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THE CANADIAN ASSOCIATION
FOR YOUNG CHILDREN

What is the C.A.Y.C.?

The Canadian Association for Young Children (C.A.Y.C.) grew out of the
Council for Childhood Education and became officially recognized in 1974 by
the granting of a Federal Charter. It is the only national Association specifically
concerned with the well-being of children of pre-school and elementary school
age. Members of the Association are from Canada, the U.S.A. and elsewhere.
They include teachers, administrators, parents, students and other interested
persons from a variety of professional disciplines who wish to share ideas and
participate in activities related to the education and welfare of young children.

THE AIMS OF THE CANADIAN

ASSOCIATION FOR YOUNG CHILDREN

—_ To work for the development and well-being of children.

— To foster desirable conditions, programmes and practices to meet the needs of

children.
— To encourage continuous professional growth in accordance with knowledge

of child development.
— To bring into active co-operation all groups concerned with children and child

development.
— To disseminate information on child development.
— To promote the co-ordination of all organizations in Canada concerned with

the welfare of children.

Implementing the Aims of C.A.Y.C.

1. The Annual Conference/Symposium
The Annual Conference/Symposium is a highlight of the C.A.Y.C. year, Itas
hosted in cities across Canada and usually lasts for three days. The program
includes workshops, discussion groups, displays. demonstrations, school visits,
tours, lectures by internationally renowned authorities on children as well as
social events and opportunities to share common interests.

2. Provincial and Local Meetings
Provincial and local meetings are organized by representatives of C.A.Y.C.
and by affiliated groups. These meetings may take the form of workshops,
lectures and discussion groups.

3. The Journal/The Newsletter :
Trends in early childhood education and child rearing practices are considered
and articles are presented in The Journal. It is published twice yearly, in May
and November. In The Newsletter topics of local and national interest are
shared with members.

4. Childfilm Festival
A Childfilm Festival is organized to coincide with the Annual Conference.
Awards are made at the Conference.
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF C.A.Y.C.

In November 1974 Montreal staged a celebration for C.A.Y.C. s first birthday.
Ten years later the anniversary was celebrated in many locations throughout
Canadg, including Montreal, Regina, Toronto, Winnipeg and Fredericton. This
expansion of C.A.Y.C. events establishes a foundation for further activities on

behalf of young children in the next ten years: 1985 starts us on our second
decade of involvement.

The 1984/1985 Board of Directors met in Montreal on Saturday, 11th Novem-
ber 1_984. It was agreed at that time that C.A.Y.C. will address two issues in the
coming year: those of daycare; and of multiculturalism and young children.
Many of you have considerable knowledge and experience in these areas and we
urge you to share your ideas with others at C.A.Y.C. meetings and seminars, as
well as contributions to the C.A.Y.C newsletters and the journal Canadian Children.
There are many interesting and exciting developments in child care and educa-
tion taking place in Canada which should be shared for the benefit of all children.
There are also many concerns which must be discussed and acted upon if we are

to promote optimum physical, social and intellectual developmental opportuni-
ties for all young children.

_Sorne Fegional events are already planned, or are in the planning stage, which
will provide forums for exchange of information. Contact your provincial director;
_ﬁnd out what C.A.Y.C. activities are taking place in your area. This issue of the
Journal although dated 1984, went to press early in 1985. The present issue will
be follqwed by two more for 1985, issued at six month intervals. Thus, despite
dqlays in production, subscribers will still receive two issues a year. The journal
will focus on the selected issues of Daycare and Multiculturalism, and the topics
will be addressed from several perspectives.

C.A_.Y.C. is ready to affirm its commitment to work for the development and
education of young children. Now is the time for you to demonstrate your
support by joining us in that commitment to improve the quality of life for
Canada’s children as we enter the next decade of our association. Together we
can enjoy the sharing and caring.

Doreen Cleave-Hogg
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Editorial

DAYCARE IN CANADA: MAJOR ISSUES AND PROBLEMS

Introduction

Daycare is an important political issue in North America. It touches many
areas - the rights of women, the ability of women to work, conditions of employment,
and most important of all, the needs of children for healthy conditions of social,
psychological and physical development.

In Canada, daycare is on the political agenda. It was an issue in the national
elections of 1984, and in the speech from the throne in the Fall of 1984 further
action to support the daycare arrangements of working women was promised,
although no details were given. It is not too much to suggest however that there is
a crisis in daycare, which is in urgent need of political recognition and govern-
ment action. The Canadian Department of Health and Welfare, in a report issued
in November, 1984 (Health and Welfare, 1984), indicated that the number of
daycare spaces in Canada available for children under two is steadily decreasing,
despite a considerable increase in the number of women in the work force with
children of this age. In 1983 alone there was a 12 percent drop on places in
recognized daycare facilities for the under twos. Of the 123,000 spaces in com-
mercial and non-profit centres in 1983, less than 7 percent were for under twos, a
decrease of 1,200 spaces from 1982, which was in turn a decrease in 400 spaces
from 1979.

The reason for this decline lies, ironically, in increasing government regula-
tions for daycare of infants, including the high staffing ratios and high standards
of hygiene and care required. Meeting such standards is expensive, and commer-
cial operators can make more profit from older children. Parents of young chil-
dren who have to work have little alternative but to put their children in unregu-
lated care which can be both unstable and of poor quality.

A recent report from the Social Planning Council of Greater Toronto (SPC,
1984) showed that the cost of raising a child had increased by 28 percent since
1981. Increased daycare costs were the chief cause of this increase. In Toronto,
as in other large Canadian cities, daycare costs have risen some 40 percent in the
past three years. These sharp cost increases have, inevitably but unfortunately,
been accompanied by pressures to reduce the costs of care by reducing its
quality. A number of commercial organizations have responded to this pressure.
Unfortunately, profit-making daycare centres must, in order to maximize finan-
cial returns and minimize costs, provide a minimum service to children. The
most depressing aspects of minimal cost service are a poor ratio of workers to
children (often in contravention of provincial regulations); minimally trained
workers (usually having no more than high school graduation or less); poor pay
(often no better than minimum wage); and high levels of staff dissatisfaction and
turnover. :




Such staffing problems inevitably result in care that is lacking in both quality
and continuity, and may well be harmful to children’s development. Parents for
their part often move children from one facility to another in the search for
‘‘good’’ care for their child. Floge (1983) in a survey of working mothers found,
for example, that over a period of a year only a half of the working mothers in her
sample had maintained the same placement for their child.

Another maternal reaction to poor quality daycare is to deny or ignore its
potentially harmful effects, looking at the most superficial aspects of care. The
need for and consequences of demanding quality care are not recognized by the
majority of parents. Browne (1984) has shown that parental ratings of the six
daycare centres she studied were ‘‘inattentive regarding the basic elements of
care and overestimated the quality of care’’ in comparison with the ratings of the
centres by a research team. Putting a child in alternative care is an anxious
process for a working mother, and there is sometimes a desperate need to believe
that the conditions in the care centre are better than they are.

The Canadian Federal Task Force report on daycare is awaited with interest,
and it may give the present government some guidelines for action. Among the
evidence the Task Force considered was the repeated accounts of the dearth of
daycare places for young children in many areas. In Quebec, for example, there
are some 30,000 places in centres of varying quality; but there is an established
need for up to 210,000 places, since 40 percent of mothers of preschool children
have a job outside the home.

Mothers who are single parents have a particularly pressing need to work, and
quality daycare for their children should be an important aspect of social service
support. Such supportive care can help prevent child abuse and neglect, and
prevent too the removal of a child from parental care, with all the negative
consequences which may follow. Unfortunately, such farsighted prevention work
is not often engaged in by social service systems. In Alberta, for instance, a
single mother can only receive social allowance to enable her to look after her
child for a limited period. After this, she has to seek work and place her child in
alternative care. Social workers are not usually concerned with the quality of that
care. She will only receive allowance on a permanent basis if she has more than
one child — a positive incentive to become pregnant again!

Daycare is both an important and a controversial area, as the papers in this
issue of Canadian Children make clear. Daycare is important and necessary; yet
it has costs as well as benefits, and for some children the longterm costs of
unstable and poor quality daycare may be great.

The Benefits of Daycare

As Kathleen Mahoney points out in the longer document from which the
article in the present issue is drawn, and elsewhere (Mahoney, 1984), daycare is
an important aspect of both family support and the equalisation of opportunities
between men and women. Alan Pence, in his article in this issue, makes it clear
that conservative forces have prevented the realisation of this possibility. Daycare
is too often seen as a second best option, an inferior alternative to staying home
and looking after one’s child or children. No one today offers the maxim of
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«“children, kitchen and church’’ as the proper role for women, but the sentiment
lingers, and may well have inhibited governments and other agencies from
monitoring or providing good daycare.

Daycare then, enables many women to work, which has advantages not only
financially but also in terms of their own growth and psychological development
(Brown and Harris, 1978). Moreover, the participation of women in the econ-
omy has advantages not only for individual employers (Zippo, 1980) but for the
economy as a whole.

For the child too, there are demonstrated benefits in quality daycare. As Fred
Morrison and Jay Belsky make clear in their review articles in this issue, there
are definite types of cognitive and social skill which a child in quality daycare
can acquire in the preschool years. At the very least, such quality care can
provide a comfortable, pleasant and caring environment which has no adverse
effect on children’s intellectual and emotional development. Children, as Kagan
(1979) has argued, are resilient, and can often survive both *‘good’” and ‘‘bad™
daycare experiences in early childhood: their basic integrity as persons can,
under the best circumstances, be relatively untouched by the alternative care.
However, poor quality or bad care may be negative to such a degree that long-
term harm can result.

The clearest advantage of daycare is for children with special needs - children
with some form of potential disability, or with some emotional or intellectual
problem (Dyson and Dyson, 1981). Such programs need to employ highly skilled,
experienced workers who can attend to the needs of the individual child (Wilkinson
and Murphy, 1983; Richman et. al. 1983). Another particular advantage of
daycare is its use as part of an integrated program for family support and education,
especially where there is risk of child abuse or neglect (Crittenden, 1983).
Daycare can also be integrated with more formal educational settings, with
demonstrable benefits in children’s educational progress (Ferri et. al. 1981). In
Canada such integration can be particularly valuable in the provision of bilingual
(French-English) education. Such integrated programs exist almost exclusively
in Quebec and Ontario (LEA, 1983).

The most exciting and positive argument for the enduring, positive effects of
quality daycare and associated preschool programs comes from the studies of the
long-term effects of the U.S. head-start programs of the 1960s. Children enrolled
in such programs are less likely to enter special education programs or drop out
of high school. They are more likely to attend college or job training courses, and
more likely to be employed and never to have applied for welfare (Breedlove and
Schweinhart, 1982). For every $1,000 invested in these preschool programs, the
return over a 15-year period is $4,130, after inflation.

The head-start programs promoted ‘‘social competence’’ rather than I.Q. gains
per se (Zigler, and Trickett, 1978), and focussing on short-term cognitive gains
(as the earlier evaluation studies did) was clearly an error. The associated health
benefits from the head-start programs also enhanced the social skills and long-
term adjustment of the children enrolled (Zigler, and Valentine, 1979). The
head-start programs pioneered many practices which have become standard in
daycare. The ubiquitous and highly enjoyable Sesame Street is but one of the
by-products.
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The majority of daycare in Canada is not in organised centres, but in the
homes of individuals who look after a few children. Many of these homes are of
excellent quality: some are not. Even some of the registered homes do not
provide good or quality care. But the majority of homes are not registered for
income tax purposes. The mothers who make such payments (which are often

cut-price) are in consequence unable to obtain childcare expenses in their own
tax returns.

In Britain, unsupervised ‘‘childminders’’ often provide the worst kind of care,
with children emerging at age five who are cowed and mute, or alternatively
aggressive and overactive (Jackson and Jackson, 1979). Such home daycare in
Britain continues to be of low quality; because of racial discrimination in this
field, mothers of ethnic minority children have to use the poorest quality care
(Mayall and Petrie, 1984). In Canada, some progress has been made in assessing

quality standards for home daycare (Stuart, 1983) but much work remains to be
done.

The reviews by Fred Morrison and Jay Belsky in this issue suggest that poor
quality daycare can indeed have some long-term adverse effects on the social and
behavioural development of children. The description by Valerie Polakow-Suransky
(1984), in a previous issue of Canadian Children, of the violation by some
centres of young children’s need for a sense of autonomy in play is a further

evidence that daycare does not, in many circumstances, meet children’s funda-
mental needs.

Elliott Barker, in his article in this issue of Canadian Children goes further: he
argues that the kinds of social relationship fostered in some kinds of daycare
actually influence the development in later life of “‘partial psychopathy,”” a
condition involving superficiality in social interaction, and an indifference to the
needs of others. Looked at in a broader sense, parents who indifferently place
children in poor quality care are themselves ‘‘partial psychopath.’’ Dr. Barker’s
view of daycare as a partial contributor to the development of psychopathy in
some children might be considered as extreme, but his views, based on experi-
ence as a psychiatrist at the Penetenguishene Mental Health Centre, which con-
tains some of the most serious criminal psychopaths in Canada, must be carefully
considered. The most likely proposition is that poor quality daycare (like poor
quality parenting) interacts with other factors in the child’s environment to pro-
duce the syndrome of indifference to and exploitation of others which we term

“‘partial psychopathy.’’ It is unlikely, however, that poor quality daycare is the
sole cause of such a condition.

In this respect it is worth quoting from the conclusions of Jay Belsky in this
issue:

... it is not where the child is reared that is of principal importance but how
she is cared for. One’s social address does not determine development, be
it home care, daycare, lower class, middle class; rather it is the day-to-day
experience one has which shapes psychological growth. Social structure is

influential because it probabilistically influences whether certain experi-
ences will be experienced ...

It is likely indeed that in some cases poor quality care occurs both at home apd
in the daycare, and the effects of each reinforce the other in interacting w%th
constitutional and other factors which influence the child’s general personality

development.

ntially hazardous aspects of daycare must be considered, particu-
largt?lzglrt’l?tr?sks, gnd the risks of gfe:glect.and abuse. It is well known that infants
in group care are more likely to acquire infections. However, whether these are
serious in nature or simply help the child acquire a healt.hy immunity is not
clearly established, and the task force on daycare 1nfect1.ons headpd by Dr.
Barbara Yaffe for the City of Toronto should throw valuable light on this problem.

hildren in group daycare also run some health risks. A recent survey qf
44,c())l(‘)j(§rc(l:1ildren age% fi\f)e ory younger in Mom‘oe. County, New York has 1nd_1-
cated the risks in this respect (Redmond and Pichichero, 19.84). The children in
this survey who attended daycare centres were ml_lch more !1kely than those .wh.o
stayed at home to contract a bacterial disease that is th.e leading cause of meningi-
tis and causes significant neurological impairment in one—thlrd_ of cases. The
incidence of hemophilus influenzae type b disease was 12.3 times greater in
daycare than in non daycare children younger than age 1 year, 7.2 times greater
for those 1 to 2 years old, and 3.8 times greater for those 2 to 3 years .old, z}nd
about 2 times greater for children aged older than 3 years. .Wh'lle the infection
rate in the highest risk group — 1,700 cases per 100,000 at risk in the und‘er one
year group — is low enough to allow most centres not to have a case, the risk are
real and substantial and make careful health controls of daycare centres an
imperative.

The most serious problem of daycare centres involves thq physical and sexual
abuse of children. While minor cruelties, such as deprivation of food to assert
discipline over a child are probably common, grosser forms of cmelty _by har-
assed daycare workers almost certainly do occur. The most serious risks are
probably in unlicensed home daycares, where there s little scrutiny or supervision.

Sexual abuse of daycare children can occur, usually at the hands of an untrained
and unsupervised male worker, or by the husband of the proprietor in a profit-run
centre. A number of such cases have come to prominence in Canada and the
United States in the past year. Our work in Calgary on long-term mental health
sequels of child sexual abuse (Sorrenti-Little et. al. 1984; Bagley, 1985) suggests
that this is by no means a rare problem. In a random sample of 270 .adult women
in the community, two respondents recalled serious sexual_ abuse in daycare in
their own childhood, or reported that it had occurred to their own children. One
reported that some twenty years before the husband of the proprietor of a daycare
sexually assaulted her (and other five year olds) at nap time. He would put a gun
on the night table and tell the children they would die if they told anyone. In the
other more recent case, a man sexually assaulted over twenty young children in
the afterschool program run by his wife. The police did not prosecute because of
the very young age of potential witnesses. It is believed that this couple now run
a program in another Canadian city. Generalizing from our survey data, we

suggest that at least one percent of privately run daycares sexually abuse children
in some way.




Conclusions

Daycare can be a rewarding and enriching experience for both children and
their parents. It can be a liberating boon to working mothers, and it can pass to
children social and cognitive skills which can enrich their whole childhood, even
in the later years. Daycare can be specially helpful for children with special
cognitive, emotional, social or sensory-motor needs.

But poor quality daycare can be disastrous for some children, and retard and
impair their emotional and cognitive childhood for many years. Poor quality care
can give children dysfunctional interaction styles, and may in combination with
other factors, permanently impair the capacity to make relationships. Against
this is the more hopeful evidence from Kagan’s (1979) work, that the harms of
daycare are relatively short-lived and that ‘‘simply growing older’’ assists the
child’s natural resilience.

Such optimism cannot be applied to the risk of infection however: children
crippled by meningitis contracted in a daycare centre remain permanently impaired.
The scars of sexual abuse also last long into adult life, and can permanently
impair mental health.

The important and inescapable conclusion is that daycare, with so many impli-
cations for the health, well-being, and education of children is too important to
be left to private enterprise and the profit motive. It is impossible to provide
quality daycare and make a profit. Federal and Provincial governments must take
more initiative in this ares, both in funding and in the maintenance of good
standards, including an insistence on high ratios of staff to children, maximum
group sizes, and at least two years professional training for all staff. A major
expense is the leasing of premises, and this is an area in which governments
(through the Canada Housing and Mortgage Corporation for example) churches
and school boards could take an important initiative. Our own experience, as the
member of the board of a non-profit daycare centre, is that once the costs of
premises are subsidized, and some subsidy is available from the provincial
government for each child, then parents can be charged a reasonably low fee
which can ensure trained staff, good equipment, quality care, a high staff:child
ratio, and an individualized program for each child.

Christopher Bagley
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THE STATE OF THE WORLD’S CHILDREN — AN UPDATE

In the issue of June, 1984, we reviewed the UNICEF report The State of the
World’s Children 1982-1983. This report pointed out that

The Third World’s hunger is a hidden hunger. Visible malnutrition is rare.
And it is time that the skin and bone image of the starving baby — an
image which is too often used to represent the developing countries — was
replaced by a greater international understanding of what child malnutri-
tion actually means. Today, an invisible malnutrition touches the lives of
approximately one quarter of the developing world’s young children...
(Grant, 1983).

It is both ironic and tragic that since we quoted the above paragraph, ‘‘the skin
and bone image of the starving baby’’ has once again filled our TV screens, as
we have become aware of the extent of the famine in Ethiopia and neighbouring
Sudan. While such images are necessary in order to mobilize public generosity in
a way which can mobilize immediate aid, it is ironic that because of this acute
famine the other problem of nutrition — the sub-starvation of a quarter of the
developing world’s young children — is likely to continue unnoticed by the rich
countries of Europe and North America. Nor is the more acute problem of visible
starvation likely to diminish quickly. Besides Ethiopia, 23 African states need
food aid (particularly those bordering on the Sahara) because of the combined
effects of drought and economic recession. In the past year, five million children
in Africa have died of malnutrition and disease.

The secretary of the U.N. Economic Commission for Africa described 1984 as
a year of ‘‘unparalleled catastrophe’’ for Africa, the worst year since the 1930s
(Adedeji, 1984). It is important to remember that the economic policies of the
richer countries -including artificially high interest rates, high deficits related to
huge expenditure on armaments, and tariffs against goods manufactured in poorer
countries - all contribute to the poverty, sub-starvation and indeed the gross
starvation of countries like Ethiopia. The price of the extreme prosperity of most
Canadian children is the poverty, starvation and death of children elsewhere.

The U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization reported in November, 1984 that
150. million people in 23 African countries were ‘‘on the brink of starvation.”’
Ethiopia is only a small part of this problem — here ‘‘only’’ 7 million people
face death or permanent handicap through starvation (Twose, 1984).

Eth_iopia is by no means unique in the world of hunger and starvation. The
organization Earthscan (1984) observed that, ‘‘The basic cause of the famine in
Ethiopia is the same as the cause of a recent famine in north-east Brazil, which
threatened the lives of 24 million people and killed tens of thousands, but none in
front of Western television cameras; and of famine which may overwhelm
Bangladesh after the flood waters recede; and of the famine that threatens Sahei.”’



Oxfam, a major international charity, observes too that: ‘‘Something has gone
terribly wrong with our world food system. More than enough food is being
produced to feed the entire population of the planet, but the food is increasingly
out of reach of the poor.”” The causes of famine, Oxfam argues, are fundamen-
tally political and can be solved only through acts of political will in the devel-
oped nations (Twose, 1984).

The UNICEF annual survey (Grant, 1984) once again addresses the problem
of sub-starvation and malnutrition which makes Third World children so vulnera-
ble to diseases, much of it fatal. It is ironic, Grant says, that just as progress in
techniques such as oral rehydration therapy (a simple combination of water,
sugar and salt which saved the lives of half a million children in 1983) was
beginning to take effect, a world recession has precipitated mass starvation when
science is discovering how to strike a blow against the self-perpetuating cycle of
poverty.

Indicators of the increasing world poverty are the 5 million children who died
for want of a $5.00 course of immunization against measles, diphtheria, whooping
cough, tetanus, tuberculosis, and polio. The UNICEEF report gives a number of
examples of the increase in poverty, such as the decline in the average age-for-
height ratio in areas of Zambia; the increase in low birthweights in Brazil; and the
threefold increase in severe malnutrition among children in Costa Rica. Costa
Rica is one of the most developed nations in Central America, and the increase in

malnutrition is significantly greater in extremely poor countries in this region
such as Haiti.

Solutions to these problems lie in large part with rich countries like Canada,
which can work towards lower deficits, lower interest rates, equitable distribu-
tion of food resources, and a free trade system which allows developing countries
full access to markets in developed countries. Canadian tariffs on goods such as
clothing and footwear manufactured in Third World countries are, in our judgement,
direct contributors to poverty and malnutrition in those countries.

In a previous annotation (Bagley, 1984) we pointed to an irony of developing
such policies in Canada when a sector of the Canadian population — the aborigi-
nal people - endure conditions of poverty, disease, malnutrition and early death
which are similar to those in many Third World countries.

If Canada is to address the poverty of Third World children, it must address
the poverty of some of its own children. The startling parallels with the South
African situation are brought out in a recent article by Moosa (1984) on the
health of children in South Africa. In that country there are large differences in
health and mortality rates between white and black populations; the differences
are uncomfortably similar to those reported in a comparison of white and aborigi-
nal populations in Canada (DIAND, 1979). The problems of early death and
child nutrition exist in Canada: yet we ignore this problem and focus, however
imperfectly, outwards.

Christopher Bagley
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INFANT DAYCARE AND CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Introduction

This annotation is based on testimony by Dr. Jay Belsky .submltted on behalf
of the American Psychological Association and the Association for the Adv(a:nce-
ment of Psychology to the United States House of Representatives Se}ect oml;
mittee on Children, Youth, and Families, September 3, 1984, and reviews WOr
to the present time on the psychological effects of daycare in the United States.

Preamble

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Select Committee on Children, Youth, and
Families, it is an honour and a pleasure to be invited to testify on behalf of the
American Psychological Association and the Association for the Advancemeiﬁ
of Psychology on the subject of infant daycare and child development. I woul
like to take this opportunity to commend the Select Comqnttee for its commit-
ment to improve the delivery of services to children in this country. While the
professional associations I represent here today whol'ehearted_ly endorse your
ongoing child care initiative which involves conducting hearings to examine
child care services and developing policy recommendations to Congress, the
views expressed to this statement are my own.

I have conducted research and published numerous articles on infant social _apd
emotional development. While I have not carried out my own research specific-
ally on the effects of daycare on infant and early childhood development, ITama




recognized scholar of the daycare literature who has read and digested numerous
studies conducted by my colleagues around the nation.

In 1978, and again in 1982 and 1984, I conducted an exhaustive review of the
research on the effects of daycare on infant and early childhood development. I
am pleased to report that over the course of this period two important changes
took place in the research literature. First, the focus of research changed from
university-based, high quality daycare to the kind of centre and home-based
extrafamilial care typically available to families in communities throughout the
nation. Second, increased attention was devoted to variation in daycare quality

and to the conditions that characterize, and the consequences of, high and low
quality care.

Effects of Daycare

When we consider the effects of daycare, the research evidence is compellingly
consistent in demonstrating that there is absolutely no adverse effect of out-of-
home care, be it in centres or in families, on children’s intellectual functioning.
On the contrary, there is evidence which indicates that daycare, both during the

infant and preschool years, is beneficial, particularly in the case of children from
economically disadvantaged households.

When we turn our attention to emotional development, typically defined by
the quality of the infant’s emotional bond with his or her mother, the picture is
somewhat different. Today I cannot conclude, as I did in 1978 and again in 1982,
that the data show no apparent adverse effects of infant daycare. While it remains
true that the majority of studies reveal only similarities between daycare and
home-reared children, it is also true that a sufficient number of investigations
have discerned differences to cause this reviewer some concern. Typically what
is found is that daycare and home-reared infants greet their mother in the same
manner following a brief, but often stressful, separation. When differences do
emerge, however, between daycare and home-reared infants, they tend to indi-
cate that the daycare infants are more likely to avoid contact with their mothers as

compared to the home-reared infants who are more likely to greet and approach
them.

While some interpret failure to approach and greet the mother as evidence of
an insecure relationship, others contend that it merely reflects an alternate style
of coping with this situation. Unfortunately, there is not consensus in my field as
to whether such avoidance of the mother reflects some deficit or merely a
difference in the nature of the child’s relationship with his or her mother. Worth
noting, however, is the fact that there are several other studies not focussed on
attachment behaviour which suggest that daycare in the first or even second year

of life may be related to later maladjustment on the part of the child during the
preschool years.

