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COMMENTS ON ALMY'S PAPER ot '

. ' <

Approaching the task of commenting on the paper by Almy created

< -

some degree of uncertajinty for me. After reading ‘the first several pages

my immediate reaction was that my career ﬂevelgpment was almost complete- ’
. \'\ ) ‘

ly at odds with the assigned task. Almy was addressing the preparation

of day care personnel to wprk presimably with normal-children. And she

rd

v//(, was doing this from the.perspective of a university faculty person. My _
background, on the other hand, has been as both a practitioner and staff

development di;ector in residential settings for developmentally disab&qd o
children and adults. After recobering from my initial dismay, I‘ménaggd
to r;ad on. Quickly a new perspecg%ve emerged. The issues sﬁe was writ-
ing about were the same ones I encounter, Almost on a dai;y basis, rather

-

than something alien to me. The probiems of training child care staff

seem to have an amazing degree of commonality across -rather diverse settings

and populations. For certain, the differences pale in comparison to the
’ 7 -

similarities: 1low pay, lack of_ professional prestige, inadequaée release,

A}

. time for training,. and so forth are the same "albatrosses" in residential
) sééiings as she points out they are in day care. ' .
. { -
\ .

Ay such, it appears that she has covered the issues Mnvolved in

- child care training and education quite admiAﬁblx and comprehensively. ‘
. . ' v
The one difference I did note, however, derives from my perspective on the

issues,&é/a professionhal in the human resource development field, This !/

issue 1s the relative lack of attention paid'to the differences between

"training” and "education", which has significant implications for the

resolution of some of the issues raised. It is a distinction that is

- 4
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rarely made in university settings.

. / *

The primary differefice between ”training“'anq "educatjon” is one of
mission (Nadler, 1979) ) Training is job- or task-oriented. It attempts

to take the cﬂrreng range of behaviors a persbn exhibits with respect to

a situation and narrows them to one or two "correct" ways of doing the
~ ‘ -

task.. Education, on the other hand, is individual-oriented. Instead of

restricting the range of individual behavior in degling with a situation
- ) ’ /
it gengiélly attempts to broaden them to a fairly large number of "accept-

' able" ways of doing a'Fask. Another purpose of education, sometimes re-

3

ferred to as "dgvelopmentﬁ is to allow individuals to ménitor changes in
their field and ;hereforg prepare'for the future.

Put;in;o this light, ;;me of the issues raised such as "who epould
_trai;n ~child care workers?" or "Is it preferable to use pre-servicgpr in-’

service training structures?" can be more easily resolved. For example, -
¢

training,ofiuﬁild care'workers is clear?y the respbnsiﬁility of the agency
. }

loying them. It deals with job-specific ﬁe;hods, informatiom, and

skills which differ from agency to agency. Educational inétitu}ions such

»

as boliéges epd univargities cannot possibf}‘fﬁlfill this missié(n;i although
they can be of consideiablg assistance io agencies thréugh contracted

training courses, as well as adequately e&ucating child care edm;pistrators

\ .= o
] .\ ‘ .t
and internal trainers to train their own staff.
On the 6:her hand, child care agencies are ill-suited to readily ful-
. . .

"£111 the education and development missions in preparing child care workers.’
" Overall compétency dqvelopmént qf well as, attention to the "chtting edge”
of the field are the business Of/ihe‘college and univérsity system. They

are the\sést available soufce to fulfill”éhese missioﬁs: Individual agencies,

-
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and even consortiums, do not have the resources or the degree of expertise

»

needed, nor can they, afford them.

.

& . .
Another ptoblem creajfd by inattention to the training vs. education

distinction is seen yhen Almy noted reactions that needs assessments " are
phony, since.the universit%es give what they g;nt to". Many agencies

which arrange for :in-service éraiﬁing" by univérsity sources are expect-
ing just that--tiaining. However, the university is not in the business

of training. The actual problem here, if closel} ex;mined, is not that the
universi_.ties change the content areas to be covered, but rather th§ at-
tempt to educate rather than build dpecific job skills. Not only doés this

appioach'often fail to develop job skills, it frequently creates a group

of "overeducated” and dissatisfied employees.

