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EFFECTS OF INFANT DAY CARE SXPERIENCE ON BEHAVIOR AND DEVELGPMENT :

- RESEARCH AND IMPLICATIONS FOR SOCIAL POLICY1 .. !
o ’ ’ P -~ * o
¢ denty N, Ricciuti L
’ , Cornell University . SN
. October 1976

I. INTRODUCTION

~N
In the past feq\zears the auestion of the developmental efrfects ot

[
’

o —————— ot -

day care erperience beginniné as early. as the first two years of life
has become 2 matter of increasing significance and concern. The . .
problem is clearly an ivportant one from a theoretical point of vi;w,
*since {t°represents one aspect of the broader gquestion of the “
developmental impact of variations in early childrearing conditions,

Jn this particular instance the question is vhether .the child 8

intellectual "emotionzl, and social development are affected by

extended experience’in a group caxe setting outside his home, beginning
‘as early as the first'few weeks of life in some instancés, as compared
with the more usual experience of home care by the child's family., R

The problem of developuental effects of very early’day care

experience has also become increa51ngly significant from the_pbint of
"view .of spcial planning and Dublic policy, considerations, .As more and ;
uore women enter the world of york, either by choice or-because of . i
‘economic necessity, the demand for infant/toddler day cere has increased _ i
substantially.* Group\day care facilities and programs fof infants 'qggi\f .
and toddlers are still relatively uncommon,” in this country at least, in , :
part because of tlie increased costs of providing high quality day care

for children this young, and in part because there has been considerable R
concern on the part of many prpfeasionals and laymen as'beil, that
extended experience in day care as esrly as the firat year of life may .

have detrimental effects on the establishment of the normsl patterq cL .

of affectional relationships between mother and #afant which-ia

considered 80 essential.to”healthy personality development. On the

rrcnrmnconrm- v ((“’1

A review prcpared for the Office of the Assistant Secretary for °
Planning and Lvaluation, Department of Health, Education, and welfare,
U.S.A. Grateful acknowledﬂﬁent is expreecsed to Jay Belsky and David “

Bcllin"cr for their assistance in the search and critical review of the
pertineﬂt literature, .. -




. o . _ - | |
. ) o i . , > .
other nand, ‘many have argued, particularly in recent years, That
experience in day care is not only not harmful for the infant or -
“toddler and his famlly, bur in fact meyv be a° devexopﬂentalLv faciii~- ' N
tating experience. oreover, it ig feit, the avat;ab:x)ty of pond
substitute care outside the-home might even ennansce ;;q relecionsnly
T between mother and child since it would facilitate~fﬁlfillment of the
. mother's own work or career aspirations, )
ﬁj@? It is signiflcant that these thtrasting vi ews concerning the
potentially negative or positive effects of infant day care are oL
held very strongly and with considerable emotional conviction even T
‘tivough (or perﬁgps befause) the research evidence*bearing on the
issue is so limited and difficult to interpret. It is the purpose : -
of this paper to review critically major research dqa}ing with the
effects of infant/todéler day care on §évelopment, with special "
reference to the implications which the research . fivdings may, suggest
for those concerned with the pruvision of high-quality group care
outside the home for.chjldren in the first two éeans of life. There e
is no guestion but that the need for such out-of-home care for mahy ‘ e,
L familiés with infants and toddlers is continuing te increase, and ‘
there is great need ta artitulate valid-guidelioes for ensuring

that the day caré environments provided are optimally 8upp?rtive of y
o

_both infant and family development, . . ) L
~ The review will begin with a brlef egaminat;oﬂ of some of the .

@

major analytic cuestions and issues which fequire consideration in
dealing with thé broad problem of developmental effects of infant .
day care. Relevant literature will then be reviewed in the context

of these analytic issues, with the intent of idem:xfying major - ° .
- generalizations which can be dravn from the resezxch findings, as
well as major gaps in’ouf know;edge and critical mesearch needs.

’

Final sections of the paper will present an in;:npret{ve summary of ,

\)umjor tesearch findings with implicatlons for pmliicies and guidelines: | .

! . almea at ensuring high rualxty day care for infsts and toddlers;

as well as -a discussion of ispues involved in a:nzmpting to articulate .

d appropriste roles which might be played by the flederal government. in,

o, A

[

[ ——
<
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support of early child care,

i1.

As. Vaxristions in prosrsm objectives

o

METHODOLOGICAL AND ANALYTIC ISSUES

&

.distinguish between outcomes which were specifically igtended by 8

’ t

' objectivea' :

‘began to emerge, the initial conecerns were pri:z:ily to demonstrate,

e v e -

Any systematic evalystion of empirical data bearing on the
cuestion of the effects of day care must consider these effects in
relation to the varying oﬁjectives oY purposes of the particular day -
. 4

care environhments under consideration. Noreover, it is important to

particular program, and ffects which may be equally important, but i |
were unintended or incide ‘ . =
Infant/toddler day. care geaerblly be grouped into three

4 \

broad categories on the basis of generally different primary . . \

? . .

~

AN

1. Day care ss a good substitute for hooe care, .

Most, infant/toddler dny care enviromnments are set up
primarily to provide good~care outside the home. The;majority of
such care is provided by women in their own homes (family day care),
although the numwber of day care centers “which gerve children under
these

the age of tw) is‘gradually increasing. For the most part,

settings or p ograms have no specific compenkatory or remedial
objectives + nor are they concerned with the scceleration%6f’

hence there is typically little or no systematic
It is interesting to note, |

development;
eéaiuatiwe dqta‘generated by such programsl
however, that as studies of the effects of this type of day care

that the day care erperience had no detrimental effects on children's

emotional,

or social development.

intellectual,

2.

-

-

Dax

exgerience.

av care g5 8 vehicle for prowiding compensatorv or remedial Y
L

.

A good many infant day care ccnters im this country, includin"
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- some of the earliest ones, were set up primarily in the interest of -
. . L] :,
. providing an enhancemen5 of the early social and learning environment'’ ,

of infants or toddlereiﬁrom low-income homes, which .were considered

to be'not fully supportive of novmsl development. Such programs

hgvc becn concerned ia laﬁée part with preveniidn of the ceciiue in
intellectual performance frequently observed in children from low

income families as they approach three or four years of age. Other & ;
+ ‘'recent proérams have endeavoured toAprovide added experience or stimu- i
lation in day care for infants orstoddlers identified more specifically 3
<as b:ing "at risk" of developing sub-normaliy. Such groups have i
-includeh for examble‘ low income children whose socio~cultural and

family characteristics (1nc1udzng low parental or sibling IQ) suggest

!
’
that«they may be at risk of substafitial developmental ‘retardation, . i
{

and developmentally delayed or handicapped infants, Evaluation of the

effects of such programs has tended therefore to focus on the question

of whether. normal levels of intellectual functioniﬁg can;be maintgined

in children who would otherwiqe'be performing at beiow average levels, s .

- BN

3. Day care as a setting for acceleration of normal developwent

through cognitive enrichment or Minfant education',

Y - .
] In recent years, there has been a growing “infant education’

movenent, whose implicit‘goal seems to be maximization of the rates of

" perceptual, cognitive, language, and dotor develepment from the -

earliest days or weefs of life, According'to this view, infants™

S generally do not reach the levels of competence of which -they are . i

- potentislly capsable, eveﬁ in what we would normelly consider to be ¢

R "good" hodde environments (e.g. Painter, 1971; White, 1975). Some oo
‘ have urge&>\ggzrefore, that we need ‘to providé optinally stimulating
lesrning envi nm_pts for all infants, often through added "stimulation ,

' structured’ exercises or teaching methods, so that oevelopmen* may be

acceleratec. and Yoptimal" levels of intellertual cnmpetence attained, ,

While much of this effort to promote "infant education" has been

directed at parents and the home ‘envircnment, a mmber of group care

programs have been interested in the question of whether the intellectual R

t
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éeVeIopment 6f infants and toddlers from middle Eiass famxlzes can be-

- significantly advanced by'providxng a structured, cognitively enriched
"curriculum" in the day care center to supplement the experiences ‘
_ normally avaiiable to tbe:Zhildren in their home sc;tingsz °( Fowler, 1972
Tobinnon aad Robinson, 1971).: . * : _ -
- Another important distinguishing fsature of da;Jcare programs 1s ~§ ) ;
the extent to which the'prigsry‘focus is on theﬁghilg-(through ) ! T
enrichment or hﬁs experience outside the homé), or upon the'familz'as a .}

whole, through the provisibn of a vs}i!ﬁq of supports and services to .

’ C . the family in the interests.of enhancing parent-child relationships '
and the general home envitonétnt. . s of ‘ ..
N . As indicated ‘earlier, it is obvious that the effects of day care. BN
environments which differ so markedly in their,sta:ed purposes must ?/)
. be_é;aluated in the light of these differ?ng objectives. One w?uld )

generally not Fxpecglimportant 28] or_IQ gains (or losses!) from day ;
caré environments th;t aré set up. primarily to provide a reasonable ‘l . ki’
equivalent to good hoﬁe cark. On the other hand, absence of such '
gains in p;bgr;ms specifically designed to proddce them would clea;ly .o
- . have important imblications with #éspect to the basic, question of !'
T whether added‘stimufhtioﬁ or intellectual enrichment outside the homé
l has sny significant developmental consequences, At the same time, a
day care program éay have soue very importsnt, tbouéh unihtended .- E:
.effects on the child and his relationships “to his family, as. well as the
fam’l, itself and its relationships with the community. These
. ) "unintended" effects, which may be eitheér advantzgeous or disadvantageous, .
- are freaquently not assessed in evaluations of program outcomes and .
) . clearly deserve more attention. ° . X .

B. Major snalytic.probléms ‘ . . . ’ s

<

There are a number of important analytic problems and issues

- which need careful’ consideration in any systematic evaluation of
) the resesrch literature on day zare,  These problems often make it - ‘

quite difficult to infer confident generallzatlons from thxs

> . For problems associated with this generasl approach if cnrrxed too
fai, see Willis and Ricciuti, 1975, Chapters 1 and 5. ~

- . ‘
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literature, both in rcoafﬁ to'Substantive or tuaorctical conciusions
and with ‘respect to practicaz. soc1al policy con51dcrations The L

principal issves are outlineo briefly bclow, to help set a framework

- for the subsenuent review and discussion of major empiricel research

2

-on the effecis-af infant/tocdéler day'csre, T

1.

32& probkem of defining the day care experience (for infant
and family) ' e :
)bay care settings and environments in which infants and

toddlers are cared for rary widely not simply.in gross terms -(e.g.) day

" care centers or family day care homes),\but also 4n a .variety of .

spéciric features of the, environment and ‘the infant $ experience in it
which may well make a difference with respect to developmental outcomes.
These variations in day care enviromments, which‘are often unSpeleled
make it very difficuls to draw brogd conclusions about the effects of
"day care in general' on the basis of particular studies,

‘A number of these 1mportant features of day. care environmenty
come under the general heading of "quality of care," a basic concern
of everyone involved in the provision of day care services, but a
copcept which is still difficult to specify in measurable terms (Willis

and Ricciuti, 1975) These features include the following:

¢

-

a) Caregiver/cnkld ratios at different ages;

\ +

b) Stnbility and continuity of caregivers
(does infant have opportunity to develop focused affectional
relationship with small number of caregivers over an cxtended
period of time, or is there s high staff ,turnover with many
. ﬁ? diﬁferent 1ndividuala rcsponsible for the child s care?);
c) Staff oualifications, in-service treining and supervision'
d) Nature of- infant s daily experience « .
' (tbe ouestion of‘“curriculum" - including freouency and
nature of contacts with caregivers, opportunities for
learning and for pleasurable interactions with peers and

adults, individualization of care,

4

sensitivity of staff in

e

\tramt e s —————— o
¢ >
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responding to infant's needs, etc.); —
) e) ,Provisions for.ensuring adenuate conditions of health, s
<\\ * ' nutrition and safery, - . : . .
T ~ L3 ~ * . ~

iheé relatiorship between the day care setting and tie families of
the children, served is an important matter in its own righ but it

is included here sirice several features of this relationship msy,aellc

¢t ffect the quality of the child's experience 1n the day care program, N

even though somewha’ indirectly, These include'

»
[
Al L4

£) Consistency between day care and home care practices, based on
regular commonicationgbetéeen staff and parents;
= 8) Ooeﬁneﬁs of day care setting to parental involvement and
. participation . . .
(e. - parents participation in easing initial transition
and c ntinulng adaptation to day care envi%onment),
h) Extent to which day care program provides support of parental
roles, encouragement of. optimal parent-chﬁld relationships, or

more general supportive family servicea.

.
4

Finally, thereQare two additional factors which are assumed to .
have au important bearing on the effects day care may have, in
part because they reflect significant variatiops in the particular
day care experiences ‘of different children. ‘These are~~

»

i) Age of init1a1 entry into day care
. ‘(of particular concern in relation to vhether infants
enter day care before or after specific attachment
relationships-}o the mother have been’ established <= e.g.
before’% or 7 months, after 12 to 15 montha)
kD) Amount of day care experience .