In considering the select findings I have just summarized, it is absolutely
imperative that we not lose sight of the fact that the results which distinguish
daycare from home-reared children represent more the exception than the rule.
Nevertheless, the fact that differences have emerged in a handful of studies
requires that they not be completely overlooked at these hearings. While it would

i f context so as to suggest
i ropriate for my words to be taken our 0
. totall)é&nilzfzo ge alarmed about the effects of infant daycare or gr;wely fezr
thﬁt twlf is going to our nation’s children, it is important that the e(\in ence pr
wnicd be taken into careful consideration in discussions of infant daycare.
se

When we examine the effects of daycare on preschool childrlen’sthsoc;‘z:}
lopment, that is, their relations with peers and nqnpgremal adults, hc: Iljers
devethgt emérges is complex. The data continue to 1.n.dxcate that preschoo
::::ed in daycare are more likely to engage in both pomu:; an%;etgflstw;rler;tce;ﬁg :
i i their home-reared counterparts. S,
tions with others than are : Rt e
i i d to be more cooperative an p ; ‘
children reared in daycare ten ‘ : et b
ressive and disobedien
time they also tend to engage 1n more aggress : :
%2; simply Zeem more skilled at getting along in the social world, using both

positive and negative strategies.

Whatever the effects of daycare may be, one th{r;/g }ils absolutegeie{;azﬁew\?:;tﬁ
ize — is here to stay. With more WO
we all must recognize — Daycare 18 . e in e e
i for reasons of economic necessity or persor
force than ever before, either : s
i lementary child care, even 1 pen
fulfillment, we must realize that supp e
ife, i ity in the contemporary United States. 5, ‘
e g s this tation’ ildr d families, and thus this committee
issue that confronts this nation's chi ren and 1 5, an !
;S::il the Congress at large charged with enacting legislation, is not should we

support daycare but, rather, what kind of daycare will we have.

Conditions of Quality

As I turn now to conditions of quality care, let me begin by pomtmgf gut (t;?;,

like care in the family, all daycare is notf alik<131. Ahs 1&:1 :zzulff ttlgeec;gec:;s :))f dgcare,
i i aring, are not the same for all chi A _ ,
tllileic{?;nlllg’é 6J?ust t%roadly summarized, actually depend on the quality of 'cxl-la)\(;t?irfﬁ
The data show very clearly that in centre and family daycare setthngs i A
caregivers are affectionate, talkative, intellectually qhallengmg, and eml(; tually
responsive, children tend to develop well. These children are more mteh ec thosz
engage, cooperate better with others, and are more pers1stent at tgsks tl aaﬁ; s
whose caregivers provide poorer quality care. The chlldren receiving quality

also perform well on all sorts of evaluations of child functioning.

In view of these findings, we need to ensure that chi}dren receive q\.laht%/ c:;;
in centre and family daycare settings to promote Fheu socxgl,.ernlotloxll:a,r .
cognitive development. According to the research literature, it is also ¢ v
the beneficial consequences of daycare emerge when.dfiycgre groups are sd pis
modest in size, when caregivers have specialized training in phlld care an o
development and, in the care of infants, when staff-child ratios are not in exc o
of 1:4. These structural, easily regulated aspects of daycare tend to fostgr grovs:1
promoting interactions between children and their caregivers on a tay(—)tfo;hzill}:
basis and, thereby, promote the long-term df:yelopmental best mterei s
dren in daycare, their families and communities, and our society at large.

Jay Belsky,
Department of Human Develqpme{xt,
Pennsylvania State University




IMPLICATIONS OF THE BADGLEY REPORT ON SEXUAL OFFENCES
AGAINST CHILDREN FOR HEALTH CARE AND MEDICAL SERVICES
IN MANITOBA

Introduction

I am a family physician from Dauphin, Manitoba. Dauphin is a town of 9,000
people in the Parkland Region. My daily work brings me in contact with the
Department of Health as I work part-time as a Medical Officer of Health for the
province. I am a member of our community SCAN Team - S.C.A.N., meaning
suspect child abuse and neglect. In the last few years I have been a member of the
Provincial Advisory Committee on child abuse and participated in research on
prevention of sexual abuse of children. The following observations are thus
based on my experience, over the last ten years, as a physician working in the
emergency department of Dauphin General Hospital, in the Dauphin Medical

Clinic, and as a member of a team of community people working together to
investigate and follow up abuse of children.

The Report on Sexual Offences against Children has important implications
for health services in Manitoba. The areas of concern include: professional

training, team work, sharing information, underreporting, self protection of children,
and rural needs.

Professional Training

There is a widely expressed need for an improvement in the content and
quality of training programs for health workers in professional schools and on the
job. Nurses, social workers, physicians (that is the field staff) are asking for
further training in the area of sexual abuse and normal sexuality. This training
should include the recognition of the signs and symptoms of sexual abuse, the
use of protocols for investigation, the management of cases, awareness of com-
munity support systems, and long term therapy.

Established teams have difficulty working with physicians who have difficulty
being an equal partner, rather than being in charge. Doctors face roadblocks that

impede their full participation — this includes lack of training, fear of lawsuits,
frustration with the inefficiency of court process.

We should co-ordinate health and social services, in such areas as sexually
transmitted diseases of children. Issues of confidentiality will need to be care-
fully examined. Various government departments that have had different statis-
tics for the same problem of sexual abuse, are beginning to look at a common
definition of abuse and a unified reporting system.

We need to help children protect themselves. Family life classes in school are
but one way of doing that. Awareness and self protection strategies need to be

examined. There is a growing library of resource material for this purpose (films,
video, plays, colouring books, booklets).

Cases of sexual abuse are frequently brought to physicians first. Yet this is
where it is perceived that underreporting often occurs. The causes of this should

be examined. What are the reasons? How can it be overcome? How can early
ex .
identi i i ved?
identification be impro - .
i ing i tside of Winnipeg have repeatedly
als working in rural areas outsic ‘ epeated
megtselg%n the problems that further complicate thglr work. Rural dlfflcplgie;sl
":orim(;e a wide geographical area, isolation, the QUal m_volvement of I;rovm !
mcduf deral workers in many cases, the closely knit fabric of many rura go;nmen
ar"ticsemaking confidential investigation difficult, cultural differences betwe
ni

clients and workers.

There has been an important shift in the role of doctorg who are 1rlx(yo1gvie:r(lil\:r1;2
i i . This applies to doctors workin '
abuse protection teams or groups : w
f:a:gling hospitals or small community hgsp1tals. These phymgli?sr ;u;la1 esg;;gg
i i {bution or expertise narrow as more and m
their areas of unique contributio . . e B
i killed in various aspects of investigating
of protection teams become s 5 e e ecforn
i i that each team member become
B Tanctions of i is 1 f uniqueness can be very
i ther professionals. This loss of uniq
many of the functions of o : ; e
i ici a team member does no
reatening to physicians. Working as . .
ﬁost doct(%rs whose role traditionally is to be in charge. Recent.ly there h:t\)/gut:eti "
important changes in medical colleges; these students are learning more
team role for physicians.

Another thing that is threatening to health prc;fessi(t)trl\als is la;tcli(n;)tg ligol:;:gz t
i ici id not have the oppo :
any front line physicians and nurses .dl ot h
?n{edi{:al or nursirf)g school, the skills of investigating sexual assault. Almost none
received preparation for taking evidence to court.

Yet, along with the police, physicians are seen %y victig}xstas‘ ‘tft;ew pzofplﬁ ;octhuixig

for help. The Badgley Report has found evidence tha '
:rqlcti(:ls hag been examigned medically. None voluntarily sought out social workeliz 5
teachers, the clergy or community agencies imrqedlately fqllowmg thei assau o.t
The victims either did not know about these services, or their personne, ’w;rrli sn o
sufficiently trusted by children to confide their experiences to the;ln: S
present only a small fraction of sexually abused children tell their story
someone who can help.

As the community will always need the help of doctors in investigating azgzs
of children, how can we increase the involvement of physicians who are ne o
but not available to communities? Another question I would like (?"(’)u to consi
is, “‘How can we help doctors to participate as a team member?

I would remind you of incidents that concern me greatly and hlghhgl;lt atil: r‘;t;z(ri)
for physician involvement. In the recent Past, youpgsters who 1m;nybe sy
sexually assaulted have arrived at community Or regional hospitals to € ol
the service of examination and investigation of rape or spxual ass.ault. is nod °
in that clinic or hospital. Society expects doctors to provide examination and car
of these children.

These unfortunate injured children have been referred to other hospit::lsot;‘z:
have responded in the same way. The child is sent down the rogd t-ohyiv e
hospital, and eventually help. And so I would repeat the question: hOw e 1o
increase the involvement of physicians who are needed but ngt avai el
communities? We need centres of expertise — as many as possible — bu
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. . . d l
just in large cities. These centres would be people and program based, rather than (Based on an address to a oqe-day conference on the implications of the Badgley
more buildings. The network exists now, it should be strengthened. Report, held in Winnipeg, 1n October, 1984.)

The Badgley Report is an outstanding document. It is child centred throughout.
It has a very important overall conclusion: the problem of sexual abuse of Eric Sigurdson,
children is extensive, there is inadequate protection. Let me expand on that. Medical Officer of Health,

I am very proud of the work of the Province of Manitoba in the areas of child Dauphin, Manitoba.

protection. The field or line workers are supported by government. The protec-
tion teams in small and large communities are supported by government. But,
even in this milieu of concern we find sexually transmitted disease statistics not
synchronized with child protection reports. As an example: in 1981 the Depart-
ment of Health received over 400 reports of gonorrhea in children. That same
year child protection services for the Province reported about 100 cases of child
sexual abuse. What does this mean? Perhaps you could consider the following
two questions — what has happened to those 300 cases of gonorrhea in children
that have not come to the attention of child protection services? What are other
provinces, facing the same problem, doing about it? The rights of children for
protection against abuse should be the norm. What are we doing to promote this?

The Badgley Report cites the need for minimal standards of investigation
across Canada. This is vital. We will need interprovincial co-operation, some-
thing we have here today. I would like to return to an earlier statement I made.

We need centres of expertise — as many as possible — but not just in large
cities. Before we do that let us look at the issue of child protection in rural town,
remote communities, and native communities. There are many issues here that
are different. Let us learn about this and then ask ourselves, how can we help
these communities to develop the skills and resources to protect children? Let us
keep in mind the mental health issues as we discuss these topics. Help for the
victim and offender are offered in a society that looks to the future and the
well-being of the next generation. Urban centres, with considerably more resources,
are beginning to offer therapy for the victim and offender. Very few resources
exist for the same problem in rural communities. We need to strengthen our rural
mental health resources.

Lastly, I would like to speak about the issue of family life classes, or as some
would call them ‘‘family planning.’’ There is a willingness now to discuss sexual
abuse of children. More and more communities are using educational resources
to discuss this topic with parents, school boards, teachers, and school children.
Surprisingly we are reluctant to discuss as openly, normal family life matters.
This has been expressed by one school board member who said ‘‘I’'m relieved to
hear you have come to talk about sexual abuse. I was worried you were going to
talk about family life classes.’”” As a community, how can we promote normal
relationships in families, and in effect, promote primary prevention of sexual
abuse of children?

In summary, Manitoba has taken the lead in many areas of this investigation
and treatment of sexual abuse of children. Yet much remains to be done or
improved. Within this room is the energy, the knowledge, and skills to move
mountains. We have that mountain of child abuse in front of us.

Let us work together.
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PROVIDING GOOD DAYCARE: THE ROLE OF EMPLOYERS, UNIONS
AND THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Kathlieen Mahoney,
Faculty of Law,
University of Calgary

ABSTRACT

In this paper various aspects of daycare policy are documented, including
daycare related to employment, workplace daycare, employer provisions
for daycare, union involvement in daycare, and the costs and quality of
daycare for both private and profit-run centres. It is concluded that the
need for subsidized, quality daycare greatly outstrips the demand; the
provision of profit-run centres is not the answer to this problem. The
diverse needs of working parents and their children must be met by a multi-
faceted approach that emphasizes a flexible approach, including employer
and union subsidized daycare, and government subsidy and tax support
for much-needed quality daycares.

Introduction

In this paper, which is condensed from a much longer document on ‘‘Daycare
and Equality in Canada’’ (Mahoney, 1984a), we examine the involvement of
employers, unions and the commercial sector in daycare for the children of
working women in relation to overall government policy on day care. We
havg argued that daycare involves three very important, interlocking functions:
s_ocm.l service, educational and economic. When one or more of these func-
tions is ignored, any daycare service is seriously deficient. Daycare can and
should be a social service for working parents; at the same time, that care should
be of high quality, and meet the cognitive and emotional needs of children.
Daycare has economic value for both employers and government, and ade-

(llgisl?biubsidy for good daycare, accessible to all, should be provided (Mahoney,

Employer Involvement in Daycare

Er_nployers are also beneficiaries of the efforts of working women. The Ontario
Advisory Cguncﬂ on Daycare recommended that employers in Ontario be encour-
aged and stimulated to become involved in the provision of daycare. The Coun-

cil stated that contributions toward daycare costs by business and industry have
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not been forthcoming, yet it is they who benefit most from having daycare
available to their employees (Ontario Council, 1976).

Work Related Daycare

The definition of work related daycare varies, but two elements are common to
any definition — the employee’s need for child care arrangements, and the
employer’s involvement in providing this needed service. A third element may
include the involvement of a labour group in the provision of daycare.

“‘Involvement’” might mean establishment of daycare centres at or near the
place of work, complete or partial subsidies by business or labour groups, cash
allowances to employees with children or counselling services to provide
information, support or guidance to working parents.

Employers become involved in work related daycare for a variety of rea-
sons which include both self-interest and good corporate citizenship. Reasons

of self-interest usually have to do with control of high turnover rates, recruitment,
absenteeism and lateness.

The premise that industry is indebted to the community supports the idea of
employer supported daycare as part of good corporate citizenship. The pro-
grams motivated by this obligation address larger social issues of education and
the prevention of social problems, and usually result in joint company-community

efforts which go beyond servicing employees needs, providing programs open
to the community as well.

Another rationale employers may have is consideration for the employee.
Some employers such as the U.S. Department of Labour may open a daycare
centre with the intent of providing a service for mothers being trained for
employment. Other programs may be implemented with the view of develop-
mental advantages that derive to the child. These educational and social bene-
fits to society are difficult to measure but the expectation is that welfare roles
are reduced and a greater contribution is made to the economy as a whole
when quality daycare is provided (Bureau of Research, 1981). Some employers
may also provide daycare services as research demonstrated projects, focusing
on child development and providing a developmental curriculum.

This paper will review the various models of work related daycare which
have been or are being used in Canada and in the United States. The benefits
obtainable will be discussed as well as the advantages and disadvantages, and

the role that work related daycare can play in the present situation of unmet
needs.

a) Workplace Daycare

Workplace daycare is a much narrower concept than work related daycare.
It is used to describe a centre located at the same site or in the same building
as the employees’ workplace. The concept of workplace or on-site daycare as
permanent service to employees is a relatively new one in Canada.

In a recent study conducted by the Social Planning Council of Toronto, 38
workplace daycare centres were surveyed and it was found that 71 percent of
them had been in operation for 5 years or less (Workplace Research Group,
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involved in workplace daycare
far the largest number of employers invo ;
‘19%2;;151 are hospitals and health centres. Fifty percent of the centres in the
» rvey had such application but recently other employers have begun to coln-
2;1der the feasibility of providing the service to emplo%/ees 3 In Alberta fgvzx:rlrllﬁ :11
f shopping malls have considered wo_rkp ace daycare, as
ab:ruglfble;rge corIr)III))angies in Calgary such as Trizec Corporation, Petro-Canada
Corporation and Imperial Oil.

The advantages of on-site daycare are many. It meets rieedsdotherfoilz:g/gsr%
centres do not. For example, daycare unrelated to the workplace oetshave chi%d
nize shifts, weekends and holidays for which many \\(orkelrls mus Aoy
care; it permits contact between parent gmd child dl'mng t ehwr;)r i tgavel);i,ng
particularly significant advantage for nursing mothers, and it shortens i
time to and from work. Effect on travelling time becomes a major e ttgle
of daycare if other centres are located outglqe the commurclllty in il
parent lives or works. When the employer subs@zes yvorkplace aycarteil Oon:(in
ing or capital costs, then it also l_)ecome_s a f1panmal advan.taﬁe to Z wor dag
parent. This aspect is becoming increasingly important as in atl(,):t (t:he i ri
car costs, especially wages of daycare'workers, to rise each y;ar. o ipncome
time, most daycare centres are accessible only to the poor who rece1v. neom
subsidies, or for the upper income groups who can afford to pay ever-mnc g
fees. A 1979 survey on daycare COSts reported:

irtually all classes and eth-
... an expressed preference among parents of virtua
nic backlg);round, for supervised and licensed group care for pre-schot(l)l
children.... under existing market conditions, only thqsg parents at tl e%
top and the bottom extremes of the income scale can utilize this mode o
child care (Social Planning Council, 1979).

i i ion. Environmental
The primary disadvantage of workplace daycare 1s location. :
hazardspsucﬁrzs pollution and transportation problems 1n urban areas are f:l.ted
as the main drawback (Bureau of Research, 1981). In p_lacgs such.as universities,
health centres, hospitals, government offices and service mdugtnes where the_sei
drawbacks normally do not exist, workplace daycare functions well (Socia
Planning Council, 1979).

i i t to contribute to
Another disadvantage is cost. If the employer chooses no
operating costs, fees to parents are often prohibitive even though employer slion—
sored child care centres reduce costs to parents .when compared to costs }o alter-
nate centres (Department of Labor, 1980). It is not uncommon today for par-
ents to pay $100.00 per week per child for on-site employer sponsored daycare
(Ministry of Labour, 1983).

Some research indicates that employers should be happy to provide on-s81(t)§
daycare to their employees if for no other reason than self-interest. In 19 :
the Women’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of Labor reported the results o
a nation-wide survey of employer-sponsored child care centres (Departmentfof
Labour, 1980). One of the issues examined was whether or not any be‘r%e its
accrued to employers from their sponsorship of daycare centres and if so,
identification of those benefits.

The results of the survey indicated that many benefits 'resulted‘from t.h(ei
child care centres. Those mentioned by the employers surveyed included: increase
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ability to attract employees, lower absenteeism, improved employee attitude
toward work, favourable publicity to employer, lower job turnover rate and
improved community relations (Colorado Symposium, 1973). This was in con-
trast to an earlier study (AT&T, 1977). From 1971-1974, American Telephone
and Telegraph Company operated daycare centres at two of its locations, Wash-
ington D.C., and Columbus, Ohio. The purpose of the AT&T study was to deter-
mine whether or not industry-run daycare centres in large urban settings were
viable. The questions posed were whether or not the centres could help retain
good employees needing daycare for their 2- to 6-year-olds; whether qualified
mothers could be attracted to work if their child care needs were met; and if

daycare costs could be balanced by savings in labour force turnover, hiring
and training costs.

Longitudinal research was conducted over a period of months among the
experimental group of parents using two centres provided by the employer and

a matched control group of non-users. The employer paid for half the cost of
the service.The findings were:

(1) lateness could be reduced by provision of on-site daycare as compared to the
control group, but lateness was not a major cost to the employer;

(2) absenteeism was higher among parents using the centre. The reason was that
the daycare mothers had no other resources lined up for when chil-
dren became ill, unlike control mothers. Consequently, they stayed home
when children became ill;

(3) there was no saving to the Company on hiring and training costs because
there were no significant differences in turnover rates between the two
groups;

(4) the company was unable to ascertain whether or not recruitment was benefi-
cially affected by provision of daycare;

(5) the centres were under-used, averaging 65-70 percent occupancy.

It is probably unsafe to generalize the experience of AT&T to other employer-
sponsored daycare programs because of the sharp restrictions of its applicability.
The centres were both located in large-city environments with substantial home-to-
work travelling involved. Even though the employer subsidized 50 percent
of the cost it was on expensive program because it was aimed at working par-
ents rather than welfare parents and was thus ineligible for federal daycare fund-
ing in the U.S. It was also education-oriented rather than custodial. The absen-
teeism factor would have been eliminated if back up resources such as a sick
bay were made available to the centre when children became ill. The recruit-
ment benefit would be extremely difficult to ascertain in the AT&T study
because of the short period of time over which the study was conducted.

The University of Minnesota found quite different results on the absentee-
ism question (Colorado Symposium, 1973). Absenteeism was compared before
and after employees began to use a daycare facility provided by their employer.
It was found that the absenteeism of parent workers with children in the daycare
facility was reduced by 21.4 percent. The study also found that the monthly
turnover rate was 6.2 percent for employees not using the centre while the rate
for those using it was only 2.3 percent, thus saving the employers signifi-
cantly in so far as the costs incurred in retraining personnel were concerned.
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i City Hall, an employer subsi-
ter How Daycare Center in Toronto
'(Il‘it;idl-;crf)ject, has verified similar employee and employer benefits.

the New Jersey Bell Telephone Company in Nevyark,

g E.‘leitsl;?/y il:nv(\ilzls‘t?gzn%ymat close to 4prercent of the employees who resigned

1"‘165‘1‘1967 diti so because they did not have adequate child care. The same study

3 rted that Rochester Clothes Inc., of New Bedford, Massachusetts, recorded

;e%(:-o; in absenteeism from 12 percent to 3 percent when a daycare centre
was established on their premises in 1965.

-site daycare facilities started in the U.S. in the 1.9605 and
earsl;r'r;gsohfa:rgesi?lce closeg, citing cost as the chipf reason. Since that tlmclt, g:r\;-
ents in the U.S. and Canada have provided more help to employer 1
férrlrlxmloyer contribution in capital expenditures may be amortized and ﬁnanmla}
con;t)ributions toward start-up costs of any non-profit daycare ce:lpt;e are :;)-wrg t}u
gible for government funding. An qmp_loycr may also e§tab 1sf a ?h " e;; i
daycare centre as a charitable organization as long as 1t is not for -
sive use of children of employees. If open to participation for the e;mrc ﬁotrgmiman:
the employer not only reaps the beneﬁ.t of a tax write-off but also all the
gible benefits good corporate citizenship brings.

b) Employer Provided Employee Benefit Packages

level of employment, from the blue collar v'vorker to the exe_cutlve,
em?ioig}é fringe beneltzitsycan form a substantia! portlon_of yemunerat(ligndf(t);
work done. If an employee can acquire a benefit by having its cost adde -
his/her income as a taxable benefit rather than paying for the benefit o;n 0
disposable income, a very real impact is felt on earnings. Thus, emp (gler
provided employee benefit packages which_address child care needs are another
approach to daycare which should be examined.

There is a number of different ways the employer can _provnde child care bene-
fits to employees. One way is to provide a direct subsidy to cover the colst or
to assist the employee in purchasing the benefit. Alternatively, the emp oy&lag
can pay for the benefit and pay the employee less salary. A third optlonlwou,S
be for the employer to pay for the benefit without reducing the emp O}t,’efhe
salary. In terms of daycare services, these benefits may take thq forr? o »
purchase of spaces for employee use in existing centres; the provxslon'o vouc q
ers to the employee to go toward the purchase of child care services; or pr(‘))w‘
sion of monthly child care allowances to employees with phlldren. For su beSl-
dies to be equitably distributed the employer may have to take into account numbers

and ages of children and income levels.

An example where the subsidy approach has been adopted is at the Y.W.C.A.
in Toronto. In 1976, the C.U.P.E. local negotiated 2 subsidy of $15.00 per
month for employees with children in daycare. The clause was recently rene-
gotiated to $30.00 per month to include children up to 9 years of age.

The value of the economic benefit of the subsidy varies greatly depending
upon whether or not the benefit it taxable. Section 6 of the Income T?x 'A'ct
appears to characterize daycare as a taxable benefit to the employee if it (;s
provided by, or supported by, the employer. The argument can be Lna e
however, that employer-provided daycare qualifies as a non-taxable fringe bene-
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fit fitting the exceptions to the very widely stated rule in Section 6 (1) (a). It may
be argued that regardless of the fact that the opening words of Section 6 (1) (a)
are extremely wide and prima facie make any benefit received by the taxpayer
taxable, the ‘‘benefit’’ of daycare is neither ‘‘received nor enjoyed’’ by the
taxpayer. Rather, daycare is a service expense a parent must incur in order to
earn an income and that in addition to being a service to working parents, child
care provides a service to employers and thus benefits the economy of the
country. An analogous situation to provision of daycare for working parents is an
employee’s use of a company car. As long as the car is used for business
purposes only, the benefit is not taxable. As the taxpayer does not receive
daycare service as a personal enjoyment or benefit, he/she should not be taxed
for it either. The Arsens case may be authority supporting this argument. In that
case, employees were required to make a business trip to Disneyland. Even
though the destination had a connotation of ‘‘enjoyment’’ because of its popular-
ity as a holiday resort, the Tax Appeal Board found that the employees received

no benefit from the trip because it was initiated at the direction of the employer,
for business purposes.

It may be overly optimistic to assume that courts or tax appeal boards will
adopt such a benevolent attitude towards employer provided daycare benefits,
but even if the employer provided or supported daycare is categorized as a taxa-
ble benefit to the employee, it is still more beneficial to the employee to have
the employer provide it rather than purchase the service in the marketplace.
The key to this saving is understanding the difference between before and after
tax dollars.

It may be somewhat optimistic in addition to expect that an employer will
voluntarily absorb the full cost of providing daycare services for its employees.
It may also be undesirable for the employer to have full control over the child
care of its employees. Unions quite commonly are suspicious of workplace daycare
solely run by the employer. The Ontario Federation of Labour holds the posi-
tion that employer-run workplace daycare is often motivated by the need to
keep female workers in a company where the wages are low and working condi-
tions are poor. They fear trade-offs between daycare facilities and pay or other
benefits and feel employer provided daycare could put parents in a subtle ran-
som position during potential strike situations. Parents and unions, in their view
should have control over quality care (Ontario Federation, 1975).

A more realistic and practical alternative may be for employees to negotiate a
partial deduction in salary or agree to forego increases in return for daycare
facilities which they would administer. The most equitable way of dealing
with daycare expenses is probably somewhere near this middle ground. For
example, a $1,500.00 reduction in salary is still more advantageous to an
employee than no reduction in salary but a fixed cost from earned income of
$3,750.00 for daycare services.

There is one other problem with compensation and benefit packages. Often
these packages do not take into account the fact that two spouses are working,
and hence they unnecessarily double up on benefits such as extended health
care, dental care and family insurance coverage.

After randomly checking with employers in Calgary, it appears that in a num-
ber of cases there is a double coverage or overlapping coverage when both
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i if coverage is in
ork. Where employers make an effort to dlSCOYCI‘ i
SIl’::esetshrzugh a spouse plan, the benefit is most often simply dropped from

the other spouse’s benefit package.

