with peer. The child had to touch with

the hand or be looking at the peer.
<

P
T

d. Request Participation: The child verbally requests thg peer to join in activity

or play with toys.

e. Ayﬁroach: The child moves towards the peer while looking at the peer.

Passive attempts to initiate peer interaction - This ca:egory included the following

subcategories:

a. Attempt to Share: The child makes én effort to use the same toy the peer is

currently playing with. The attempt is to use the toy with

the peer rather than to take over its possession. This
category was scored primarily with toys that could be used
simultaneously by two children such as the ball and the
doll house.

o. Join in Play: The child becomes involved in the ongoing activity of the peer.
<. Accépt a Toy: The child takes a toy that has been offered by the peer.

Initiate negative interaction with peer - This category included the following
subcategories:

a. Hit - forceful physical contact - included kicking.

b. Take - remove a toy from peers possession when it has not been offered.

Lead interactive peer play - one child (leader) determined the nature of the peers'

joint activity by chuosing the activity and directipg the behavior of the other

child. To be interactive, the play must involve both children éngaged in common
action or using the same toy.

Participation in interactive play - The children are involved ifi interactive play
as defined above, but there is no obvious leader.

Away from familiar caretaker - The child is located either on the stranger's
side of the room or in the middle of the room (equidistant from both adults).

14




10.

11.

Table 1

°

JAnteract with familiar caretaker - This category included the following sub-
categories:

a. Vocalizing:  Vocalizing while looking at the caretaker.
b. Touching: Hand contact with the caretaker
c. Playing with toys in the lap of the caretaker

d. Plag with caretaker and toy: The child and caretaker both actively
. . manipulate a toy
Y

Proximity to the stranger - The child is located on the stranger's side of the
room. ;

/

Interact with the stranger - This category inélu&é the same subcategories as
given for interaction with the familiar caretaker, except that in this category
the behavior involved the stranger.

Solitary play - The child is engaged in an activity alone usually with a toy
and witﬁaiitcle regard for the other people present.

15
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