(important variations inctude 'both duration of experience

in terms of weeks or months.in day care at time of evalua~-

tions, and amount of time spent in‘day care on & daily or

N
-

L)




« Wweekly basis). T e , |
. 4 R - R o 7 . ,/ 'i
|

Wide variations in both age at initiai enrollment and améunt'oi:‘ C

.

4 .
day care experience are ‘ound from studv (o study, as wel} as within . te -
o

part1cu]ar 1nvcsx1"ations.
. < o e 0 Y. .l;4<' H
@ . e .

. 2. The problem of measurement of the effects of 1nfant/todd1er N N S Fe

P

]

'* ‘day tare care ' ) . s T s

/ _For the most part, studies pf the impact of infant/toddler ° T !
dhy.care have been very limited .both in& the breadth of potential
consequences examined, and in the thoroughness with whith such - .
consequences have been.evalﬁated Most studies h;ve focused on gay r o
care effects on children, rather than on parent-child-relationships . -

. or on families., The most common assessments of children s behavior .o
have involved measures of early behaviora~ developaent (DQ) or ’ ‘
general intellectual development (IQ), obtained by means of
o standardized tests. More recently, considerable attention has

’s . ‘'been directed to effects on the infant s ‘attachment to mothe but

here too, there has been rather heavy reliance on one particular v .

approach - namely, the child's reaotions to brief maternal :

N ‘ separation in a structuged, strange situation, A few etudies.have~ .

observed mother-infant interhction for brief periods, of time,.also .

4 -

in contrived situations. - . SR .
While measures of the sort just described do provide important

information about possible day care effects, the information is
quite limited in the sense that it tells us little gbout sighificant . i

"real 1ifé" changes in children or their families. In the case of

° DQ or IQ scores, ‘for example, we need td be able t3 evaluate the.

.. -

. functional or_ "real" significance of reported IQ geins of 5 to 10
points (often found in intervention programs). It is not enough ) v

to know that such ‘gains (or even smaller ones) are statistically .

significant; the noestion %s whether they represemt genuine gains in ’ i
- “‘ W !

basic 1nte11ectua1 ‘or 1carn1ng competencxes which will make a .

differcnce in the child's real world, or whether they primarily
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*reflect increased fam:{.hanty with testing procedures and . demands,.

2%

enhancged social rcsponsiveness or the learning of particular slﬁus .
emphasized in thé ddy care curnculun.. Simllarly, differeaces 2

+  between day care and home reared cluldrm based on very briel

. oa’*crvatz.o’x" of mtner-cmla interaction in st':’n.c..u'ed laborz:tozy

. situations 9¥ovide informetion of only Iimited and even ouestionable ,.,
genera'lizubility, in the absence of broader-baud #ssesaments’ of |
‘parent-~child relationships in ngtural settings. It teems unfcrtunate
that so little systematic 2ffort has gone into the assessment of the._ y 5
impact of infant/toddler day cnge on parents and on the ;éaptive

'~ functioning of the family as a whol,

*3.' General design \ind interpretive problems - S e

In the 1ong run, gne would hope that research on. the impact of

:I:nfant/toddler, day care vou permit. us cunfidestly to draw .

..,'co' sions concerning direct,\ causal relat ionohips or links between
particular day care experiences and specifi@ outzomes in children and
famili_es. There are several issues that require attention here as
one attempts to _derive guch ~ca\1‘xsa1 inferences fom available research.3

Most studies involve comgarisons\:f children_ﬂg_sre earclled in day
Care wrograms with, “equivalent® control groups xf children who are
< pri ly reqred at hom: Since. fami Iies vho mat place their 1nfants
. or todd'lﬁs in day care, oz who choose. to do 30, may be very di‘ferent
<. in important wa‘ys from families who do not, it i very difficuit “to

_ensure thqt auch groups are really eouivalent inaspect: of the home

L envi:;omgnt and parentechild relatio. .ips that are important for

aweloimex;t; This is° a particularly important ixsue in studies
concgrned with 'the effects of day care on parent-child relationships,
vhere one really -needs to auens such relationships object:ively in
both control and uperimntal groups before childrer enter day care,
as, vell as later on, if one is to attribute late: differences between

these groupa to the" day care uperience. . - .

-

A more. general way - of stating ‘this & oblem iis that it is d*ffi\.uk

.---.--on--n.-n-----r--- .

3 For a detailed dihscussion of some of thés‘e tissues, seec Bronfenbrenner,
1874, . ‘ ’ . ’ - .
. S - T
. PR - 0 o
e 12 e

¢
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to scparate out the pote1.1al impact of day care experience from that
of home and fe m11y 1nf1uenccs Perhaps more importently, it is very
probsble that the ivpact of day ca;e experience will vary considerably
depending on the nature of the child's home environment and the ‘
pattern of family relationships existing in the home. Research s
‘2vailable thus far permits little or no ;nalyses of interactions of
‘this sort, although some comparisons are possible of éiffgrential
seffects on children frbm‘grossly gontrésting environments (e.g.,
chi¥dren identified as being at particular risk of sub-n a}\
intellectual development becsuse of specific adverse circum tances).
The effects of day care may also vary substantially for groups of
infants or toddlers who differ in cenperamental characteristics,.
From the eerliest months of life, relatively stable individual dif~

ferences are observable in such dispositions as activity level, ir-

ritabilit&, responsiveness, sociability or adaptabilfty to new

.sftuations, . Children who vary widely on such temperamental or early
_personséﬁty cnaracterlstics may well be treated differently by
carpgivars, so that their "functional" day care environments may be
n%}te different, At the same time, their _modes of responding or
adapting to ‘the daily transitions from homes to ,day care center and
to the day’ care environment generally may also be- nuite different,
.Fiﬁally, the need to disringuish between short term and long .

‘ term ;ffects of dey care experience is a well recognized, important,

'gyd difficult issue. Most of the studies gvailable thus far have, ~
focused on short- term or immediate effects of infant/toddler day

care, with assessments made w<ile children are still enrolled in

. “day care programs. Even in the case of several studies where

longer-tern foliow-up sfter the age of 2% or 3 years has been
possible, observations are made while children are still enrolled
in special preuschoo} or 'day care programs, so that little or no
daér are available or longer term consenuences.of infant/toddler
day care after children have returned to full time home care for a
substantial period of time. x

Having examined briefly some of the princip£1 analytic. nuestions
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znd issvec which oust be considered in any systematic evaluation of-

research on the effects of infant/toddler day. care, we turn next to
- * : .

8 review of some of the major empirical research on this topic,

relying on the issues just outlined to provide a guiding orientation

{for the review.

¢

I{&. REVIEW OF MAJOR RESEARCH FINDINGS

- 5

The following review will be organized around several major
, classes of outcome variables which have b;en examined as'potentialay
sffected by infant day care experience, These major categories ‘?
include: a) intellectual or cognitive outcomes, b) parent~-child
relationships, particularly maternal attachment, and c¢) social

Y

relationships with other adults and peers, .
#

«
4

-A. 1Intellectual and cognitive outcomes of infant day care

’

¢ 1. The auestion of adverse effeéts -

If we consider first the nuestion of whether extended
experience in.day care beginning as early as the first year of life
has .adverse effects on the child's intellectual development, the
research evidence available thus far does not suppqrt’this view,

It should be pointed out however, that the data bearing on this . )
suestion comes priqarily from demonstration centers or special '
prograﬁa set up to provide models of good infant day care, or to
provide compensatory experiences and family supports, in some
instances, to disadvantaged or "at risk" groupe. Very few studies
have svstematically examined the developmental consequences of
experience in the infant care settings ondlna:ily available-in a
given cormunity, -particular! family day care.a 7
Two recent studiés of this sort, carried out in Sweden (Cochran,

1976) and in Canada (Doyle, 1975 a, b) provide data indicating

el L e L L -

The extensive iiew York City Infant Day Care Study (Mark Golden and
Lucille Rosenblith), which is rapidly 'nearing co*plet1on, should soon
"provide important data on the decelopment of infants and toddlers who
have beer in day care centers, family day care homes, znd in own home
cere, folloaed 1on~itud1na11y through 36 months of 2ge.

- <
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cssentiaiky normal, ecuivezlent levels o% intellectual development

{for infants or toddlers enrolled in family day care or day,czre centers,
and in home care. Cochran's study was bzsed on 120 children.rg to .
18 months old, 60 of them enrolled in day care centers since 9 or 10 o
mpnths of age. Doyle's research involved considereblj‘émiller sgmples

of children from approximately 8 to 36 months of ;ge who had been in
dey\care.fér nuite variable.lgngths of time. In both instances, it
should be noted, the day care centers fnvolved were carefully ‘geared
to the provision of individualiz§d<care, with a small caregiver/child

ratio (1:2 under 12 months, 1:4 one year }hd older). Also, in botht , "

instances very small groups of children»(2 to 3) were cared for in the

family day care settings. Whether one would find normal levels of

intellectual development maintained under substantially less favorable !

day care conditions is an unanswered question at this point.S N

There is additional evidence, both substantial and convincing,

“ R -
that high quality~§roup day care for infants and toddlers does not

adversely effect their intellectual development. Tﬂis evidehce.is

found cons%stently in evaluation studies of day care centers set up

either to provide models of good infalE grouﬁ care for the general
:pqpulation (e.g. Kagan, et al., 1975; Keister, 1970; Willis and !
Ricciuti, 1974), to providg compensatory expefience§ for disadvantaged :
or "at.risk" children (Caldwell, et al., 1970; Lally, 1974; Lewis,1975;

Ramey and Smith, 1976) or to provide cognitively enriched learning 2

s S mrene gt P mas « ) cmnw awm

experiences aimed at acceleration or optimization of eerly intellectual

development (e.g. Fowler and Khan,~1975; Robinscn and Robinson, 1971)3.

If anything, these investigations suggest thatexperience in some !

high quality day care environments may in fact be facilitétive of '
+intellectual development, rather than harmful: < i
---.---.--.--.&--------'.-- P i
5

“he possiﬁility of somewhat reduced levels of intellectual
functioning occurring in two-vear-olds enrolled since 8 weeks of P
2ge in "typical" day ctare centers operating under minimal licensing ¢
standards (maximum caregiver/child ratios of 1/16-24) is raised by
the findings of a recently received dissertation study by Peaslee 3 .
(1976), carcied out in Florida. Unfortunately, no specific information
is provided concerning the presumably less than favoreble environments
of the 4 day care centers involved, and the equivalence of the home
environments of the day ceéggaﬁd home reared control children is ndt at
all clear since the groups seem only to have been roughly equated oh SES
level (mainly middle cless) and intactness of family.

[~
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-of detrimental effects,’

s -d)

2. ?acil1tat1ve effects -- peneral findings -

* thether infant day care experience can enHance the - development
of intellectual and cognitive conpetencxes in young children ‘is a
considerably more difficult guestion to deal with'than is the question
A careful review of the research data presentIy

gvailable suggests the ‘following summary generalizations:
o ' s
a) A good many studies report modest apparent gains (or .
experimental vs control group differ!ﬁggs) on the order of”
1 . AR
approximately 5-10 IQ or DQ points in favor of day care

L}

children'
few studies Yeport more substantial differences in favor of

children with- day care experiences, These more substantial

1Q-DQ gains seem to occur primarily in centers which provide
rather highly structured, cognitively oriented day care
environments for children from presuxnably less favorable
. environments, or those considered at developmental risk;
¢) 1In both instances, the reported gains are for the most part
short-term effects observed while the children are still in
day care.” There is little or no data on longer term
effects of infant day care, evaluated with and without the
added experience of continued enrollment in day c;re or
preschool settings .after 2 or 2% yea?@ of age.
For the most part, observed gains sre more likely to Ye found
after 18 months of age ;than earlier, even.for infants

entering day care in the first few months of life.

. [ . ~

It is rather striking that so many studies of the development of
children with infant/toddler day care experience report modest IQ or -
DQ gains on the order of 3 or 4 to 10 pofnts {e.g. Doyle, 1975a, b; ..
Keister, 1970; Lewis, .1975), even when fairly intensive . efforts are
made to enhance intellectual development (e.g.‘Fowler and-Khan, 1975).
The same magnitude of IQ/DQ gain is repurted in many studies aimed at

enhancing the child's home environment trrough extensive home visiting

.

- ,‘
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efforts (e.g.. Johnson et al 1974 Lgﬂbie, et, al,, 1974),

1f one has a stroag conviction nhat early day care experience

-

or hohe 1ntervcnt1on srould heve a s1gn1f1cant positive impact on

early chxldhood development, these common find ngs of modest apparent

. 1

IQ, gains of up to about 10 IQ or DQ p01n's, are 11ke1y to be regarded i .

as evidence supporting this view: On the other hand, one can also ) .

regard the research. data as suggesting that almost any sort of 3 ' b )
~y,

intervention can quite readily produce-short-term IQ test score
differentials of this modest order of magnitude, and that in the
first few years of life the development of intellectual and‘cBgnitive . . .