One solution to this problem is for employees to ‘check what benefits their
spouse has and if there is double coverage, negotiate a cash settlemclznt or
placement of the benefit elsewhere, such asa daycare subslldy. Some em% oyefr.st
have instituted ““cafeteria’’ benefit plans in order ’to.achleve an equal enf; i
system. Rather than providing workers with a limited number of benia its,
some of which may be inappropriate to meet his or her needs, the emp oy;er
instead offers a range of benefits. These may include employer pangant or
child care, legal insurance, dental insurance, days off on school holidays or

house or car insurance.

ers are unable to financially support daycare fo_r their employees,
thelrfeear?g l(?tiller less costly contributions they can make to iqdlcate their sense of
social responsibility and awareness of work pressures on children of empl_oyees.
Counselling and referral services are qffered by some emplc')yer.s to mform
their employees about daycare availability 'fmd cost. .Some maintain a I‘Cngtr}:
of daycare services and find and train babysitters wx}lmg to care fqr employees1
children. If non-profit referral services already exist, they provide an excel-
lent means for corporate support.

¢) Flexible Hours and Part-time Work

Perhaps the greatest source of assistance employers can offer to working
parents, is flexible working hours. This benefit can often be offered without any
substantial cost to the employer and warrants further exploration and develop-
ment because in some instances it may provide an alternative to fiaycare services.
Working husbands and wives could share the caring responsibility fo.r their chil-
dren if they worked different portions of the day. Another alternative dcsqr;/l-
ing of consideration is the splitting of full-time jobs into part-time jobs with-
out loss of benefits. This would have the effect of reducing demand for daycare
services yet allowing parents to maintain their jobs.

Union Enterprises

In addition to their role as bargainer for direct negotiated benefits for.child
care, unions can also play as equally an important rolg as the employer in the
establishment of child care services for their membership.

In the United States there are unions which entirely operate and administer
daycare centres. For example, the Regional Joint Boards of the Am:algamated
Clothing Workers of America in the Chicago and Baltimore areas run six centres.
Financing is obtained from employer contributions to the union health and w;l-
fare fund, which are tax deductible, and small fees in some cases are contrib-
uted by users (Women’s Bureau, 1981). In 1972 the British Co}umt?la Gpvem-
ment Employees’ Union initiated and operated a daycare centre in Victoria.

Alternatively, unions and employers may wish to jointly s_ponsor_a_daycare
facility or in some situations, a better approach may be for unions to join forces
with other unions in providing daycare service near, rather than at the workplace.
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Many of the ‘‘on-site’’ advantages would still exist and a wider segment of the
community would be served. This approach would be more practical where
there are not sufficient numbers of parents with children requiring daycare
on one job site to warrant implementing the service.

Some unions are in favour of on-site daycare. In its 1980 statement on
daycare, the Ontario Federation of Labour reiterated its 1972 position paper which
recommends that the Government of Ontario ‘‘promote the establishing of daycare
centres at places of work. In new plants every effort should be make to have
facilities planned and built in.”’ (Ontario Federation, 1972).

Negotiating Family Benefits

If provision of the service is impractical in the circumstances, negotiating
with the employer to purchase spaces in existing centres in the community may
be the preferred option. This was done by Manulife in Toronto. The employer
donated $12,000 to a nearby centre which used the money for renovations to
expand their service. In return for the donation, the employees of Manulife were
given priority at the centre (Ontario Federation, 1972). The C.U.P.E. Local
2189 is a good example of the success that can be achieved in bargaining for
family life benefits. Employer provision of a monthly subsidy to assist employ-
ees purchase child care, provisions such as cumulative sick leave to care for
sick family members, maternity leave of six months, a provision for pater-
nity leave and reimbursement of reasonable expenses for child care when work-
ing unusual hours, have all been successfully negotiated.

There is no question that collective agreements are a valuable tool for women
seeking parental benefits from employers. They give employees the ability to
acquire benefits over and above those available through legislation. In a recent
survey of provisions in collective agreements in Canada, it was found that 71.4
percent of the maternity leave provisions negotiated exceeded legislative limits.

The greatest number, 617 agreements affecting 792,242 employees, provide
at least six months maternity leave.

A plan negotiated in Quebec covering 200,000 public sector workers includes
the right to two years’ unpaid maternity and paternity leave, during which senior-
ity continues to accrue and fringe benefits can be maintained if the employee
elects to pay for them (Labour Canada, 1982). In the private sector, the Steel-
workers Local 7024 recently instituted two weeks of paid leave to care for their
families upon the hospitalization of their spouse for maternity needs or other
reasons. These breakthroughs may indicate trends for future negotiations.
However, it must be remembered that the right to bargain collectively is not
available to thousands of Canadian mothers who are employed as waitresses,

sales clerks and domestic employees. Only 24 percent of women in Canada
are unionized.

Union Lobby

In addition to negotiating for or providing daycare services as described
above, unions are also a powerful lobby at all levels and can use their organiza-
tions to lobby governments to initiate child care research and provide funding
or tax incentives for better child care. Unions can also play a very major edu-
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. - o —
i i their own organizations they can 1ns

i ole in the community. Within t _ :

catlonaé {s provided so that members with children can attend_meetnggs: ’(12‘11‘11?1
d:zczso ensure that child care becomes an important labour issue by 1n

c

ing child care as a bargaining goal.
Business Involvement

The Commercial Daycare Centre

i i in Canada today is the pro-
dominant method of delivery of da)fcare in :
'Th: gfr €zla(;care service in return for a fee paid by the parent(s) of the ct:illdrteg
:gs;oproﬁt-making daycare enterprise. A national studg;gnf daygatrhe tc?;reléc 0eut
i i Social Development in 1 ound thal 1
by the Canadian Council on e sicmeal
e centres and more than 50 percent of nursery s
ofltzuro(:)?;?;d (CCSD, 1972). In 1979, the Ministry of National Hiaa(lith ca;cé
‘\’Velf}alxre reviewed and updated the study and found that co}r:il{:e;:éz‘aw thai¥1 ik
i i ar’s spaces W
increased by 28.3 percent over the previous ye Ly d
i idi i 4.8 percent. In Ontario an 2
ed, subsidized sector increased by only ' :
lr;\clf:iscipally operated daycare decreased by 38.7 percent 1n available spaces.

Business people have a very different attitude to da)’fcare thanthmost_o:hce)rf
groups. Rather than focusing on childrgn’s ;)ro Egregts“ "rll‘:f:;ﬁon : il:ﬁ/lglved
is above all, cost. A representative o io Be o 1 c6
(i::lglzr:s::ablishment of a workplace daycare for the use of employees is attrib
uted with the following statement:

We want to be sure... that we're at least not ham)ing the children.t f;
positive effect on the children is a nice fringe bgnteflt._Butwll?c t[t?:r rler:lsd is

is to determine -
that the whole purpose of these programs 1s 10 ¢ ine :
trial child care sgves us money in the areas of hiring, training, absenteeism,
tardiness and attitude (Cohen, 1973).

Proponents of quality care;1 for ?hildrer;hareéeﬁtarrarlni((imacte:x;:tihseta(tlix;?tnyts(.)ngl;z
money and profit are the ual r

g:%kt:g tgkslﬁlf?er. Thg’se whg propose univers_al daycare would ehmu:it:ei gu:el:i
funding of commercial centres altogether. It is their view that corrém g
tres cannot maintain the quality of care required for.adequatek ayil ) }{tum-
need to make a profit results in low wages for underqualified wofr ers, 1%11 o
over rates and consequent poor care for children. 'The quahtylo serv1cri e
mercial daycare has been questioned by politicians as well, as mo

can commercial chain operations moved into Canada.

Whatever the fears of daycare advocates, the commercial centres a{te fu;fg/lg;
ing a need for daycare and are a financial success. They provide antathzgx i
and cheaper source of daycare for middle income parents who wan Sphend
dren in group-care facilities but can neither afford the rates no; (gial b
to non-profit centres. More government rf:g}llated spaces are ne(e1 teh tnt‘he dyeﬁ-
catch up with existing need. In 1975, Phillip Hepw_orth reporte :n e
ciency of daycare facilities was enormous. At that time, there was
ate demand for more than 200,000 full-time daycare spaces.
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In Quebec there exists only one space in daycare centres for every 10 chil-
dren O to 6 years of age who requires such a service. Over the past 7 years an
average of 1,400 new spaces were created annually but the need requirements
are for 3,600 new spaces annually. In the year 1981-82, more spaces were
developed in commercial centres (444) than in non-profit centres (400). In 1982-83
no government funds were earmarked for development of new spaces and inade-

quate funding for existing spaces has caused many centres to shut down (Pitre-
Robin, 1982).

Costs

Costs of daycare range widely, depending on the type of service selected.
Daycare is offered in private non-profit, profit, public and cooperative ventures.
There are full-day, part-time, after school and drop-in services. Depending upon
which province the daycare is located, provincial subsidies may be available

to defray operating costs but subsidies and standards do not apply to the private,
informal child care arrangements.

In 1970, the operational costs for good daycare in a group centre amounted
to approximately $4.60 per child per day (Clifford, 1970). Today, these costs
range from $30.00 to $56.00 per child per day. Clearly costs are rising much
faster than the salaries of working parents. An attempt will be made here to
give a sampling of the costs of a variety of services currently available.

The Non-Profit Centre Example

The daycare centre at the University of Calgary is a non-profit centre offer-
ing a high quality daycare service. Licensed daycare centres in Alberta are enti-
tled to claim a monthly operating allowance for each child who attends for a
minimum of 84 hours during the month. The amount of the allowance varies
according to the age of the child. As of September, 1983, the actual cost of

providing daycare per child per month in the daycare centre and the parent
cost was as follows:

ACTUAL COST PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT

AGE OF CHILD PER MONTH OPERATING GRANTS COST TO PARENT
AVAILABLE TO ALL

0-18 months $565.00 $257.00 $308.00

19 months - $439.00 $131.00 $308.00

35 months

3 - 4 years $386.50 $78.50 $308.00

5 years $373.00 $65.00 $308.00

Lighting, heating and security are provided free of charge by the University

as are the record and bookkeeping tasks. Use of the premises is provided rent
free.

The Commercial Centre Example

The Kindercare chain of daycare centres in the Calgary area charge par-
ents $250.00 per month for daycare depending on the age of the child. This is
$58.00 to $33.00 less per month than parents pay who have children at the
University daycare. The Kindercare centres are licensed, so they receive the
same subsidies as the University centre but unlike the University centre, must
pay utilities and property costs.

Fifteen workers are employed at the University daycare centre to care for 65
children. This ratio conforms to the Alberta minimum standards which are also
met by the Kindercare centres. The same commercial centres in addition to
offering significantly lower fees, are also making profits. In 1981, shareholders
in the Kindercare chain were paid an estimated 87 cents per share dividend
(Kidd, 1981). The University daycare centre does not make a profit and oper-
ates on a balanced budget.

The major difference between the University daycare centre and the private
centre is in wages paid to employees. Kindercare pays its staff on an hourly
basis, the range being $4.35 to $6.00 per hour, or $696.00 to $960.00 per
month. Within this range are two overlapping pay scales for junior and senior
workers. No formal training is required for employment but on the job training
is provided. The employer also has a training incentive program which pays
50 percent of the cost of further education in an early childhood care pro-
gram leading to a certificate or diploma. Once a certificate or diploma is achieved,
the employee automatically moves into the higher wage scale.

The wage scale at the University daycare centre on the other hand, ranges
from $1,100.00 per months for junior inexperienced personnel to $1,940.00
per month for senior program supervisors. At the University centre all employees
must be qualified daycare workers or have experience in the field and be in the
process of achieving accreditation. As might be expected, the staff at the Uni-
versity centre tends to be stable and the majority of employees are in the expe-
rienced or senior category whereas the commercial centre has a high turnover
rate and most workers are at the junior level.

As continuity of care is a very important part of a high quality program, it is
difficult to maintain high standards with poor wages. In 1979, a study con-
ducted in Toronto revealed that a turnover rate of 50 percent existed in city
daycare centres (SPCMT, 1980).

Non-Profit Workplace Daycare in Ontario

Even though the cost at the daycare centre at the University of Calgary is
significantly higher when compared to the cost at the Kindercare centre, it is
moderate when compared to other non-profit centres in Ontario. A recent study
by the Women’s Bureau (1983) on non-profit workplace daycare revealed that
costs to parents ranged from $220.00 per month to $420.00 per month. All of
the eight centres surveyed expected operating costs to be covered by fees. Many
of the employers provided non-refundable capital finding and some contrib-
uted toward maintenance, renovations and rent but contributions by employers
do not seem to have any correlation on the fees payable by the parents. For
example, the Mutual Life Assurance Comnanw in W7oct 7
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a centre in 1982. Operating costs which reflect the cost of running the centre
are paid by fees. Capital costs were originally paid by the company but they
are to be repaid by the daycare centre over the next few years. The daycare
centre is also responsible for maintenance and rent as well as salaries and food.
The fees in January, 1984 were $65.00 per week, or $260.00 per month.

Sunburst Children’s Centre, at Environment Canada in Downsview, Ontario,
on the other hand, requires that day-to-day operations, salaries and equipment
be paid by user fees, but provided a grant of $12,000 to cover initial equip-
ment cost and free renovations. The facility is rent-free and maintenance is free,

yet the fees range from $287.04 per month to $351.68 per month, depending
on the age of the child.

The most expensive centre in the survey is the Sunnybrook Creche in Toronto.
Grants and an interest free loan provided start-up costs and the creche is self-
supporting as all operating costs are paid by user fees and donations. The fees
range from $300.00 per month to $420.00 per month depending on the child’s
age. These fees are significantly higher than those at the University of Cal-
gary and yet the University salaries of daycare workers were high when com-

pared to other provincial averages which range from a low of $677.00 per month
in P.E.IL. to $883.00 in Nova Scotia.

Informal Arrangements

Informal in-home care is not subsidized by any level of government. The
cost for typical informal or home-care arrangements in Calgary, according to
our survey, range from being free to an average of $200.00 per month or $2400.00
annually. A more formalized arrangement with a live-in babysitter will cost in
the range of $469.00 (the minimum monthly wage) to $700.00 per month,
plus room and board. This salary is based on a forty-five hour week with two
weeks paid vacation and all statutory holidays. The babysitter must also have
a private room. Agencies charge placement fees ranging from $250.00 to

$600.00 and usually provide a guarantee which can range from two months to
one year.

Parents who hire a worker to come into their homes to provide daycare can-
not deduct his/her salary as a cost of doing business and earning an income
like other employers can. Rather, they are restricted to the child care deduction.
This inequity in allowable deductions is an issue which should be addressed in
addition to the other reforms suggested under the Income Tax Act.

Cost Consequences

Many working parents find the assessed fees at group centres or the cost of a
live-in sitter to be prohibitive. Daycare fees often amount to more than the
cost of tuition at most major colleges and universities. As a result, parents
often choose inferior daycare or babysitting arrangements. Costs are kept low at
poor quality daycare centres by paying low or minimum wages, hiring unquali-
fied personnel without offering in-service or further education incentives and
by purchasing inferior quality food and equipment for the children. Researchers
have found that informal babysitting arrangements are often mediocre, some-
times neglectful and perhaps even abusive (Johnson and Deneen, 1981). The
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i better daycare on the

i f parents able to afford the higher costs of the
cﬁledrr?ar?d penjoy the advantages of continuity of care because of low gtaff
o over s’uperior educational opportunities because qf professmnally trained
tsltlar?f and’ high quality equipment and nutritionally superior nourishment because

of better quality meals.

icensed daycare centres in Canada provided only .90,000 spaces fpr
chillr:irlegngf),flisgrking myothers, yet over _3,000,000 children in Cane:jd%vrequmze
alternative care arrangements while their parents worlg (Health an b elfar t
1982). In other words, licensed, superx{lsed care is available to only gercene
of the children even though research indicates most parents'prefer gr;);xg aycart
to other kinds of child care arrangements (Averbuch and Rivaldo, 1975).

itici i ive is i . Its proponents acknowledge

The criticism of this alternative 1s 1ts eXpense r
that daycare facilities would have to expand ten-fold in order to make them
widely accessible to the children of working parents and would have to be S'ub;l-
dized to a very high level to meet the needs of the people who require it the

most.

Conclusion

Daycare involves three very important functions, all of which.must be colnsu(ii-
ered when provision of the service, in any of its many forms, is contemplated.
The three interlocking functions are social service, educa_tpnal and economic.
When one or more of these function is ignored, the provision of the service 1s
often seriously deficient.

The social service aspect of daycare recognizes.the public interest e(xind reclq\liqqs-
that socially acceptable standards be observed in the care of chil ren.C 1r:11
mum standards for licencing group daycare centres are leglslaged across Canada
and offer a basic level of protection for children. Where their needs have not
been officially addressed, however, i§ in the private, mformz.il c;l{g arrange-
ments the majority of working parents 1n Canada choose for their children.

The educational function of daycare requires that the quallflc;atlon and dtram-
ing of daycare workers be of a high standard gnq that the equipment and care
have educational value. It also requires continuity in emplgyment of care givers.
This function is often given priority over the social services function by c‘;)m—
mercial and informal care givers. It results from an emphasis being placed on
custodial care rather than on the developmental aspects of child care.

The economic functions of daycare must address two sets of needs: tholig: of
the parents, and those of the economy. Clearly, pa_rents.beneﬁt from w;)r u}gt
Even those whose income is small and who receive llittle economic benefit,
benefit in terms of self-respect. The benefit or contribution of working parents
to the economy must also be considered. .

It is apparent that lack of adequate daycare has not kept women from working.
On the contrary, women are in the workforce in greater numbers than ever
before which must reflect a demand for their skills.

The question of whether or not working women (the prime nurturers of lchlldre(r;)
could contribute more to the economy if daycare better served their needs




24

seems to be answered in the affirmative whenever the issue is examined. Lack
of flexible, high quality care for children is a barrier to advancement and oppor-
tunity in the workplace for the parent(s) because without it they cannot fully
participate in activities which could allow them to advance or obtain better jobs.

Balanced against the contribution or potential contribution of working par-
ents of children in daycare, the cost to society of providing the services must be
considered. Cost-benefit studies of daycare in Canada are lacking but even if
they were available, it is doubtful whether a study could reflect the personal,
psychological and political factors which have a bearing on the issue. Certainly
in economic terms, the cost of good daycare is high but if these services did
not exist, it is unlikely society would experience an economic gain. Without
daycare, the economy would lose the contribution of the working parents and
costs of social assistance would go up. Another benefit factor difficult to mea-
sure is the preventative social service and education function that good daycare
provides which can best be regarded as an investment in the future.

Universal, free government sponsored daycare is an attractive solution to
the daycare problems in Canada. However, it is not a realistic alternative in the
writer’s view, in the current economic climate. Consequently, the next best
alternative must be pursued which is the involvement of all the stakeholders
in adequate daycare making a contribution towards its implementation and
operation. Governments, employers, union representatives and parents must
collaborate to establish a framework of goals which reflect benefits and ser-
vices of adequate daycare and remove barriers to equality for women and segre-
gation by socio-economic groups for children.

This process should be entered into voluntarily but the government should
employ persuasive techniques such as greater tax incentives to employers to
encourage participation in provision of daycare and equitable universal subsi-
dies to allow more parents access to quality care at lower prices. Government
should also make employer assisted child care a non-taxable benefit for employ-
ees and at the some time, adjust the tax credit system by increasing the tax
credit for lower income parents. Money for this scheme could be obtained by
abolishing the normal tax deduction for children as long as they are of daycare
or after school care age. An alternative to adjusting the tax credit system and
abolishing normal deductions for children is to increase the value of deductions
for children as income decreases. This would have the same effect of assisting
those in the lower income brackets by giving them more disposable income.

Government should also take on the responsibility of disseminating accurate
information about the availability, cost and quality of daycare so that parents
could make intelligent decisions when choosing daycare for their children.

The concept of shared responsibility for children’s care between father and
mother should be reflected in any new legislation. Commercial daycare and infor-
mal babysitting arrangements, although filling an important need, should not
be encouraged through tax concessions or subsidies unless a higher standard
can be guaranteed through either prerequisite controls or through contract com-
pliance where applicable. Compliance with higher standards could also be
achieved through a program if government assurances on loans for start-up

[Ty
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Employers should be encouraged to explore ideas such as part-time work
and job sharing, the four-day work week, flexible work hours, and extended
parental leave to reduce demand for daycare services.

If a multi-facted approach is adopted, a continual evaluation procedure must
be established to ensure adaptiveness to changing needs of all concerned. By
approaching the daycare issue this way, the diverse needs of working parents
and organizations that employ them are recognized as well as the social, eco-
nomic and political uncertainties of the present time.
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RELATIONSHIPS OF FAMILY, GOVERNMENT, AND LABOUR FORCE
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ABSTRACT

This paper argues that the current high profile discussion of daycare in
Canada is generated by deep shifts in our economic and familial structures.
All too often political and public opinion reflects an awareness of surface
needs rather than subsurface restructuring. It is argued that in order to
arrive at a comprehensive system designed to meet family and child caregiving
needs we must look beyond the much discussed ‘‘quick fix’’ plans to an
analysis of the restructured triadic relationship of family, government, and
labour force. It is hoped that from such an in-depth analysis a variety of
services and benefits would emerge that could empower parents with options
that they lack at present.

Introduction

Ten to fifteen years ago the topic of daycare in Canada focussed on the need to
extend or enhance care for ‘‘other people’s’’ children; today its purview includes
“our’’ children as well. Daycare in Canada today represents the rumblings of a
“New World”’ forming. To continue the geological analogy, deep beneath the
heated surface displays of articles in the popular press, organizational protests
and calls for “‘a return to...”” or conversely ‘‘reform,’’ immense sociological and
economic ‘‘plates’’ grind against one another demolishing old structures while
new forms emerge to replace them. This article will explore in overview both the
enormous social pressures at work beneath the surface and the more readily
ocbservable surface phenomena that together constitute the reality of daycare in

anada.

The most significant interface of *‘plates’” underlying contemporary daycare
discussion is the replacement of one dominant family form with a multiplicity of
family forms. The relative decline of what has been termed the Victorian family
model with its tightly prescribed roles of father-breadwinner, mother-homemaker;
and child-angelic/dependent (Strickland, 1980; Bernard, 1974), is closely associ-
ated with changes in a second set of ‘‘plates’” consisting of changes in the
Canadian economy and labour force.

These two sets of immensely powerful plates — family and labour force —
converge beneath and activate surface debates regarding the care of young children.
Unfortunately, the bulk of discussion and debate on day care in Canada focuses
on surface elements such as regulations, ministerial responsibility, and private
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versus public sponsorship, without examining in sufficient detail the underlying
‘‘deep-shifts’” in social structure that activate these and other surface phenomena.
In addition, public debate all too often mistakenly identifies the provision of
daycare services as a causal rather than as a resultant factor in the ‘‘equation:”’

Family

X Labour force
change

New Social Needs,
change

including Daycare

The remainder of this article will examine these three components of the
daycare equation noting how we have arrived at our current daycare policies and
practices; in addition, given the deep-shifts discussed and present policy, possi-

ble future courses of action will be presented.

Family Change

The relative position of the sexes in the social and political world, may
certainly be looked upon as the result of organization. The greater physical
strength of man, enables him to occupy the foreground in the picture. He
leaves the domestic scenes; he plunges into the turmoil and bustle of an
active, selfish world;...Hence courage and boldness are his attributes...
Her inferior strength and sedentary habits confine her within the domestic
circle; she is kept aloof from the bustle and storm of active life... grace,
modesty and loveliness are the charms which constitute her power.

Reverend Thomas R. Dew, 1935

This and similar exhortations from the pulpit and press dominated the commen-
tary on families during the mid to late nineteenth century. These images and
expectations are with us today in both subtle and subliminal, as well as conscious,
overt ways. So effective were the nineteenth and twentieth century promoters of
the Victorian family model that we as a society today have great difficulty
accepting the fact that other models have developed in other parts of the world

and that alternative family models exist in growing numbers within our own
society.

An example of our Victorian ethnocentrism can be seen in the author’s annual
survey of students’ responses to the question: ‘“Which of the following forms of
care for children aged three to five is most common among various societies of
the world?”’

Care by related adults

Care by mother

Care by non-related adults
Care by an older child
Institutional (Daycare Centres)

moaw»

The vast majority of students select A and B, reflective of the Victorian models
of the family, popular in our society, while virtually none select the correct
answer, D ““Care by an older child”’ (Weisner and Gallimore, 1977). In North
America, where option D in the period preceding compulsory schooling was
common, that practice could now result in apprehension for child neglect!
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families have been those that are female-head of household. While the number of
male-headed families has remained fairly constant over the last twenty years, the

percentage of female-headed families has increased by almost 30 percent as can
be seen in Table 1.

Married Women in the Paid Labour Force
Wo
Labou

specifically, the younger the age of the child the more rapid has been that group’s
increase in the labour force over the last ten years

The statistics cited in Table 2 indicate a change not only in family forms, such
as the increase in blended and single parent families

Reverend Dew’s pronouncement that ‘‘she be kept aloof from the bustle and
storm of active life.”’ Increasingly women are expected to participate in out-of-

The discussion of the next factor in the day care equation, changes in the
labour force, will consider the historical balance that has been struck between

and how that balance has now been displaced.

Changes in the Labour Force

The creation of, and the ethos supporting, the Victorian family model is
inextricably intertwined with the needs of the economy. In fact, the Victorian
family can be viewed as the “‘industrial model”’ of the family. The family itself
was successfully split into the two functions required by a developing, industrial

(Rothman, 1978).

Interestingly enough, the assignment of these Separate spheres on a gender
basis was secondary in importance to the fact of their creation itself. It was more
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generation’’ and ‘‘women’s lib’’ explanations. Without going into a detailed
discussion of motivational cause and effect, it is apparent from a purely descrip-
tive standpoint that the following related events have occurred: one, an expan-
sion of jobs in areas generally held by women; two, a continuation of a lower
salary structure for women’s work; and three, an increasing need within the
family for female employment to maintain the family’s standard of living. Each

of these factors related to women’s participation in the out-of-home, paid labour
force will be briefly discussed.