Rather than continuing to discuss the impact of the above distinction
+on the various issues in child care training structure, I'd like‘to ask
the Child Care Training Structures Task Porce to Earefullf examine the im-*
plicgtions of txaining versus eéucation-when they explore tﬁe issues that ,‘
arise at the Conference. Many of the "fuzzy edges" of the agency-university
interface, which sometimes break down ingpiopeﬂ hostility, may bT firmed

up by coﬁhidering this distinction.

At this point I'd like to turn to reinforcind, and sometimes expanding

\ -
- upon, some of the specific issues rais‘t by Almy. One of these is that

both training and certification which reflect the "real, day-to-day" world

of child care are needed. The dqvelopment of detailed descriptions of the

various positioﬁs in child care, along with the required (not nice-to-know),
knovwledges and 'skills of each position, would greatly assist in béth train-
ing/education and certification’on a competency-based model. Among the

-
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-, ,' ¢
‘ problems this might hélp with is the relative lack of prestige of the

\

9 child care worker. Typically professions‘that have well-defined positions
and responsibiiities, kuch.as medicine, law, etc., carry more prestige
\ than rather amorphous fields. This would make the issue raised by Almy

of whether existing child care workers should be "grandfathered" or re-

quired to take certain refresher courses somewhat moot. More likely the

.
.

, »
issue to be ra{sed would be what type of structure can child care use

4 . . * ’
to assess individual's existggg skills and how methods can be structured

«

to assist experienced workers in‘acquiring weag, improéer, or absent

competencies. L ) q

N /
A distinct advantage <}f the competency-based model of ée,rtificai:n

‘ is that it encourages competency-based education andAtrpining. Once is

step is taken, modularized, individualized instructional models become a
P N . .

viable method of developing child care personnel. Two issues raised by
Almy would greatly benefit from this approach. First is the issue of
inadequate release time being available for staff tra}ning. No longer

would the daily scheéule of the child care agency have to schedule specific

* ’ . -

times for group training. Nap time and other similar times when one staff

§ - . : .
person can be free can be used for training..’ Similarly, while many staff

cannot arrive early or ‘stay late for‘aroup instruction, they may hef willing

to.berﬂbdically work on individual study éackégés“at their convenience
{ ’
duringrﬁheir non-working hours.

A second problen*vhich might be somewhat resolved by this in‘st'ructional

Y g
approach is that of training rural child care staff. Agencies in rural

’

settings Eteﬂinevit@bly smallyand cannot afford either full-time internal

trainkrs or reqular ‘contracts with universities for tra{ziﬁg.' Even a ‘con-

w
v .
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. . various agencies. The development. and availability of individuaé;zed in- .

-~

7 . * . .- ' )
sor tium approach is often not viable due to the ‘physical distances between
. "y . .

N

struction packagese could, however, be a straig};tforward solution sihce they .

could be administered by a part-time staff development person or the admini-

strator of the agency. . o,
- ‘r R . 4

‘Once competency-based certification is( available, it may also become

. possible to %ﬁelop a national, standardized needs assessment device

that could be used to’target.needs for instructional module develomment

and delivery. Needs assessment, along ;viq training program evaluation,

appear to be the most difficult areas for professional trainerfs to cope
with. They must surely be even more frustrating to child care ‘administra-
toxs who do not have an in-house or contracted trainer. bne attempt at

a lar system has been the development of a State—?lide Needs .Assessment
. ; .1 . .
Program (Smith, Ross & Smith, 1980) in ?e area of continuing education.
. . .
This system not only provides information on needed topics but also the .