. cBmpeteﬁéies is very resistant to significant acceleration thréugh .
attempts to optimize -the child's early eavironment, whether in the

home or in day care centers.

It is interesting to note, for example, tﬂat in the Milwaukee o
project aimed at the prevention of familial retardatipn’in a 'high ‘
risk” inper-city group (Heber, et al,, 1972), alrhough the experimental
children _began attending a special day care center by about 3 months
of age, it was not until 18 to 22 months of age that differences in ) -
Gesell test performance iu favor of the day cares group began to emerge o
(about 3-5 months-ahead of age). The-absence of earlier effects is
partlcularly strlking in view of the fect that these children were
in a full time, daily_ program highly structured to promote intellectual ]

dbvelopment with a one-to-one caregiver-child ratio from 3 to 15

<

months of age, S . <
E * Similarly, in two other studies of inf;nts entering cognitively “
i oriented day care prograﬂﬁﬁbetyeen 1 gnd 5 months of age (Robinsop v
eznd Royinson, 1971) or between 1 'and 3 months of age (Ramey and . ° :
’ "Smith, 1976), differences in BaylethQ's in favor of experimental .

children were not found until 1§ months of age; Even inya progrém .
specifically aim;d at acceleration of intellectual development of
middle-income as well as '"disadvantaged' children (Fowler and Kahn,

1974, 1975)f infante entering a cognitively structured day care center

’ before the end of the first year showed DQ advantages (Griffitﬁs) on ;

the order of 6 to 12 points over home controls from 18 to 29 months

)
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¢ of zge, after which (at 35 to.43.menths) thesé differentiesls became
considerzbly reduced. Moreover, Binet IQ's of the day care chiidren

1 . . v
vere not clevated, ranging from 108 to 104 between 22 and 43 months -

e
l

(nio control data on Binet) X ..
- A persuasive eyample of the general ecuivalence of day.care and
. home care experience in relation to 1nte11ectual development -during ‘
) ' the first 2 to 3 years of life 1is prov3ded by the very recent work
e of Kagan, et al, (1975, 1976). Thirty-three cnildren, half Caucasian
o and half Chinese-American, who entered a demonstration day, care center
- between 3% and 5% months of age were. conpared with matched home-reared

“2controls on several measures of cognitive and language develqpment at

. various ages from 3% to 29 months, Each infant wag_éésiéned a primary
caregiver, and the curriculum {outlined in a detailed manual)
empnasized one~to~one interactions betwéen caregiver znd infant,
stressing a variety of moderaté "surprise"‘experiences considered to.
be fac111tetive of cognitive developnment, What is- striking about the
findings of this study is. the general similarity of the day care and

e . howe reared children on the measures of intellectual and language

.~

developnent. At 7% end 13 months there were no differencea either on
motor or neneal items from the Bayley- scales. At 20 months while
day care and home children again performed. eouivalently on a cluster
. .of Bayley language ztems /fﬂe -day_care group showed a slightly higher -
. Level of performance on a non-language Bayley cluster, consisting *
nainly of imitation and form board tasks, both‘oﬁ which are activities
strecsed in the day: care setting, . .
.~ Several findings of this research 111ustrate the previously
mentioned generalization that the impact of day care experience can
be expected to vary depending on the child's home environment -- or,
s more specifically, that day care experience is more likely to have a
facilitative effect on development in those izctances vwhere it

) provides a substantial supplementation of experiences not fully

available in the home environment, For exarmple, at 29 months of
g age performance on a test of "basic English language concepts was

facilitated by day care eiperience only for the Chinese working

- 15
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T {111 vs 98), Moreover, 947 of the day care children -had IQ's above

rd
-~ /

class group, which included many non-English-spezking “femilies who
seemed generally restrictive oi their c1*1d s carly experiences. For

the Caucasiaﬁs on tne other hand howe care ‘childfen scored higher,

.oa . - ~
.
v ’

. 3. Tacilitative effocts -- pcpula:ions Mat risk"

As nentioned carlier although it is not at all clear that infant

day care experience can enhahce the intellectual developmen: of children

.whose home environments seem adequately supportive of normal. development,

theve is somewhat_ﬁore persuasive evidence that chil&ren from develop-

nentally less -favorable ;nvironnents who may be presumed to be at

some develbpmental risk, can be benefited by high/buality, relatively . t
'structured day ca.eoexperience “Lally- (1974), for example, compared ’
Binet IQ's at 36 months for 69 children who had been enrolled in the’

N

iﬂfan:/:oddler day care program of the Syracuse Children's Cen:er TN

oo e o sartms s

since some time in the first yeer of life, and 60 low education

controls, recruited at 36 nonths from the same types of veP? poor,
multi-problem families served by the day care program, Day ‘care -

children had 2 mean IQ 13 points higher than that of the controls

- 90, in contrast ‘with 73% of the controls. (Since Binet testing was

done under more relaxed, "Optimala conditions, the obtained means

are probsbly somewhat higher than would be found with more formalized

"standard testing procedures, ) Preliminary data &t 48 months. of age, !
when the children were still attenaing the day caré center (modeled

éf:qr the British Infant School) suggqs: some acgenua:ibnwpf the '

%arlier group differences (111 vs 103), ‘It should be'poiqud‘out' :

—

that, the Family Development Program of the Center places heavy "
i etiphasis on compréhensivc health, educational, and.social services

for the rul:i-problem families enrolled, Also, children attended

the Center on a half-day basis up to 15 months of age, with a 1:4 "
ceregiver child ration; af&er this they attended full time and
vere clustered in snmall "family-style" grou;s.

* Some very recent data reported by Ramey and Smith (1976), while e

"based on very emall ggmpies, also suggest that, cognitively enriched
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an jnfant day cere program mazy help prevent the aaticipated
<

“cxperience in :
¢

lag in intellectual development in disadvantaged children vho are
o ) )
considered st environmental risk on the basis of 2 veriety of specific

<

naternal end tamily characteristics identified-before birth.
fxperimental and control samples of "high risk" infgnts were
'constiEUCcd by pair matching at birth and random as;ignment to eithér
group. Soth groups received extensive family support including
sccia{ sc;vices, health care, ond putritionalusupplqments, with the
deldbera:elom{ssipn of eny instruction orﬁguidance in regard to
infant deveioément'éﬁd rearing. Thus boéh éroupk were .equivalent in

" background and trestment except that the.experimental infants attended

an ‘educationally struttured, cognitively oriented day care center og

a full time basis beginning at 1% to 3 months of ige (careglver/chlld .

tatio 1/2.8 up- to 12 months; 1/3.5 for older chlldren) While there

’

. were no differences on the Bayley Mental Developnent Scale at 7

months of ege, at 18 nonths the 13 experlmental iufants had z. DQ of
102,
DQ 86).

learn @ two-choice visueal dlscriminatlon task (souare versus trlangle),

sixteen polnts higher than that of the 11 control infants (mean
Horeover, the day care 1nfants required ﬁewer trials to
partlculagly at 138 months of age€. While these flpdings are clearly -

suggestive of positive effects 'of the enricned day care experience

while the_children are still enrolled in

at this point whether such effects would

the program, it is not clear -

endure without a continuange

of the enriched experience, particularly since the family suﬁport

program deliberately omitted any efforts to advise parents as to "how
_to treat or interact with their children,"
) A final example of the appérent effectiveness of educationally

structured day csre efyérience in<praventing the intellectual decline
of children at risk of developmental retardation is provided by the
et al,, 1972; Garber,
with

prev1ousl} mentloned Hllwaukee Project (heber
et 2., 1976),

maternal IQ less than 75, began full time, daily attendance in a

‘Twenty infants of low-income black families,

special day care center around 3 months of age, rem zaining in the

Program until a2ge 6 vears, During the first 15 months ‘there was a

¥

e gt - a—p——

s o e (o ———

e e g oo a3 = ¢ e

1




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

-

> 4 ' . -55 - o
one-to-one téacher/eniid ratio, and by 24 months children were grouped

. to provide a 1:3 ratio. The progran is described as involving "a

v

cognitivc-lengu%ge orientation implémented through a plenned ‘
environment utilizing prescriptive teaching techniques" (Garber, ot al.,
9265.6Tgacozgt;onal/educational rehabilitaticn program was offered to
tjie motrers upon entry into the project,(about 1/3 were illiterate),
afong‘with continuing social serviccs, counseling, and support (but
apparently not including parenting education),

As “mentioned previously, vhen compared witl a cortrol group of
infants from sivllar high risk families, no substential diiferences
°nerged until 22 months of age, when the day care children were 4 to
6 months ahesd of age on the Gesell scales, while the control 0
children were zhout at their age norms, Betweer 24 and 72 months of
age the Binet I1Q's of the experimental children remsined more than
20 points higher than the controls (low i20's versus_low 90's),

There also was some suggestive evidence that the'educatibnal‘program
improved language competence’ and perfornance on natching and sorting
tasks. As the investigators point out, whether this intensive and
lengthy pre-school Antervention has signlficant long term effects
will need to await a conparative evaluation of the ch;ldren S
achievement after they have entered thé public school system. E

From the perspective of the~present review's focus on the
effects of infant day care, it should be pcinted out that in both
the Milwaukee pro"ram (just summarized) and the previously ) ‘
described Syracuse program, sthe most promising data suggestive of
p051t1ve consequences of the intervention programs emerge after
the age of two years, while the- rchildren are still enrolled in
educationally oriented, 'enriched! day care environments, lhere is
no way of knowing, of course, whether the same differentials in levels
bf inteéllectual test performance might have been achieved if the
children Réd\entered these programs at around 18 to 24 months of age
(or even later)>\rather than carly in the first year of life. 1It’
is not ur*easonable\\o hypothesize that this 1ndeed night have been

the case, for two reasons: a) the genersl absence-gf differential -
' , ~

. . N .

N

L e




‘elfects prior to 18 to 24 months, and b) the prodability that the
heightened mezsures of intelilectual performance at 3-to 6 years of
2ge are much more reflective of the types of language and problem

~ e .

solving skills, strategies or motivation enphasized in the educationz1’

experiéncés oflthesa'childrén after they reached the ege of ? or 2k
}ears, rzther thad’reflecting.thei;‘much earlier day care experience
as infants or young toddlers, s
On the other hsnd, in the previously mentioned North Carolina
study (Ramey and Sﬁith, 1976), by 18 months of gge "high risk"
infants in da§ care {mean DQ 102) weve alr;edy\16 points higher -
than coﬁtrols, whose mean'Dd was somewhat below nbrﬁal (86).
Wﬁgther this differential vill continue atﬁsub;gqqen;fages,,of course,

will not be known until later follbw;up studies are reported from

-

this progrem,
It is interesting to note thaé while the North Carélina and - )
Uilwaukee studies both repoét appreciable DQ advantages for day care
over homz reared children at 18 or 22 months of age, in the North
Carolina study the contrast was between normal levels of performance

for experimental infants (102) and below,average DQ's.for the control

children (86), whereas the Milwaukee program reports advanced

devélopment for experimental infants (abopt 120) in comparison with
average levels for control subjects (abouf 100), The higher DQ's

for both-expgrimentgl and control {nfants in the Hilwadkee pr;gram
are\difficult to ‘evaluate, particularly in vi;w of the fact that
these Eémilies seen to have been somewhat more severely disaanntaged
or'"at:risk" then was the case for the ﬁorth Carolina femilies (in
terns of maternal IQ and eduéatiog)" .Since the sampiei involved ars

. o
quite-.small, the difference may of course reflect sampling variatious,

- or such factors as varying‘aegrees uf success in matching experimental

and control subjects upon entry into the program, differences in-the

devélopmental tests employed, in the frequency of repeated testing, etc,
As suggested by the foregoing example, it is very difficuit

Systenatically to relate variations in the findings of studies of

infant day care to the frequently wide veriations in relevant "inde-

IS
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senfent veriadl of the ifvestigations, The-prcblem is parcticdlerly

Zcate 51.cc most of these var 1at*01s oceur cOﬂ'aVSLQﬂcClCclly -xﬂr et Fing

‘\'a Nicerzture %"’\cv- thzn Toaine sriraduted v .--'.L-\c,\'h- POSAEEN

pcrtlculcr study®to ansver spec1fic cuestidns,

A 4 0
c - N .

4, Sursary ) -

te

De59~tc the various dif cultlcs just indicated, there are a few
generullzations and conclusioas concerning 1nte11ectua1 consequenccs

of infant day. care experience which can be inferred from the research’

indings,svzilable thus far, as suvgcsged carlxer in this discussion,

At the szme timg, there zre a good many unmesolved ambiguitles which

continue to confront us, " .

AP s

e .