The Jobs Women Hold

Although the labour force participation rate of all women has increased four-
fold since the turn of the century, 12 percent to more than 50 percent (and more
than 15 fold for married women), the number of occupations in which the
majority of women work has not increased. ‘‘At the beginning of this century,
three occupations—domestic service, teaching, and seamstressing accounted for
over 60% of all female employment. In 1979 over 60 percent of all women
worked at three jobs as well—clerical, sales and service’’ (Swan, 1982). The
concept of ‘‘separate spheres’’ has followed women into the labour force creat-
ing female job ghettos. Resistance to integration within the labour force has been
difficult to overcome with over ‘‘two-thirds of all employed women in occupa-
tions where they represent a strong majority’’” (Swan, 1982). Patricia Connelly,
in her book Last Hired, First Fired, (1978) argues that there exists in Canada two
labour forces, male and female, and given this division it can successfully be
argued that women constitute an increasingly active reserve army of labour. The
structural implications of this thesis would argue against the ‘‘free choice’’
interpretation of women’s involvement in the labour force that is epitomized by
‘‘women’s place is in the home’’ statements.

Women'’s Salaries

Job segregation in the labour force is accompanied by pay differentiation. In
an analysis by Armstrong and Armstrong (1978), industries ranked by female
participation rate show a corresponding decrease in average employee earnings
as female participation increases. In 1981 the average salary for a female employee
stood at 58 percent of the average male working salary (Swan, 1982), demonstrat-
ing virtually no change over the preceeding twenty year period. This relatively
stable Canadian figure compares similarly with the Biblical determination that
‘‘a male between 20 and 60 years shall be valued at 50 shekels...If it is a female

she shall be valued at 30 shekels,”” (Leviticus 27:3-4), a 60 percent differential
(Swan, 1979).

The Family’s Standard of Living

One of the surface debates heard in the press and parliament is that women’s
entry into the labour force has been a matter of free choice, or as some suggest,
spiteful rebellion against a century of oppressed and unrecognized labour within
the domestic sphere. As noted above, the expansion of certain parts of the labour
force in concert with relatively cheaper wages provides a more compelling ratio-
nale for women’s increasing share of the labour market. Another obvious reason
for female employment, in addition to job availability, is economic need. Accord-
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The Provision of Daycare Services

We are witness to a society in transformation. No longer moored to one family
form, no longer divided into separate ‘‘spheres of influence,’” what has been our

societal-governmental response to the resulting need for child caring services?
The answer can be seen in Table 3.

It can be seen that after an initially promising start in governmental response
towards meeting the changing caregiving needs of Canadian families, the momen-
tum has been lost and at present approximately 80-85 percent of all Canadian

provincial daycare licensing and funding regulations reflect this ideology. The
result has been the enormous expansion of an unregulated, “‘cottage industry’’ of

tion from the Guelph study: ““That federal, provincial and municipal govern-
ments recognize and respond to parents’ needs for access to a variety of quality
child care arrangements for young children’” (Lero, 1983). Dr. Laura Johnson,
Director of the Toronto study, went further in describing the current situation as
“‘an epidemic of child neglect’” (Johnson, 1981). A third study hopes to shed

additional light on the phenomena from a British Columbia perspective (Pence,
and Goelman, 1983).

The provision of daycare services in Canada is predicated on a Victorian
family model, in a post-Victorian society. The Victorian model restricts state
services to those families who slip through the Victorian family/industrial econ-
omy social fabric (described earlier) and who are thereby ““at risk’* to themselves,
their children or to society at large. Canada and the provinces have yet to
effectively address the conundrum of how the role of government may need to
change now that the social and economic fabric is fundamentally altered.

Funding for daycare services in Canada is generated from both private and
public sources, generally in the form of user fees. Public revenues are provided
on a provincial-federal, 50-50 sharing formula and restricted to ““Canadians who
require social services to prevent, overcome or alleviate the causes and effects of
poverty or child neglect...” (Shaw, 1982). This restriction, a vestige of the
Victorian family definition of government responsibility, is generally tied to an
income eligibility fee scale which biases funding toward single parent families;

Canadian mothers of preschool children are in the labour-force (and the percent-
age increases annually), many question if state support for daycare services
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pean countries where a service and benefits approach has evolved over the last
twenty to thirty years. In many of these countries the issue of state versus
parental versus employer responsibility is diffused and distributed in a way too
seldom discussed in Canada. For instance, in Spain *‘any worker who is directly
responsible for the care of a child under the age of six is entitled to a reduction of
not less than one-third and not more than one-half of their working day.”’ In
France, West Germany, Italy, Spain and Austria, provision for nursing breaks
for nursing mothers is found in the legislation (Gallagher and Woel, 1983). And
in Sweden either parent is eligible for nine months of parental leave at 90 percent
of usual salary to care for their newborn (Kamerman and Kahn, 1981). In
addition to these and other benefits not currently available in Canada varying
daycare services from infant through after-school care have been created. A

partial listing of these services and benefits is enumerated in Kahn and Kammerman
(1981) in Figure 1.

Figure 1
Child Care Benefit-Service (Major Components) by Country
Benefits: Hungary France Sweden
A. CASH
Income Maternity leave Maternity leave Parental leave
Replacement To care for an ill to care for an
child at home ill child at home

Income Child care - -

Substitution allowance

Income Family allowance, Family allowance, Child allowance,

supplementation Housing allowance,  Housing allowance,  Housing allow-

Child health services Child health ance, Child health
services, Family services
allowance supple-
ment, Single
parent allowance,
Family-based tax Tax allowances
system for all dependents-
B. EMPLOYMENT
Right to leave Maternity leave Maternity leave Parental

(9 months) leave

Work and Job (20 weeks) Child care (16 weeks) Paren- Unpaid 18 months;

Security up to child’s tal education 2 6 hour day up to
3rd birthday years child’s 8th

birthday
C. SERVICES

Percentage of 12 percent mainly 13 percent 23 percent

children 0-3 1Y2-3-years old

in out of home

care

Major care mode Centre care (almost ~ Coequal in policy Policy favours
completely) but family daycare centre care but

predominates present reality

is family day-
care primarily

Source: Sheila B. Kamerman and Alfred J. Kahn. Child Care, Family Benefits, and Working
Parents, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1981), p. 225.
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benefits and services structures that have evolved In the(sie \lra.rrxlouescszzomic

E:teries demonstrate their govemments’ awarcrziegs (t)tf1 'tshzslégyeraza %v rvie
P i been discussed 1n thi :

i lienments that have be 1 . e
and Soc;:l‘f?i?s cgovered” in Canada. These creative re;por;ﬁc;, Wl;:::c:h;iems
i i d government and which en .

i ong parents, industry and g ] e
b a:; x%n?ary caretakers should serve as experimental model: ;lflziln Nty
optlorcllz canpobserve and consider as we move frqm our currenft stanc; e
Ca_.g:\e reaction and indifference to one of pro-active planning for ou
pri

our country’s future.

Summary and a Look to the Future

i i change
This essay has identified the two forces of change in famlll)z f(l);:lel: atlggt ha gin
. the economy/labour force requirements as t_he principal p s
motion deep within our social structure and which activate our
m

and contemporary need for daycare services.

The current provision of daycare in Canada .evolved during a {)enog gfhsiggiﬁll
4 development when the Victorian family was numcrxca'll'y an sy
SerVlcxf:fsl eThis lt)raditional milieu enforced a major role for families 1ndt ?1 .;1>(riren
R fu . human services, including the daycare of preschool aged ¢ tll haci
Bt . magy ent role for government designed to ass1st/_support those W 1ot'On
al}d ag z::frorl? h the social fabric of employment and family. Current leigfls a :111 5
;uhxl:gﬁl and r%:gulations regarding the provision o_f (.iaycarc services are uniformally,
acrossgtile various provinces, based on this traditional model.

- : ; e
This model is the reality of legislation, but it is not the rga}nty gg St(l):slelg',(')l;rght
widening chasm between the existing legislation anél socia \:;lgrkers L
together an increasingly vocal coalition of parents, daycare e cz;_re ey
roups and labour organizations. At the SCCOI;ld Conference o 1y e
ida Eeld in 1982, the major focus of discussion was on a newf rro fhose gp s
ments in providing accessible, afforda.ble, quality daycare fo A
requiring it. Using the provision of public _schoolmg as an eixampblically hpdn?
provincial coalitions are calling for a umversall.y avalla_tb e(,l puﬁon e
daycare system. The cost of such a system, as with public educa
would be very great.

at

Certain European countries, faced with the need for full ferr:siz ;mggygilel;its

an earlier period in their histories, hz.we evolved various s€ il o

structure that can either assist parents in the care of their own ks of fge. I

alternative caregiving arrangements for chiljdron a3 your(ljg ?ls w the greatest range

would appear that a services and benefits structure would a#0% "EEE L e
of options for families, with greater flexibility for the cost o

t
parent, employer and government. ‘ .
Despite cries and protestations the forces beneath us will ?k?’t tt):;n fz;;s:ar N
recreate the Canada of the turn of the century. Our options at this
be the three outlined in this paper:

o o P —
(a) continue to provide Victorian services in a post-Victorian €ra;
(b) create a universal preschool-care system;




(c) reconsider the triangular relationship of Parenting—Labour
Force Participation—Govemment, and utilizing cost and social benefit
considerations, create a new services and benefits structure in Canada

This third model has generated little discussion to date despite the great and
growing need for a critical examination of the importance of parenting, the
relationship of parents to the labour force, and the role of government in foster-
ing a just and humane society. This option requires a far-reaching and interdisci-
plinary examination of the shifting, triadic relationship of family/ government/labour
force with an emphasis on a creative redefinition of the role(s) each must play in
fostering the positive development of Canada’s children.

The essence of the daycare dilemma in Canada is that as a result of extremely
powerful shifts in the ways in which we constitute ourselves in families and in
which we perceive our relationship to, and participation in, the out-of-home
labour force, a vacuum has developed where the role of child caregiver once
existed. The question of who could or should fill this vacuum has yet to be
adequately addressed. The question cannot be understood nor dealt with on its
current surface level, we must become aware of the subsocial dynamics, the
“‘plates’’ beneath, that impact on our daily lives and on the lives of our children.

Note: I would like to acknowledge the assistance of Alvina Harrison in the
preparation of certain parts of this manuscript.

Table 1
Male Head and Female Head of Lone Parent Family as
a Percentage of all Canadian F amilies, 1961-1991

Male head Female head
1961 1.9% 6.5%
1976 1.7% 8.1%
1981 2.0% 9.3%
(projection) 1991 2.1% 9.8%

Source: J. Perreault and M. V. George, ‘‘Growth of Households and Families in Canada in the 1980s
and 1990s,’” Canadian Statistical Review, October 1982, Figure 1.

Table 2
Participation Rates of Married Women in Canada (Husbands Present), by Age and
Group and Presence of Children in the Home, 1971, 1976, 1981.

Wives Aged Wives Aged
15-34 35-44
Wives Without Children Present
1971 73.9% 59.4%
1976 71.5 65.5
1981 87.3 75.9
Absolute increase (1971-1981) 13.4 16.5
Relative increase 18.0 27.7
Wives With Children, all over 6
1971 46.0% 44.2%
1976 54.9 53.6
1981 65.2 63.4

i ’ Wives Aged Wives Aged
Wives With Children, all over 6 (cont’d) o pikr
(2 19.2
Absolute increase (1971-1981) Ll‘ ?‘7 by
Relative increase
Wives With Children, under 6 — —_—
ik 36.9 35.8
197? 47.8 483
e 19.8 20.
Absolute increase (1971-1981) oy s

Relative increase

Source: 1971, 1976: C. Swan. Women in the Canadian Labour Force, The Present Reality, Table 3:
e and étatistics Canada, 1981, Unpublished data.

Table 3 )
Number of Children Potentially Needing Daycare Services, Number of Licensed
Spaces, and Percentage in Licensed Spaces, 1973-1982

Percent of pre-

No. of spaces in
gtk school enrolled

No. of pre-school
e licensed or

children (3-5)

i istered in registered
™ veskingmirte ;;E;'S Care facilities
7.15%
304,000 (3-5) 21,736 (3-5)
o 304000 (-6 7529 (06) 15 46%
504,000 (2-6) ) - y
}g;g 664,000 (2-6) 95,350 (2-6) 14.36%

Source: National Daycare Information Office. Status of Day Care in Canada, 1973-1982. Ottawa:
Canada Health and Welfare. .
Note: The Status of Daycare in Canada report for 1983 ?fel'lfloqneji ann;?ll;: (;c:ﬁ;;l{;e:{stzr:zlyseltscc;
e i i time/part time, ,ete.).
hildren in need of care by type of parent occupation (fu ; :
cThlis rae:alysis yielded children-in-registered-care percentages ranging from approximately 16
percent to 35 percent depending on parent classification.

Reference Notes

1. “*A Shock Wave of Change,”’ Victoria (B.C.) Times Colonist, 8 July 1983,
- 1. o
78 Il:)’rivalte conversation with a Ministry of Human Resources official, The Gov-
ernment of British Columbia, Victoria, B.C., September 1983. .
3. Carnegie Corporation of New York, News Release on Study by High/Scope
Educational Research Foundation, ‘‘Study FindsbPreT;té(())ol Program A Last-
ing Benefit to Children and Society,”” 14 December 080.
4. “l%ay Care ‘Highly Inadequate’,”” The Globe and Mail, 24 September 1982,
5 10, -
3. II;’ritish Columbia Daycare Action Coalition, Report of the Ministerial Task
Force, 5 November 1981, p. 7.
6. British Columbia. Ministry of Human Resources Annual Reports, 1980-81,
p: 27. ‘ -
7. British Columbia Day Care Action Coalition, Report, p. 7.
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THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONSEQUENCES OF DAYCARE

Fred Morrison
Department of Family Studies
University of Alberta

ABSTRACT

This overview of research on psychological consequences of daycare sug-
gest that such care may benefit intellectual growth of disadvantaged children.
However, we do not know enough about the effects of poorer quality
daycare. Placement in daycare before 18 months of age may also have
some adverse effects. However, in general children who attend daycare
tend to be more assertive, curious and responsive to novelty. Much research
on daycare effects needs to be done however.

Introduction

In recent years, economic, social, political and psychological forces have
produced some rather radical changes in our society’s attitude and behaviour
toward such issues as divorce, women’s role in society, the nature of family life
and the various roles within it. One of the most salient aspects of these changes is
that fact that a majority of them — divorce and working mothers for example —
touch, directly or indirectly, the lives of children and their development. Of the
many changes that have pervaded our society in recent years, none has had
broader or deeper ramifications, in my opinion, than the dramatic increase of
women in the work force over the past 30 years.

The concomitant need for, and development of, alternate care arrangements
for children of working mothers raised initial concern about the psychological
well-being of children raised for the better part of each day be relative strangers.
Horror stories about the emotional insecurity and disturbed behaviour of children
from institutionalized foster care reinforced the fear and suspicion that daycare
children, separated from their natural and now working mother for extended
daily periods, were at great risk for psychological damage. As we know, however,
those early claims that normal psychological growth was only possible if the
mother did not go to work were not only premature but were also wrong.

While the more exaggerated claims can be dismissed, it would be a mistake to
abandon all concern for and interest in the psychological consequences of daycare
on the intellectual and social growth of young children. Many serious issues
remain unresolved (Belsky and Steinberg, 1978; Rutter, 1980). In this paper I
would, therefore, like to examine what we have learned over the past two
decades about the psychological consequences of daycare on the intellectual and
social development of preschool children.
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The Basis of Concern

First we need to clarify the original basis of concern that children in daycare
might be at risk for psychological damage. In essence, the main concern stemmed
from the view that during the early years children were developing important
selective attachments to their mothers. The fear was that prolonged separation
from the primary object of attachment, the mother, coupled with multiple care-
taker substitutes in the form of daycare teachers might impair the bonding pro-
cess or otherwise produce attachments that were in some way less secure or less
effective in bringing comfort and security.

The theory underlying these views derived in part from ethological studies of
imprinting in animals, in which animals were shown to exhibit highly organized
attachment behaviours — e.g., following in geese or ducklings or clinging in
monkeys — without extensive reinforcement from the mother. Further etholo-
gists demonstrated that the development of these attachment responses seemed to
occur within a critical or at least a sensitive period, before and especially after
which attachment behaviour was less pronounced. Most critically, animals deprived
of the opportunity to attach to their mother showed severe emotional behavioural
and social problems later on (Holmes and Morrison, 1979). The relevance of this
work for human emotional development and for daycare lay in the following
logical sequence. If human emotional security develops like the imprinting or
attachment behaviours of young animals, then infants and young children need
consistent contact with their mother, the primary crucial object of attachment,
during the critical early years of development. Moreover, significant deviation
from that consistent contact runs the risk of producing less securely attached (and
hence less emotionally secure) infants and young children. Thus, in a quite direct
manner, one could ask whether the attachment, emotional security and social
adjustment of daycare children — who are presumed to spend less time with their
mothers — is seriously impaired compared to home-reared children.

Two broad areas of psychological functioning have been examined in looking
at the potential hazards of daycare: social/emotional well-being and cognitive

growth (Holmes and Morrison, 1979; Rubenstein and Howes, 1979; Rutter,
1980).

The Social/Emotional Consequences of Day Care

Two major questions have been asked regarding the effects of daycare on
social/emotional development. First, what is the impact of attending daycare on
the attachment or emotional bonding of the child to the parent, and in particular
to the mother? Second, apart from maternal attachment, is there any evidence of
emotional or social maladjustment in children attending daycare regularly?

Attachment

With regard to attachment, the prevailing fear was that attachments would

form the daycare personnel; and/or the child would exhibit insecure attachments
to the parent.

However regarding attachment over a decade of research.((};jaldvlvgeéli.\;l(ggg:rtl,
: and’Tammembaum, 1970; Farran and Ramey,_l977, ox 1,9 b ha;
I]ioﬁsgl,ey and Zelazo, 1978; Ragozin, 1980; Rubenstein and Howes,
e b ’
demonstrated that: .
1. Daycare children show more distress when they fre separated from their
' than when separated from daycare personnet.
2 ?t?::;ezrlre ?nore likelypto go to their mothers when they are upset.
3. They appear more responsive to reunion with mothers.

In general with few exceptions (Rutter, 1980) the overwhelming conclusion

i ized simply: children attend-
of a decade of psychological research can be summariz p'znally priares

ing good-quality daycare are no less securely attached or emott
are home-reared children (but see below).

Social Maladjustment |
The second concern revolves around whether prolonged daycare experiences

i i i roblems in children. Here
: onal disturbances or social behaviour p
R oY d a number of interesting differences between daycare and

has uncovere : e
Le;;t?rgared children, though none appear to reveal any severe maladjustm

daycare children: ‘ ' ;
1. Some research has revealed that daycare children are mlo;%z)lssemve an
' somewhat more aggressive (Macrae and ngbert—] ackson, . a.n -
2. Other research has shown that daycare bc.h1hdrert1l plzgkr;(l)rtz 1a ey e
' tting, i.e., they are less mhl.xte when
g?lzl/?cfzrrs;n:nt%an were home-reared children (Kagan, Kearsley and Zelazo,
s with other children in group
children have been shown to glay more : P
F Biil/c:{teuations in which children'do'n t know each other, i.e., the daycar
children were less shy or socially inhibited. -
i ifies to the fact that dayc
1, a substantial amount of work testilx _ 4
chglr:lriinsetfgw absolutely no evidence of greatelr 9eé1(1)())t1;)nzllgft?::a;g?;r:lrlpgiﬁitgy
home-reared children (Rutter3 ' .In " !
gi;hc(;ﬁgghtilllggnoare more assertive, less inhibited and more exploratory 1n novel
situations. | ' —
Overall, with regard to the larger question of the social andhemczlt;%nzzl Iv)\gzlg
being of Elaycare children, the data argue forcefully that, of 'erll dgusted 8
equ"ﬁ daycare children are at least as emotionally secure and socially ad)
home-reared children.
j — ly all research has been
er add one major caveat nearly 2 en
COnwdiczgsénhg::)iivquality daycare. We know almost nothing about poor quality
daycares (or indeed about other alternate care arrangements).

The Intellectual Consequences of Daycare

i the
A separate area of concern has centred on the possible harm of dtayfc::;ltricl:1 to -
cognitive development of the young chilq . He;re also, some Inter g
important effects have been found (Rubenstein, in press).




Low-income Families

In particular, recent research has revealed that children from low-income
families who attended daycare scored significantly higher on standardized test of
intellectual performance (i.e., preschool I.Q. tests) than did children from low-
income families who did not attend daycare. Even more strikingly, the superior
intellectual performance of low-income daycare children persisted into the sec-
ond and third grade at elementary school.

When we look more closely at what it is that the daycare experiences is doing,
we see an interesting trend. Essentially children from low-income families who
are reared at home often show a progressive decline from the late preschool to
early school years in standardized test scores. Daycare children do not exhibit the
normal pattern of decline — they sustain their earlier intellectual status. How and
why these effects occur, both the normal decline and the preventive effects of
daycare, is not completely understood. Nevertheless it is noteworthy that daycare
has a salutary effect on the cognitive growth of children from low-income families,

Middle-income Families

In contrast to the differences observed for low-income families, research on
middle class children has consistently shown that daycare has neither a beneficial
nor deleterious effect on the intellectual performance of middle class children.

Again we are not sure why this should be so. As a qualifier, we must add that
research has been done on *¢ general intelligence”’ only. It is possible that specific
aspects of cognitive performance might show superiority in daycare children;
€.8., aspects of verbal skills, concept development, and social cognitive.

In summary, a good deal of psychological and educational research has demon-
strated conclusively that group daycare

Differences Between Home and Daycare

Having set aside the more inflamm
tant to examine more closely just
distinguish it from home
quences of these differenc

atory claims about daycare, it is stil] impor-
what are the characteristics of daycare that
-rearing and what might be the psychological conse-
es for the personality development of preschool children.

The Nature of Adult-Child Interaction

In several studies comparing daycare caregivers and mothers of home-reared
children, four major differences have emerged:
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i ignifi time in physical contact
aretakers in daycare spend significantly more
1 ;Av?tltllltcgildren, i.e., they patted and touched them more often and they held
Rubenstein and Howes, 1979). . . o _
2 gz;fr::;?: iglfts were more likely to intervene in a Chg‘(/jgj activity to provide
3 . . . l .
in playing with a toy (Rubenstein and Howes, : .
klt:gt’hl:rs ofy ho%ne-reared children expressed more negative affgct toward their
4 children than did daycare adults to their students (Rubenstein and Howes,
ot i lling than were daycare
f home-reared children were more controlling yc:
1 xﬁtlttl: r?.:. they expressed more do’s and don’ts anq placed more rest%:tlon
on the’ir child’s behaviour (Cochran, 1977; Rubenstein and Howes, 1979).

i i It-child interaction is
1, the picture that has emerged regarding adu hil :
tha\Itn dE;E;: adultspare more physically involved and less rqsmcttliva and autlt;(;ré .
i Rubenstein and Howes, J
ian than are mothers of home-reared ch;ldren ( .
tlilll;ltatl::r 1980). While at first surprising, this pattcrg ﬁndtlt?%; rpa(l)ctehserg%(‘)l(zi::r;s;ad
, ir child’s needs wi eir
Mothers at home need to balance their ¢ ; . g
i i rtain objects or activities. Hen
with the need to keep the child away from ce : : .1
lly involved and relatively
others would be expected to be less p’hy51ca
lrlr?(;:l: driI;ective. In addition, home mothers don’t get a break nor do they hz:ive the
stimulation and company of other adults to the extent that daycare adults do.

Number and Consistency of Caregivers

The second major distinguishing characteristic of Tfﬁlycare ver;ll;)s, :13??5-;:3;2
iplici i in daycare. There are re
centres on the multiplicity of caregivers in : _ / :
here: one is the number of caregivers (or staff:child ratio), but more important is
the consistency of caregiving.

Regarding the latter aspect, it has become.clear that consistent czércglivfliggl ]18
not to be overlooked in planing classrqom assignments or activities. pec; Oducez
there is emerging evidence that inconsistent or unpredictable clarzgltvmg é) s
short-term anxieties and disorientation m.chlldren and can ezt) h0 pruf o
fear of separation from parent in the morning and less positive behavio
the day (Rutter, 1980).

i the optimal number of caregivers or the optimal staff-child
rati\Z)l,l ttllller i)gr:gi:?ng con§ensus suggests that for chi'l(!ren greater thgn % ysagsf, :EZ
precise number may be less critical than t‘he ability and organizatio Ak
teacher, in addition to aspects of the physical layout, e.g., o;;go;t};glratio or
isolated activity. Nevertheless, for children under 2 years, a stéa d.c i
close to 1:1 if physically and financially possible, is recommended.

The Question of Transitions

Finally, concern has been emerging about w_hat might be called hthe (tquetsi:ﬁn
of transitions’’ in daycare. Specifically, atten_tlon ha_s focused 0?, the po enWhez
disrupting effects of changing from one major setting to another, ﬁ.tg(.); e
dropping the child off in the morning or picking him/her up atfmg S
switching from one caregiver to another. Here also the question o con X Cany =
Predictability is paramount. It has become clear that these transmor:i o
Smooth or traumatic, depending on how they are handled by parents and day
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staff. Dropping the child off in the morning can produce some severe emotional
upset if the transition is not coordinated carefully. A distinctive and emphatic
greeting from the daycare staff person, coupled with a non-abrupt goodbye by
the parent and perhaps a final goodbye wave from the window will go a long way
to sustaining normal emotional equilibrium and activity in the child. On a more
general plane, the relatively more novel or unexpected changes in schedule,
people, and activities in a daycare environment necessities sensitivity to ensuring
that the transition proceed relatively smoothly and predictably.

Modifying Factors in the Effects of Daycare

While to this point we have been examining more general consequences of
daycare on the psychological growth of young children, it must be admitted that

the effects of daycare will vary significantly depending on a number of other
factors (Rutter, 1980).

Age

Some evidence suggests that daycare is more disruptive for children around
the period of maximum separation anxiety, i.e., between about 12 and 24 months,
then either earlier or later (Kagan, Kearsley & Zelazo, 1978). In addition, older
children develop peer interactions more easily than young children and hence
will adjust better (Rubenstein & Howes, 1976; Rubenstein & Howes, 1979).
Further, there is some feeling that in mixed-age groups of daycare children,
younger children around two years of age are more likely to be dominated by
three and four year olds and to lose more frequently in competing for the atten-
tion and nurturance of the caregiver.

Sex

Some scattered evidence suggests that daycare may be harder on boys than
girls (Moskowitz, Schwarz and Corsini, 1977). Some research has shown that
boys cried more and were more fearful of strangers than girls (Moskowitz,
Schwarz and Corsini, 1977). One tentative explanation of these findings is that
boys are more sensitive to stress and need more control to curb aggression.