‘ 2 L]

level (basic, intermediate, advanced). With a computerized system like

. .

v . . A .
this it would be possible for individual agencies to send completéd needs

]

‘assessrne‘nt instruments to a national processing cente\r for anaiysis and

return. In addition, if large numbers of agencies were using the instru- -
P . .
ment, compilations cou.ld be made of.-national, state, and other demographic‘
groups. These could ‘be used to guide the adeve!-.b;n'nent and mcidii‘.icqtion of
both in—service and pre—service‘training and edusation programs. |
Regardless of what model is us,pd in preparing child care workers, ‘
either before. or after their employment by an agency, the training program

should place stress on providing the indjividual with significant super*-

vised exposure to working with children. It would also be preferrable /

’ p]
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if this expefience occurred in actual, funétiohing child care programs _

- ~ . o

rather than laboratory or demonstratign settings. While lab 5chools are

a desirable mecﬂanism‘for developing model programs, they,alsd do not
expose the worker-in-training to the realities of child care §ettings in

. -
general. . Some form of Totational assignment through several agencies
‘ .

might be a good model since the individual would be exposed to workers

with diffgriﬁg'sets of dompetencies.

There are sevgral other iséues raised by Almy which require éome

LI ) ' ., ' \
comment, The firgt of these is the role of secondary school grogﬁams in

- 1

. . developing workers.™”Wwhile she indicated a need to examine these programs,

in spite of the TaskfForce focus on post-secondary education, I'd like —
to stress thg necessity of including them in the overall traihing struc--

ture. The primary role they could serve is in the preparation of aide- .
-8 ~ .
l€vel personnel, who can bften make or break a child care program. 7o

Lol -
expect this level worker to have a bachelor's or even associate degree

‘preparation does not consider the realities of staffing child care 8érvfbes..

~

v Many people must. be recuited who cannot go to college to serve as ai’es.

. « 4
* One of the finest examples that emerges in tﬁis type of trainipg is the
' three-year vocdtional program in Denmar}'s sec;ndary schools to pfepare
. - mégtal retar@ation workers‘at the paraprofesgioné} level (Bank-Mikkelsen, |
- 1969). I suspect one of the fa;tors inhibiting the development of current
programs in the United States of this sort is th;t high school preparation
"\ . has not yet emphasized ;he prepar;tioh Ff individuals for the ﬁrofes;ional

care and training of children outside the home setting. ' To make this

q

shift might both increase the pres of the field as yg{l as increa?i‘

the pool of qualified aide-level workers for child carey




The last issue is thé‘necessity for the development of programs thét
- 7

are external to the campus of universities, a%thougb they will~pro§ab1y

0
0]

administer and.staff the programs. The need for these\programs ;s to

N .

provide a method for ‘the career development of staff already workiggqin ;

chidd care.  This includes the aide wishing to become a teacher/profession-
- ~ »

. Y

E3
al, as well as the professional worker moving into indirect service areas

such as,child care administration or staff trainihg. Most of these indi-
P AN

viduals find it difficult, if not impossible, to "return to school" when

it means quitting a job. The lack of ‘such options is even more difficult

for the rural worker who very likely doesrn't even have adequate programs

available within reasonable traveling distances.

o \
These external certificaté, or even degree, programs might be desirable

qQptions for the preparation of administrators and staff trainers. Usually

~

these individuals are already well established in child care in direct

service, but nowﬁjapt to move into indirect services.‘ Such programs might

take the form of combined independent study, structured workshops and
field experieﬁées. Such a program has already been implemented in the
v
o
field of developmental disabilities. <In this case a grant-sponsored

Institute at the ﬁniversity of Aiﬁbama, in conjunctioﬂ with the National

B

Association of Developmental Disabilties Managers, offers certification
in management and other indirect areas.
. Overall, there are many issues to be addressed in structuring an

adequate system of programs and experiences for child care personnel. * The

-

most important.of these, however, it to recognize that it is a system prop-

lem. Many components of the system must be coordinated, each with clearly

»

A . .
* defined missions, to prepare sufficient numbers of qualified child care

workers. . <,
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