~

‘2) There is generally no eviﬁenqe indicating that extended
experienéé in infant day care beginning &s early as the
. first year of life is likely to have advérsc effects on
intellectual devclopnenf. _However, most research tesaring

M

on this question has®involved day care settings established

- £

to dempnstra:e models of good infant care outside 'the home.

Jhetner early intellectual developwent might be influenced

: unfsvorably by experience in very poor or adverse day care

settings, which might be the only ones available to some

femilies, is an important matter requirings further

- ' research, Such epvironments could hypothetically be
sufficiently uﬁfavorable that intellectuegl and language

. developnent might in fact be inmpaired somewhat, at least
temporerily. One would hope, however, that infants and
toddlers who require out-of-home day care are for the most
part not being éated for under enviroqmentél conditions, so
éisadvantageous thst there is a significant possibilitf
of adverse developmental consequenc;;. .

b) There is little or no persuasive cvidence t:at infant day care

experience can significantly enhznce the- development of - -

intellectual competencies in children whose home eavironments

(]

{
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can be p*esuﬂed to be ressonzbly supportive of normzl
deve‘opnent 1f anything, the research suggests that it
is ﬂUlte difficult to produce suth changes, even with
structured programs aimed specifically at ‘intellectual

fac1115@t10n. Y .

- ”

c) oThere is somewhat more promising evidence suggesting that

experiedce in infant.day care may help prevent the decline
in intellectual test performnnce typically observed in
children from low income or environmental risk éroups;
particularly if the program is anleducationally structured
one with high carqgive%/child ratios. Even in these.
instances, *however, it is not Etaall clear that'day care
e&perience during the first two or two and one~half years'
of life can produce enduring developmentai effects in the‘
absence of continued enrichment of the child!s experience,
either in pre~school settlngs or through erhanced and
continued :upport of 1nte11ectua1 development in the nome

environment,

There-i§ no evidence to suggest that the earlier the pre-school -

child enters day care the mdre positive: tﬂe effects on
intellectual development Ir most instances, DQ or IQ

differentials in favor of day care children do not begin i

(£O emergé until around 18 to 22 months f age or later,

]
even for children entering educationally oriented day care

programs before 5 or, 6 months of dge. .

finally, even whére statiecically significant IC DQ gains b

favoring cHildfen with' infant day care experieice are

repoxted, it is extremelf difficult to evaluate the meaning-

fulness and long~term-significance of these test score gains

erd to connect them unambiguously to particular featureS*vf

the, day care cxperience as such,

3

ywn e

« —

ey o i ren  a w w

s te - emure ormsevepr, Pt vnn avervs

’e




(- v
.

o

N

RN

with afew Specigl.adults like the parents is considered essential

" for -healthy personality development, since it lays the grouwnd work

materﬁal.deptivation ard nelther inevitable nor irrcversible, ‘and -

-

[3)

° . ~22-
. . . ’
B. Effccts on parent-chiléd {FIaticnships and maternal attacyment
8 . *
. One of the ezrly concerns about infeg%gﬁay care experience was
° «® . :

that it might adversely affecttthe develophment of ehe affectional : !

relationship or attachment between mother and infant which normaily

. A Y .
begins to energe in the second half of the first year of life, This

Snr ts e

.

specizl affectional bond between infant and motherk(dr other principal
. \ - - A

g 0

)
H

caregiver) is manifested b§.positive emotional responses shown .

%

selectively to the mother, and by réactions of protest and distress, . N
o - PRy -

as vell ds efforts to maincain proximity aﬁd‘contact'wﬁen the nother

W e e e,

leaves the child, particulsrly with a stranger or in a strange environe
ment, loreover, in the presence of the mother or other "attachment = ;

figbre," the one-vear-old is likely to be Jess fearful and more willing -

v
“vewme o e e

to explore Strange'-environments and People, ‘using the mother as-a.__
. < -
"sgcqgf base" for such exXplorations, . ST

-

The early deJelopment of such focuged affectional relationships

.
LS b WOy b b e x

for the growth of feelings of basic trust apd confidence in both self’ )
end,pthers; and thus facilitates.the;child's later capacity to“estaﬁlish
geguine~af§ectiongl relationships with significaﬁt persons dutside the

fanily €ﬁ§n;wor:h, 1973; Bowlby, 1973). Moreover, this spe ial

affeétional réia;iohsh%p between infant or tfddler'and p;rents helps

13

Y
R e

enhance the parents' role in the reéfing‘and socializatioh of the
young child,' '

L3
~

Much gfﬂche.iﬁitiai.conéern about possible unfavorable consequences i
of i?fant aay care §temmed from ea;ly studies of repeated or prolonged {
maternal sequatiéns, such as‘those involved in extended institutionale [ .
ization or hospitéliz;}ion, whichfindiéated very disturbing effects of
these experiences on the child's s&bseﬁuent socizl and emotional
» 1973). .Later writers (e.g. Rutter, 1972,

development (reviewed by Bowlby
Yarrow, 1964) have pointed out’that such dire consequences of early !

depend heavily' on the severity and duration of the adverse experiences
involved, and on the nature of the chkild's subsequent environnent,

o ko

.
o
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/// Meenwhile, there remains a legitim.te concern about pé§§>hlc unf—voxfo1e
L3 .
¢

\Oclcl snd emotional cf’ccts of \uleUS for*s of extended evbstltute

d czre (inclyding dav care), and a contiﬁucd interest in»research

/ .
dlrected at tncsc 1s»ues. . 3 ‘ -
wooe * a‘ - .
' WVhile the infant in dsy care is not °Cp¢r¢tcd from his ﬂother

$
and femi’y for dzys or weeks at a time (s in thé ‘case of residcntial ..
care or extended hospitaliz at*on), he may cxperieﬂce frequent somet imes

N strcssful maternal separations, in some instances as ofren as ‘every

dzy., In addition, he may be cared for outside his hoﬂe by varioi/‘,\

v people other than kis parents_for as many ‘as forty or Fifty Kouxs :
SN a week, The major questions raised by these circumstances are a)
« . A 3

whether the repeated separation experiences of the child make hi#-

less secure, conttdenr .end trusting in his attachment relationship

. -

wit). .S mother, eand . b) whether the infant's special affectional
reletionshiy witk his parents may be weakened ow dilyted becéuse he

is cared for by an alternatz: caregiver (or careﬂivers) outsiae the
home for a high percentage of the time, - T

In-the Ekilowing review of purtinent research bearing on these

general ehestions, considg;ation wil” Le given f‘tst'to sone I!mited°

data con“erning infant's separation reactions as they make the transi-

- tion to day c..e, followed by studies of .the impact of day care on

- attachment relatiorships based primarily on 2) infants' reactions to
.brief maternal separation in structured test - cuations, b) infants'
adaptation to unfzmiliar social situations, .and c) observations of .

’ mother-infant-caregiver interactions.
J ) v )
.. % .

. 1. .The problem of adaptation to daily, separations ] ) -

LY

‘tt is intéresting to note that therz is so little empirical,

-

. lsygtemét;c observational data dealing with the infant's {and mother's)’

) initial adaptation to the daily separatics” -.. “-ad in leaving an

infant at a day care .center or family day care hotfe, as a Tunviio~ - F

e . the child's -age, -Our own expe*inace in infant day care atﬁforﬂell

¥ vhich is shzred by a nuzber of collcagues elsevhure, suggests that

-

the init131 experience of being left by pother with strangers at a day

’

ld

&
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care ceater may indeed be a somavhat giff calt expedience for sone
infants, particularly if they enter day. care for the first time at
around 8 months or a little leter, when negs ive jreactions to msternal
separation and being left with strangers tend to be heightened, It is
also clear that some mothers do not find it easy to lezve their infants
at 2 day care center, and nay“TTUM nake the infant's adaptation to .

the separation experience more difficult, Whether children who show the
greatest initial difficulties in adapting to the repeated separation
cf day care ~gttendance are more likely to show atypical relat1onsh1ps
with their mothers later on is zn uwtnswered question at this time,

One of the flnst systematic descriptive studies of infants'
reactions to being left 2t a day care center was cgrried out in
"1972-23 at the Cornell Infant Nursery (Willis and Ricciuti, 1974),
This was a longitudinal study of 10 infants entering day care between
‘2 and 6 months of age on a 5-day-z~-weck basis, (some full time, some
half time), Their separation reactions yere systematically observed
twice weekly over a period of nine months, when'the parent left the
infaat with the familiar caregiver st the entry hall to the nursery,-
Under these circumstances of early entry into a program with statble,

anlliar caregivers, we found distress reactions occurring very
infreruently indeed, and nostly after nine months of age,

In 2n earlier experimental study ‘of 10 infants entering the
Cornell aursery between 2 and 3% months of age and attending 5 half-
days per week (Ricciuti and Poresky, 1973; Ricciuti, 1974) we made
lbngitudinél comparisons, over the period from % to 12 nonths of age,
,of infants', emotional reactions tc being left alone by mother in a

ll?playroom either with the infant's familiar caregiver, or with a
stranger. The rasults fndicated quite clearly that when the infants
were left alone with their regular caregivers they showed essentially
no dlstress untll the 12 nonth period, when some moderate d;ﬁ%rees
reactions occurred in a few children, However, these reactions were
substentially less negative than the distress réactions observed when
the infants were left by mother with a stranger, which began to

appear at 7 and 'S months of 2ge, and becane increesingly pronounced

.
. .
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by 12 uonths., These findings clezrly suggest that the presecnce of
. @ femiliar, steble caregiver can facilitate the infant's daily ; A
ransitions from home to dsy care center by-minimizing the sepération
. .distress typically associated with being left with different strangers, .
‘ particularly,toward the end of the first year of life. .
e . The ‘study just discussed aliso Prov1des some further evidence
concerning the importance of the fam1liar caregiver as an alternate
> attachment figure for’ the infant in extended day care;, With .

increasing age, the study infents showed the same patterh of k2 :

. increasing distress when the familiar caregiven leftathem with a i -

stranger,- as, when mother did so, Also, the caregivers played s , :

.

significant role in reduC1ng the infant's distress, or. increasing
his“positive affect, after the mother had left the infant with a
. - : sfrqnger., . 3‘
The results “of the foregoing: studies clearly support the - ;
- view that it is important to provide stable, consistent caregivers N
* . with whem infants in day care can reaéily'become familiar and

| ffectionate, and who 2re availsble as aslternate attachment . .

e figures.. (In practical terms this policy is often difficult to
- . 1uplement if a center has a high Staff turnover rate, oy must depend €. }

. heavily on rotating volunteer staff Y ‘On the other hand, if one

-’y "

. provides’ stable, affectionate, caregivers for infants in dey care, =

aes)

|

)

\ . .
i s are they likely to develop zn inappropriately strong relationship with

| the caregiver, so that from the point of view of both the “infant and

the mother the caregiver comes to be perceived as in some sense

compet1tive with the mother? This particular issue is one on which
. there is very little direct empirical ﬂata, and yet it is of
. consrderable concern to many parents, to day care‘providers (e g,
Willis and Ricciuti 1975), and to those concerned with day caie
¢ poliey, Some indirdct eviQencf bearing on this questlon will be

,referred to later in the review, . T

v [

2, Studies based on reactions to brief mzternal separation

We turn next to recent empirical research dealing with the
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effeers of infant day ‘care cxperience on infent-mother attachnent,
These studies have typically teken the forw of comparing infsnts
or toddlers enrolled in éay casre with comparsable groups of home
reared infants on a variety-of attechment behaviors, with heavy
emphssis on the infant's responses to brief maternal separation.
Generally speaking,® the majority of these investigations suggest

that infants with &nd withous day care experience show quite similar

Q
patterns of maternal attachment behavior. HNowever, systematic studies

of this problem, wvhich is a difficult one to investigate, are still
rather few in nucber, For the most part they deal with very small
samples of childrén entering day care at varying eges, and th;y
employ varying techninues for assessing the attachment behavior of
mothers and infants. In short, there are so many technical
limitations and interpretive ambiguities characterizivg research

in this area, as mentioned earlier in this review, that

evalvation of the findings in terms of confiden:t generalizations
conc;rnihg the broad question of day care effects on mother-infant
relationships is guite a difficult matter.

One of the main problems is the difficulty of systematic
conceptual%zation and assessment Jf salient ;spects of the
affectional relationship between infant or toddler and its
pareats. Many of the studies have relied primarily-on observations
of children's reac:-iois to being left by mother wi:h'a“-strange%
in an exporimontal 'situation, following the procedure developed by
Axﬂsworth for one-year-olds (Ainswor;h and Bell, 1970) or some
varlant of thig approach. Ainsworth' "strange situation" involves’
snven,seguential episodes, lasting approximately 22 minutes over-all,
during which the mother lcaves the child twice -~ first alone with
the sté;nger, and then with no one in the room. The, child's
behevior is Bbserved,throughoht, with particular emphasis on the
pefiods when the mother is ;ﬁt of tﬂe room, and during-the '
"reunions"” upon her return, Ob;ervations focus on such "attachment
behaviors" as crying or portest, efforts to maigtain proximity and

contact with the mother, as well 2s resistante to or avoidance of

.o
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mother. Ainsworth has suggested that rather Ehan altempting to 2ssess
the strength of the dnfant's attachment to mother, these observationg
can fruitfully be‘employed to identify individusl differences in the
ouality of the éttachment relationship, Infants could thus be
.identified as shdwing either normalnora"harmonious attachment"
(indicated §y active proximity segking and contact maintenance),*
"defensive detachfient" (shown by an absence of the above aloqg with
some avoidance of maternal contact) or "anxious/ambivalent attachment'

(indicated by the presence of conflicting approach and dvoidance

>
or'resistant behaviors). .