Ordinal Position

First-born boys have been shown to be more fearful of separation than later-
born boys (Fox, 1977). While not studied extensively, there is reason to expect
that daycare will have different impact on first versus later-borns.

Temperament

There is a growing realization that children may differ in basic, perhaps
constitutional, temperament which could mediate the effects of daycare (Dunn,
1980). The degree to which a child is shy vs. outgoing, wary vs. exploratory, or
aggressive vs. cooperative will vary, and may significantly influence the nature

and quality of his or her daycare experience (Kagan, Kearsley and Zelazo,
1978).

Prior Experiences of Separation

i i i j daycare. Obviously, to
erience of separation may influence adjustment to ) .
th:: z}()tent that previous separations have been handled properly, the child will
deal more effectively with the transition to daycare.

Family Characteristics

Factors that may be important in adjusting to, gnd benefit'ting from cl.ayf:are
are: the security of attachment or pre-existing emotional security of the child; the
type of family organization; and single vs. dual-parent homes.

implicati i ff is that knowing about these
One implication of the foregoing for daycare sta . !
modrilfyingpfactors, including ordinal position, temperament, previous kinds of
separation and family background can provide valuable information on the indi-
vidual child and his or her family, which my increase the effectiveness of
daycare for that child.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In summary, the results of nearly two decades of work on the psych.ologicaci
consequences of daycare allow us to draw some.rez‘ls.onably firm concl‘usxo'ns an
to offer some tentative recommendations for optimizing the psychological impact
of going to daycare.

i i i does it impair emo-

1. Daycare is not necessarily psychologically harmful nor '

tior}llal security and attachment. In fact, good quality daycare may bene}f:t

intellectual growth of disadvantaged children. But we do not know about the
effects of poorer quality daycare.

2. In deciding when to put a child in some form of alternate care, the best adv1§§
seems to be either before 7 months or after 18 months or 2 years. From 17—
months there is greater risk of prolonged separation protest, and at least
short-term emotional upset.

3. Stability and continuity in staffing must be a prime concern. Within limits, it
is preferable to maintain the same staff on rt_zlatlvely predlcFab.le sch;dules,l
over reasonably long periods of time. Obviously acc.omphshmg t}us goa
would be enhanced if daycare workers were fully trained, and paid better
salaries so as to minimize rapid staff turnover.

4. Now that we have moved away from concern over the large questions of
attachment and emotional security, it has become apparent that daycare does
differ from home-rearing in ways that may affect the child’s cognitive and
personality characteristics. The evidence cited earlier on greater .ass‘ertlvene'ss,
curiosity and responsivity to novelty suggests that daycare is influencing
children in important ways that we need to understand.

5. Finally, as professionals we need to learn more about those characteristics of

children and their families that can significantly modify the daycare experience,
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both in the short and long run. The more we know about the interacting
effects of age, sex, ordinal position, temperament and family characteristics,
the better able we will be to understand and to help children adjust to and
enjoy daycare.

In conclusion, for those of us concerned with the lives of children, we have
learned a great deal about the psychological impact of caycare on their intellec-
tual and emotional growth. While some of our more radical fears have been
quelled, there are still many questions to answer if we are to provide the optimal
development we all so earnestly desire for children in our society.

Note: Preparation of this article was supported in part by grants from the Clif-
ford E. Lee Foundation and the National Sciences and Engineering Research
Council. The present summary and overview of recent literature drew
substantially on the work of Jay Belsky, Judith Rubenstein and Michael
Rutter.
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DAYCARE: DEVELOPMENTAL EFFECTS AND THE PROBLEM OF
QUALITY CARE

Jay Belsky
Department of Human Development,
Pennsylvania State University

ABSTRACT

Earlier research on psychological effects of daycare was usually carried
out in quality centres. However, more recent research designed to evalu-
ate the effects of more routine types of daycare involves the comparison
of children whose experiences have varied markedly. Quality care has, in
the longer term, no adverse effects. However, enrollment in poor quality
care may have a later sequel in some forms of anxiety and maladjustment.
In general, children from good quality centres tend to be more cooperative,
more intellectually capable, and more emotionally secure than children
who experience poorer quality care. Such differences may reflect aspects
of social structure which cause parents to place children in such care, as
well as the direct effects of poor quality care as such.

The Developmental Effects of Daycare

Research on the effects of daycare can be usefully organized around three
topics—intellectual, emotional and social development (Belsky & Steinberg,
1978; Belsky, Steinberg, & Walker, 1982). Before proceeding to present such a
review, it is necessary to highlight once again the very real limits of research
designs for studying the effects of daycare. Up until the past five years, most
inquiry into daycare was restricted to university-connected centres providing
high quality care (e.g., Ricciuti, 1974; Ramey & Campbell, 1979; Golden et
al., 1976; Rubenstein & Howes, 1979; this volume). This new work tells us not
simply what the effects of daycare can be for children fortunate enough to be
enrolled in special programs, but what they are likely to be for the overwhelm-
ing majority of children in daycare who are not exposed to programs with
special educational curriculums, well trained staff, and good caregiver-child
ratios.

Even more serious a concern from the standpoint of design than sample
limitations are the potential pre-existing differences that characterize children
reared in daycare and at home. In most investigations of the effects of daycare,
two samples are compared, one using daycare, the other being reared at home.
Such comparative designs are founded upon the assumption that where develop-
mental differences exist they can be attributed to variation in child care experience.
But a major problem, perhaps the major problem of such designs, and indeed
the *“Achilles heel”’ of daycare research, is that important differences are likely
to characterize home-reared and daycare reared comparison groups before varia-
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tion in child care is experienced (Roopnarine & Lamb, 1978). Under such
circumstances the attribution of subsequent development differences to daycare,
and thus the very notion of daycare effects, may be inappropriate.

This brief analysis of two of the major limits in daycare research could easily
and understandable lead the rigorous scientist to the conclusion that research on
the effects of daycare cannot be done well, or at least not well enough so that it
is useful for drawing valid conclusions. There are two reasons why I would not
draw this conclusion. The first is that if the principal question is whether
daycare is bad for children, then even nonperfectly controlled designs can
answer this question. Unless we presume that families which place their chil-
dren in daycare do a better Jjob of caring for their offspring before and during
their placement, then comparisons which consistently reveal few differences
between daycare and home-reared children should allay most fears that parents,
scientists, and policymakers are likely to have. Thus, while research designs
might not be the best possible to document the effects of daycare per se, they

appear good enough to chronicle deficits that may be associated with (as opposed
to caused by) daycare rearing.

My second cause for confidence in available daycare research derives from
the data themselves. Despite limits in design and especially measurement, find-
ings across studies are surprisingly consistent, even if not perfectly uniform.
And, as I hope to show, even where inconsistency is markedly apparent, this too
appears both explainable and meaningful.

Intellectual Development

Ever since the Soviet Union beat the United States into space with the launch-
ing of Sputnik in the 1950s, Americans have displayed great concern for the
intellectual development of their children. In point of fact, this is one reason
why the theories of Piaget and the cognitive perspective in general have come to
dominate the American psychological scene over the past two decades. Concern

for the effects of daycare on intellectual functioning merely reflects this histori-
cal influence.

An overwhelming majority of studies of the effects of daycare on subsequent
intellectual development have indicated no differences between daycare-reared
children and matched home-reared controls (Belsky, Steinberg, & Walker,
1982). Although a number of these investigators had found initial gains in one
Or many test subscales, all significant differences between daycare children and
matched controls disappeared during the program or soon after termination. In

reared in a daycare centre, family daycare home, or in their own homes by their
parents (Gunnarson, 1978). For children from relativ s
then, exposure to daycare, even to high-quality, cognitively enriched programs,
does not appear to result in any long-term gains in IQ test performance. Neither,

though, does it seem that any losses in intellectual performance result from
enrollment in daycare.
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to this conclusion regarding children from ac_ivantaged families, it
is cI)[f1 scizrrlltirgcszgnce that positive effects of the daycare experience on perforrillancc:lci.
: standardized tests of intellectual development have been rgported by a han .
(fml of investigators for those children who have been categorized as higher ris ;
tll:an the average middle-class child. It shou_ld be noted, hoyvever, that mosltl eod
the programs in which these economically—d'l§advant_aged children we;etﬁnrovar_
were specifically designed to provide cognitive enrlchment., a\lthfough 161)1,1 e
ied widely in the type and degree of special enrichment provided orf the ¢ s
and families involved (Belsky & Steinberg,' 1978). Lally, (1973), orb exa é:)ar;
found that while 29 percent of a low education, home-reared group o tzu(ril'ed 2
IQ below 90 on the Stanford-Binet test, only 7 percent of da_ycalz group di eri:
On the basis of these results, it would appear tha'it an ennch}ng ay'cﬁrﬁ'eﬁ?risk
ence may reduce some of the adverse affects typically associated with hig
environments.

Further support for this conclusion comes frgm a 1;)::5131:112?1 Vs\}t;;ig olf 9dga1y)caf§
i inning in early infancy (Ramey, Dorva ker- » 1981).

rtfu?‘sn:!%)rz?%gg:: ggroups oty children were com_pz_ired: (1‘) a high-risk expenmeg:g
group enrolled in a specially designed, cognitive enrichment dayc_are [inl)gro v é
(2) a high-risk, home-reared control group matched to the experlm.en ads(3) :
number of important variables (e.g., social class_, age, sex, raC(?), l:lm bk
general population contrast group reared at home in more econom;;:a y zril dvan-
taged households. During the period between 6 and 18 months, pe 1'0n:11af ki
the mental developmental subscale of tbe Bayley. Infant Test dec 1111(;34 f0r -
high-risk controls (from 104 to 86), while it remal'ned stable (near ) oarin
high-risk experimentals (who were randomly assigned to Fhe daycarte rsealeg
group). In addition, motor development subscale scores on this san(lje tes re_reared
significant differences between these two groups favouring the daycare
children.

-up comparisons demonstrate that these patterns of declme; in the level
of ?L?rlllc(;ivrmigg forlihe home-reared, economically dlgadvaptaged chllqlr(;ep atltllqrgf
stability for their daycare-reared counterparts continue into the dklll ds i e:
fourth, and fifth years of life. In fact, while quy 11 percent of t e daycar
reared children are scoring in the range of cognitive-educational handicap 1(1.e.é
L.Q. less than 85) at age five, a full 35 percent 'of the home—reargd gcf)tptro S ariS
scoring below this level of functioning. A possible reason for this di f[:]r'fl:gcen s
suggested by a recent analysis by O’Conqell and Farran ( 1982) of these c1 i ar:l:d s
linguistic functioning when observed with mother at 20 during free play i
structured give-and-take-an-object session. The expenmeqtal children care e
in daycare since their opening months of life engaged in more spontane: -
showing of objects, and relied upon words. more .frequently when glym,% a; 1
requesting. In sum, they appeared more hngulstlcfﬂly and commpmcl? 1\;u a);
competent, and it is just such competency upon which subsequent intellec
growth is likely to build.

The overall picture of evidence, duly qualified, suggests that th;:dday?arci
experience has neither beneficial nor adverse effects on the intellectua eve Oﬁ)
ment (as measured by standardized tests) of most chlldren..For ecppomlfcfgc ty
disadvantaged children, however, daycare may have an endurmg pogltxvete ore;
for it appears that such daycare experience may reduce the declines in test sc
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typically associated with high-risk populations after 18 months of age (Belsky &
Steinberg, 1978; Belsky, Steinberg & Walker, 1982).

Emotional Development

Historically, the mother-child bond has been of prime concern to those inter-
ested in the influence of early experience upon emotional development. Psycho-
analytic theory and early research on institutionalized children (e.g., Bowlby,
1951; Spitz, 1945) suggested that any arrangement which deprived the child of
continuous access to the mother would impair the development of a strong
maternal attachment and thereby adversely affect the child’s emotional security.
Since daycare, by its very nature, entails the daily separation of mother from
child, a good deal of attention has been devoted to discovering whether child
care outside the home does indeed disrupt the child’s emotional tie to his
mother. As already noted, the major strategy for making such an appraisal has
been to observe young children’s responses to separation from and reunion with
their mothers (usually in an unfamiliar laboratory playroom), and to see whether

children prefer to interact with their mothers, their caregivers, or a stranger in
free play situations.

In a very early, and therefore noteworthy study, Blehar (1974) observed
disturbances in the attachment relationships that children, 30 and 40 months of
age, and enrolled in daycare for five months, had developed with their mothers.
Specifically, while the 30-month-old children were more likely to show ‘anxious-
avoidant’’ attachments in their mothers (more resistance and avoidance behaviour
and less proximity seeking during reunion) than were their home-reared counterparts,
the 40 month old children manifested ‘‘anxious-ambivalent’’ attachments (less
exploration prior to separation, more crying and searching during separation,
and more proximity seeking and resistance behaviour to mother during reunion).
In each age group, the home-reared comparison subjects were more likely to
greet their mothers positively following the stressful separation experience, a
behavioural style that is considered an index of a secure emotional attachment
(Sroufe, 1979). Much criticism has been wielded against this study (Belsky &
Steinberg, 1978), and an attempt to replicate Blehar’s 40-month results, using
many more methodological controls, failed to find the home-care/daycare differ-
ences she discerned (Moskowitz, Schwarz & Corsini, 1977).

Results from several other investigations are contradictory in showing that
either daycare (Cochran, 1977; Ricciuti, 1974) or home-reared children (Doyle
& Somers, 1977) are more likely to get distressed upon separation from caregiver.
It seems ill-advised, however, to interpret group differences on a single measure
as indicative of a meaningful and functionally significant difference in psycho-
logical development (Belsky & Steinberg, 1978). This would seem especially
true in the case of a measure of distress following separation from mother, since
Kagan and his colleagues (1978) have observed that distress to separation shows
virtually the same developmental course in children reared in markedly different
contexts around the world, suggesting that it may be more maturationally pro-
grammed than experientially influenced. This is probably the reason why Kagan
et al. (1978) found, in the most comprehensive and controlled study to date, that
between 3 and 30 months of age daycare and home-reared infants did not differ
in their emotional responses to separation from mother.
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Further evidence of similar patterns of e.moti(}nat dj\é'zl(z)};mle(;ltlgl ﬁgﬁxe (a)llr:ic:
- i comes from a series ol studi -

?ggl:gzited&cglodcrl? 1976), 5-30 month olds (Doyle, 1975), 36 mqnth olds
(Roopnarine & Lamb, 1978), and 41-45 month plds (Portnoy & S%mmor;tst,‘
1978). In each investigation response to separation from z(llnq reurlno?ea\:/in
mother were generally equivalent between groups that varlgffm early o %
experience. Why then do Blehar’s (1974) previous results differ so mat 1 y?
Two explanations come to mind—one historical, the other developmental.

is 1 rtant to note that Blehar’s children were enrolled in daycare in tl}e
earlltylsl ;r%iso a time when daycare, especially for very young children, washs;\l,lel:
Jooked upon negatively by many. Possibly, then, the guilt tha}t parfents rrgtlyt ave
experienced in violating cultural standard§, or even the quality of care lda Le-s
offered when daycare was such a relatively new phenomenon, tclzoq BEES
adversely influenced the Blehar subjects. Thus, a cohort effect, em};]) azl;lnlg the
historical timing of daycare enrollment, might be responsible for her diverg

results.

iti it needs to be noted that Blehar’s children were only in dayqare
forA Sd crlxlfcl)(l)lrtlt?;b\;li::: evaluated. And recent g\{iflence indicates that.la trans:g;:
distress reaction’’ may be associated with 1n1,t1a1 adaptation to dai )k,1 .separzsii t1) N
from parents and thus may accom}; for BP}e:ltar s dat;.ssi?frgg;tsfz?g; t8 )1s v};(})‘i L
i several sources. First, Portnoy an 4 :
gzlo;?)rsrzlstflrizzlxplanation, were unable to replicate Blehar’s r_esults, but studﬁi
children who averaged 9 months of daycare experience prior togasfsessgxet:ha.t
And, in an entirely independent study, I}lanchard and Main (197 ) foun -
avoidance of mother, both during daily pick-up frpm daycare qnd ina strucr:r s
laboratory situation, decreased the longer that child had been in (.iazcafre t o
findings suggest, then, that young children may go through a penod o tsa s
adaptation to supplementary child care. But once they come to ur}n1 erst S
regular separation from parent need.not 1mp}y lo_ss of the attachment figure,
adaptation is achieved and problematic behaviour 1s reduced.

is important to emphasize that beyond the just di§cus§ed transient-distress
re:(t:tlison, rll)egative effecrt)s of daycare may be absent primarily ‘when supplemilllé
tary child care arrangements are reasonably stable and care 1s of a trfa;%na e
quality. In fact, a recent study of infants enrolled prior to their f1rsth irt < iagren
unstable (i.e., frequently changing) daycare arrangements reveals that chil ren
in such poor quality care arrangements are at risk for developing anx;o .
avoidant attachment relations with their mothers (Vaughq, Qove & Ege fant,
1980). An unrelated investigation by Schwartz (1984) also 1n_d1cates that in ar_lds_
starting full-time daycare placement during the ﬁrst'year dl_splay more av?l18
ance of their mothers when reunited with them follpwmg a brief separation o
months. Attachment relations characterized by high le_vels of such'av01§1an§:e,
and thus classified as insecure, have been found to predict problems in adjusting
to peers during the preschool years (Arend, Gove & Sroufe, 1979).

A follow-up study of the children in the Vaughn et al. (}980) investigation
led itsoali)thorsp to cobrllclude that even these apparently negaftive effects may not
be long lasting: “‘at two years of age the effects of out of home care wgre no
longer striking... For this sample, then, it appears that the cumulative a vegse
effects of out-of-home care were minimal’’ (Farber & Egeland, 1982, p. 120).
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episode which could lead a more cautious reader to a different conclusion.
Specifically, toddlers whose mothers began working prior to their infants’ first
birthday displayed significantly less enthusiasm in confronting a challenging
task than children who had no daycare experience. Furthermore, they tended to
be less compliant in following their mothers’ interactions and were less persis-
tent in dealing with a difficult problem than children who had never been in
daycare or who began daycare after their first birthday. Finally, they, like the
late-entry daycare children, tended to display more negative affect.

In a recent and provocative reanalysis of the Farber and Egeland (1982) data,
Vaughn, Deane and Waters (1984) demonstrate that the effects of early daycare
entry are indeed long-lasting, ‘‘but can only be understood when the interaction
of attachment history and nonmaternal care experiences are considered together”’
(p. 37, MS). For children classified as anxiously attached to their mothers at 18
months of age, no effect of daycare emerged; such children, regardless of
daycare utilization or timing of entry into daycare continued to display less
competent and more maladaptive behaviour in the problem-solving situation at
24 months. For children evaluated as securely attached at 18 months, however,
those who had entered daycare before one year of age received ‘‘substantially
less optimal scores on the 24-month measures than their home-care counterparts’’
(p. 37, MS). Indeed, although children who were secure at 18 months and
whose mothers never worked looked more competent at 2 years than the inse-
cure children from the early work group, no differences in functioning in the
problem-solving task were evident between children who were secure at 18
months and whose mothers started work before 12 months and insecure children
whose mothers never worked.

Since the initial Vaughn et al. (1980) analysis indicated that early entry is
associated with greater anxious-avoidant attachments, and since these new data
indicate that limits in child functioning become evident by 2 years of age even
when the attachment history was characterized by security, there seems to be
cause for concern about early entry to the kind of routine day that is available in
most communities. This would seem to be especially true in view of two
additional and recent studies which also raise questions about early entry into
daycare. In one which was conducted in Bermuda, and will be discussed in
more detail when we consider the second wave of daycare research, McCartney
and her colleagues (1982) found that *‘children who began group care in infancy
were rated as more maladjusted (when studied between 3 and 5-years of age)
than those who were cared for by sitters or in family daycare homes for the early
years and who began group care at later ages.’’ These conclusions, it is impor-
tant to note, were based upon analyses which controlled for a variety of impor-
tant background variables, including child’s age at time of assessment and
mother’s IQ, age and ethnicity. In a retrospective investigation of 8- to 10-year-olds
who had varied in their preschool experiences. Barton and Schwarz (1981) also
found daycare entry prior to 12 months to be associated with higher levels of
misbehaviour and greater social withdrawal, even after controlling for the educa-
tion of both parents.

past reviEWSs 111 OIGCL LU UlluvlsLuUle L puttaitially prviailila@iiv @l Aadmeimt = e = td
entry into community-based, as opposed to university-based, daycare (Bc?lsky &
Steinberg, 1978; Belsky, Steinberg & Walker, 1982). Supplementary child care
exerts little influence on the child’s emotional ties to his/her mother (other than
transient distress) except under certain conditions, as when chlldrer} are c?nrolled
in unstable or poor quality daycare arrangements prior to their f1rs§ blﬂhd?.y.
Under such conditions, infants may be more likely to develop a.pamcular kind
of disturbance in their relations with their primary attachment figure: they will
be likely to avoid her. Further, they may be more likely to display gmotxonal
and social problems in subsequent years. Important to note, though, is the fact
that such deleterious consequences may not be long-lasting or inevitable. Recall
that Farber and Egeland themselves concluded that little effect of early entry
was evident at 2 years. Further, studies of high quality care have failed to
discern negative consequences of early entry (Ricciuti, 1974; Kagan, Kearsley
& Zelazo, 1978; Ramey, Dorval & Baker-Ward, 1981).

Social Development

With respect to peer relations, available evidence indicates that_ daycare has
both positive and negative effects. On the positive side, Ricciuti (1974) and
Kagan et al. (1978) have shown that one- to two-year olds with group experi-
ence during infancy are more willing to approach a strange peer or continue
their play in the presence of an unfamiliar agemate, and Clarke-Stewart (1979)
has reported that 2- and 3-year-olds cared for in daycare centres, nursery schools
or family daycare homes display more cooperation while playing with a strange
peer and are better able to appraise the perspective of another than are agemates
reared by their mother or a babysitter at home. More recently, Vliestra (1.981)
has reported, on the basis of observations of 2-4-year-olds, that those experienc-
ing full-daycare, in contrast to those experiencing half-daycare gfor at least 6
months), engaged in significantly more positive interaction with peers a}nd
displayed more of what she regards as prosocial aggression (tattling, defending
property against counterattack, commanding, enforcing rules), but not more
hostile aggression (physical or verbal attack on others). Studies such as these
and others (Gunnarson, 1978) clearly suggest that daycare rearing may enhance
certain social competencies, probably by providing children with early aqd
increased opportunities to relate to peers. That these effects may be enduring is
suggested by Moore’s (1975) study of adolescents: boys who had experienced
group rearing prior to the age of five reported higher concern for social activities
and were also observed to be more sociable with peers and found to be chosen
more regularly by peers as likable than were boys who were home-reared during
their preschool years.

On the negative side, Moore (1964) observed that when these children were
preschoolers, those in supplementary child care arrangements (which were often
unstable) were more prone to toilet lapses and were more self-assertive. Schwarz
etal. (1974) found in one of the first studies to raise concerns about the effect of
daycare that preschoolers with daycare experience in infancy were more aggres-
sive (both physically and verbally) toward peers than a group of home-reared
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children who were enrolled in daycare for the first time when 3-4-years-old.
Vliestra’s (1981) earlier mentioned study raises some questions, however, about
these results which were based upon observer ratings. While her observational
data comparing children with part-time and full-time exposure to daycare failed
to demonstrate that full-time care was associated with greater aggression, teacher
ratings indicated that the full-time children were more aggressive. This contradiction,
she suggests, may be a result of the greater activity levels of the full-time
children which could have been interpreted as aggression by teachers. The
relevance of his interpretation for the Schwarz et al. ( 1974) study is to be found
in the fact that this early investigation discerned greater activity on the part of
preschoolers with extensive daycare experience. Could it be that aggression and
activity were also confused in the Schwarz study?

While this possibility cannot be discounted, the situation is further confused
by a recent retrospective study by Barton and Schwarz ( 1981) who compared
the teacher and peer ratings of 191 eight to ten year olds from white middle-
class families who varied in daycare exposure during their preschool years.
After controlling for maternal and paternal education, analyses revealed no
differences on teacher ratings of children, but peer ratings indicated that full-
time daycare exposure was associated with more aggression and attention-
getting—what Barton and Schwarz referred to as misbehaviour. Although the
evidence is by no means totally consistent, it does repeatedly suggest that in
some respects daycare children engage in more negative interactions with peers.
My own reading of these data is that with greater peer exposure comes greater

peer interaction, which is more likely to be both positive and negative in
quality.

When it comes to relations with adults, and the socialization of adult-like
behaviours, the available evidence also raises concerns. In the initial Schwarz et
al. (1974) investigation, observations and teacher reports revealed that pre-
schoolers with extensive daycare experiences were less cooperative with adults,
more physically and verbally aggressive toward them, and somewhat less toler-
ant of frustration. Results consistent with these data were reported a decade
earlier by Ralph, Thomas, Chess, and Korn (1964) who found that negative
interactions between middle- and upper-class first graders and their teachers
varied directly with the amount of group-rearing the children experienced prior
to first grade. Paralleling these results are recent findings from a retrospective
analysis of 5- and 6-year-olds who were reared at home or in daycare during the
preschool period. Robertson (1982) observed that boys with daycare histories
were rated by their teachers as substantially and significantly more troublesome
than peers cared for at home. Specifically, these daycare-reared boys were more
likely to be rated as having little respect for other children and as being quarrelsome,
disobedient, and uncooperative. Consistent with these findings are those reported
as part of a retrospective study of 2-year-olds from Bermuda who had been
cared for in daycare centres, by babysitters, or by mothers during their first
years of life. Analyses which included statistical controls for variation in mater-
nal and paternal 1Q, education, and occupation indicated that, in testing situa-
tions with adults, centre-reared children were more apathetic, less attentive and

less socially responsive (Schwarz, Scarr, Caparulo, Furrow, McCartney, Billington,
Phillips & Hindy, 1981).
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Additional evidence also suggests that daycare-reared children may orient to
peers more than to adults. Schwarz et al. (1974) found, for example, that while
preschoolers with prior daycare experience interacted more with peers than
teachers, the opposite was true of the home-reared children who were h.av_mg
their first group experience at age three to four (Lay & Meyer, 1973). Similar
results have been reported by McCutcheon and Ca;houn (1976) wh(_) obser\_/ed
that increased interaction with peers was accompanied by decreased interaction
with adults in daycare. The implications of this trend are suggested by several
results from Moore’s (1964) initial study that indicate th.aP daycare-reared pre-
schoolers are less conforming and less impressed by punishment.