The categories just mentioned afé based upon reactions shown -
by “infants and toddlers to rather extreme-long term or repeated

separations; Whether these same characteristics can be employed

: Eb:infer variations in the attachment relationships of children with

more normal experience is still a questionable matter, Recent
research hés suggested that young children's responses to maternal
Separation are to a large extent situationally“determined, o
depending on the particnlar context of thAsituggigg_q§_ggrceived

by the child, and vary~substantiai1y with maturation level (Kagan,
1974; Ritciuti, 1974), Thus, whether the child's reactions to
separati’n in a particular experimental Situation can be assumed

to be predictive of his adaptation Qﬁ‘more.ngfmal égparation

experienc‘s, or of the quality of his- general attachment relstionships

i v

s still an'open auestion. Studies which rely

to mother
exclusively on such measures, therefore, without other supplementary
assessmentls of infant-mother attsthment, provide very limited and

often ambisuous data,
One ok the first investigations of the possible impact of infant

day care experience on mother-child attachment was conducted by Caléwell,

o ©F al.'(lQﬂO) vho reported no evidence of adverse effects, Eighteen

30-month-01d children who had entered the Syracuse Children's Center y
sometime between 6 and 15 months of age were compared with /3
control children without extended day care experience on a number of

child-mccher and mother-child ett&chment behaviors which vere rzted

K
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from 2 singie combined interview znd observation s¢ssion. /The two

groups were found to he essentially eouivalent 6n such variables 3s i
‘ .

. . i

affilkiation, nurturance, bost111ty, heppiners, and emotionality, }

and the authors conc;uded that mother~ch11d attachment TEIZLiODShlpS .

had rot been unfavorably influenced by exténded participation in i
B I3
their cay care program. ) ‘0
Several yesxs later, however, Blehar (1574) reported what . o

~ 3

she regarded as nualitative disturbances in the ‘mother-child rela-
tionships of 20 two &nd thrce-year~gld childr;n-who had been in

day core for about five months, as g conséquenge of the "disruptive
effects of freguent daily éeparations."‘,Relying entirely on the -
previously described "strange situation" of Aimsworth, Blehar reported
that the day care children were more distressed than controls when . .
mother left the roqm,wpi?fTEGTg?T;—;;rZEe cese of the older children, S
who showed.a mixture of proximity or contact seeking.as well as l
resistance and avoidance, a pattern considered indicative of
"gnxious, smbivalent" attachment. The younger children were
characterized as having a "detached" relationship, on the basis of ' .
their svoidance ‘of:mother and reduced proximity seeking., ' .

* The successive emergence df these two early studies, leading
to opposite conclusions concerning the possibility of adverse
consecuences of day care experience, provides a good 'illustration \ ' f
of some of the previously mentioned technical and interpretive

difficulties which continue to confront investigators working in

this area and which-make the derlving of general conc1u51ons a

tentative matter at best. The two studies involved very small samples ,
of children, who had first entered day care at very diffe;gnt ages,

and who were enrolled in a special demonstration and research center

in one instapce, but in four different private day care centers in

the other, Both studies had difficulty.achieving equivelence of day R

cere and home care families; since there wes no possibility of random .
3ssignment to groups, and it is obvlously possible that famxlies .
who choose to enroll their children in day care may differ from those .

who do not, perticularly with regard to petterns of mzternal
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techment cvisting prior to eniry of the children into cay care.

Finally, the sssessment of attachment in the two studies was carried
out with completely diffcrent procedures of uncertain validity as

indices of general characteristics of the attachment relationghips

between mother and child. ” In the case of the zssessneats bzsed on

<
strange situation benavior, there is also the concern that some of

_the responses considered indicative of disturbanccs in the mother-

child frelationship may well be 1ndicstive of normel autonqmy and
independence striving in the older children (Ricciuti, 1974; Schwartz,
1976). ’ '

Since the report of Blehar's study, a number of addi;ional
1nvestigacions of infant/toddler day care and maternal attachment
have 2ppeared, based on observations of children in Ainsworth'
strange situation or in briefer separation situations. For the
most part, these studies report little or no differences in observed
atcachment behaviors between day care and home rearsd children.
Méskowitz and Schwarz (1956) for example, in a partial replication
of the Blehar research, compared the strange situation behavior of
12 home reared children at 42 months of age with that of 12
children who had been in one of two day care centers for five
months. In contrast with Blehar's results, these investigators
found that the home care children were significantly more
distressed than the day care children when mother, left them alone

for the"second time, and they foand no evidence af the anxious~

"ambivalent attschment reported by Blehar for her 40-month-old

subjects. The differences betweern these tyo studies are
difficult tofexplain, and-are particularly interesting in view cf -
the systenatic procedures empioyed«in the more recent investigation’
to minimize,potentisl expurimenter biss effects.

Two other scudies employed Ainsworth's procedure in comparing

the behavior of day care and home reared children. Brookhart and

iiock (1976) made their observations both in a laboratory setting

as well as in the child's home, and found essentially no differences

in the mzternal zttachment behaviors of 15 eleven—month-old infznts

4
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who ' hzd Seen in doy cave for two moaths (at least on a Hulf~timé,

casis) znd 3 comparable group of 18 home Teared infants, ’Similer1y3

Doyle_(1955)_found‘no differences between g sauple of 12 infants

from 5 to 30 wmonths of age who had %een in 8 day care center for

seven msnths on the average, and a comparable home redred greup,

in a subsecquent &nalysis (Doyie znd Somers, 1975), it was possible

to compare il chil&ren who had been in center care for 12 months on

. .
sverage snd wg}e now 23 months old, 9 children cared for: outside

the hone by baby-gitters or grandparents for an averzge of 10 wonths,
p : ,

and 13 home reared children, The najor difference was that the .

home children cried wore znd played less than either of the substitute

T

.

care groups when the mother' left them alone the second time. This

finding was regarded as reflecting the fact that home reared

children had less experience with brief s.parations from mother and

hence were more senSitive to the experimental separstion, (The

wiqz varizbility in age and in duration of time in day care within

such small samples make the data of these.last tws studies quite dif«

ficult to evaluate, ) - v

Teactions to single, brief maternal separations, also Teport no

Several receat studies which observed infants' and toddlers'

consistent uifferences between day care and home reared children

A i

N

©

.

(Cochran, 1976; Kegan, et al., 1975), - ;

"3. Studies based On reactions to unfamiliar tocial situations
ro——— Sro—— )

-

. )
The studies ‘surmarized thus far have focused on the Question of

®how infants with different Trearing ‘experiences cope with maternal :

Separation, A number of inveatigations have coupared day, care gnd

home resred children's Teactions to unfamiliar social situations

involving stracnge adults and/or children, These’studies,soo‘have
L] ! s .

generally revealed rather few differences, which for the most pert
{ &
tend to suggest that early day care experience may faci{litr.e the

child's adzptation to new social situaticns, : :

-

A prelininary Study by'Ricciuty (1974) 11lustrates some of the

interpretive difficulties raised by the previously ment ioned problem

33
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f variztions in infents! respouses es a functisn of the pertfeular

“¢oatext or setting in w.hich observations are vade, Nine inf 'nts 12% |

months old who had entered & dsy care center on a fulle or helfetime
basis between 2 cnd 6 months of ege, Vere compared vith hore reared

controls in their reactions to the zpprozch of 2 fensle strrager

in zn unfaniliar playroom, ‘Neither group showed &ny tendeney to
respond negetiveiy to the stranger's approach vhile &he vother was
present. After mother had left the foom, hoﬁever, both groups tended
to react neéacively tq‘ché stranger, with the day care cﬁildren !
éhowing Fonﬁiderably $ore negative respohses than did the home czre "
grpﬁp (aithough not significantly so),. In addition, ‘wore of the
day care infants (6/9) than home childrep (3/95 werg suﬁficiéntly
discressed'during the separation episode to require mother's .
return after 4 or S,ninutes, rather than the 10 ninutes plénned,
Rather than incerprecing the apparently greater distress of ghe |
day care chilgren &s evideﬁcg of a less secure or disturbed T
maternal attaéhdgnc, Riceiuti suggested that the exé;rimental situation
may have been intrinsical}y mgre discressiég for the day care than
home children, since ;t was more incongruent or dissonant with their
eégeccations of being brought to the day care.center and left by
a scrénger. 3 | . .,
This view was Gonsidered cbmpatible with the .rather different
results obtained wher these same day care and home reared children
were observed in g more ‘natural social situatiop involving-a brief
visit to g plsyroom containing several Pre~school children and their
feacher. Uader these circumstances, the da§ égre children :showed
a nuch greater resdiness Eo move awsy from mother and approach other
children, and they maintained 8 greater distance from mother vhen
sﬁe noved éenporarily out' of sight into an adjoining space, "These
findings, and sinilar results obtained with an earlier sample, suggest
that prior experience in group day care may facilitate the initigl
approach of young toddlers to g néw socizal situstion invotving .

other childrea and an unfamiliar adult, even if at the "expense" of

2
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triafly leow i.g usiher, .
Siuilar rcvults cupporting this view come frem thereccut work
of Kagan, et al. (1¢76), lndlcating that vhen 29 mwonth old children
enrolled in day care since 4% months of cgekvisited ap unfamilisr
dcy care center with their mothers, these children were somewhat
aore resdy to play with toys and thus‘seened less apprchensive than

T

Jhone reared cnildren observed in the szme situation. %orcover
at 20 months of age, these dey care children were considersbly less’

epprehensive. than home children after an unfemilisr child and his
_mother entered & plsyrocm where the target child and his mother
had been for 21 minutes} During the following 21 minute "peer LTS
play" sessions, day care children did not show &s marked an increase )
in time spent close to mpther, or as Jarge a rcduction in playing.—
time as did .the home children, (Similar but non~significant
differential- trends -were found at 29 wonths of age.)

The p0551b111ty that prior infant day care exnerience may

facxlitate children's entry into a new pre-school program at 46 months
of age is suggested in the work of Schwartz, et al, (1973). In
comparison with children without prior day care xperience, the infant .
day care group were somewhat happier, less tense,:and more interested,
in other children during the first day at pre~school, and dutring
It' should he
ment oned, however, that the 20 infant day gare children entered :
the ¥

children attending, while those'entering for the first time had

observations nade in the fifth week of attendance.

-~~school as a group and hence were acquainted with half the
esseatially no familiar peers present. . >

3

4, Studies based on mother-infant-caregiver interactions
Several investigators have examined the influence of infant
day care e perience on various attachm tnt behaviors shown by children
in structured social situations involving mother, child, the child's
Kagan et al, (1975) for

erample, asked whether infant day care experience altered 20 month

caregiver or teacher, and a stranger.

old ctildren's tendency to seek their mother when bored (by having
-3
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very fet teys to play with in 2 45 *11ute play cession) or niluly
pp*encnsiee (ty seceing three adults *n the play roon suddenly
ckanging . their seats at two points iwfthe .5ession), Although th.
‘children generally sper’ little time /in close proximity to any of the
three adults in the room, both home ‘are and day care children spent
ubttaﬁtially wore time near mother than near the stranger or familiar
,adule (csregiver or fanmily ;rxend) ’hoaever, this te1dency was sonze
what nore marked for the day care group (vho spent sbout 5 ‘minutes’
out of 45, on the average, clos€ to mother) than for home children
(3% minutes out of 45), These reariﬁg gréup differences wers
particularly apparént in the Chinese'children, vho seemed more .
epprehensive in the situation than the Ceucasian children and tended
,to stay closer to their mothers, Kagan, et al. concluded that the

contrasting hoxe -backgrounds of the childrcn in the two ethnic groups

was a more important determinant of their reactions in the experimental -

situation than the day care versus home rearing contrast, The
somevhst greater tendency of the day care children to maintain close
proximity to mother, especially in.the first 15 minutes, is attributad
to the situaqioﬁ being more discrepant or unexpected for these
children, who were accustomed gB meeting their caregivers in the
nursery rather than in the strange room dnd strang2 location to which
they had been taken,