Given these potentially disturbing effects of daycare on social dev_elogme.nt,
several comments are in order. Lest these data be taken as a sweeping 1qd1ct—
ment of daycare rearing, it must be noted that like all social and edgcatlonal
efforts, daycare programs are likely to reflect, and in some measure achieve, the
values held explicitly or implicitly by their sponsors and, through them, by the
community at large.

From this perspective, the tendency we have 0bsprved 'fqr all-day group care
to predispose children toward greater aggressivenqss, 1mpu1.sxv1ty and egocentricism
may represent a phenomenon specific to Amengan society, for these outcome
have been identified as characteristic of socialization in age-segregated peer
groups in America generally. That the phenomena may _ingleeq by.culturebopnd
is indicated by comparative studies of peer group socmllzatlon.m the United
States, the USSR, Israel, and other contemporary societies, which show that,
depending on the goals and methods involved, group up})ringing can lead to a
variety of consequences, ranging from delinquency and.v1olence at one extreme
to unquestioning conformity at the other (Belsky & Steinberg, 1978).

Ambron’s (1979) recent suggestion that daycare staff are more permissive,
more tolerant of disobedience and aggression, and less inclined to set.behakur
standards than parents is consistent with these conclusions. So too is McCrae
and Herbert-Jackson’s (1975) claim that the effects of daycare may be program
specific. Empirical support for these speculations can be found in Gunnarson’s
(1978) Swedish daycare study, the findings of whlch contradict much of the
datareviewed above. Specifically, naturalistic observations Qf S -y;ar-olds reared
since infancy in daycare centres, family daycare homes, or in their own homes,
revealed no rearing-group differences in children’s compliance and cooperation
with, and positive affect expressed towards adults. Moreover, structured doll
play assessments of these 5-year-olds revealed that daycare Chlldl‘t.:n were no
more likely than home-reared children to transgress against adult w;shes in the
face of peer pressures to do so. However, children reared in Swedish daycare
centres, in comparison to those reared in homes (by family .daycare prgwders or-
mothers), did engage more frequently in information sharing, compliance and
cooperation with peers. These data demonstrate not only tl}at daycare can pro-
mote positive peer skills, but that negative interactions with peers_and adults
which have been reported regularly enough so that they cannot be disregarded,
need not be more frequent in any rearing environment. Th1§ leads us to reafﬁqn
the conclusion quoted earlier: the effect of daycare on s_oc1al develqpment will
likely depend on the community and cultural context in which daycare is employed
as well as the particular practices of the daycare program.




Summary: Research on the Developmental Effects of Daycare

The findings with respect to cognitive development are probably the most
easy to summarize. There is no evidence that daycare influences the intellectual
functioning of children other than those from impoverished homes who are
reared in centres during infancy. Exactly how long such supplementary child
care experience buffers these children from the intellectual declines so fre-
quently observed among their home-reared counterparts remains to be seen.
With respect to emotional development, available evidence generally fails to
support the notion that supplementary child care negatively affects the child.
Indeed, new evidence suggests that many of the negative effects that have bee
found for daycare vis-a-vis infant-mother attachment may be more a function of
the timing of assessment than supplementary care per se. After 6 months of
daycare experience, young children seem to successfully adapt to their supple-
mentary care arrangements so that they are virtually indistinguishable from their
home-reared counterparts. Where group differences are evident, little consis-
tency across studies can be found, suggesting that the discerned effects of
daycare rearing are program specific or unreliable.

These conclusions seem to hold true except under circumstances in which
children are enrolled in care that is not of high quality prior to their first
birthday. Such early enrollment has been associated with the development of
anxious-avoidant attachment (Vaughn et al., 1980) and later maladjustment
(McCartney et al., 1982; Barton & Schwarz, 1981). In view of many failures to
discern a similar effect when children are reared in high quality programs, it
cannot be emphasized enough that these conclusions pertain to the potentially
deleterious consequences of early experience in poor quality care. What this
suggests, of course, is that very early day experiences need not be problematic.
Under conditions of high quality, development, at least so far as has been
studied to date, need not be compromised.

With respect to social development the news is both good and bad. Exposure
to daycare seems to increase both positive and negative interactions with agemates;
further, there is repeated evidence that this form of childrearing may also make
children less oriented and responsive to adult socialization. Since such findings
are by no means replicated in all or even most studies, either in this nation or in
others, it cannot be concluded that there are necessary consequences of daycare.
Indeed, the failure to discern negative effects in many studies clearly suggests

that while such disturbing consequences can be produced by daycare rearing,
they need not be.

This point is extremely important from the standpoint of policy. In response
to the science- and policy-oriented question, ‘Is daycare bad for children?’’, it
seems appropriate to conclude that it usually is not and certainly does not have
to be, but that is can be. In view of this conclusion, the orientation of scientists
and policy makers is forced to shift from one of daycare effects to the conditions
of care that produce different consequences. This would seem to be especially
so since parents who work need child care of some sort. If some arrangement
must be made it would seem to be incumbent upon a society to know what are
the best conditions for such care or, at the very least, what are the conditions to
be avoided. Fortunately, daycare research by child developmentalists has responded
to this shift in focus; indeed, it may have even preceded it.

Conditions of Quality

ch designed to evaluate the effects of daycare routinely involves the
cori;?r?;on of clglildrcn whose experiences have varied markedly. Some have
peen reared in daycare, others by their own parents. Such between-group designs
afford scientists and policymakers little insight into those c_ontextual pondltlpns
which are most supportive of development. 'Indeetli, sgch qurence is possxb.le
only indirectly—by comparing the results of investigations which sampled 'Chll-
dren from different daycare rearing milieus. Such between-study comparisons
are inherently problematical because of thc? large number of factors across which
investigations vary in addition to the quahty of programs from which they have
sampled children. Indeed, given the diversity of methods, procedures, and agesl
of subjects, study by study comparisons are onl_y useful at the most glqbal leve
of analysis, like a comparison of the results of investigations whlgh relied upon
community-based programs and those which relied upon university-sponsored,
research-oriented programs to examine the effects of fiaycare. In the preceding
analysis, I made reference to just such global comparisons.

The limits inherent to such approaches are the same as those inherent in social
class comparisons. Although one may be al_ale to document that clas§ is rela?e.d
to some developmental outcome, the question gf t!ow‘ or why remains empl_n-1
cally unanswerable because of the lack of specificity in tbe construct of socia
class. Recognition of this limit has led researchers to examine variation within a
social class in order to determine how a set of. experiences ‘Wthl.'l may be
probabilistically associated with a particular socioeconomic niche influences
development.

A comparable awareness has led policy-minded students of child develop-
ment to examine variation within daycare milieus in recent years. In part this
work has been motivated by the recognized limits of home care versus daycare
comparisons. It is also motivated, however, by the realization that da.y'care is
here to stay and thus that policymakers need to know about the conditions (?f
daycare, especially those that can be regulated, and how thc_:y gffect thg child’s
development. Toward this end, three approaches to specifying guahty have
been undertaken. One set of studies examines how regulateable dimensions of
daycare, what I will refer to as social structural parameters of daycare, relate to
child development. Investigations falling within this set attempt to relate to
child dimensions of daycare like group size, careglvc?r-chlld ratio, caregiver
training and whether or not a family daycare home is l'1<.:ensed or regulated
directly to the child’s intellectual, emotional, and/or cognitive development.

From a scientific standpoint such studies are limited since they cannot quc_lfy
why or how such social structural parameters influence the chll_d. In recognition
of this weakness, a second set of studies attempts to link social structure with
experience, since social structure is presumed to directly influence the types qf
experiences children actually have on a day-to-day basis in daycare. But why is
this important? Because it is assumed that it is experience that influences
development. In other words, this second set of investigations represent an
effort to identify the experiential consequences of social structure.

But these investigations, too, are limited, since they rgrg:ly ipclude an assess-
ment of the child’s development. Thus, although variation in group $iz€ or



caregiver training is limited to variation in experience, experience is rarely
linked to development. And this, of course, is the weakness that the third set of
studies address. Specifically, these investigations make an effort to relate observed

variation in experience, scaled on a high-to-low quality basis, to developmental
outcome.

Because only a single study has tried to coordinate all three pieces of this
causal model (social structure + experience + development), it is most useful
to discuss these investigations in blocks, weaving together results in order to
generate a coherent picture. This is what I will do in this section in order to

document what is currently known about the conditions and consequences of
quality care.

Social Structure and Child Development

Group size, caregiver-child ratio, and caregiver training are the dimensions of
daycare which have received the most systematic attention by investigators
interested in learning how parameters of daycare available to legislative regula-
tion influence, or at least covary with, individual differences in the development
of children reared in daycare. The National Daycare Study, which involved the
systematic investigation of 67 daycare centres in 3 major metropolitan areas
(Atlanta, Detroit and Seattle), was specifically designed to address issues of
concern to policymakers. Consequently, sites and centres were chosen to maxi-
mize diversity of the sample; centres varied widely in staff characteristics,
staff-child ratio, group sizes, and in the per-child expenditures and ethnic and
socioeconomic composition of client populations (Ruopp & Travers, 1982).

Analysis of the performance of approximately 1,000 children on standardized
tests of cognitive and linguistic development at two times of measurement (fall
and spring) revealed that group size and caregiver training were the most impor-
tant determinants of variation in children’s development. Specifically, children
cared for in small groups showed significantly greater improvement across
testing periods on examinations designed to measure kindergarten and first
grade reading readiness. Further, the specialized training of caregivers in sub-

ject areas pertinent to child care was also positively associated with child
achievement.

Size of daycare group has also been implicated in a recent study of the care
received by 64 two year olds in Bermuda who had experienced family daycare
or centre care during their first two years (Schwarz, Scarr et al., 1981). In this
investigation, maternal reports indicated that the size of the daycare rearing
group which children experienced during the first and second year of life was
negatively associated with a variety of developmental outcomes assessed when
children were two years of age. Specifically, large group experiences during the
first year were found to predict poor coordination, limited verbal expressiveness,
and behavioural deviancy. Similar experience during the second year of life was
related to limited attention span as well as poor coordination at the 24 month
testing. While the influence of a poor caregiver-child ratio also appeared to be
problematic, its pernicious effect seemed most striking when group size was
also considered. Children who were reared in large programs with few adults

per child displayed low attention spans, behavioural deviancy, hyperactivity,
and an introverted style.
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classroom activities like considering and contemplating, contributing ideas,
cooperating, and persisting at tasks. On the basis of these findings, and others to
be reviewed shortly, it seems reasonable to draw the conclusion that size affects
caregiving, which in turn influences child functioning in daycare. This may well
be the reason why size is also associated with daycare outcomes.

Interestingly, the NDC study found that child-to-caregiver ratio had little
effect upon the quality of preschoolers’ experience in daycare, though it was an
important determinant of infants’ experiences. More overt distress was observed
among children under three as the number of children per caregiver increased.
Additionally, in such high ratio infant and toddler programs, staff spent more
time in management and control interactions, and engaged in less informal
teaching (Connell, Layzer & Goodson, 1979; Travers & Ruopp, 1978). Biemiller

and his colleagues(1976) reported similar findings in a small study comparing
two infant daycare programs.

Other investigations also underscore group size and ratio as important determi-
nants of the quality of children’s experience. As part of an investigation of 40
toddlers in 16 daycare homes and 8§ daycare centres, Howes (in press) carried
out systematic observations (each lasting two hours) on 20 caregiver-toddler
dyads in each of these types of daycare settings. Results revealed that caregivers
with fewer children in their care (low group size, low ratio), who worked
shorter hours, and who had less housework responsibilities engaged in more
facilitative social stimulation (talk, play, demonstrate, toy, touch), expressed
more positive affect, were more responsive, and less restrictive and negative.
More years experience as a child care worker and more formal training in child

care were also related to the provision of such “‘high quality”’ care, it should be
noted.

In another investigation by Howes, 55 middle class toddlers from 11 daycare
centres and 16 family daycare homes were observed (Howes & Rubenstein,
1983). Toddlers in both settings with ratios of three or few children per caregiver
engaged in more responsive and spontaneous talking and were more positively
affective, as revealed by high levels of laughing, smiling, and sharing than
those in settings with between 3.5 and 6 children per caregiver. This observed
difference in child behaviour was quite possibly a function of the fact that, in
those locales with higher ratios, caregivers engaged in more spontaneous taling,
more hugging and holding, and more social mediation of objects.

Given the pattern of findings that seem to be emerging, it should not be
surprising that Vandell and Powers (1982) reported similar results in their
observational investigation of 55 white, middle class preschoolers (age 3-5) at 6
different centres varying in quality. High quality centres, operated by universities,
were characterized by a low caregiver-child ratio (1:5), high levels of teacher
training and child care experience, large amounts of space per child, and many
toys, whereas low quality centres had high ratios (1:24), low levels of teacher
training and experience, and less adequate toys. Sixteen minutes of observation
on each child revealed that in the high quality centres children were more likely
to interact positively with adults, and less likely to engage in solitary activities
or to be uninvolved in any sustained activity.
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Several of the studies mentioned above included analyses of family daycare
homes as well as daycare centres. Beyond pgrameters like size, .ratlo, and
caregiver training, it should be noted that three different types of family daycare
homes can be distinguished. Unregulated homes are those that are not lx.censed
or registered by a public agency. Unregulated care, although illegal in may
cases, is the most prevalent form of family daycare. Indeed, a 1971 survey
estimated that unlicensed care constituted 90 percent of all daycare arrange-
ments (Westinghouse/Westat, 1971). In regulated or licensed care, the provider
has been licensed by a state, county or local government agency (e_. s depar_c—
ment of human resources, county board of health). Across .the nation there is
considerable variation in licensing standards, but most deal with group composi-
tion (i.e., staff-child ratio) and basic health aqd safety measures. Licensed
homes are visited (often irregularly) by local officials whq review the health and
safety of the environment. Finally, sponsored or supervised homes are part of
networks of organizations of child care provide}'s. These are groups_of licensed
caregivers whose organization provides them with referrals and training or other
child support services (e.g., play material). Such networks freqt_lently' work on
the assumption that provision of training and assistance to caregivers improves
the quality of care provided.

A recent study of 41 sponsored (i.e., supervised}, 35 licensed, _and 23 unli-
censed FDC homes tends to corroborate this assumption. On the baS{s of lengthy,
naturalistic observations, Hawkins and her colleagues (Hawkins, WIICO).(, Gillis,
Porter & Carew, 1979) found that sponsored caregivers ‘were mgst mvo_lved
with their children (e.g., teaching, helping, offering direction), while providers
in unlicensed homes were least involved. Moreover, these sponsored homes
were found to offer safer physical environments (Stallings & Porter, 1980).
Probably as a consequence of such differences between types (_)f family d.aycare,
toddlers in the unlicensed homes were more likely to spend time on their own,
not interacting with anyone; were most frequently unhappy; anq were most
inclined to engage in antisocial behaviour (Carew, _1979).. Such differences in
caregiving environments and children’s experienges in family daycare are proba-
bly a function, at least in part, of the fact that unlicensed hqmes tend to have less
favourable adult-child ratios than do licensed an supervised homes (Emlen,
1977; Hall & Weiner, 1977).

On the basis of the work reviewed in this section, we see that those aspects of
the social structure of daycare which have been related to the developmen.tal
consequences of daycare tend also to covary in a meaningful manner with
variation in day-to-day experiences in daycare. ‘Such a pattern of covariation
provides support for the assumption that size, ratio, and training influence Chll.d
development by shaping experience. In order to make the strongest case possi-
ble for this influence, we turn next to investigations linking variation in day-to-
day experience to variation in the effects of daycare.

Daily Experience and Child Development

Studies that speak to the issue of how experience in daycare influences the
development of children exposed to such rearing have assessed a variety of
outcomes which can be broadly distinguished in terms of tho_sc; thgt assess
socioemotional development and those that focus upon cognitive-linguistic
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development. Interestingly, there exists striking similarity across studies in the
dimensions of experience that have been samples, even though measurement
procedures vary from caregiver or maternal reports to systematic behavioural
observation. The fact, too, that results are strikingly consistent makes these
studies relatively easy to summarize. In this section, then, a relatively global
summary will be offered of five different investigations before focusing in detail
upon the single most comprehensive study of this issue to date.

Golden and his colleagues (1978) studied approximately 400 children reared
at home or enrolled in one of 31 service-oriented, licensed, public, and private,
community controlled, group and family infant daycare programs in New York
City. Carefully collected observational assessments of the physical and social
caregiving environments at 12, 18, and 24 months revealed that 2-year-olds
who experienced high levels of cognitive and social stimulation scored apprecia-

bly higher on measures of social competence and language comprehension
when they were three.

Complementing these findings are those from another large scale investiga-
tion of infant-toddler daycare, this one conducted in California. Kermoian (1980)
found, on the basis of their observations of more than 225 infants in various
child care arrangements, that those in low quality milieus—characterized by
infrequent play and instructional interactions with caregivers, and frequent nega-
tive interactions, were less sensitive to experimental mother-infant separations
than were those reared in high quality centres (Kermoian, 1980). The infants’
failure activity suggested to these investigators that low quality care may increase
the development of avoidant attachment relations.

Variation in daycare experience appears to effect the quality of the child’s
emotional tie to its caregiver as well as to its parent. Such a conclusion emerged
from an investigation assessing the effect of variation in physical environment
and caregiver involvement of 17 daycare centres serving 35 white, middle class
children ranging in age from 19-42 months (Anderson, Nagel, Roberts & Smith,
1981). Children observed in the strange situation who come from centres where
caregivers were observed to interact frequently with the children and were
planned daily routines and activities, attractive physical space, and age-appropriate
equipment characterized the centres, behaved in a way suggestive of a secure
relationship to their caregivers. Specifically, the children exposed to such care
explored more freely and showed a preference for interacting with the familiar
caregiver over the stranger. In contrast, children from centres of low physical
quality and/or low caregiver involvedness displayed a preference for interacting
with the stranger whom they had never before encountered.

Rubenstein, Howes, and Boyle’s (1979) small scale study of infant daycare
also highlights the importance of caregiver involvement—a theme that keeps
reappearing in these analyses linking variation in day-to-day experience to
variation in child functioning. In their follow-up study of ten 3-year-olds cared
for in centres since 12 months of age, they reported that frequency of social play
with caregiver predicted subsequent greeting behaviour upon reunion with moth-
ers (r =.70) in a separation situation, while caregiver directiveness (i.e.,
intrusiveness) predicted future temper tantrums (r =.67). the possibility is
raised in this study that these daycare experiences which appeared to influence
later development may have been instigated by the children themselves; for

example, infants who were more socially oriented tended to elicit more playful
interaction from their caregivers.

The developmental significance of the quant'ity angl quglity of caregiver %nvol\fe—
ment is most apparent in a comprehensive investigation of 156 families with
preschoolers in daycare centres on the islaqd of Berrpuda (M_cC_artngy, Scarr,
Phillips, Grajek & Schwarz, 1982). The subjects of this study3 it is of 1nterest't0
note, ranged in age from 36-60 months and.represented v1rt}1ally the entire
population of preschoolers in daycare on the island. Observations of children
and interviews with directors were utilized to gather information on thf: activi-
ties children were exposed to and the stimulation they encountered. Chllq func-
tioning was assessed using standardized assessments of language, social and
emotional development, and data were gathered on farmly background $0 that
hierarchical multiple regression analyses could b{: carried out controll}ng for
confounding factors. The first variables e.ntered into regression equations to
predict child functioning were characteristics of children’s families, including
child age,and maternal 1Q, education, and ethnlc{ty. In the next step, status
characteristics of group care were entered, inclu@mg age at entry, .and mean
number of hours the child was in care. Finally, indices of the quaht_y of care
experience were entered; these included measures of the frequency with which
the child was spoken to by an adult when alone and when a part of a group, and
an overall quality of environment score based upon over 50 questions frqm two
instruments completed by specially trained raters after extended observations of
each centre.

Results revealed, consistent with findings reported alregdy,_ thgt_ even after
controlling for background characteristics, variqti_on in quality significantly pre-
dicted linguistic and social competence. SpeCIflcally,'a measure of adaptive
language and two ratings of intelligence and task orientation were strongly
effected by variation in quality among centres. In fact, in t.he case of 'langua'ge,
nearly 20 percent of the variances was accounted for by dlffgrencgs 1p'qua.11ty.
With respect to social development, nearly half the variance in socm_blhty (e,
extroversion) from a standardized measure of classroom be.ha.vmur (filled out by
parents and teachers) was accounted for by total quality; similarly a measure of
consideration for others was also predicted by positive aspects of the daycare
milieu. In contrast, children rated as dependent tended to come from centres
with low overall quality. Furthermore, poor emotional adjustment (i.e., anxious,
hyperactive, aggressive), as rated by caregivers, tended to occur in centres with
low levels of adult verbal interaction with children.

In sum, “‘children at the better quality centres score higher on measures of
language development... Caregivers at higher quality centres note their ghlldren
as more sociable and considerate than do caregivers with centres with less
adult-child verbal interaction and poorer overall quality’’ (McCartney et al.,
1982). Centres with limited verbal interaction also have children who look less
emotionally well adjusted, as revealed by higher levels of anxiety hostility/
aggression, and hyperactivity.

Conclusion

On the basis of the preceding analyses, it should be clear that not all daycare
is the same. There exists great variation in social structure, experience, and the
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outcomes associated with daycare exposure. Further, on the basis of the data
reviewed, a case can be made for the claim that social structure influences
experience which in turn affects child development. As we have seen, in centres
and family daycare homes in which group size is modest, ratios are low and
staff training is high, caregivers tend to be more stimulating, responsive and
positively affectionate, as well as less restrictive. Moreover, children who expe-

rience such care tend to be more cooperative, more intellectually capable, and
more emotionally secure.

What is so especially intriguing about these results of investigations aimed at
chronicling the conditions of quality daycare is how consistent they are with
research on family influences on child development. Whether we look at the
research on infancy or early childhood (for reviews see Belsky, Lerner &
Spanier, 1984; Clarke-Stewart, 1977), there is consistent evidence that certain
qualities of parental care promote optimal psychological development. In infancy
we speak of mothers being sensitive to their children and during the preschool
years Baumrind’s (1967) notion of the authoritative (as opposed 0 permissive
or authoritarian) parent captures the essence of quality care. Operationally these
terms refer to parents who are involved with their children, responsive to their
needs, controlling of their behaviour, but not too restrictive. Such growth facili-
tating care also relies heavily upon linguistic communication, which we know
fosters general intellectual development, as well as the use of inductive as
opposed to power-assertive discipline, which we know fosters prosocial
development. It would seem that in quality daycare, that is, in care systems in
which physical and personal resources are not overextended, sensitive, authorita-

tive care is also provided, and in this setting it continues to facilitate human
development.

What this analysis suggests is that it is not where the child is reared that is of
principal importance but how she is cared for. One’s social address does not
determine development, be it home care, daycare, lower class, middle-class;
rather it is the day-to-day experiences one has which shapes psychological
growth. Social structure is influential because it probabilistically influences
whether certain experiences will be experienced. When group size is large and
ratios are poor, individual attention to children falls victim to the exigencies of
coping with an overextended set of resources. Either restrictions and controlling
behaviour increase, or disregard and aimless behaviour on the part of the child
increases. Neither is in the child’s best interest. But when the necessary human
resources are available, daily experiences tend to be stimulating and rewarding,
and child development is facilitated. This is true in a daycare milieu as it is in a
family environment.
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ABSTRACT

There are two powerful and dangerqus social forces }mderlying th;: need
for daycare: consumerism, and arbitrary male dommapce. The former
lures parents into believing that they need to b:c making more m(f)ney
rather than caring for their children. Th.e la_tter d_rlves women away {Ic‘}r]n
nurturing their children to gain emancipation via tpe malrketplace.1 i
problem is that the shared, discontinuous, and changlng ca}retakers a mé)s
inevitable in substitute arrangements for the nurturing of infants and t (i
dlers puts at risk development of their capacities for lI&lSt, empathy, ax}
affection. No one sees these deficits because they don t shm\( up glear y
until adulthood, and even then they are not measurable like an 1ntclhgqnce
quotient is. What is worse, their absence can _actually be an asset in a
consumer society which often rewards the_: opposite values. But the capaci-
ties for trust, empathy,and affection are in fact the central core of what it
means to be human, and are indispensable for. adul_ts to pe able to form
lasting, mutually satisfying co-operative relationships with others. In a
world of decreasing size and increasing numbers of weapons of mass
destruction it is dangerous for these qualities to l?ecome deficient. What 12
needed is greater understanding of the pragmatic nature of the valtlnxels1 0
trust, empathy, and affection; means o_f measuring the degreg of ¢ eu;
presence or absence in adults; more raplq progress in the ellmlnatlon o
arbitrary male dominance; and closer examination of the destructive aspects
of consumerism.

Introduction

My concern is that daycare programs, in particular infant da)fcare, may be
Creating partial psychopaths. I see the need fpr_daycare resulting from two
widespread problems in our society — our addiction to consumerism, and our .
tradition of arbitrary male dominance. I submit that is makes more sense for
society to expose and rectify these underlying problems than to create an alter-
nate system of child care which puts at risk the development of partial psychopathy.

What is Psychopathy?

Itis an unsettling experience to meet a charming, intelligent person in whom
One can detect no abnormality, and then learn the gruesome details of one or
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more heinous crimes he has committed — crimes which reveal the utmost in
callous, unfeeling, unempathic behaviour. It is a shock to believe this person
with poise, charm, perceptiveness, clarity of though — who somehow exudes a
sense of supernormality — could actually have done such things. It forever
shakes one’s faith in the ability to detect abnormality.

We get used to the idea of being able to see emotional damage: the endless
self-torture of the neurotic, the obvious craziness of the psychotic, the limita-
tions of the severely retarded. That there can be gross emotional abnormality not
detectable as one talks with another person runs counter to our general experience.
The public fantasy of the mass murderer Clifford Olson, if you know only of his
offences, conjures up images of gross abnormality. If you had just met and
talked with him without knowing his background, you might even have enjoyed
his company.

This has been the enigma of psychopathy — first described as ‘‘manie sans
delire’’ by Phillip Pinel in 1801, later as ‘‘moral insanity’’ by Pritchard in 1837,
and more recently as the ‘‘mask of sanity’’ by Herver Cleckley.

Some Definitions and Classifications

I would recommend to the reader Chapter 22 of the Comprehensive Textbook
of Psychiatry, 3rd edition, Vol. 2 by Kaplan, Freedman & Sadock (1980). It is
eminently readable, authoritive and current. Much of what follows in this sec-
tion is based on that text.

At the present time there are a number of different classification schemes and
attempts to define psychopathy. One, which is used mainly in Scandinavia, is
built around four dimensions of personality — capacity, validity, stability, and
solidity. In Western European psychiatry eleven different personality types are
defined, among them depressive psychopaths, insecure psychopaths, compul-
sive psychopaths, fanatic psychopaths, affection-less psychopaths, attention
seeking psychopaths, labile psychopaths, and aesthenic psychopaths.

The International Classification of Diseases (ICD-9) defines personality disor-
der as ‘‘Deeply ingrained maladaptive patterns of behaviour generally recogniz-
able by the time of adolescence or earlier and continuing throughout most of
adult life, although often becoming less obvious in middle or old age. The
personality is abnormal either in the balance of its components, their quality and
expression or in its total aspect.’” The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of the
American Psychiatric Association elaborates further the classification and defini-
tion of personality disorders (Wito, 1977).

In 1938 Hervey Cleckley published the first edition of his now famous book
The Mask of Sanity. It is said of Cleckley that his descriptions of the psycho-
pathic personality served the same function that Kraepelin’s did for the recogni-
tion of schizophrenia. Cleckley uses some general phrases to describe the defi-
cits found in psychopaths:

Psychopaths fail to know all those more serious and deeply moving affec-
tive states which make up the tragedy and triumph of ordinary life, of life
at the level of important human experience...
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Objective experience is so bleached of deep emotion that the psychopath
is invincibly ignorant of what life means to others.

Those who have dealt with psychopaths for any length of time get a feeling
for the meaning for those rather poetic descriptions of the core deficit of
psychopathy. For me the deficit can best be described as an inability to trust, an
inability to empathize, and an inability to form affectionate relationships, a
personality style which I shall argue may be fostered by some forms of daycare.

Cleckley also provided a checklist of some 16 symptoms frequently associ-
ated with psychopathy: superficial charm and good intelligence; absence of
delusions and other signs of irrational thinking; absence of ‘‘nervousness;”’
unreliability; untruthfulness; lack of remorse and shame; inadequately moti-
vated antisocial behaviour; poor judgment; pathological egocentricity and inca-
pacity for love; general poverty in major affective reactions; specific los§ of
insight; unresponsiveness in general interpersonal relations; fantastic behaviour
with alcohol; suicide rarely carried out; sex life impersonal, trivial and poorly
integrated; failure to follow any life plan.

Prevalence

Estimates of the prevalence of personality disorders come from several sources.
Using a rural community in Nova Scotia, the Leightons and their co-workers
(1963) surveyed 1010 households that they obtained from a systematic sample.
They found 18 percent of the men and 11 percent of the women affected by
some kind of personality disorder. Studying an urban population of 1660 per-
sons in the Midtown Manhattan study, Langer and Michael used different
survey instruments but observed roughly the same prevalence (Langer, 1963).

In a study involving the interviewing of a complete community of 2550 in
rural Sweden, Essen-Moller and Hagnell (1975) were able to enumerate the
number of those with personality disorders in an entire population — 5 percent
of the women and 9 percent of the men.

Cleckley (1982) in discussing the prevalence of the anti-social personality
disorder says: ‘‘I have been forced to the conviction that this particular behaviour
pattern is found among one’s fellowmen far more frequently than might be
surmised from reading the literature... It presents a sociologic and psychiatric
problem second to none.”’

What is Partial Psychopathy?

Wells (1981), a psychiatrist at the Mayo Clinic has described what he calls
Iestricted psychopathy. But Cleckley (1982) in a section of his book entitled
“Incomplete manifestations or suggestions of the disorder’” has been the most
explicit in trying to describe partial psychopathy:

Some of these patients I believe are definitely psychopaths but in a milder
degree, just as a patient still living satisfactorily in a community may be
clearly a schizophrenic but nevertheless able to maintain himself outside
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the shelter of a psychiatric hospital... I believe that in these personalities
designated as partially or inwardly affected, a very deep-seated disorder
often exists. The true difference between them and the psychopaths who
continually go to jails or to psychiatric hospitals is that they keep up a far
better and more consistent outward appearance of being normal. This
outward appearance may include business or professional careers that
continue in a sense successful, and which are truly successful when mea-
sured by financial reward or by the causal observer’s opinion of real
accomplishment. It must be remembered that even the most severely and
obviously disabled psychopath presents a technical appearance of sanity,
often none of high intellectual capacities, and not infrequently successful

in business or professional activities for short periods, sometimes for
considerable periods...

The chief difference between full blown psychopaths and partial psycho-
paths lies perhaps in whether the mask or facade of psychobiologic health
is extended into superficial material success. I believe that the relative
state of this outward appearance is not necessarily consistent with the
degree to which the person is really affected by the essential disorder. An
analogy is at hand if we compare the catatonic schizophrenic, with his
obvious psychosis, to the impressively intelligent paranoid patient who
outwardly is much more normal and may even appear better adjusted than
the average person. The catatonic schizophrenic is more likely to recover,

and despite his appearance, is often less seriously disordered than the
paranoiacs. ..

...I believe it is probable that many people outwardly imposing, yet
actually of insignificant emotional import really are so affected.

Causation

The causes of psychopathy are not clearly understood. Any thorough review
of the matter includes a discussion of possible genetic influences, constitutional

influences, cultural influences, and maturational influences, as well as environ-
mental influences.

The nurturing of the infant in the very earliest years has been most frequently

implicated in psychopathy. To quote the Comprehensive Textbook of Psychiatry
(Kaplan et al., 1980):

In making sense out of those findings, one must remember that method-
ologically it is easier to gather the adoption data than to follow children
with well-studied childhood environments, prospectively into adulthood.
In animal research, where environmental manipulation is possible, cross-
fostering studies have demonstrated that the environment is often domi-
nant over genetics in shaping behavioural patterns. Work by Glueck and
Glueck is unique in combining the study of mothers and heredity in a
prospective follow-up: it also provides compelling evidence for the impor-
tance of the maternal environment in antisocial disorder (p. 1566).

It is likely that a clearer understanding of environmental influences will
evolve as we increasingly learn how to observe and document the emotional

79

subtleties of infant-parent-infant interactiqns —as we, soto speak, make obge;va—
tions under higher and higher magnification. The burgeoning new field of infant
mental health, the growing number of clinicians focussing on this area amli the
variety of research being done all' suggest that we may one day be abfe lﬁo
understand in detail the early environmental factors 1r!volved.. Instead of t ?
crude fact *‘he was moved through seven foster homes in the first two years o
life”” we can now talk about specific details of. attachment, and for example tl*}e
emotional availability of caregivers at many different stages of development.lﬁ
the first eighteen months. Moreover, we can now study these phenomena wit
such techniques as the microanalysis of videotape rfeco.rd{ngs. My own view is
that the understanding of the environmental causes is similar to that of learning
about the effects of exposure to radiation which produce damage only detectable
fifteen or twenty years later.

Why is Infant Daycare Suspect?

Why is infant daycare suspect as having the potfzntial to productf, _pam?ﬂ
psychopaths? The reason is that those capacities whlgh are most deficient in
psychopathy — the capacity to trust others, the capacity for empa;hy, and the
capacity for affection, develop as a result of attachment in the earliest years of
life.

The child psychoanalyst Selma Fraiberg (1977) has been most explicit:

_..we can see that the diseases of non-attachment give rise to a brogd
range of disordered personalities. But if I have emphgsized the potentlal
for crime and violence in this group, I do not wish to distort the.plcture. A
large number of these men and women distinguish themselves in no other
way than their attitude of indifference to life and an absence of human
connections. ..

Once extensive study was done on unattached childre_n, some (_)f the
missing links in etiology appeared. We now know that if we fail in our
work with these children, if we cannot bring them into a human relationship,
their future is predictable. They become, of course, the p_errnanently
unattached men and women of the next generation. Beyond this, we have
made an extraordinary and sobering discovery. An unattached child, even
at the age of three or four, cannot easily attach himself, even when he is
provided with the most favourable conditions for the formation of a.human
bond. The most expert clinical workers and foster parents can testify that
to win such a child, to make them care, is the work of months and years.
Yet all of this, including the achievement of a binding love for a partner,
normally takes place, without psychiatric consultatl.on, in ordinary homes,
and with ordinary babies, during the first year of life...

It is important also to note what Jerome Kagan ((;ayley, 1983) has to say —
for his work is often cited to ‘‘prove’” that daycare is not harmful:

We don’t know how to measure attachment. We use st_lp_erficial measures,
although the best available... I wouldn’t be surprised if in the next twenty




years there are more sensitive measures of attachment — maybe daycare
children are less closely attached.

There are two major forces in society which are combining to force parents to
make risky and mutually less satisfying child care arrangements. One is our
inculcated addiction to consumerism and the other our irrational tradition of
arbitrary male dominance.

Consumerism

Altschuler and Regush (1974) have wisely observed that the corporate con-
sumer system has imposed it’s own domination of reality and its own definition
of the ‘‘good life’’ on all of us. The mass media have imposed on us a concep-
tion of reality which defines for us what happiness is, what the ‘‘good life’” is,
what the human being is potentially capable of achieving, in fact, all that we
hear, say, and think. Simple observation shows that they have been extremely
successful. But in the process they have left us believing that happiness can be
achieved only by continually buying new products and services:

Many couples feel compelled to show they have made it together by what
they have accumulated. When the debts begin piling up, and economic
strain becomes a constant feature of the relationship, rather than cut back
on the good life, the husband, as mentioned before, begins to work more,
or, as is the growing necessity these days, the wife begins to work. The
cycle is apt to grow more vicious if, rather than admit that their way of life
is the source of the problem, the wife — who is forced to work to help pay
the bills — identifies with ideologies to justify her activity, and adds to
the problem by getting farther and farther away from its root...

The relationship between man and women must be examined within the
total context of a society such as ours, which tyranically and with startling
ingenuity sells dreams in the marketplace and fosters an outmoded work-
to-buy cycle to make these dreams a reality. This is not the nineteenth
century. We are living in a highly technological society which holds vast
potential for providing us with the necessities of life, and at the same time
freeing us from stupid, meaningless work. The emphasis should be to
utilize this technology so that we have less jobs and more time to relate to
each other as human beings and benefit from our true creative expression. ..

In the same vein, Gregg (1977) observes that:

Simplicities must not infringe upon the minimal needs of individuals, or
upon even the wise surplus margins above those minima. But inasmuch as
the desires of mankind are boundless, and we all tend to rationalize our

desires, there is endless dispute as to how wide the surplus margin should
be in order to be wise...

Likewise, in support of this thesis we can cite Gardner (1976):

...Without making distinctions between those who have money and those
who do not, we can say of most Americans at the present time that they
suffer from a hunger of the soul, which they try to satisfy by eating too
much, smoking and drinking too much, buying too much, looking at too
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V. and rushing around more and faster than necessary. Their
gi?fi?fiﬁed hunger drivegs them to self—destrpying life habits and the grow-
ing gap between what they need from life and what they succeed l;n
getting opens them to anguish and despair that they try to suppress by
sedatives, stimulants, and mind-changing drugs in enormous amounts, at
enormous cost.

___We know that millions of Americans in rural as wgll as l}rban areas are
{ll-fed, ill-housed, and ill-clothed. We could be so incautious as to sup-
pose that these areas are the centre of poverty in our society. Yet how
many gleaming, cheerful, well-centred faces one sees among men and
women whose livelihood is meagre; and how many cl:louded,.petulant,
craving faces among those who seem to h?.VC everything! Which of the
two is poorer? And if want cries out s0 painfully, s0 balefplly, from the
squalor of ghettos, how much of this sense of want is the simple need for
more adequate food, housing and clothes; and how n}ugh rqsults from
inner deprivations and distortions that can hardly be distinguished from
those of pampered rich?...

In my judgement those who are least able to establish mutually satlfifymg,t
lasting, trusting and affectionate relatlonshlps are most attracted to an bmosd
require the consumption of goods and services (and status anq careerism base
on consumption) to give meaning to their lives. And if the drive for ev§r more
consumption requires that one’s children be reared by shmed and changing
substitute caregivers, the next generation Qf consumer addy:ts may be g.etlt.mg
off to a good start. If the need to find meaning in consumerism and materia 1s(rjn
were the only hazard of partial psychopathy perhaps we should not be concerned.
Would that psychopathy were such a benign disease.

Arbitrary Male Dominance

Albee (1981) has stated some of the realities of sexism bluntly but accurately
as follows:

Sexism means ascribing superiority or inferiority, unsupported by any
evidence, in traits, abilities, social value, personal worth, and other chaf:
acteristics to males or females as a group. The *‘standard of excellence
usually is the white male.

Most commonly sexism involves perceiving and agting_ toward females a?c
if they are categorically inferior. This places sexism in the ?anth?ondod
prejudices alongside racism, ageism, and other political pathologies defende
as part of natural eternal cosmic truths revealed and supported by religion
and science. The hand that writes the truth has long been attached to the
“masculist’” patriarchal body. And whether the writer has been engaged
in producing scripture, literature, scientific treatises, or law — or painting
pictures or writing songs — the result is the same: }(1qgs rule by divine
right, slavery is a natural consequence of the superiority qf the magterg
and the inferiority of the slaves, and women are born to be objects deprive
by nature of autonomy and freedom and subservient to the master sex.
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Sexism is woven into the texture of our lives and damages both the sexist
and the target group. Not only are many forms of psychopathology pro-
ducedinthe victims of sexism, but sexismitselfis aform of psychopathology.
Traditionally, a major criterion of mental disorders is the judgment that
the person is so irrational and emotionally out of control as to be danger-
ous to others. According to this definition, sexists (along with anti-Semites,
antigays, racists,and bigots of all kinds) should be defined as emotionally
disturbed.

Individual members of groups that are the objects of prejudice and are
mistreated tend to live a powerless, pathological existence. Understandably,
members of the group often accept the prejudiced view of themselves.
Social learning theorists point out that symbolic models portrayed at
home, on T.V. and in books and magazines are important sources of sex
stereotyped attitudes. The descriptions become self-fulfilling prophecies.
Members of the group begin to live and behave in ways that are expected
of them, and they become caught up in self-perpetuating behaviour, thereby
reinforcing the prejudices.

Whether the woman’s defect — her fatal flaw — is explained on the basis
of Freudian chauvinism (penis envy), on observable physical differences
(the weaker sex), or on historical guilt (Eve caused the Fall), the result is
the same. We see profound and debilitating suffering in the victims,
acceptance by some of them of the values and beliefs of their oppressors
(see Morgan, 1973), and widespread learned helplessness and despair.
We also hope to see a spirit of resistance and revolution emerge that
gathers strength through mutual support, encouragement, and the enlist-
ment of significant numbers of defectors from the oppressor group.

As Kolbenschlag (1979) observes:

In a sense everyone’s liberation depends on the liberation of white males,
precisely because they have the power to prevent women and minorities
from seeking a broader range of alternatives if they do not play the game
by the rules of the masculine value system. Unless (you) can admit that
(you) are the problem and begin the task of liberating (yourself) and
dismantling the male-ordered system, many so-called *‘liberated’” women
will be seduced into a patriarchal, elitist, one-dimensional, masculine
role. We will simply have a new set of ‘‘half-persons’’ who happen to be
female.

What is needed is more widespread recognition of the costs hidden beneath
the glitter of unbridled consumerism and its basis in male dominance and the
psychological carnage ensuing from arbitrary male dominance.

The energy and resources spent creating costly and potentially dangerous
substitute child care arrangements would be better spent exposing and dealing
directly with these underlying problems.

Note: This paper is based on a presentation to the Fifth World Congress of
Child Abuse, Montreal, September, 1984.
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MOVEMENT AND THE DEVELOPING CHILD;
A PRACTICAL RE-EXAMINATION

David Bean
Faculty of Education,
University of Calgary

ABSTRACT

Movement education for 5- and 6-year-olds has frequently ignored the
pre-operational and egocentric psychological stage of their development.
A new approach to movement education is described which accommo-
dates the young child’s concern with self, and the beginning of co-operative
activity in relation to simple and easily understood movement tasks which
are based on a minimal of verbal and intellectual instruction. The program
aims to develop basic movement skill, desirable social behaviours, and
the development and maintenance of a love of physical activity.

Introduction

Most of us with professional, and in many cases personal, interests in young
children have developed a knowledge of fundamental aspects of child develop-
ment theory as a part of that professional preparation. In most cases, the nature
of the developing child will have been examined as part of broader coverage in,
perhaps, behavioural psychology or teaching and learning. Only rarely, however,
is the development of the young child taken beyond the theoretical structure in a
systematic and cohesive way in relation to specific aspects of learning experiences.
The purpose of this paper, therefore, is to redress some of this imbalance by first
identifying and clarifying significant attributes and needs of the young child and
then examining how best this understanding might be used to enhance learning
and teaching. ‘“Young’’ in this context may be broadly defined as the kindergar-
ten or grade one child, the 5- to 6-year-old.

Information Processing and Conceptualization

In games and physical activity, the ‘‘child as a young adult’’ syndrome dies
hard, often even when the adults present are relatively well informed and
positive in approach. The fact that the child processes information in a manner
that is qualitatively different from that of the adult tends to be ignored in favour
of a need to adhere to the pre-determined and adult established activity or
Pattern of movement. There is a ‘‘perception gap’’ that frequently appears to be
a very difficult one to bridge, in large part because the adult is either unable or
unwilling to accept the fact that children do indeed process and interpret informa-
tion differently. We tend not to acknowledge that no matter how positive, well
meaning and understanding the teacher, if the methods used ignore the unique
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characteristics of the child, then the whole teaching/learning process cannot be
optimally successful.

In the area of information processing, Piaget categorizes the 6-year-old as
pre-operational and egocentric, an individual who tends to centre attention upon
an isolated feature of particular stimulus display to the neglect of all else. He or
she is also likely to concentrate on the present state, ignoring the changes that
alter one state of an object to another. Similarly the age group is characterized
by irreversibility of thought; implying a lack of awareness that actions can be
counteracted by reversing them. And yet in so many games and movement
situations one sees a level of sophistication presumed by the teacher that bears
little relation to reality. If movement skill and understanding are the prime
concerns of the teacher, as far as the child is concerned, it is essential that the
elements of the skill are presented as units that are sufficiently clear, simple and
distinct for the child to focus on and comprehend. Similarly, where understand-

ing is needed, appropriate concepts must be equally simply presented and,
above all, clearly related to the skill itself.

Most teachers (even movement education teachers!) have a strong tendency
to over-verbalize. One of the foremost essentials for the 6-year-old in process-
ing the movement information that he receives, however, is the ready availa-
bility of concrete examples and opportunities for practice. At this age he is a
doer. Abstract ideas and concepts, suggestions and advice have little meaning or
value unless they can be seen, tried, used and experimented with. Thus, for
example, the concept of resilience to provide lightness in landing from a jump,
only begins to have meaning when we provide the child with a wide variety of
activities, examples and challenges that enable him to relate the concept to what
is actually happening. Even then, the relationship of concept to practice must
still be taught in order to ensure understanding. Seeing and feeling the contact of
feet with ground in landing is the key to meaning in this case, with the teacher
ensuring that the appropriate concept is linked with the action.

The Concern With Self

The egocentricity of children at this age is perhaps one of the most obvious
attributes and is further evidence of an inability to reverse and coordinate other
points of view. Whilst there may be, in the average child, a general willingness
to ‘‘get along,”’ the major tendency is to play beside each other rather than
cooperate or even compete specifically. In trying to acknowledge this character-
istic the teacher is confronted with something of an anomaly. On the one hand,
the fact that the child is primarily concerned with self must logically provide a
basis for the development of teaching approaches and the establishment of
relationships. On the other hand, the teacher must be equally concerned with the
encouragement of desirable social attributes; most importantly, cooperation.
Piaget (1965) suggests that traditional education in early childhood has rein-
forced egocentric behaviour and hindered socialization by emphasizing constant
individual work and subsequent competitive assessment.

Sensibly, and this is particularly the case in movement education situations,
both egocentricity and the need for desirable social behaviour must be acknowl-
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information to the child would be shaped by the content of the task and by
general guidance provided by the teacher.

The provision of simple, intrinsic feedback as a part of movement tasks and
problems with young children does not eliminate the need for the teacher to help
and advise, but it is certainly a step towards catering for the urgency that is felt at
this age.

Activity and Energy

The energy and high activity level of 6-year-olds can be awe-inspiring to the
teacher whose responsibility it is to channel the energy into movement experi-
ences that are part of an overall educational scheme. Add to this a pronounced
tendency to tire quickly and the short attention span mentioned earlier and the
challenge becomes formidable. In fact we have something of a paradox. High
activity needs and rapid fatigue are seemingly contradictory. What we see,
however, if we observe the kindergarten/grade one group closely is that there is a
general need for high levels of activity coupled with a tendency to fatigue that is
associated with the repeated use of specific movements, activities and muscle
groups.

It is essential that we shape the movement teaching situation to meet these
particular needs, since the kind of activity produced by the child will determine
whether or not effective learning takes place. Three elements provide a key to
successful accommodation of the high activity/rapid fatigue tendency:

1. The availability of sufficient equipment and space so that each child is able to
spend the maximum amount of time directly involved with the skill concerned,
rather than waiting, sharing or involved in subsidiary activity. Ideally, this
would mean one piece of equipment per child, though in many cases one
between two children would be adequate.

2. An emphasis from the teacher that children remain ‘‘on task,’’ concentrating
on the specific demands of the work assigned.

3. Activity based upon individual work and small groups using space and bound-
aries that are easily seen and recognized and whose significance is readily
understood in relation to the skills being learned.

4. The physical nature of the activities themselves should change sufficiently
frequently to counteract the problem of fatigue caused by over-long use of a
particular muscle group or type of activity. ‘‘Rest periods’’ are not likely to
be needed in a typical 25 minute activity session, but frequently changes in
the type, pace and nature of movement are essential.

In conclusion it is worth returning to a concern expressed earlier, that of the
need to see these children as unique beings with characteristics peculiar to the
age group. As teachers, if we ignore the practical implications of child develop-
ment theory, we do so at our peril. The 6-year-old is unsophisticated in movement;
the basic, simple and the fundamental remain challenges to be explored and,
given sound guidance, eventually met. It is a process that cannot and should not
be hurried in favour of more highly structured, adult-type activity. Ideally at this
age we are striving for progress in three directions: the development of basic
movement skill and understanding, desirable social behaviours, and the develop-

i i ivi ical application of
t and maintenance of a love of physical activity. The practica
[\x:t we know about physical, psycho-social and intellectual attributes can greatly

enhance this progress.
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Research Notes and Coniercnce RepuiLis

FATHER-ABSENCE: A SUMMARY OF SOME RECENT
PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDIES

P.S. Fry
Department of Educational Psychology,
University of Calgary

There is a vast array of literature which confirms unequivocally the indispens-
able role which mothers play in the social and emotional development of children.
This literature draws out the salience of the maternal role and establishes without
doubt the contribution that mothers make to the social and emotional develop-
ment of children. However, almost all of the earlier and current studies assessing
mother-child interactions and mother’s influence in child rearing were done in
the context of intact families where fathers were also assumed to be contributing,
directly and indirectly, to child development.

Today, however, the best statistical predictions suggests that increasing num-
bers of children are going to experience their parents’ divorce and that a majority
of these children will reside with their mothers and be subject to father-absent
child-rearing. Thus one theme in recent investigations is the extent to which
prolonged father-absence affects the healthy personality development of children
raised predominantly by mothers. Father-absence effects on a wide variety of
social, emotional and cognitive characteristics of children and their personality
development have been the topic of extensive studies for the past two decades or
more. Although many of the recent studies have stressed the importance of
fathering to children in intact families, the direct effects of father-absence on
children’s personality and cognitive development are still contested. In a 1973
review of the effects of father-absence, Herzog and Sudia concluded that father’s
absence from the home makes no difference whatever to the child’s achievement
or development. More recent studies, however, have tried to overcome many of
the earlier methodological problems in research on father-absence effects. In
other words, researchers are now employing a more concise definition of father-
absence, which takes into account varying reasons for father-absence, duration
of father-absence, child’s age at the onset of father-absence, and/or the availabil-
ity of father substitutes during the period of father-absence. Thus the more recent
investigations are in a better position to challenge the basic conclusions of
previous studies in father-absence effects.

A number of studies which I have done to assess the effects of father-absence
on children’s achievement motivation, cognitive development, and interpersonal
orientation are based upon the confluence model of intelligence developed by
Zajonc (1976) and Zajonc and Markus (1975). The confluence model of intelli-
gence stresses the significance of the family configuration and provides a theoreti-
cal framework for the examination of the effects of father-absence on children’s
personality and cognitive development. Within this model it is contended that
when an adult figure or an older sibling is absent or is totally or relatively
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unavailable for a long period of time in the early years of child development, the
family configuration is likely to become impoverished in terms of the cognitive
feedback and intellectual stimulation that this adult member can provide. Thus,
in the average household, Zajonc and Marcus would argue that the father more
often than the mother has been the more achieving parent who is at a higher
intellectual development. Thus father-absence implies that the more achieving
parent who would normally impose high standards of incentive on the children

and provide more cognitive stimulation during the early formative years, is
missing.

Our own work has examined the question of how children’s development
appears to be affected by fathér-absence. In a 1982 study (Fry & Grover, 1982)
we studied equal numbers of father-parent and father-absent third grade children
who were matched on a number of socio-demographic characteristics. For these
third grade children, fathers had been absent for a period of three years. These
children were assessed on measures of social problem-solving performance.
Father-absent children were found to have significantly lower scores on measures
of social problem-solving and measures of ego-strength which include the child’s
ability to share feelings and to have a sense of personal adequacy. In phase two
of the same study, half of the children from the father-absent category received a
15 week social problem-solving intervention program which was conducted by
adult male models. Results demonstrated that father-absent treatment subjects
compared to father-absent control subjects improved their problem-solving skills
significantly. The findings from phase two of the study are therefore very encour-
aging for us in that they suggest that the adverse effects of father-absence on
children’s social problem-solving competency are reversible and may be rectified
by children’s exposure to father substitutes and adult male models.

Our results suggested that children who experience three to five years of
father-absence were less adept in comprehending social role concepts. Our tenta-
tive conclusions were that children reared in father-absent homes under the sole
care of mothers became less spontaneous and less interactive. We speculated that
these deficits in children were due to a greater than average lack of social
cognitive interaction with male models or male figures.