Ramey and Farran (197¢) also obser ggd the attachment behaviors of

© 23 day cere children in 2.14 minute sesaioé\with‘rheir mothers, their

day care teacher, and a male stranger, The children ranged from 9 .
to 31 months of age (average 19 months) and all had entered full time

day care by 3 months of age}\\:i#ce the childran showed mote:a?tachment,

behaviors .directed toward thed mothers than either their teachers or
the stranger (e g., more time near\mothe*, offering her toys, asling
her for help 1n securing a cookie, ete.), the authors concluded that
the day care experience had not weskencd the normal emotional bond
betwnen'éhild and. cother. While these children 'were not compared
-did-relate to seversl aspeﬁz; of their home envi;cnment. Children

vhos: mothers were rated hizher on "mgternsl involvement with child"
4




on thebeiis of a 6 month hiome visit, teaded to spend less time near
wmother a*d uore time in cxploration (e.g., visiting the teacher's
side of the rooz)., This rzletionship provides a useful reminder
thet variztions in observed stta chment behsviors may be very much ; H
related to aspects of the child's home environment znd experiences,

rather than to the day care experience as 'such’(es suggested also

in the work of hagan, et al., 1975, z2nd in a recent report by Hock,

1976). DMoreover, the impact of the day care‘experience way vary A

substantially depending on the mature of the existing relstf{onship-
I

between mother and child,
' A related set of observations came frem the previously mentioned
study by Remey and Mills (1976) comparing fifteen 35 to 9 month old
high risk inrants entering a day care 1ntervention progran befoxre 3
months of ege, and a compérable high risk, home rezred group,

Detailed observations of mother-infant interaction in a8 25 minute
unstructured playrcomngession Egvealed very.few significant differences
among the two high risk groups and a home rezred sample frcm the
general population (3 of 15 infant or maternal variables; 4 of 56
jointly occurring mother~child variables), The differences that -
were found indicated that in contrast with ,high risk controls, the

day care infants vocalized more and showed more frequent interactive

behaviors with their mothers (especially involving joint vocalization)

On the basis of these findings, the authors concluded .that early day

care experience had had no adverse influehce on the dévelopment of

.
— e mm

,normal mother-infant relationships, and if anything, this experience :
nay heve had a positive impact on these relationships, in part

perhaps, by making the infants more responsive to adults,

"5, Summary: Effects on attachment and mother-child relationships

a) On the basis of the research data available thus far

- A2
there appears to be essentizlly no evidence to support the view that

rma ——

evtended day care experience beginning in the first two years of life

hrs a disruptive influence un the affectionzl relstionships between

infant 2nd mother, 1In fact, there is some data suggesting that unde -

-
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<// fevoreble cirvcumstaaces sueh coinericnce T2y uzue it

21 situations

for children to sdapt co:fcrtably to vnfamiliar soci
. E . /

) recuiring a willingness to tolerat e son¢ distancing from mother, \ 0
v - h A N i » ' ' ;-.
L3 . I ‘ i
¢ b) 1thile these findings misht texmpt one to cenclude ‘that- }be. ‘ o i

~:ffexprcsscd concerns a2bout unfivroreble effects of infant duy care on ,

1
eafly mother-child relationships have been greatly exhsgeratcd an#

that they are cssentially unwarranted such a reassuring general

conclusion caanot yet bu accepted without serious rese*vatlons

because of the linmited scope of the resedrch derling w;th this .

.

brozd question,st this point in times ‘-

M »
. - N . ’
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c) S"stenatic studies deallng with ef’ .cts of infant day .

[

cere on mother-child re: a;xonsnips are still very few in number and

/ are based on very small samples (mestly betwegn 10 and 20 day care t

. children), ‘usuvally with children varying.widely in, length of time in -

day care, as well es in age of initial entry. Horeover, the strategics

and procehures for assessing salient aspects of the mother-child ' - .

relationship potentially affected by the infant's enrollment in day . :

. care have been quite limited in breadth as well as depth, Little -

effort has been 1ade to obtain fuller assessuents of this important kY

relationship, viewed from the perspective of both.the infant and 1& , 3 ‘

the mother, including her subjective feelings and perceptions, both

negative and positive,'as well as her possible ambivdlences and PN
U - . .

conflicts, At the-same tinme, most studies have focused on short

- " term effects, usually after the children have been in day care for a .

relatively brief time (mbstly under 2 year, in some instances as

- little as 2 moaths),.

. . . > -
. -

» . .

d) Ihn§ of the-studies (at least Balf) havé déalt‘%ith :

~hildren enrolled in 'model" centers intended to demonstrate high

« quality infant day care, and 21l the studies reviewed were o

characterized by very fzvorable caregiver/child ratios (1 to 4 or

better), Under conditions less favorable Zor the mezintenance of
. ®
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&nt, it .is certzinly conceivadle that these

reletionships might te 2ffected zdversely by extended snfant day care

<},
eiperiecnce, at least texporarily, This is & miftter thzt clearly
. .
nceds to be considered by those providing dey care {oxr infznts and

toddlers.

e) Finally, there are 2 number of very important unresolved

qqgstibns in this;gencral arca which ;an only be znzwercd with
‘confidencé througﬁ'additional resecarch, (1) Doe; it really matter,
for example, vhether infants enter dzy cazre before a focused attache
nent reletiodisnip with the mother has begun to cevelop (&round 7

or 8 wonths), or after that relationship has been vell-estcblished
(fround 1} to 15 months).. (2) Vvhen chiléren begin day care .as

. carly‘as the first few months of life as well as at various later
ages, what are the specific conditions of care and parental involves
zent most likely to minimize potentizlly disruptive effects on |
nother~child r?lationships, end to eanhance the dcveiopment of normel
patterns of affecgion end attachment between child and pzrents?
(3) To what extent do characteristics of the infant's home
environnment and the quality ;f the mother=child relationship prior
to the child's entry into day cere determine whet the particular

effects of~day care experience will be?

-

,

C. Effects on social relationships with pecrs and adults

. e

‘Another aspect of socisal development vhich has been of some-
interest with regard to possible day czre cffects is the ouestion of
“the child's;soCia{ intersctions with peers and with significant . -
azdults other than the parengs. More specifically, one of ‘the
speculative questions which has been raised is the matter of
vhether ‘extended group care experience ezrly in life mzy oeke

3 . % .
children nmore eggressive 2nd wungocperative in peer relationships

EY

»
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and lees zmuenable to aculy socalizstionn inlluences. Resgazxen

evidance bearing on this question with regerd to infant/toddler

care is cxtremelyvlimited, and based 2t this point primarily on

sazveral recent follow-up ctudies of chi¥dren preniously enrolled e
in the infznt/toddler program at the Syrzcuse Chilhren’s Center.6 \ K
In the Syracuse rcéearc‘, Schwarz et 2l. (1974) found that 19 . - :
four-year-uvld children with considerable prior cxperience in zn ) . ;fii

infunt/toddler program were rated by teacher~ as mrore gctixk, less
cooperetive with adults, 2nd move ajgres sivc with both peers und
adults four and eight months zfter en-ering a new day cere center,
as compared with children who entered this center withdut prier
day care experiepce, The groups did.not differ in ability to get. . '
dlong with peeds, spontageity, or intellectudl competence, .
In a recent review, Sthwarz (1275) confiders these findings N
along u{fﬁi%eSults of several other fnilow-up-studies of the social N
behavior older children with various.types of substitute care
expericnc%>beginning after the ege. of two years, “He concludes
that tzker as a wHole, these studies Suggest that oxtensive day care .
experience in the pre-school years may lead to higher levels of
‘se1f~assertiveness and independenc; (especially in boys), along with
somevwhat less cooperative aend less positive interactions with adults,
vhose approval may be 1220 salient for these children. ‘Reviewing

essentialiy the szme studies, Bronfenbrenner (1975) re:ently

interpreted the evidence as suggesting the possibility that group . "‘/
day care may inrrezse aggressive, impulsive and egoﬁentric tendcncxes ) ;- ’
in children, anng the general lines which appear to characterize ;_..
socialiuetion in age-segregated peer groups in the United States. L .
.1t should be emphasized that “these generalizations concerning ’ % “

pos§€51e day care effects omust be regérded +s highly tentative, as T
both reviewers point out, and are based on.very limited data, : , .

particulerly insofar as infant/toddler dsy care is crncerned. WHth .
---“-‘—-u‘--‘-----~--- . . "

6 c L e,
These studies, and several relzred investigations dealing with '
children entering.various substitute care arrangements at older ages,
“ave been summerized in recent wevi~es by Schx arz (1975) and . ) . S
ronfentrenner (1975). . . ..
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regerd to studies of children entecing substitute care after_the zge

of two years, for exaiple, one has to recognize the wide varistions in
types snd ﬂd&liuv of substitute care erreﬁgeﬂeﬁts involved, and the
difficulty of connecting these varietions to paxticular effects
on -the children, Also, a8s Schwarz points out, it scems pgobeble o

thet those children in the least favbrabfe,_least stable substitute

cere sett;ngé rnay well Eave come fron particularl& stressful, - -
adverse home environments, so that es emﬁhasized earlier .in this

psper, it is extremely difficult to separate the effects of the day

care experience zs such from that of highi" salient home influerces, .

+ ~ Another problen which eriscs here is the question of the extent
to wn‘ch the reported soc1al behav1ors of children with extensive
day care experience Zire situstion-specific -- i,e., as, observed in
the dsy care or pre-school setting itself -- and to what extent-
they are characteristic of the chiid's typical socizl interactions
with peers and adults in a variety of everycday situations, Fo;
exanple, in the Syracuse studies of four yeér olds with prior
infant/toddler day care experience, thelr greater activity and
aggre°51veness and their decressed cooperativeness with adults may/
have reflected thelr greater sense of independence end mastery 1n/
an eﬂvironnent with.vhich they had had extensive prior e&perience. .
Perhzps adult b16‘§%or cooperativeness in this setting were more N
appropriately geared to the expectations and orientation of the
children without extensive erior day care experience, In short,. i
in the zbsence of 1nformation concerning the generalizabiligy of
these-behaviors outsfde the dayCare secting, it is dlfficuLt to
know whether they should be regarded‘as in some sense un@ésirable" !
(as”some might infer) or rather as reasonably gdaptiveutqfthe
situation, given the cpildren'g prior experience, : .

There appears to be little or no additional systembtic data
availsdble comparing children with and without infent/toddler day
care experience in terms “of their ongoing éocialvrelationships with

peers and azdults, Several recent studies have reported ratings'of

infants'

i .
or todclers' social behsvior ih the day care setting, but

* N !

‘.
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no, comparitans of these children wlth‘? one reared controls uvere ,
wde (Fouwler, 1975; Largmen, 1975; MacRze nd'Johns&n, 1976), i

’ - N

N\
Summary:. Effects on relaticnships with peers and adults . e

h a) The general issue of'potentially unfavirable effects of
extended early day care experience upon children's subsaguent ’ -t

peer rel ationships and responsiveness to adult “ocialization

7> P
T

influences reoaii: &n irzportant but open questlon at this ti ime,
‘in view of the very lgmlteq recearch evidence zvailable,
¥ "
b) Nevertheless, on the basis of theqretical consideraticns
2as well as- suggestive trends revealed in .some studies + h
older children, we need to remzin alert to the possibility . .
of euch unfovorable influences arising under circumstances -
of infznt/toddler day care in which children have little or
no opportunity for developing meaningful, ongoing relationships ¢
with familiar aduit caregivers who play a significant role
in the guidance of their everyday behavior in the day care
setting,. Such unfavorable day care c1rcumstances could be
- rendered even more disadvantageous if at the same time the

parents' role in the rearing and socialization of the child

vy

© heppened to be 2 minimally salient one.’ ‘ 1
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LIV, INTERPRITIVE STMZA?V %uJ IMPLI CnTIONS TOR INTART DAY CARE

g . " GUIDELINES 4D POLICIES .

‘ B P s A

. . The sec¢tions which fullow will first present a brief overview of .
wajor re§earch findings znd ome of their implications for the
problen of articulating approériate guidelines znd policies for
infznt day care. Some of the principal factors which appear to
piay a significant role in deternmining what effects infant day care
may have will then be discussed in term§‘of relevant research

evidence, as well as suggested guidelines aimed at increasing .the

»

likelihood of positivé effects and minimizing the possibility of

negative consequences of infant day care experience,

@ e

¢
v A. Overview of major research evidence on effects of infant day care

1. With regerd to the possibility of adverse effects, thére
zppesrs ro be little or no persuasive empirical research evidence
thus fér indicating that infant day care experience is likely to
have unfavorable developmental consequences, This is a valid
generallzation vhether one considers- the child's intellectual

development, affectional relatlonshlps between child and mother, or

subsequent peer relationships and responsivepess to adult socializatien \\\\

influences, ,
i On the other hand, before arriving too hastily at the
comforting general conclusion that extended day care experience
\ during the first year or two of life poses no problems with regard -
\ to infant development or parent/child relationships, two important \
i facts must be considered., - First, the available research bearing on
" this general issue is still quite limited in both quantlty ands
o " depth. Secondly,,1t must be emphasized that-the research thus far
'is based for the most part on children in day care facilities set
N up to démoqgtrate higH quality infant care, or otherwise characterized
as favorable day care environments, There is little or no, research

on the development of children enrolled in the broazd range of day

.
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cave settings typiczlly evajladble in a variety of com manities,
rncluding those with very limited resources or -upporL for infant
day care, Ve need to be alert to the pos 81b111Ly, therefore that
:nder scme ¢ircumstances the conditions of care may be Suffic1eﬁtly
enizvorable that extended experience in such settings could have
adverse ef ects, at least temporarily, on the‘ihlld 's development
and/or on parent-child relationships,_ The ;Emll‘ar and recurring
problen qhat we confront here, .of course, is that of defining
"quality of care more spec1f1calry, and devising policies and
mechanisms for ensuring that conditions ‘of day care are unlikely
to be so uﬁrcvorsole that there 1§ & significant’ possibility of
adverse outéomes),
2. Vhat about the facilitative effecte of infant/toddler day

care experience? With regard to intellectpal developaent, it does

- not appear that infant day care experience can readily enhance

the development of intellectual competencies in children whose
home environments are already supportive of normel development,
On the other hand, in the case of children from substanclally

less favorable home environments, or those judged to be\at soae

\
.developmental risk, it appears that cognitively structured programs

" with high caregiver-child ratios nay hold some promise of

preventing the decline in 1nte11ectual functionlng oftey observed
in children from these groups, Even in such instances, however,
it is not yet clear whether the infant day care experience can
produce enduring deveiopmental gains in the a2bsence of
coﬁtlnulng enhancement of the child's subsequent developmental
experiences in pre-schcol or home environments

Moreover, we need to f1nd better ways of evaluating the
degree to which even substaﬁtlal IQ gains represent genulne increases
in intellectuai and learning competencies which make a cifference
in the child's real world. Finally, when some evidence of
positive effects is found, it is still very difficult to deterqine
viat specific aspects of the day care experience or "program"

rd

vere primarily responsible for these effects. Once again then,
]
t

.

&

e s

1y
B e e P V. U

s

T e ety e pon e Ae-

.




S —

-

;
¢ N
. ’
/
i

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-~
ta

N ”ue are fzced with the sced for more specific dellnectﬁon of

sblltit {eatures of the day care environment and the child's

texperience in it which should be "optinized," if we are to

- increase the _1ikelihood 9; infant day care experience having

facilitative effects on development, )

4s mentioned earlier, the search for positive outcomes
of infant aay care has teaded to focus primarily on childrens' DQ
or IQ test Scores. There may well be other positive effects of
enroilment in high quality day care which occur either in the
child, in his fa amily, or in the family's Jfunctioning as part of
the larger comunity; however, there has been very little in the
way of-focused effort directed at the assessment of such outcones,
-In the case of infant social development for example, nost studies
nave tended to focus on the question of possible negative effects,
While there is some limited data to suggest that early day care
experience may facilitate the ‘infant or toddler's adaptation to
unfamiliar social situctions, there may well be other and wmore
substantial positive social consequences of pleﬁsurable group
e\perlence in 2 high quality infant/toddler day care environment

that night be identified if our research were more d;rectly

e e g
5

concerned with exploring this possibility, Slmilarly, for the

many families: which require a suitable day care placement for their
infant or toddler, enrollment in a high quality setting, whether ‘
in famlly day care or in a day cdre center, may have a very

significant positive 1mpact on the family's general capacity to \

" functiom adeptively, Such benefits for the family as a whole

are most likely to result where there is a close, mutually -Supportive’
relationship between the day care staff and the child's parents, ’
. -
3. The role played by the child's home environment requires
eful consideratijon in any analysis of the potential impact of Z”ﬁ‘
infant/toddler day care on children and families, From a methodo- i
iogical point of view, it is often difficult to attribute reported ;

difiereaces between day «care and home reared children exclusively

A
¢

e

15

o

«
o———

3

Y A et agrarg o sk romi v <
v :

et . o gk

o

— .r-..wy\-.ﬁ o o arg o i

P T

LT PO




ig

' // to the irpact of the day care experience as such, since it Is not

dicer that the groups were really equivealent in terns of salient '

features of tne home environme¢nt and ongoing parent-child
relationships, From a more substantive perspective, it is important
to recall the reporting of several findingé sugzesting that at least
under favoraole circumstances of substitute care, variations'in
children's home environments may have a more potent influence on
infant-toddler behavior &nd development than whether the child was
" primarily home reared or spent consxderaole time in day care.
In short, day caye/home care contrasts faay well be less salient
determinants. of children's development than prior or existing
variations in home and family environments. |

A final, and perhaps most important point to zelterate

f here is that both short-term and long-term consequences, of extended
day care experlence in the first two years of life are«likely to R
‘depend very much on the nature of the ongoing relatlonships between
the day care providers and the child's family, particularly the
parents. Parents and day care previders should see themselves as
1eed1ng to work together in a mutually supportive and complementary °
manner ia the best interest of the child. Mporeover, a high

quality day care program can serve a very important function in

’ \supporting and strengthening the role of the parents as the child's

primary caregivers. Under such circumstances, the likelihood - . a

of positive consequences of enrollment in early day care for both
: child and family should be substantially increased, and the .

A possibility of negative effects greatly reduced.

a
7z

, . B.- Factors influencing outcomes of. infant day care: Proposed
7

-’ . >

guidelines and recommendations

(v

3

T Having slmmarized briefly some of the principal research AR

findings on the effects of infant/toddler day care, alohg with some .

£ verem e e

-~

of their day care policy implications, we now turn more directly
) to the general problem of articulating specific guidelines and

oolicies intended to epsure that infent cay, care experience will be, R
‘ T )
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supportive and facilitacive of ezrly ehild development and paiest~
child relatfonships, rather than detrimentzl. We appreech this
problem by considering various conditions znd ciréu“~tanCcs of -
early day care which appear to make a difference insofar-as

¢ccts-on children and families sre concerned, and suggesting ways
in which these conditions of infznt day care might be optinmized,
Unfortunately, 2s indicated earlier, systematic empirical
research concerned directly with the effects of variations in
important .characteristics of infant/ctoddler care (e.é., caregiver/
child rstios, group size, specific content of "curriculum," etc.)
is extremely limited., While there are substzntial variaticns in
such feétqres of infant day care across studies reported in the
literature, these are primarily fortuitous, often poorly specified,
variations which provide a very inadequéte basis for arriving at
empiricezlly derlved generalizations and conclusions concernlng ‘the .
impact of particular festures of infznt day care eaviromments on
children. Consequently, in the sections which fo}lgw, various °
proposed guidelines ‘and recomﬁendations depend only partially
on-availsble research, but are based z1so on theoretical considerations
and on the wisdom and judgment of people having substantial
experience with the problems of providing high quallty day care .

for infants and toddlers’

1. The general 1ssue of "quality of care"

¥ost of the important circumstances and conditions of
infant dey care which are likely to mak® a &tfference with regard
to developmental outcomes (previously outlined on pp, 6-7) fall .
under the general rubric of "quality of care;" a cgucial but st111
elusive cencept which remains very difficult to define and assess
objectively. Generally speaking, quality of care refevs to &
constellation of dq;irable characteristics of the day care
envircnment and the infant's daily éxperience in thet »nvironment,
which are considered to he facilitative of the child's intellectuzl,

social, aad emotional develcpment, and supportive of normal
&
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latlonahizs betucen ’—"nt end fauily. GCoing beyend this ‘ ,
gertderal statement to define explicit ingredients-of quelity czave ;
becomes a rmore difficult task, especizlly if one wishes to do moxe
T than identify minimal requirements pcceséary to ensure aeequate
+ . safety znd physical cure. .
: o : In the course of developing a mznual of guidelines for group
care of infants and toddlers recently at Cornell‘ Willis Pnd the
preseﬂt reviewer (Willls and Ricciuti, 1975) rook the position
that ehe _best starting point in defining quality dey care is that

the day care setting should approxinmate that most people would

o consider a good, mnatural home enviromment, Morzover, its goals

with-éespeéﬁ to the child's growth énd‘development should be the
S .same goals that most parents want for their very young children.
Thus, the dav care settlng should represent an env1ronmenc that not '
only,provides for ehe infant's basic physical peeds in te*ms of
health, safety, and routine caregiving, but also ensures that

he is cared for by familisr, responsive, and affectionate caregivers

T

who a) foster through their interactions w1th the 1nfant an early
sense of basic trust and confidence in salient, carlng adults,
(I b) frequently create mutually enj%yable opportunities for learning
: through play and social interactions in the natural context of .
daily caregiving, and; c) are sensitive in dealing with the individual
needs and characterisgics of particular babies, especially with
regard to the re'*~f of distress and the need to avoid excessive
) stimulation, ~*
A In 2ddition,' the infznt/toddler day care setting should be
oo° one in whlch there is recognition of the value of guided, pleasurable.
E ) social interactious between older infants (or toddlers), and in
? which familiar adult careglvers play a significant role in helping
these older 1nfant§ graduzlly to begin learning the earliest

rudiments of self-control., Finzlly, there should be a close,

mutually. supportive relationship between the day care setting 2nd

the children's families, in the interest of enhancing the

&
coasistency of care between the two sc;t:n?s while at the same
» N . ' . - ~
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. - . o ) T
¢ . vPtimel parenc-chilg re:e:icnships@
’ o . .
Tieis brief ¢olceptusiization of tne view of wggt constitutes
. 2y sa . .
X high quality infane day care obviously represents ga complex of
P - t

ﬁhricqﬁ feztures of the infant's daily experience, many, of them -
0 ° > » 4

highly qualitative ip nature, and therefore difficult to specify

and me35ure'pbjectively. A few efforts have béen nace. to describe

. écvelopmentally salient featu;és‘of early day cere e€nvironments

S in sysfematic, Suantitztive terms (Prescott, 1973 ; Johnson and
Ricsiuti,'1974; Bingham,~1976), but there ‘is urgent need for-zéditional ' .
LT [N ! { *

.

’ N 0‘ I3 -
v concentrated effores, a10ng'these'1ines, particularly in regard to
" infant day care, Such efforts are important both to make characterw

iStics of quality day care more explicit for day care proviﬁérs, ' 3%

procedures for periodic monitoring of the quality of'qére in’
b '

I ‘various day care settings, . . i

z - ,

.
o N

* EY [y
. s
2. .Specific featureSvgi day care environments and quality of care i :

?l I In the 3bsence of reliable procedures for objectively

- Specifying and evaluating "quality of care" in the broad sense in

vhich it has been: ~Scussed ‘thus far, agencies responsible for .

ensuring'adequape day care-egbironments for young children have

of day care environments and Programs with the intent of minimizing

the Possibility of hamfy] effects on chil@ren, while at the same >

.
Ve s g arn

j , : tine enhancing the lik21lihood of develobmentally facilitative

effects, Let us Now consider some of the more important of these .

rectircrients incorporated in‘various State and feders} Standards :
s ére clearly very important in ternms of ensuring minimal Standerds ' N

for‘health, bafety, énd physical cére, Littie more wil] be said

. , -

. 1
, .
ERIC " ' ‘ : -
- * »
o o . . -

LIPS,




1
|

O

.ERIC

T,

.facilitate the kinds of interactions between csregivers and infants

‘caxe, Ratios of about 1/3 or 1/4 have been found to be quite

~
.
.

cbout ihaefe eneapt £o rake the fuoiliar o

ure qca‘ity of care

rr

,.l

]

\.l

rt

wn

®

—

h U‘
r~

meeting these standards does no
of infants, nor rutle out the peesibility of unfzvorzble effects on i
development - if the infant's ,ocial cvwerlence is severely lacklng

in those cherazcteristics previously defined as constltutlng high . i
Y
quality care,

a) Caregiver/child ratio7

.

. This is an important characteristic of day care environments .
which has been given a great deal of consideration (e.8. se¢e Fouler's
recent reyiew,’1975) and required :dult/child ratios are cypically o
specified in day cere standards, Here, too, the point needs to
be made that whlle it is important to avoid thremely unfavorsble
ratios (e,g. as low as 1/8 or 1/10 for infants or toddlers), meeting
the most ‘avorable ratios of 1/1 or 1/2 does not necessarily ensure

high qua¥ity care. Basiczlly, ratios should be high enough to .

£

previously outlined in the general definition of high quality

reasonab;e for infants’ in the first and second year of Iife, and
such ratios have characterized most of the studies raviewed which - ,
reported no evidence of adverse effects on children's development,

Geéerally speaking, day care requirements need to be realistic

in_the sense of being rezsonably attainable by mdst’concerned day

care providers, rether than rigid and largely unattainable, especially ;
if meeting a part.cular rejuirement does not by itself -ensure high

quality care or prevent -.~sible adverse effecfs. In the case of .
caregiver/chiid ratios, ior example, it would be very unreasonable

to require ratios as high as 1/1 or :1/2 for infants, as some have
Sugges;ed,‘since the effect would likely be either to seriously

curtail available day care for infants znd toddlers, or to press

some day care p-oviders into '~-cing the requirement by relying
L4

Ll R L L R LY Dy

. P
for further ciscussion of this and remaining festures of ‘day
cere environments coverediin this section, see Vjillis & Ricciuti, 1975,
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heavily ‘on part~time volunteers or poorly paid aides with high .
turnover rates, thus significantly reducing the continuity and
stability in caregrvzng staff, and seriously jeopardizing the

quality of care provided.