Such conclusions are, of course, very tentative and await replication. The
implication for social policy, therefore, is that children who experience pro-
longed father-absence may be at greater social-cognitive development risk. Our
results provide a persuasive rationale for including a strong cognitive component
in educational services designed to help mothers, especially single parent mothers,
develop more sophisticated cognitive interactional styles with their children. It is
important that single mothers be equipped to provide the children a more social
problem-solving orientation in addition to a nurturant and authoritative orienta-
tion which comes very naturally to mothers.

In another five-year longitudinal study (Fry & Scher, 1984) that we carried out
with adolescents, our findings showed that father-absent adolescents, compared
to father-present adolescents, declined in achievement motivation. They declined
also in competitiveness, perserverance and a desire for mastery. Father-absent
adolescents showed a corresponding increase in social alienation and self-centredness
and a decrease in personal adequacy. Impacted more keenly on adolescent boys
than girls, suggesting that fathers are more necessary agents of change to their

93

i i i aching adolescence.
than to their daughters, particularly when ch114ren are approaching a :
g):: results, therefore, underscored the need to mcludg fathelrl-cg?d llcr)lrtlegrletl:l:gl(;r;sl
[ i is
i model of adolescent personality development. Uver afi, th '
lsrtlu?il;ly suggests that father-absence may bear ahsigmflcant relit‘l\(,):s:rllg tsoo ctilfl
: . A ;
itude of adverse effects that occur in children s cogni ;
?dnei/ge?:)pment. Our findings, although tentative, lepd su;zport to the notion of the
inadequacy of a pure mother’s effect model on children’s development.

Hetherington notes that: *‘In the current eagerness to dempnstrate tfhat S{nigrie
parent families headed by mothers can pr9v1de a salutory envnronmlegt o; rais " n%
children and that the presence of fathers is not essential for norma eve1 op]{rcnthe
in children there has been a tendency on the part of mothers to overtogies -
contributions of fathers.’” These implications 'touch the us?’of dwor;l:e 3 uta oy
the source of wisdom for *‘decisions concerning custody. If, as t et atrorl 1
our study suggests, the relationship between fathers .and Chlldrel’? 1rrf1ptz;10 s shav egt)(;
on the social-cognitive function of thg child, then it follows that Ia ﬁ'rlsd’s el
make to the children’s social—cognitlve. de\_/elogmept and to the C 1h s o
ecological involvement. The social policy }mphcatlop of our rlelsearcrtarlce “
children’s relationships with the non-custodlal.fathe'r is 'of equa 1m(§).o1 e
their well-being and quite separate from t_he relatlonslpp th.h the custo 12(11 mo the'r
One of the implications of our findings is thfit a social Pohcy Fhat impe hes raten_
than facilitates the father-child relationship is oyerlpol_(mg or ignoring the Eg 3
tially maladaptive effects which father dgprlvatlon is likely to havc;, on ecfil latign
tive development of children. It is conc.elvable, and'here we are only Sli’ u 'bmgé
that fathers exhibit a wider range of interests, skills and mte}les:tug attri L
which make them more cognitively competent agents of socialization to thet
children, particularly to their adolescent children.

Our perceptions as researchers lead us to believe that mothfers, aFt'leasftelar:uigg
sample, were not equipped to offer the ‘chlldren a wide array of cogni k11ve ——
to model. Our results suggested that chlldrgn who had expenenqed father-abs <
for a number of years were less adept in mterpe_rsonal_ reasgnmg(.r Inte;perf)(i)lrilt
reasoning in our study was defined as a composite variable mc;l}l ing t e1 :ted tz;
for perspective taking, intent assessment, and the kpowle_dge of factors re
the initiation, maintenance and termination of relationships.

The findings of our studies (Fry & Trifiletti, 1983; Fry & Grover,1 19833 Zl'ios
touch on the significance of visitation by the father. In two father-ana yt;lc s 51 tlh
we interviewed children and adolescents dir'ectly and we obtal.ned, first ap ,.1 e
children’s perceptions of positive and negative fathers in the single parent atmtl yI.1
In the case of both children and adolescents, our resultg suggestecll that visi ;11(1(),
by the father was the single most important factor in bolstering ?h.e child’s
morale. In those mother custody homes where father was .demed visitation o(r1
unable to visit, children reported much more personal anxiety, depressx?;l and
anger towards the custodial mother and repo.rted much more persona:il gul: tt att;w
self-blame. Our study of children’s perceptions leads us to conclu fe ﬁ a the
child’s continuing relationship with the father appears to bg one oAt e m =
powerful influences on the child’s adjustment to pa_rc.:ntalldn.'qrce. nfy soc;
policy must therefore consider and appreciate the positive significance of regular

visitation by the father.




We interviewed some children who, after a forced separation from father,
showed perceptions generally resembling those following the death of a parent.
The implications of these findings for parental post-divorce counselling is that
parents must attempt to distinguish their marital roles, which have terminated,
from their parental role which must continue for the sake of the children. Such
abstractions are very difficult for children and adolescents to handle on their
own, and the task may often require direct facilitations by single mothers and
social work personnel. Counselling or therapy should be aimed at promoting the
post-divorce relationship between the child and each parent separately. The
mother’s education towards recognizing that the child’s relationship with the
father is crucial to the child’s social and cognitive development may help the
mother to view the father’s visitation more favourably. The implication is that
where discord arises regarding fathers’ visitation mothers should seriously recon-
sider the contribution that fathers may and do make to the child’s emotional and
cognitive development (Fry & Addington, in press).

Concerning the question of mother custody versus father custody, a number of
points need to be detailed. Our study of children and adolescents’ perceptions of
negative and positive factors in the single-parent family pointed to differences in
the anxiety that children felt in the relationship with mother and father. In both
mother and father custody homes the stress factors which were identified by the
children were essentially the same. Our data reaffirmed that in both mother and
father custody homes, children perceived the father’s willingness to discuss
divorce related concerns as a salutory event. They also perceived the father’s
extra special efforts at self-disclosure and emotional sharing with the children to

be a very positive event (Fry & Grover, 1983; Fry & Leahey, 1983; Fry &
Trifiletti, 1983).

One other study of perceptions that we did, (Fry & Addington, 1984), attempted
to tap teachers’, social workers’ and community mental health nurses’ percep-
tions of the ability of children from mother and father custody houses and from
intact homes. The findings of this study drew our attention to the tendency of
these child care professionals to have very strong stereotypic perceptions of
children from divorced families. Such stereotypic views are held especially
towards boys from father custody homes who were seen to be less adequate in
their emotional functioning than children from mother custody homes. These
data clearly implicate the role of child care professionals in the child’s adjust-
ment to divorce. In terms of social policy, our recommendation is that child care
professionals increase their skills, knowledge and sensitivity as to the needs of
children from single parent homes.

Our interview data showed that children perceived teachers to be in the most
strategic position to help them. In father custody homes in particular, male
teachers were seen as the only stable figures in the child’s environment. These
data point to the significance of implementing training programs and cognitive
training for single parents mothers.

In summary, our data lead us to conclude that children exposed to prolonged
father-absence effects are cognitively and socially at risk (Fry, 1983). Adverse
effects are greater if father-absence occurs in the early formative years of the
child’s development; adverse effects impact more strongly on adolescent boys
than girls; adverse effects are more easily reversible in children than in adolescents;

and father-present effects are critical in any model of personality development of
children.

Current demographic predictions are that by 1990, 33 percent of North Amelrcll-
can children will experience their parents’ divorce before 'they are 18 years old.
Given this increase, factors relevant to child development in father-absent homﬁs
need to be considered within a framework that takgs ,full account of (a) t e
significant contribution which fathers make to the child’s emf)tlonal and Zo%m;
tive development; and (b) the inadequacy of a pure mother’s effect model o

child-rearing.

Note: An earlier version of this summary was presented at the Child Welfare
Colloquiun in Calgary, Alberta, May, 1983.
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THE FIFTH INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS ON CHILD ABUSE AND
NEGLECT, MONTREAL, SEPTEMBER 1984

Scholars and practitioners from around the world congregated at Montreal to
present and discuss hundreds of papers on child abuse and neglect. There was a
notable increase in the number of presentations on the topic of sexual abuse, and
it was timely that Dr. Robin Badgely, Chairman of the Committee on Child
Sexual Abuse whose Canadian report had just been issued, was able to address
the Congress in a plenary session. This radical, scholarly and wide-ranging
report was received with general acclaim by the professional community from
Canada, the United States and Europe.

The Congress coincided with the Pope’s visit to Canada. Jean-Paul II tele-
phoned the Congress with a brief message, concluding ‘‘Children are the richest
resource of the Universe,’” a fitting message for all of us who work with children.

A number of papers given to the conference are of particular importance to
those working with young children, and are reproduced here with the permission
of the authors.

*‘Child Abuse Policy and the School: The Manitoba Story”’
Claridge, B., Marshall, D.
Riverside School, Canada, Univ. of Manitoba, Canada.

School personnel in Canada often identify children who are victims of child
abuse. These abused children usually remain with the school system after the
abuse has been reported, during the involvement of other agencies of society and
after other agencies have ceased their involvement with the family. School
teachers and administrators are in a position to do more than the initial identifica-
tion of abuse. What other involvement is sanctioned by the employing school
board? This study examines the approach taken by school divisions in one
Canadian province, Manitoba, with regard to the existence of policies on child
abuse and what might be the components of such policies. The literature on
school jurisdiction child abuse policies identifies four major components of
policies. These are: (1) Child abuse identification and reporting procedure; (2)
Staff Training to recognize child abuse; (3) Staff involvement as part of a multi-
disciplinary team; (4) Inclusion of child development and child rearing programs
in the curriculum. The 47 school divisions in Manitoba were surveyed by ques-
tionnaire in February 1984 to ascertain the existence of policies and procedures
on child abuse and to examine those policies against components recommended
in the literature. It was found that of the 37 responding school divisions 7 had
written policies and 26 had unwritten procedures which teachers and principles
followed. Data analysis reveals that child abuse policies not only are not widespread,
they are not comprehensive in scope. A procedure to develop school division
child abuse policies has been established and is recommended.
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*“The Use of Therapeutic Day Care to Resolve the Legal Dilemma of Protecting

the Rights of Both Children and Parents in Equivocal Cases of Child Abuse and
Neglect”’

Durkin, R.
Seattle Day Nursery Assoc., USA.

The legal system has not developed effective guidelines on deprivation of
custody in equivocal cases, and the social and behavioural sciences lack reliable
and statistically valid means to assess the risks to a specific child of removing
him or her from the parents’ custody. The Seattle Day Nursery Care and Treat-
ment Program for Abused and Neglected Children has helped judges resolve this
legal dilemma. Children have been remanded by the judge to the program. The
children are called for at their homes and returned to the parent or parents each
day. This ongoing contact with either or both parents is a deterrent to abuse and
thus protects the child. While the child is in the care of the nursery, the parents
can demonstrate their concern and, more important, their ability to care for their
children by participating in the program. Their participation has proved to be
prima facie evidence relevant to their keeping the children or having them removed
from the home. In this way, the courts are able to balance the right of parents to
raise their children and the responsibility of the state in Ioco parentis to protect
children. The experimental design, sample and choice of instruments and the
implications of the data are presented and discussed.

“The Social Behaviour of Abused and Control Children in Public Day Care’’
Hay, T. F., Thompson, M. G., Marton, P.

Behavioural Team, Canada, Rotary Creche Child and Family Clinic, Canada,
Hinck’s Treatment Centre., Canada.

Community daycare centres can play an important role in all levels of preven-
tion of child abuse and neglect. In addition to providing services and support for
families having problems, they can also assist in primary prevention by provid-
ing a positive social environmental for children. But not enough is known about
the social environment for children in a daycare setting. This study looks at the
behaviour of abused and control preschool children during their first six months
of public daycare centres. Videotapes made during free play periods indicate
major differences in the social interactions of the two groups. The abused chil-
dren spend significantly less time in either positive or negative interactions, and
more time playing alone. The sole play of the treatment children is more likely to
end when another child approaches or interacts with them. The control children
take a more active role in terminating solo play and in following through on
approaches. These differences become greater over the time of the study, because
the controls become more social while the abused children do not. This paper
discusses both the details of the group differences and the implications for
daycare programmes. Obviously, these children will need additional help if they
are to take full advantage of the daycare experience.

«Remediating Developmental Delays of Preschool Age Abused and Neglected
Children Through Day Treatment’’

Heide, J., Richardson, M.

CASC/The Children’s Place, USA.

Child abuse has its most devastating consequences on the develompental status
of children under the age of six. This presentation will support the hypothesis
that an innovative day treatment program can assist preschool age abused a_n'd
neglected children by successfully remediating Qeveloprpental delays anc_i facﬂ’l-
tating future normal growth and development. In its first five years The Chlld.rer'l s
Place served 140 children. Research at the centre documents the characteristics
of these children and their families and uses test scores from the pres_,chool
assessment book, Developmental Programming for Infants and Young Children,
to evaluate development. Results show that regardless of chronological gr’owth,f
the children’s developmental growth in all areas accelerates between the time o.
entry and the first testing as follows: Fine Mot.or — 1.9 months per monthT
Cognition — 2.2 months per month; Social-Emotional — 2.6 months per m?nth,
Self-Care — 1.5 months per month; Gross Motor — 1.6 months per mopth, and
Language — 2.0 months per month. Also included in the presentation will be an
explanation of types of treatment provided f_or parents and famxly members with
particular emphasis on parent-child interaction training which helps the parents
contribute to the developmental growth of the child. The viewer should come
away with an understanding of an effective treatment program for prc.:schoo] age
abused and neglected children and their families as tertiary prevention for this
significant problem.

“Why Don’t Teachers Report Child Abuse?”’
Mandell, A.
Queen’s Univ., Canada.

The Ontario Child Welfare Act defines child abuse and contains wording
similar to that of many other jurisdictions requiring professionals who have
reasonable grounds to suspect that a child is being subjecFed to gbuswe treatment
to report their suspicions to the appropriate Children’s Aid Society. This leg_lsla-
tion was in place for five years before any attempt was made to enforce it by
prosecuting a professional for failing to fulfill the rf;qulrfzment. The first prosecu-
tion in 1983 resulted in an acquittal. The decision is being appealed.

The author is a lawyer and a professor of law and .philoso.phy at nger}’s
University Faculty of Education. The paper provides a phllosoplpcal and jurisdic-
tional analysis of the legal requirement to report suspected ct_uld :abuse. It pro-
vides a critique of the legal process that is relied on by the legislation aqd of the
legal definition of child abuse that is provided m.the Act. It explains why
teachers and other professionals fail to report as required.

The author offers proposals for legislative reform and considers the difficulties
posed by the Canadian system of criminal justice to any attempt to enforce the
reporting requirement.
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“‘High Risk Infant Project, Children’s Aid Society of Metropolitan Toronto’’
Pearson, M. C.

Metro Toronto Children’s Aid Society, Canada.

Improved ability in identifying high risk factors has highlighted the need for
additional resources to work with infants — 0-18 months. The high risk infant in
a fragile environment, frequently not visible in the community, is the most
vulnerable client is Child Welfare. This project address this issue by using
nursing professionals. Using a team concept, the nurse and social worker, both
officers of the Children’s Aid Society, provided an expanded service of assessment,

education, support, supervision and monitoring. The crucial concept was that
service was intensive and highly visible.

The objective of the project were three-fold. For the infant — to reduce the
risk, enhance the well-being of the child, and ensure the healthiest baby possible.
For the parent — to provide support and instruction in parenting skills, so as to
increase the chance of the child remaining in his home. For the caseworker — to
allow for better decision making on the part of the caseworker, as well as to
reduce anxiety by providing additional support. Research, conducted by the
Sutcliffe Group Incorporated, an independent body, was based on 97 cases. It
was concluded that the nurses’ medical expertise, assessment abilities, frequent
visits, educational services in child care techniques, and support to the parent all
combined to reduce the chances of abuse or neglect. The project clearly demon-
strated both a preventative and protective focus. This unique service in Child

Welfare has become a program within the operational budget Toronto Branch,
Children’s Aid Society, Metropolitan Toronto.

““‘Child Sexual Abuse: Making Our Children Safer’’
Stewart, C.

Special Committee on Child Abuse, Canada.

In response to a growing awareness and concern about the prevalence of child
sexual abuse and the difficulties of early identification and prevention, a multi-
faceted program has been introduced into primary and junior division schools in
Metropolitan Toronto. The program teaches children about issues of personal
safety, how to protect themselves, as well as how to get help if they need it.
Recognizing that child sexual abuse is a community problem and everyone has a
responsibility in doing something about it, the program also actively and success-
fully encourages the involvement of as many people as possible in the community.

An evaluation conducted in 1983 concluded that the program was demonstra-
bly successful in precipitating disclosures, increasing the likelihood of a child
reporting an incident, enhancing children’s feelings of safety and greatly chang-

ing attitudes of parents and teachers toward child sexual abuse (e.g., believing
the child).

This workshop describes the Preventive Education Program including its three

main components: community preparation, the play Mission from Ydob, and the
Child Abuse Prevention Kit. Slides and visuals are used to illustrate the program

vl

and its demonstrated effectiveness. Materials are provided fqr participants who
may want to initiate similar programs in their own communities.

‘A Multidisciplinary Proposal to Roll Back the Age of School Enrollment as an
Abuse Prevention Strategy’’

Vayda, E.

York Univ., Canada

Normal anticipation and acceptance of societal interventipn into ttzle farr;llly
occurs when the child reaches the age of school entry. By the time a chil ;eag es
this age, however, he or she may have already guffered some form ov :(11 léf:
which may affect that child’s well-being and capacity to benefit 'from s;zhei Fwe
tional programme. Societal involvement and'concern can begin 1at ir e
assume that all children have a right to an optimum developmenta ;nylrgnm X
within the cultural context of the individual family. To er'lsure.thls right flacl
child would be enrolled in the local school. shortly after bq‘th since the sct 00
occupies an accepted and familiar space in the community. The paren si rcl)r
caregivers would be expected to attend meetings held at the §choqlfon ;m ong(;) fo%
basis to participate in a group network of support, apd to identify the ?ee “
specific resources. Early childhood educa.tors., public health personnel, soc
workers for community agencies, and nutrionists would serve as rCS(()iurches tper—
sons for the groups. The focus of the meetings would vary as needed, tl g bone
would be informal and culturally sensitive. The expccte_d outcome woul eha
decrease in child abuse across time, a lessening of famllly isolation dl}llllil(;lg t e;
critical early years of a child’s develqpmept, early_ detectloq of some cf1h ren a
great risk, and a normalization of somet.aI interest in the environment of t g_vtqr}:
young child. A pilot project located in several dlfft?rept communities 1sd1?
guished by contrasting economic and cultur.al characteristics could be df:Slgneth 0
measure this outcome but participation might have to be on a voluntary rather
than a compulsory basis.

‘‘Parents at Risk: Assessment and Preventive Care for Childbearing Families’’
Williams, D., Ledger, K. E. .
Queen Alexandra Hospital for Children, Canada.

i i irth of a child is a critical time for programs
airI:((; aﬁetrt])gdprsil:rrl;?‘;nsrl:\/ge;?iinbtg child abuse, neglect and mglparenting. This
workshop will present a framework fOl" the assessment of parenting potential and
preventive intervention with childbearing families. -

i indi rom a variety of noted researchers in the
are]zl:SS? c(l)lrillcall :l})ltrllgge::lsd %fez‘fgllggénaglfdfperinatal carg the workshop addresses the
following:

1. Parenting potential — a conceptual model.

2. Criteria for perinatal family assessment:
- prenatal
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- labour and delivery
- early postpartum.
3. Preventiv'e approaches for families at risk.
Community resources — responding to the needs of high risk families.

Thf; presentation includes tools for data gathering
planning. Participants are given opportunities to ex;’)
tools for use in their own specific vocational and co
most relevant to professionals working directly wit

assessment and intervention
lore the application of these

mm}.mity settings. Content is
h childbearing families.
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REVIEWS AND NOTES

Laura Johnson and Janice Dineen
The Kin Trade: The Day Care Crisis in Canada.
Toronto: McGraw-Hill Ryerson, 1981, pp. 147.

Although published over three years ago, this important book is worth review-
ing in a special issue on daycare. It is an important book which has received too
little attention.

The thesis of this book is that inevitable pressures make it imperative that
many mothers work outside the home. Yet good daycare placements are hard to
find and parents frequently use, ‘... neighbours, friends, relatives, even strangers.
The result is an epidemic of child neglect. At the most critical stage of their lives,
Canadian children are battling daily indifference, overcrowding, inadequate nour-
ishment and emotional, even physical abuse.”’

This thesis is elaborated with a series of case histories and interviews with
working parents and babysitters. The villains in this scenario which the authors
cast are not parents or the unsupervised sitters or private daycares, but govern-
ments and social welfare authorities who fail to provide high-quality, non-profit
centres.

The authors give case examples of daycare in which children were locked in a
bathroom, tied to toilet, and had masking tape put over their mouths. Yet it is not
inevitable that home daycare should be of poor quality. With the aid of a good
community worker,

... Home day care with a local neighbourhood base can strengthen fonds
within a community and involve people in a network of service. It can be a
pleasure for children to be able to stay near home and play with their own
friends after school instead of being sent to another neighbourhood. It is
also a great convenience for parents if they can find good family daycare
near their home, since it cuts down on the travelling time needed to drop
the children off... A family daycare is a place where parents can take
several children of different ages... Home daycare is also good for parents
because it has much more flexible than do daycare centres.

In an ideal system some mothers work outside the home, while others
work within the home caring for their own and others’ children, within the
context of an integrated neighbourhood which is fostered by a professional
family and daycare support worker.

Is Canada too individualistic a country for such a neighbourhood model
of good daycare practice to work?

Chris Bagley

Network News, published by the National Day Care Research Network.
Edited by Dr. Alan Pence, School of Child Care, University of Victoria,



P.0. Box 1700, Victoria, B.C. V8W 2Y?2. Subscription $5.00 per annum.

This newslet(er was crgated in August of 1984, and aims to link research-
ers from a variety of disciplines who are working in the daycare field. A

national survey of daycare is being planned through a grant from th
Department of Health and Welfare. ¢ ¢ e

The origins of the National Day Care Research Network lie with a
workshop/conference that was held in Vancouver in December, 1983.
Several of the twelve individuals attending this workshop supported by
Health and Welfare and UBC Faculty of Education had met earlier in the
Fa}H at a SSHRC supported symposium in Toronto hosted by Dr. Andrew
Biemiller (U. .of Toronto) and Dr. Ellen Regan (OISE). The Toronto
(SSHRC) meeting focussed primarily on Canadian participation in an Inter-
national Pre-Primary Education Research project, however an opportunity
was provided for attendees to discuss their own areas of research interest.
'Sevel"al of the participants with interests specifically in daycare research
identified each~ other and agreed to explore the possibility of collaborating
on and coordinating with each other in undertaking daycare research in
Canada. The Vancouver meeting and the National Day Care Research
Network followed from that expressed interest.

One of the goals the Day Care Research Network identified in Vancou-
ver was ‘‘... to create vehicles for the sharing and analysis of information
on daycare in Canada” (Goelman, 1984, Report on the Vancouver
Conference). The ‘‘Network News’ is on extension of that goal.

The Canadian Child Day Care Federation, P.O. Box 6370. Stati o
B.C. V8P 5M3. , Station C, Victoria

The Canadian Child Day Care Federation was formed to provide support
and networking services to the daycare community. The Federation seeks
to be an association of provincial organizations and individuals who want
to sh_are. experience, expertise, and knowledge. In addition, support in
coordinating or planning in workshops, conferences and seminars in areas
such as curriculum development, administration, staff development, assess-
ment and evaluation of programs, and fundraising techniques will be an
important part of the work of the Federation.

The 1982 Conference on Day Care in Winnipeg, Manitoba produced a
strong daycare advocate’s voice in the Canadian Day Care Advocacy
Association. The Federation’s work will not be the work of an advocacy
assocation, rather a ‘‘service to members’’ organization.

The Federation has recently produced a poster outlining ways of estab-

llshlgg a community group which can exercise pressure for better daycare
provision.

Burch, Jennings Michael
They Cage the Animals at Night.
New York: New American Library, 1984.

Malarek, Victor
Hey Malarek!
Toronto: MacMillan of Canada, 1984.

These two books are important additions to the still relatively sparse
literture depicting child welfare systems from the inside: from the child’s
viewpoint. The two accounts are a contrast in style but emerge with similar
themes. Jenning’s story, for all it includes accounts of serious mistreatment
in foster care and institutional care, is basically a gentle story. Jennings as
a little boy was evidently able to evoke and give love, and to teach friend-
ship to other children. He had a mother, but illness and poverty prevented
her from providing consistent care for him and his brothers. Jenning’s story
has a happy ending: in contrast his closest friend in the institution, Mark,
dies in childhood without ever having anyone to ‘‘tuck him in or kiss him
goodnight.’” Until they met Jennings abided by the *‘lifer’’ kid’s rule, to have no
friends, ‘‘they go away and it hurts.”’

Victor’s story is very different in style and content: it includes even more
serious mistreatment and brutality experienced at the hands of caretakers and the
reader is made to feel the fear, the growing anger and frustration
and the eruption into violence. Victor’s story could so easily not have had a
satisfactory ending, that it did seems in good part due to reactions of a
judge and a psychiatrist who had the insight to look beyond Victor’s
behaviour. Victor’s turnaround was also attributable to his conviction that
his parents loved him notwithstanding his father’s drinking and violent
outbursts.

The first, and most important theme in Victor’s account is the value of the
knowledge of parental love — in Victor’ words ‘‘our’s wasn’t a perfect family,
but the deep bond we shared ... gave each a certain strength.’’ Another was the
profound effect, for good or ill, that teachers can have. For children entrapped in
the system a teacher can intensify the hurts and the deprivation, or conversely
provide hope and encouragement. A further theme was the sense of bewilder-
ment and fear experienced by the young child entering the child welfare system
which is coupled with insensitive handling and the inability or failure on the part
of caretakers to mitigate and intervene. There is the risk that children without
families will fail to attach to anybody, or attach to a deviant sub-culture in order
to belong somewhere. Perhaps the overriding message is that professionals whose
task it is to assess and care for children in disrupted families should value and
support the affectional bonds that exist, and that support should be as important
as the alleviation of the environmental stresses.

And, in Victor Malarek’s own words ‘‘we must ensure that, as the system
moves to professionalize, computerize, and technologize, child
care professionals don’t lose the capacity for individualized judgment.’’

Kathleen Kufeldt