?roposed guidelines (primarily center care) !
‘ Requirement: . -
’ . . Ratigd
Under 2 months 1/2
. 2 -~ 12 months 1/3 .
13 - 24 months 1/4

25 - 36 months 1/5

?

.

b) Stability ‘and continuity of caregivers

As already mentioned at several points, one bf fhe most

importang features of a good infant day care enviromment is that
the infant be cared for regularly by = very small number of
different caregivers over extended periods of time. Only in this
way can the infant develop the kind of relationship of trust and
ffection with the familiar caregiver in the-day care setting
- which is so necessary- if the various criteria of high quality care
previously described are to be gttained, At the same time,
having\primary responsibility for 3 or 4 infants gver an extended
period o{ time fosters meaningful relationships between the
caregiver and several infants whom she gets- to know especially
well, thus helpzn&,her to be sensitive and responsive to the
individual needs of particular infants, and to discuss these
‘ nmaningfully with each child's parents, T s

’

Prqposed guidelines

Recommendation: Da} care centers shpnld ]

‘ striye for maximum stability and continuity -
in caregiring assignments, so that each infant St
is cared for primarily by one or two familiar C
caregivers over extended per ods of time Use of

volunteers as aides should be arranged so as to

, \. c.
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avoid seriously jeopardizing stability and
centinuity of care, ?regucnt rotation of staff
and infants in their care should be avoibed. ~

, B AN

c) Stafi cunlificacions, training, and morale

1f there is any single flctorvwhich might carry overriding
weight in influencxng the quality 3 infant day csare, 1t is the , _J’_
quality and dedication of the staff at all levels but perticulerly s
the car egivezs. Sensitive and competent - ceregiving is not
guerenteed by formal academic qualifications, s0 that these
should not be over-emphesized in evolving day care regulations.,
", Many programs have been able to trein highly competent caregivers )
with relatively limited formal education (high school graduation % ' <
or le:s) 'As supervisory responsibilities increase, of course, o i
additional formal training in child devélopment and early
.ducation becomes more important. However, this reviewer is not
e .prepered at this point to specify particular levels of training _
i that should be required for different levels of reSponsibility. .
. Finally, strategies for maintaining «he continuing nwrale and

.dedicetion of caregiving ztaff‘are parcicularly crucial, along
with meaningful staff supervision, if tne.qunlity of care
provided by even a highly competent steff is gt be zaintained,
Included in such strategies would be varied forms of - . ; !
’ systematic and-comtinuing ine-service training, and opﬁnrtunities

for assumption of increasing'responsibilitieS. : i

4

" d) The question of "curriculum”

¢

As indicated in the previous discussion of the general
concept of:"quality of care," the approach we have followed at °
Cornell stresses-the importance of the many opportunities for "
significant learning‘ev}eriences - cngnitive _social, and 'I
emotional -- which occur naturally in the course of the infant or

toddler's play and ordinary interact.ons with peers and,caregivers,

-
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- which pcrceptivc carcgivers can facili

tate and capitaiize on.
~

In our Vicw :hc infant day eare "eurriculu:"
as g sev of wcll

is best corc eptuailis

the carecgit.er employs naturslly in her vveryéay IPEan\utJAb pilehy

L"l(‘ 1“‘\‘1'\:5 in e cRre, -:..l.nl.'l thi Co'luc)u, the Cul\.b.-c.. o

Sy
.also utiiize her full inowledge of various play activities or
. experiences which she can provide 3% appropriate points in her

natural interactions with particular 1nfants.

" It is our belief that the approach just desgribed is preferable

to one in which a formal "ecurriculum" of prescribed learning
actirities or exercises must be offered for a given number of

minutes a day to each infant. The latter strategv is su.sceptible

to an undesirable degree. of formalization which froh the point of

view of the caregiver, tends to emphasize the need to complete -°

certain lists of activities, rather than the .need to incorporate

_learning experiences into natural situations. whenLthey are most
likely to be meaningful ggr the infant

.\'—- -

¢ e) . Relationship between daz care setting and families served

The importance of a close and mutually 3upportive ongoing

relationship between the day care providers’ and tXe child's family,

particulariy. the parents, has been stressed\at various points

in this review, By encouraging parental involveaent and
participlqion in enhanczng the infant's day, care

perience, the’
= c¢hild®

8 initial transition end continuing adaptatron to the day

care‘environment should be greatly facilitated, #n the context

of this.relationship, regular communication betw parents and

staff should help ensure reasonable consiécency ween day care l
Finnlly, the day care facility should
serve the very important function of supportin, snd strengthenin&

the role of the parents as the infanc

anid howe care practices,

primary caregivers, thus
furthering the development of normal affectionél 3a¢ attachment

relationshipq between child and parents. ' These approaches should

« greatly reduce the possibi].:.ty of possible adverse effects_ of

,
. .
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‘environments characterizing the particular settings compared., The

. L
. - . . »
«5]le . N
. .

«

early day care experience op the infant or todi}er's social
relationships, especially with his family, and substéntially: . .

increase the likelihood that this experience will be a ebsitive one, - .

* Proposed nuideliines ° .

) Requircment: Day care facilities providing ~ .

services to infants and toddlers (whether

¢ - ) .
‘

centers or family day care homes) should develop

2

appropriate strategies and mechanisms ffor
building continuing, mutually supportive Lelgtion-
= ships with flmilies of the chi dren served in the ’

interest of promot.ng and supporting the parents’

>

role as primary taregivers‘for their children, -
. -

.
. -

£) Variations in iﬁfant'dax care settings’ . P

-

As\indicated earlier, there is ‘essentially no systematic
empirical Jata available thus far on compzrative effects of infant/

toddler dax.care as a funétion of the particulatisettings involved

»

(e.g., centLrs, family day care homes,.group hooes, etE,). Such e

comparisons would tend to be relatively uninterpretable, however,

in the sbsence of specific information concerning the functional

mein point to be made here is that generally speaking, qrality N
of care is not determined automatically by the type of’setting in
which care i provided, but varies widely independently of settings.3

' Foxr some year% there has been a rather widely held view, for . ,

N N e e e et Lf A fw Ve o et Yo M SR S lEvmmevaamn Sfes Sn e s B4 5aueorome et ge s e <

example, that children under the age of three should be cared for

in. fanily day care homes rather than in day care centers, Experience

. emne. o

in recent years however, has shown pretty ¢learly that it- 1s
possible to provide high quality care, for infants in appropriately «
organized and operated centers, as well as in fanily day care homes. . .

o b 1
Our vi:w has been that both forms of‘care should he seen as

- - - - - - - - - -

& A current thesis investigation:by hingha@ (1976) for example,
suggests that caregiver-infant interactions vary as widely a among, \
tamily day carec and center settings as between the Hyo types of

Settln'ss. . ‘a
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appropriate altcrﬁutive', cach with ivg pcculxur strengths, which . (
broaden the range of options available to families needing inlant/ .

- |
todoler care,

\

) Over-ail Meneale e 0 saeat (e

i
)

—

P

[}

’

5%

- b
¢

I
-
=)

We return once again, finally, to the general*conceﬁt of °
quality of care, as reflected in the engoing daily etpegiences of
the infant or toddler in day care, The various speezfxc coud;t-oqs
and cxrcumstances of day care discussed in the pPreceding paragrapns
are considered 1mportant by most workers because they presymably '
have a significant impact, for better or worse, on the over=-all !
qualtty of care received by infants and toddlers in day care.

As indicated earlier, it is very important tbat we continue to
try to make our ;onceptualxzation of qualxty care more explicit,
and to develop reliable observational procedures-uhxch will
permit systematic assessment of.fhe ongoing quality of care in
~&ny_particular day care setting, Such procedures uould be .

of value to day care providers in evaluat;ngdghe ongoxng nature
of their own programs, as well as to various review or licensing

agencies,

V. ROLE OF FEDERAL'&OVERNMENTWIN §UPPORT‘OF EARLY CHILD CAR£9
This final section of the paper presents briefly some general
vie''s and chommendat1ons concerning the general issue of appropriate
roles which might or should be played by the feddﬂﬂ.government in
support of early child care, with particular reference to matters - -
of infant/toddler day care. Generally speaking, the federal
government should play & major and signifieant leadership role in

a varzety of efforts to strengthen and support optimal conditions

of early child care whether care is being provides entirely in

C . s
the child own home, or in various forms of substxtutq care,

including dav care in its various forms,

- - - - = = -

n
Acknowledgmens is gratefully expressed here to Anne Wiilis and Juae 4
Rogers for their help in thinking through with thc author many of the
isaues discussed in this section of the report, &
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To be more specific, there are two oroad inter-related avenues
of influence through which government could have a major impact
on the quality of early thild care in this country: a) by serving
in‘a najor aévocac§ and cducational role zimed at zﬁvn:c;ng the
cause of cptimal early chilu care, and b) by becoming involved
-in the formulation of requirements and standards intended to |,
.ensure the quality of early child care provided outside the
home for fees, as in day éare.

* t

Ld !
L4

A. Advocacy and educational role of federal governme

The government should play a very important role as a dajor
advocate of the importance of high quality early child care for.

' &
lal'l children, and also @s educator or provider of information

" Tconcerning what quality child care represents and how it can be

achieved. Employing a variety of tésourcgs_and channels of
informatign, government could serve this role so as to havewa
significaﬁt impact on the following types of audiences and
concerned groups: *
| .
1. Families rearing their children, at home;
2, Consuﬁers of day care services, i.e,, families requiring
chi&d care outside the home;

3. Day care pfoyide;s;

4, Ensblers or facilitatbrs\of day care services, e.g, legislative

SodLe% and agencies at local, state, and federal levels.

’

Vo
A particularl*;important view that needs to be communicated,
along with the seﬂ§e of prior@tzwwhich quality early child care

demands, is the regognition and écceptance of ¢he basic¢ fact that

" ensuring quality infant/toddler care is costly, whether the child
is reared at home wf;h his faemily or enrolled 4n a day care setting,

Moreover, the government ‘should take the lead-in developing policies

which would permit fupds.allgfafed for support of day care.outside

the home to be used for suppdrt of in-home care as well,

. Cpamelum ram naens  meye
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B. Federal role with recard to dav care reguirements and &tandards
—  w—— Py v

Tne federal government should take an active leadership role,
working closeﬁy with the states, in continuing efforts ‘to formulate
recognrned,

it : .
reasonadble dnv.c are recuirements andé stanonras, It C

as incicarted in the previous di Lscussioln, »udl there 'are fomiun
difficulties in arriving at firmly based dxstxnctxons between
features of 'day care environments and programs which should be
required (e.g. forrlicensing or for federal funding), and those
which Tepresent highly desirable and strongly recommended °
standards, the extent that minimum requirements can be
identified with confidence, these should be regulated by the

As mentioned earlier in the discussion of staff/child ratios,

however, in moving from highly desirable to reauired standards,

one needs to be very certain that the proposed requirements will
really make a digference in quality of care, and will be
sufficiently realistic and attainable so that the end result
will not be 2 serioes reduction in the availability of good
quality day care. A related point of great importance is that
aloné with setting more demanding requirements and standards aimed
at improving the, quality of care), there 1s a cortespondxng and
urgent need to make necessary funding avaiiable S0 that the new

requirements can irf fact be met’ \\

-

in the case of licensing, does not in itseif guéxantee
day care. In the final analysis, as discussed exrlier, w will
need to move toward assessment and monitoring of the qualit
ongoing care in various day care settings through aepropriate N
observational procedure§. The federal govetnment should play an‘\\\
active role in systematic development of such strategies and
procedures, with the collaboration of concerned day care provxders

and other interested groups involved in day care.

' >
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HOTE TC THE READER: ¢
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The interpretations and conclusions expressed in this paper are
the author's and are not intended to represent the pcsition or
pelicy of the Department of Health, .Ecducation and Welfare.

It is being distridbuted to solicit comments and criticisas to
assure technical soundness, the adegquacy of -gppo:ting matezials,
relevance, and general comprehensibility. It is hoped that this
papar and its review will contribute to the imprcvement of the
public debite on social policy and the proper ?cda:al role in
regulating child <ay care. .

-

Comments may be addressed to:

William R. Prosser ¢
' Department of Health, Education and Welfare ,
OS/ASPE/SSED - 416F South Portal Building ™ : ;
. 200 Independence Avenue, S. W. o
Washington, D. €. .20201
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